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F1 – United States Department of the Interior (page 1 of 1) 

 
 
 

 

Response: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1. Thank you for the comment. 
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F2 – United States Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10 (page 1 of 4) 

 

Response: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1. Thank you for the comment. 
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F2 – United States Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10 (page 2 of 4) 

 

Response: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2. Thank you for the comment. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3. Thank you for the comment. 
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F2 – United States Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10 (page 3 of 4) 

 

Response: 
 
 
 
 
4. Thank you for the comment. 
 
 
 
 
5. The FEIS documents progress on the ILF use plan.  Section 6.4.3 of the 

Mitigation Action Plan (Appendix C) has been updated to add this 
information. 

 
 

6. Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
7. The Mitigation Action Plan (Appendix C, Section 7) of the FEIS has been 

updated to include permitting and consultation terms. 
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F2 – United States Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10 (page 4 of 4) 

 

Response: 
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F3 – Marine Mammal Commission (page 1 of 4) 

 

Response: 
 
1. The Navy is not requesting take for the removal of piles as part of the 

proposed action.  Within the EIS, the Navy discussed the vibratory removal 
of 120 temporary (or false work) piles as part of Alternative 2 of the LWI 
project.  The Navy’s preferred Alternative is Alternative 3 which does not 
include the construction of any temporary piles, so they have not been included 
within our take analysis. 
 
The Service Pier Extension (Alternative 2) does include the removal of 
36 creosote piles.  These piles will be removed by using a clam shell or similar 
methods and cutting at the mudline if splitting or breakage occurs.   
 
No changes to the take estimates within the EIS are necessary. 

 
2. The new density value that should be applied is 7.93 animals per sq km.  

 
The size of the harbor seal population has increased and is much higher than 
previously determined (3,555 animals vs 1,088).  In addition, the correction 
factor for the amount of time these animals spend in the water vs hauled out 
has been improved based on Hood Canal specific data, since the behavior of 
these animals in the Canal is significantly different than haul out behavior in 
other parts of the inland waters (London et al. 2012). 
 
The Navy utilized Jeffries et al. 1999 and London et al. 2012 in determining 
our correction factor.  Jeffries et al. 1999 study was used to establish the 
abundance for the stock in NMFS SARs.  In this survey 711 animals were 
counted (on 21 Sept between the hours of 1500-1600).  As a result, an 
approximate correction factor for this count using the haul out probability from 
London would calculate the density as follows:  
 
The approximate probability of animals hauled out during that time frame in 
those months is 0.20. The inverse of this (1.0/0.20) provides a correction factor 
of 5.0.  When this is applied to the survey count data of 711 harbor seals it 
yields an updated population estimate of 3,555 animals. Assuming that only 
20% of animals are hauled out at one time, then 2,844 (or 80% of the total 
population) of Hood Canal harbor seals could be available in the water to be 
taken.  
 
The researchers indicated that this is the appropriate estimate of the Hood 
Canal harbor seal population size based upon only published survey data and 
haul out behavior.  It should be noted that the Navy in coordination with 
(continued on next page)  
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F3 – Marine Mammal Commission (page 2 of 4) 

 

Response: 
 

NMFS and WDFW have been funding aerial surveys of the inland waters of 
Washington including the Hood Canal to update the abundance information for 
this species from the Jefferies study.  In coordination with those aerial surveys 
are tagging efforts to get accurate haul out information for the exact same time 
periods as the surveys.  They only have preliminary data at this time and are 
not able to provide it for use in permitting but they indicated that population 
estimates were highly variable across year as were the haul-out correction 
factors. 
 
Using a uniform density for calculating takes was avoided because the Navy 
felt it would significantly over estimate impacts in areas that are not located by 
known haul outs. The closest haulouts to Bangor are just south of Dabob Bay 
and further south in Hood Canal. Nevertheless, because we do not have any 
more recent tag data that can be used to assist in generating a stratified density 
layer to improve take estimates, the Navy is defaulting to a uniform density for 
the LWI/SPE calculation.  
 
In the future, our approach for density calculations with respect to harbor seals 
may be different if we are able to obtain more reasonable density estimates 
based on tag data.  Using the percentage of the total population that can be in 
the water at one time, and the area of Hood Canal, the uniform density value 
for this stock would be 7.93 animals/sq. km. This is a significant increase from 
our prior analysis and the Navy feels that this is likely a gross overestimation 
of our impacts, especially considering that we have no known large scale haul 
outs and based on the presence of in-water encounters with harbor seals during 
our other construction actions at the base.   
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F3 – Marine Mammal Commission (page 3 of 4) 

 

Response: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3. The Navy agrees with the Commission’s recommendations.  Changes have 

been made within the LWI-SPE EIS and IHA to correct the rounding error for 
our species estimates. 
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F3 – Marine Mammal Commission (page 4 of 4) 

 

Response: 
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T1 – Point No Point Treaty Council (page 1 of 7) 

 

Response: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1. Thank you for the comment letter.  The Commanding Officer of Naval Base 

Kitsap invited the Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribe, Jamestown S’Klallam Tribe 
and Lower Elwha Klallam Tribe to consider initiation of government-to-
government on the LWI and SPE Proposed Actions in 2008 and 2012, 
respectively.  Since April 2015, the Navy and these Tribes have held many 
government-to-government and staff consultation meetings to discuss details of 
the LWI and SPE projects and Tribal concerns.   

 
2. Comment noted.   
 
3. The Navy and the Tribes have held government-to-government consultation and 

staff level consultation meetings to discuss details of the LWI and SPE projects 
and tribal concerns.  As a result, the Navy has offered treaty mitigations for the 
potential impacts to treaty rights and resources by the construction and operation 
of the LWI and SPE projects.  These offered treaty mitigations are described in 
Chapter 9 (Treaty Mitigation) of the Mitigation Action Plan (Appendix C of this 
FEIS). 

 
4. The Navy appreciates the time taken by the PNPTC to provide the background 

on the S’Klallam Tribes history, culture and treaty fisheries.  
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T1 – Point No Point Treaty Council (page 2 of 7) 

 

Response: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5. As discussed in government-to-government consultations, there will be no 

impact to access of the Devil’s Hole Beach for shellfishing at NAVBASE Kitsap 
Bangor in accordance with the 1997 cooperative agreement between the Navy 
and the Tribes.  Further, the Navy has offered the Tribes treaty mitigations 
projects for the potential impacts to treaty rights and resources by the 
construction and operation of the LWI and SPE projects which are assessed in 
this document in Chapter 9 (Treaty Mitigation) of the Mitigation Action Plan 
(Appendix C). 

 
6. While the Navy does not agree with the Tribes’ assertion that the Devil’s Hole 

beach and the shellfish resources will be severely affected by the LWI and SPE 
projects (see Navy response #13 below) , the Navy has offered to discuss 
possible actions with the Tribes if significant changes occur at the beach.  In 
addition, the 100-foot construction corridor accounts for the broader disturbance 
area that could be impacted during construction.  However, a coffer dam will be 
installed during construction of the LWI abutments that will be above the 
shellfish habitat, reducing the likelihood that shellfish habitat would be impacted 
by abutment construction. Further, the latest design drawings of the LWI 
observation posts show these posts will be entirely located above the shellfish 
habitats.  A reference to the appropriate benthic habitat impact discussion in 
Sections 3.2.2.2.2 and 3.2.2.2.3 (see FEIS pages 3.2-38 through 3.2-40) was 
added to Section 3.14 in the FEIS. The 2-year period referred to in the FEIS text 
is the 2-year construction period; that 2-year period would be followed by up to 
3 years recovery time.  This discussion and analysis has been revised in the 
FEIS after additional review in response to comments.  The recovery time for 
disturbed shellfish was increased in the FEIS from 3 years to 5 years after 
construction ceases.   
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T1 – Point No Point Treaty Council (page 3 of 7) 

 

Response: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
7. This comment raises several distinct issues.  Both the LWI and SPE projects are 

located within an established waterfront Naval Restricted Area (NRA).  
Currently, the Navy has not authorized tribal, recreational or commercial 
finfishing within the waterfront NRA.  Therefore, there is no impact to other 
types of tribal fishing in the project sites located within the NRA.  Outside the 
NRA, access to the Tribes’ fishing U&A in co-use navigable waterways will not 
be significantly affected.  Tribal access to shellfish at NAVBASE Kitsap Bangor 
is already provided for at Devil’s Hole Beach under the 1997 cooperative 
agreement.  Finally, refer to responses to Point No Point Treaty Council 
(PNPTC) Comments #6 and #19 (original PGST Comment 4) as well as Port 
Gamble S’Klallam Tribe (PGST) Comments #13, #21, and #23. 

 
 
 
8. The American Indian Traditional Resources cumulative impacts section (4.3.14) 

has been revised to provide more detail on cumulative impacts of the proposed 
actions on American Indian traditional resources as well as all aspects of treaty 
rights.  The cumulative impacts of multiple projects at NAVBASE Kitsap 
Bangor are quantified to the extent possible in Section 4 of the FEIS.  
Section 4.3.14 assesses impacts to American Indian traditional resources. 

 
Further, the Navy has offered treaty mitigations projects as a result of 
government-to-government consultations with the PNPTC member Tribes for 
the potential impacts to treaty rights and resources by the construction and 
operation of the LWI and SPE projects which are assessed in this document in 
Chapter 9 (Treaty Mitigation) of the Mitigation Action Plan (Appendix C). 
 
Also, refer to PGST Comment #12. 
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T1 – Point No Point Treaty Council (page 4 of 7) 

 

Response: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
9. Section 4.3.16 discusses the effects of climate change, including ocean 

acidification and effects on calcification.  Further, climate change information 
has been added to Section 4.3.14 as a cumulative stressor for shellfish 
populations. 
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T1 – Point No Point Treaty Council (page 5 of 7) 

 

Response: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
10.  Please see the response to PNPTC Comment #8 and PGST Comment #4. 
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T1 – Point No Point Treaty Council (page 6 of 7) 

 
 

Response: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
11. Tables of cumulative impacts are included for resources for which impacts can 

be quantified; text discussions of multiple numbers can be confusing.  The 
proposed table would not add information not included in Table 4-1 and revised 
Section 4.3.14 (American Indian Traditional Resources cumulative impacts), 
which address the impacts included in this comment. 

 
 
12. The potential impacts of project construction vessels and SEAWOLF, LOS 

ANGELES, and VIRGINIA Class submarine transits on tribal fishing vessels 
have been added to Section 3.14.2 (American Indian Traditional Resources) of 
the FEIS. 

 
13. The DEIS analysis was based on modeling by cbec (2013). The Tribes’ CGS 

study based its conclusions on literature review and field visits but did not do 
any modeling.  The FEIS incorporates field observations noted in the CGS 
report. EPA reviewed and found the DEIS took a hard look at the sediment 
transport issue and found the DEIS adequate.  Additionally, while the Navy does 
not agree with the Tribes’ assertion that the Devil’s Hole Beach will be severely 
affected by the LWI and SPE projects, the Navy has offered to discuss possible 
actions with the Tribes if significant changes occur at the beach.  Also, refer to 
PGST Tribe Comment #13. 

 
14. The LWI and SPE projects would not have impacts to shellfish resources outside 

of the immediate construction areas; impacts would not extend to the properties 
beyond the base.  As described in the FEIS, the only benthic areas anticipated to 
be impacted during construction are those in the immediate areas of the pile 
driving where sediment disruption would occur, and where anchors are placed. 

 
15. Section 3.2 of the FEIS has been revised to clarify that the habitat provided by 

the new piles is not viewed as mitigation for habitat loss. 
 
16. Section 3.17 of the FEIS includes tables summarizing all the impacts of the 

Proposed Actions as requested by this comment.  Chapter 4 describes the 
cumulative impacts of the proposed actions, and the Executive Summary 
includes a summary of cumulative impacts.  Regarding shellfish recovery time, 
please see the response to PGST Comment #25. 
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T1 – Point No Point Treaty Council (page 7 of 7) 

 

Response: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
17. The abutments have been designed and located to minimize environmental 

impacts while meeting the required security function (Section 2.3.1).  
 
18. Comment Noted. Please refer to PGST Comment #New 17.  
 
19. The potential impacts of project construction vessels and SEAWOLF, LOS 

ANGELES, and VIRGINIA Class submarine transits on co-use waterways of 
the Hood Canal and Admiralty Inlet on tribal fishing vessels have been added 
to Section 3.14.2 of the FEIS. 

 
20. The observation posts will be located in the high intertidal zone, above the 

shellfish habitats, as will the stairs from the bluffs down to the beach.  Further, 
installation of a coffer dam above the shellfish beds during abutment 
construction will reduce the potential of construction impacts to this resource. 

 
21. The Navy remains committed to fulfilling its government-to-government 

consultation responsibilities in accordance with Navy polices.  The Navy 
routinely provides notifications to the Tribes of project developments as early 
as practical in order to provide adequate time for the Tribes to review 
documents. 
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T1 – Point No Point Treaty Council –– ATTACHMENT 1 (attachment page) 

 

 
Responses have been provided to the main comment document, which 
references the attachments.  There are no responses to the attachments 
here and below. 
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T2 – Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribe (page 1 of 26) 

 

Response: 
 
 
 
 
1 Thank you for the comment letter.  The Commanding Officer of Naval Base 

Kitsap invited the Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribe S’Klallam Tribe, as well as 
the Jamestown S’Klallam Tribe and Lower Elwha Klallam Tribe, to consider 
initiation of government-to-government for the LWI and SPE projects in 
letters of August 22, 2008 and 2012, respectfully.  Since April 2015, the Navy 
and the Tribes have held many government-to-government and staff 
consultation meetings to discuss details of the LWI and SPE projects and 
Tribal concerns.  Although formal agreement was not reached, as a result of 
consultations, the Navy has offered treaty mitigations for the potential 
significant impacts to treaty rights and resources by the construction and 
operation of the LWI and SPE projects.  These offered treaty mitigations are 
described in Chapter 9 (Treaty Mitigation) in Appendix C (Mitigation Action 
Plan) of this FEIS. 

 
 As discussed in government-to-government consultation meetings, the Tribes 

will continue to have access of the Devil’s Hole Beach for shellfishing at 
NAVBASE Kitsap Bangor in accordance with the 1997 cooperative 
agreement between the Navy and the Tribes.  The Navy is committed to 
continued communication and coordination with the Tribes for continued 
access to the shellfish resources at this beach in accordance with Navy 
security requirements during both construction and operation of the LWI 
project.  Currently the Tribes, including the Skokomish Indian Tribe, access 
this beach approximately 4 times a year for shellfish harvest.  

 
 In addition, as noted throughout the EIS, the Navy plans to provide 

compensatory mitigation for impacts to aquatic resources through the 
established Hood Canal In-Lieu Fee (ILF) Program, for which the Hood Canal 
Coordinating Council (HCCC) is the sponsor.  The aquatic compensatory 
mitigation actions will be identified and developed by the ILF program and its 
inter-agency review team which includes Tribal representatives. 

 
2. The Navy appreciates the Tribe’s support of the Navy’s mission and the need 

for protection of vital national security assets at NAVBASE Kitsap Bangor.  
As this comment raises several distinct issues, please refer to responses to Port 
Gamble S’Klallam Tribe (PGST) Comments #1, #13, #15, #25, and #27, as 
well as Point No Point Treaty Council (PNPTC) Comments #6 and #14. 
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T2 – Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribe (page 2 of 26) 

 

Response: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3. This comment addresses several distinct issues.  Please see responses to PGST 
Comments #17, #18, and #21, as well as PNPTC Comments #1, #14, and #16. 

 
 
 

4. The American Indian Traditional Resources section (3.14.2) has been revised 
to provide more detail on the potential impacts of the Proposed Actions on 
American Indian traditional resources including off reservation treaty rights 
for access to harvest shellfish under the 1997 cooperative agreement between 
the Navy and the Tribes.  Please also see the responses to PNPTC Comments 
#8 and #12, and PGST Comment # 26. 

 
 
 
 
5. The Navy appreciates the time taken by the Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribe to 

provide the background on the Tribe’s history, culture and Treaty fisheries. 

2 cont. 
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T2 – Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribe (page 3 of 26) 

 

Response: 
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Response: 
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T2 – Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribe (page 5 of 26) 

 

Response: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
6. The Navy generally agrees with the statements regarding the existence and 

extent of off reservation fishing tribal treaty rights.  With respect to the issue 
of habitat protection, the Navy acknowledges the decision of the federal 
district court in the sub-proceedings in the United States v. Washington 
regarding culverts.  However, the Navy notes that the court’s decision is on 
appeal and the existence and parameters of a right of habitat protection (also 
referred to as habitat degradation) are subject to interpretation and evolving 
court decisions.  Additionally, the Navy notes that a de minimus interference 
with treaty right is not necessarily a treaty violation (See Lummi v. 
Cunningham, No. C92-1023, Western District of WA unpublished decision 
1992). 

 
 Further, both the LWI and SPE projects are located within an established 

waterfront Naval Restricted Area (NRA) (see 33 CFR Part 334).  Currently no 
tribal, recreational or commercial finfishing is allowed within the waterfront 
NRA which encompasses the LWI and SPE project sites.  Outside the NRA, 
access to the Tribe’s fishing U&A in co-use navigable waterways will not be 
significantly affected.  Continued Tribal access to shellfish at NAVBASE 
Kitsap Bangor Devil’s Hole Beach is provided for under the 1997 cooperative 
agreement between the Navy and the Tribes.   

5cont 
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T2 – Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribe (page 6 of 26) 

 

Response: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
7. Comment noted.  Please also refer to Section 3.14 for discussion on 

establishment of the 1997 cooperative agreement for shellfish at Devil’s Hole 
Beach and the 1993 Special legislation for DoD purchase of tidelands.  
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T2 – Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribe (page 7 of 26) 

 

Response: 
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T2 – Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribe (page 8 of 26) 

 

Response: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
8. Comment noted. The Navy acknowledges and respects the reserved treaty 

rights of the Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribe and other treaty tribes and remains 
committed to fulfilling its government-to-government consultation 
responsibilities in accordance with Navy policies.  While the Navy and the 
Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribe could not reach formal agreement for treaty 
mitigations as a result of government-to-government consultations, the Navy 
has offered treaty mitigations to for potential significant impacts to treaty 
rights and resources by the construction and operation of the LWI and SPE 
projects.  These offered treaty mitigations are described in Chapter 9 (Treaty 
Mitigation) of the Mitigation Action Plan (Appendix C of this FEIS). 

 
9. The Navy acknowledges the Tribe’s concerns with the potential effects of 

various Navy projects on treaty fishing and the environment.  NAVBASE 
Kitsap Bangor has a vital security mission that supports the Nation’s strategic 
deterrence program, as such, the operations at Bangor waterfront are complex 
and require on-going planning and coordination.  NAVBASE Kitsap Bangor 
also supports various classes of non-ballistic submarines.   

 
 The Navy has invited and conducts government-to-government consultation 

with the PGST and other potentially affected tribes on these projects that have 
the potential to significantly affect the tribes in accordance with EO 13175 
and Navy policy.  Where impacts are significant, the Navy has reached formal 
agreement for appropriate treaty mitigations relative to potential impacts of 
the Proposed Actions with PGST (e.g., EHW-2 project in 2012). 

 
 The Navy also complies with other laws and permit requirements for these 

projects including providing compensatory mitigation under the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers/USEPA Compensatory Mitigation Rule for Loss of 
Aquatic Resources that also mitigates for impacts to some of the same treaty 
protected intertidal and marine aquatic resources. 
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T2 – Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribe (page 9 of 26) 

 

Response: 
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T2 – Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribe (page 10 of 26) 

 

Response: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
10. The need for the SPE Proposed Action is based on the Navy’s operational 

readiness mission, not merely due to inconvenience as suggested by the Tribe.  
The purpose of the Proposed Action is to provide additional berthing capacity 
and improve associated support facilities for existing homeported and visiting 
submarines at NAVBASE Kitsap Bangor (see FEIS Section 1.2.2).  The SPE 
project is needed to:   

 
• Provide alternative opportunities for berthing to mitigate restrictions at 

NAVBASE Kitsap Bremerton on navigating SEAWOLF Class 
submarines through Rich Passage under certain tidal conditions;   

• Improve long-term operational effectiveness for the three SEAWOLF 
Class submarines on NAVBASE Kitsap;   

• Provide berthing and logistical support for SEAWOLF, LOS ANGELES, 
and VIRGINIA submarine classes at the Navy’s SSN research, 
development, test and evaluation hub, which is currently located on 
NAVBASE Kitsap Bangor; and   

• Improve submarine crew training and readiness through co-location of 
command functions at NAVBASE Kitsap Bangor submarine training 
center.   

 
 The SPE and supporting facilities would address a number of infrastructure 

deficiencies on NAVBASE Kitsap (both NAVBASE Kitsap Bangor and 
NAVBASE Kitsap Bremerton) to ensure its capability to support the 
SEAWOLF fleet.  These deficiencies include inadequate support services 
facilities, parking, and berthing space at the existing NAVBASE Kitsap 
Bangor Service Pier. 

10 
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T2 – Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribe (page 11 of 26) 

 

Response: 
 
 
 
 
 
11. Executive Order (EO) 13175 Consultation and Coordination with Indian 

Tribal Governments affirms the trust responsibility of the United States and 
directs agencies to consult with American Indian tribes and respect tribal 
sovereignty when taking actions affecting such rights.  The Navy complies 
with this federal trust responsibility by complying with laws and regulations 
such as the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).     

 
 Regarding the analysis of different LWI configurations or alternative 

operations or locations to achieve the goals of the Service Pier Extension, the 
Navy identified its Environmentally Preferred Alternatives in the DEIS which 
are also the Navy’s preferred alternatives.  

 
 For LWI the Port Security Barrier Modifications alternative is 

environmentally preferable because it requires no in-water pile driving 
thereby avoiding thousands of behavioral incidental take on marine mammals. 
This alternative also has a lower potential to affect migration of juvenile 
salmon and about half of the total impact on aquatic habitat and waters of the 
U.S. relative to the Pile Supported Pier alternative.  Further, this alternative 
would have fewer impacts to marine vegetation and shellfish.  

 
 For SPE the short pier alternative is environmentally preferable because it is 

substantially shorter and the same width as the long pier.  The shorter pier 
meaningfully reduces the behavioral incidental takes on marine mammals due 
to pile driving noise.  

 
12. Comment noted.  Refer to the responses to PGST Comments #1, #4 and #26, 

and PNPTC Comments #8 and #12. 

12 
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Response: 
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T2 – Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribe (page 13 of 26) 

 

Response: 
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T2 – Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribe (page 14 of 26) 

 

Response: 
 
 
 
 
13. The Navy respectfully disagrees that construction of the LWI project violates 

the 1997 cooperative agreement between the Navy and the Tribes.  The Tribes 
will continue to have access to the shellfish resources at the Devil’s Hole 
Beach.  Section 3.14.2.2 of the DEIS acknowledged that a portion of shellfish 
beds at Devil’s Hole Beach would be temporarily restricted during 
construction of the LWI.  Access would be restored after construction, with 
the exception that the LWI structures (floating Port Security Barriers) would 
occupy a small relative portion of the shellfish beds.  In addition, tribal 
shellfishers would have to pass through an additional security checkpoint to 
gain access to the northern 1/3 of the shellfish beds (access to the southern 2/3 
would not change from current practices).  The Navy has indicated that it is 
committed to coordinating with the Tribes to make this additional security 
measure as seamless as possible while still following Navy security 
procedures for the approximate four times a year that the Tribes harvest.   
Neither construction nor operation of the SPE would directly affect these 
shellfish beds or access to those beds as there are no shellfish harvest sites at 
this project location; however, the loss of geoduck and other clam standing 
stocks under the SPE piles for seeding future generations in adjacent areas of 
Hood Canal has been clarified in the FEIS. 

 
14. The impacts of LWI and SPE construction vessels and SEAWOLF, LOS 

ANGELES, and VIRGINIA Class submarine transits on tribal fishing vessels 
have been added to Section 3.14.2 of the FEIS. Both the LWI and SPE 
projects are located within the established waterfront Naval Restricted Area 
(NRA) at Bangor.  Currently no tribal, recreational or commercial finfishing is 
allowed within the waterfront NRA.  Therefore, there is no impact tribal 
fishing in the project sites located within the NRA.  Outside the NRA, 
construction vessel traffic and Navy submarine traffic is in the co-use 
navigable waterways of the Hood Canal and Admiralty Inlet.  

 
 The Navy currently coordinates with the Post Gamble S’Klallam Tribe and 

the three other Tribes whose adjudicated treaty fishing area includes the co-
use navigable waters of the Hood Canal.  The Navy provides text messaging 
to Tribal fisheries enforcement staff to inform them of submarine escort 
movements as soon as allowed to minimize or eliminate any potential to 
interfere with tribal fisheries. 
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T2 – Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribe (page 15 of 26) 

 

Response: 
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T2 – Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribe (page 16 of 26) 

 

Response: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

15. The DEIS analysis was based on modeling by cbec (2013).  The Tribes’ CGS 
study based its conclusions on literature review and field visits but did not do 
any modeling.  The FEIS incorporates field observations noted in the CGS 
report. EPA reviewed and found the DEIS took a hard look at the sediment 
transport issue and found the DEIS adequate.  Additionally, while the Navy 
does not agree with the Tribes’ assertion that the Devil’s Hole Beach will be 
severely affected by the LWI and SPE projects, the Navy has offered to 
discuss possible actions with the Tribes if significant changes occur at the 
beach.  
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T2 – Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribe (page 17 of 26) 

 

Response: 
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T2 – Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribe (page 18 of 26) 

 

Response: 
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T2 – Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribe (page 19 of 26) 

 

Response: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

16. The wastewater lines from the north and south LWI observation posts would 
be double-piped to ensure no contamination of beach areas.  This has been 
added to Section 3.1.2.2.3 of the FEIS.  No water lines are planned for the 
replacement observation post on Marginal Wharf. 

 
17. FEIS Section 2.2.1.3.2 was updated to state that the size of the proposed 

parking lot is 6 acres and there would be an additional one acre of impervious 
surface for other structures.  Section 2.2.1.3.2 of the FEIS explains why the 
parking lot is needed.  This parking lot has been designed to minimize 
clearing of vegetation and creation of impervious surface, while providing the 
needed parking spaces.  Section 3.7.2.3.2 (pages 3.7-27 to 3.7-28) of the FEIS 
explains in detail how stormwater would be managed during both construction 
and operation of the SPE.  These measures are considered adequate to protect 
water quality, including the water quality of Hood Canal.  These measures are 
components of project design.  

 
 The Navy has considered alternatives to the onshore facilities and has revised 

the preferred alternative appropriately.  For example, an earlier concept 
included an industrial facility located on a larger pier extension. Also, parking 
needs have been carefully reviewed to ensure they are accurate.  Finally, due 
to functionality requirements, the upland structure needs to be adjacent to the 
pier where the submarines will be berthed, and the parking needs to be 
adjacent to the upland structure where people will be working. 

16 
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T2 – Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribe (page 20 of 26) 

 

Response: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
18. Removing eelgrass from a healthy eelgrass bed ahead of construction could be 

damaging to the existing bed areas that would not be disturbed by 
anchors/buoys, and would not be beneficial if no suitable transplant area can 
be identified. Eelgrass occurs in a nearly continuous line along the Bangor 
shoreline and generally should currently occupy any areas with suitable 
habitat.  As noted throughout the FEIS, the Navy plans to provide 
compensatory mitigation for impacts to marine vegetation, including eelgrass, 
through the established Hood Canal ILF Program.  The mitigation actions will 
be identified and developed by the ILF program and its inter-agency review 
team which includes Tribal representatives 

 
The 2007 survey was wide ranging and covered the entire Bangor shoreline.  
Macroalgae density and species diversity tended to increase with decreasing 
depth, as red and brown algae became more abundant at water depths between 
10 to 25 feet below MLLW. Most forms of macroalgae were documented in 
the shallow subtidal zone between 0 and 10 feet below MLLW, often growing 
in the direct presence of eelgrass.  Below -30 feet, macroalgae occurrence was 
generally sparse along the entire ~5 miles of survey area.  The majority of the 
new pier extension would be located in depths greater than -35 feet (FEIS 
Figure 2-10).  The new submarines would be moored at depths of -55 to 
-85 feet (FEIS Figure 2-10).  Therefore, a new vegetation survey is not 
warranted. Unavoidable impacts to eelgrass and other aquatic vegetation will 
be mitigated through the Navy’s proposed compensatory mitigation action.   

18 
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T2 – Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribe (page 21 of 26) 

 

Response: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
19. The USS SEAWOLF and USS CONNECTICUT are moored at NAVBASE 

Kitsap Bremerton Pier D, which is also the homeport pier for the aircraft 
carrier USS Nimitz.  There are no overwater structures in Bremerton that are 
unused and available for removal or demolition. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
20. Comment noted.  Refer to Section 3.13 for the Navy impact analyses for 

cultural resources. 
 

20
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T2 – Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribe (page 22 of 26) 

 

Response: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
21. As discussed in Section 3.3.2.3 of the DEIS, the potential impacts of SPE 

construction on salmonids will be temporary and minimized through 
observation of the salmonid in-water work window.  In the long term, the SPE 
structure will lie in water depths greater than 30 feet, which will minimize 
interference with juvenile salmon migration, which occurs primarily in 
shallower water.  The depth of the SPE will also minimize impacts to marine 
vegetation and other habitats used by juvenile salmon for foraging and refuge.  
Therefore, the SPE project is not likely to affect salmonid populations to the 
extent that tribal harvest is affected.  Cumulative Impacts are addressed in 
Sections 4.3.3 and 4.3.14.  The Navy’s proposed compensatory mitigation 
action (Appendix C, Mitigation Action Plan, Chapter 6) will offset the 
potential contribution of the Proposed Actions to cumulative impacts, through 
habitat enhancement elsewhere in Hood Canal, such that there is no net loss in 
marine habitat, or marine life survival and abundance as a result of the LWI 
and SPE projects.  

 
22. Section 3.14.2 has been revised to acknowledge that the naval vessel 

protection zone (33 CFR Part 165.2030) around Navy vessels may have the 
potential to impact access by tribal fishing vessels while fishing in their 
respective treaty fish area in the co-use waterways of Hood Canal (outside the 
Naval Restricted Areas).  The FEIS has clarified discussion of SPE impacts to 
address impacts to seed shellfish under the piles. 

 
23. Since 2013, NAVBASE Kitsap Bangor has conducted forage fish spawning 

surveys using WDFW protocols.  The Navy has revised the EIS with available 
updated findings. 

 
 The term “forage fish” was added to Appendix C, Mitigation Action Plan, 

Chapters 5 and 6, instead of implied as a sensitive species.  These sections 
include descriptions of how BMPs will help avoid or minimize potential 
impacts to sensitive habitats. 

 
 Within the FEIS, the Navy provides additional description of potential 

impacts from the abutment and tower construction on forage fish habitats. 

21 
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T2 – Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribe (page 23 of 26) 

 

Response: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
24. Section 3.2.2.3 of the DEIS describes the impacts of the SPE on benthic 

communities and shellfish, including geoducks, based on available 
information.  As discussed in the response to WDNR Comment #2, the Navy 
and WDNR will determine mitigation for impacts to geoducks, based on 
available information.  Impacts to the benthic community in general will be 
mitigated through compensatory mitigation (ILF program) and any additional 
mitigation agreed upon by the Navy and affected Tribes through government-
to government consultation (Section 3.14.1.2 and Appendix C, Mitigation 
Action Plan, Chapters 6 and 9). 
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T2 – Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribe (page 24 of 26) 

 

Response: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

25. The DEIS provides citations for the information referenced regarding shellfish 
recovery in the benthic impact sections.  This discussion and analysis has been 
revised in the FEIS after additional review in response to comments.  Because 
the SPE will be built in deep waters, no impacts to shellfish (clams & oysters) 
are expected from construction of the SPE project.  Additionally, most of the 
work associated with construction of the LWI will be above the shellfish 
(clams & oyster) beds where the abutments and observation posts proposed to 
be built.  The DEIS described, in Section 2.1.1.3.3 on page 2-10, how the 
LWI’s PSB anchors/buoys would be placed (with barge/crane) to avoid beach 
and shellfish impacts.  In addition, installation of a coffer dam above the 
shellfish beds during abutment construction will reduce the potential of 
construction impacts to this resource (this has been incorporated into the 
project and the description added to Chapter 2 of the FEIS).  For LWI, 
construction impacts to other benthic organisms would be due to crushing 
(e.g., when piles and anchors are placed) or smothering from turbidity caused 
by pile driving and other in-water activities.  Approximately 420 square feet 
of the Devil’s Hole Beach oyster bed would be impacted in the long term due 
to coverage expected.  Both of these impacts would be localized to immediate 
areas in the construction zone, as acknowledged in the DEIS and FEIS. 

 
26. The potential impacts of the LWI and SPE project construction vessels and 

SEAWOLF, LOS ANGELES, and VIRGINIA Class submarine transits on 
tribal fishing in the co-use waterways of Hood Canal have been added to 
Section 3.14.2 of the FEIS. 
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T2 – Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribe (page 25 of 26) 

 

Response: 
27. Oyster harvest data was used to estimate shellfish impacts because no clam 

harvest data was available for the analysis.  The $17,041.53 amount noted in 
the comment appears to be for the entire oyster band at the Devil’s Hole delta. 
The Navy’s method for calculating physical disturbance by the LWI PSBs is 
described in detail in Sections 2.1.1.3.3 (page 2-16) and 3.2.2.3 (page 3.2-50) 
of the DEIS.  The 1,880 square foot estimate is the entire disturbance footprint 
of the PSB feet on the intertidal zone, not just in the Devil’s Hole delta oyster 
beds (420 sq ft); so while the Navy’s dollar estimate ($2,208) was based on 
oyster values (available data), the overall area impacted included both clam 
and oyster habitat.  Sediment is frequently moving across the shellfish beach 
(on incoming and outgoing tides, during and after storms, etc.); therefore, 
sediment movement due to pontoon feet (equivalent downward pressure of a 
human footprint on the surface) should not be more than what oysters 
typically experience. 

 

28. The Navy acknowledges the Tribe’s position that monetary impacts do not 
fully describe the potential of the Proposed Actions to impact to the Tribes’ 
treaty rights.  Based on court decisions, treaty rights are identified as access to 
fishing grounds and the fisheries resources themselves.   The monetary 
impacts were determined as part of the socioeconomic impact analysis and 
included as part of the analysis of impacts to traditional resources. 

 

29. The Navy invited the Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribe, the Jamestown S’Klallam 
Tribe and the Lower Elwha Klallam Tribe to consider government-to-
government consultation for LWI in August 2008 and for SPE in July of 2012 
due to the potential for the LWI and SPE projects to potentially impact 
American Indian traditional resources.  As a result, the Navy has consulted 
with the Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribe, the Jamestown S’Klallam Tribe and 
the Lower Elwha Klallam Tribe (Tribes) and other tribes with adjudicated 
treaty fishing in Hood Canal on the details of the LWI and SPE Proposed 
Actions.  The Navy and the Tribes have met eleven times to discuss the LWI 
project, seven times since June of 2015.  The Navy has carefully considered 
the Tribe’s concerns and the project designs were revised to address these 
issues where possible.  As an example, the Navy’s original preferred 
alternative for the LWI project had been to construct two piers; however, as a 
result of our government-to-government consultations, the preferred 
alternative is now the floating LWI barrier.    

 

 Under Navy policy, the Navy is required to consider tribal comments and 
concerns prior to making a final Navy decision on Proposed Actions.  
However, reaching formal agreement with a tribe or obtaining tribal approval 
prior to a Navy final decision is not required.   

 

28 
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T2 – Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribe (page 26 of 26) 

 

Response: 
29cont  
 Although formal agreement was not reached as a result of government-to-

government consultation with the Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribe, the 
Jamestown S’Klallam Tribe and the Lower Elwha Klallam Tribe, the Navy 
has offered treaty mitigations for the potential significant impacts to treaty 
rights and resources by the construction and operation of the LWI and SPE 
projects.  These offered treaty mitigations are described in Chapter 9 (Treaty 
Mitigation) of Appendix C (Mitigation Action Plan) of this FEIS. 

 
30. The Navy appreciates the time the Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribal Leadership 

and staffs have committed to government-to-government consultation 
meetings and discussions with the Navy on the LWI and SPE Proposed 
Actions at NAVBASE Kitsap Bangor. 

 

 

29 cont. 
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T3 –Suquamish Tribe (page 1 of 5) 

 

Response: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1. Thank you for the comment letter.   The Navy understands the Suquamish 

Tribe is signatory to the 1833 Treaty of Point Elliot and that its adjudicated 
usual and accustomed fishing grounds and stations include the waters of 
Hood Canal.  However, the Skokomish Indian Tribe’s primary fishing 
rights in the waters of Hood Canal over those of other tribes granted rights 
under this treaty, particularly the Suquamish, was affirmed in a 1985 ruling 
by the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals (United States v. Skokomish Indian 
Tribe, 764 F.2d 670 [9th Cir. 1985]).  Since the 1985 court decision, the 
Suquamish Tribe must receive permission from the Skokomish Tribe to 
fish south of the Hood Canal Bridge; this permission has not been granted.   

 
 The Commanding Officer of Naval Base Kitsap (CO NBK) invited the 

Suquamish Tribe to consider initiation of government-to-government for 
the LWI and SPE projects in letters of August 22, 2008 and July 23, 2012, 
respectively.  The CO NBK provided information for the Proposed Actions 
to the Tribe in consultation meetings.  
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T3 –Suquamish Tribe (page 2 of 5) 

 

Response: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Comment noted.  Please see Chapter 2 for modifications made to the 

Action Alternatives in this FEIS.  
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T3 –Suquamish Tribe (page 3 of 5) 

 

Response: 
 
3. The PSB extensions would occur within the established Bangor waterfront 

Naval Restricted Area (33 CFR Part 334).  Also the project sites are 
located within the existing PSBs where neither the Suquamish Tribe or nor 
any other tribe is authorized to fish due to Navy operations and security 
requirements.  In 1997, the Navy and the Tribes with adjudicated shellfish 
harvest rights at Bangor established a cooperative agreement for shellfish 
harvest and management at Bangor.  Therefore, no new area is created that 
would be excluded from tribal fishing.  The Navy has consulted with the 
Tribes that have adjudicated fishing rights at the project sites (see 
Section 3.14). 

 
4. Comment noted.  The Navy recognizes that the Suquamish Tribe is 

concerned with  PSBs serving as an “attractive nuisance” for marine 
mammals at NAVBASE Kitsap Bangor, however, the Navy’s historic 
information indicate that the majority of sea lions haul out on exposed  
submarine hulls rather than PSB pontoons.  Those sea lions that have been 
detected on PSB pontoons have been in close proximity to Delta Pier. Most 
pontoons have never been used for hauling out by sea lions. Sea lions 
have not been detected hauling out elsewhere on the Bangor shoreline. The 
numbers of California and Steller sea lions hauling out on submarines at 
Delta Pier and pontoons of the adjacent PSB have increased since marine 
mammal surveys commenced at Bangor Naval Base in 2008 without the 
addition of any new haulout sites.  It is possible that sea lions could use the 
additional pontoons that would be installed under LWI Alternative 3, but 
these would be in intertidal waters; as noted, sea lions do not currently haul 
out on the shoreline and appear to prefer to be in close proximity to the 
submarines at Delta Pier.  In addition, sea lions can readily access 
nearshore areas from Delta Pier if so desired.  Therefore, the presence of 
the LWI pontoons is unlikely to increase the presence of sea lions at 
NAVBASE Kitsap Bangor or the prevalence of sea lions in very nearshore 
waters of the base.  Predation by sea lions on salmon, including juvenile 
salmon, is unlikely to increase due to the presence of the LWI pontoons.  
Section 3.3 of this FEIS has been revised to evaluate this potential impact 
on fish. 

 
5. The abutments have been designed and located to minimize environmental 

impacts while meeting the required security function (Section 2.3.1). 
 
6. As stated in FEIS Section 1.2.2, the purpose of the SPE Proposed Action is 

to provide additional berthing capacity and improve associated support 
facilities for existing homeported and visiting submarines at NAVBASE 
Kitsap Bangor.  The SPE project is needed to:   

4 
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T3 –Suquamish Tribe (page 4 of 5) 

 

Response: 
6cont: 

• Provide alternative opportunities for berthing to mitigate restrictions at 
NAVBASE Kitsap Bremerton on navigating SEAWOLF Class submarines 
through Rich Passage under certain tidal conditions;   

• Improve long-term operational effectiveness for the three SEAWOLF 
Class submarines on NAVBASE Kitsap;   

• Provide berthing and logistical support for SEAWOLF, LOS ANGELES, 
and VIRGINIA submarine classes at the Navy’s SSN research, 
development, test and evaluation hub, which is currently located on 
NAVBASE Kitsap Bangor; and   

• Improve submarine crew training and readiness through co-location of 
command functions at NAVBASE Kitsap Bangor submarine training 
center.   
 

 The SPE and supporting facilities would address a number of infrastructure 
deficiencies on NAVBASE Kitsap (both NAVBASE Kitsap Bangor and 
NAVBASE Kitsap Bremerton) to ensure its capability to support the 
SEAWOLF fleet.  As stated in Section 2.2 of the FEIS, the design life of 
the SPE Proposed Action is 50 years, but the purpose and need will 
continue as long as the mission requires.  There are no overwater structures 
at NAVBASE Kitsap Bremerton that are unused and available for 
demolition. 

 
7.  Sections 3.14.2.2 and 4.3.14 of the EIS state that appropriate mitigation 

for potential impacts of the Proposed Actions, including contributions to 
cumulative impacts, tribal traditional resources, and treaty rights will be 
developed through consultation between the Navy and affected tribes.  
Please also see the response to Suquamish Comment #10. 

 
8. In-water work windows dates in the DEIS were determined by closely 

working with NMFS to identify when juvenile summer chum out-
migration in Hood Canal is active.  The Navy proposed the shorter window 
(closing January 15) based on best available science, including SAIC 2006; 
Bhuthimethee et al. 2009.  WDFW (see WDFW Comment #3) describe 
their use of best available science documenting the presence of juvenile 
chum in upper Hood Canal and concurred that this shortened window will 
help protect juvenile chum salmon during periods of in-water work.  
WDFW Comment #3 on the DEIS supports the January 15 closing date.  
The updated Hydraulic Code (WAC 220-660) established the Authorized 
Work Times in Saltwater Areas for Hood Canal (at WAC 220-660-330) as 
July 15 to January 15, effective July 1, 2015.  The new window has been 
incorporated throughout the FEIS. 
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T3 –Suquamish Tribe (page 5 of 5) 

 

Response: 
 
9. The Navy submitted the Biological Assessment (BA) for both projects to 

NMFS and USFWS, who requested more information and a revised BA 
was submitted. NMFS concurred with the Navy’s effect determinations for 
LWI; ESA consultation with NMFS is ongoing for SPE.  The USFWS 
determined for both projects that effects were insignificant for bull trout 
and discountable for the marbled murrelet.  The Navy submitted an IHA 
for SPE to NMFS in November 2014 and a revised IHA in June 2015.  
MMPA consultation with NMFS for SPE is ongoing.  The Navy did not 
submit an IHA for LWI because the preferred alternative would not result 
in takes of marine mammals.  The Navy will provide updates as 
consultation for both projects progresses.  Suquamish Tribe representatives 
attended the second inter-agency meeting, held on May 4, 2015. 

 
10. As noted throughout the FEIS, the Navy plans to provide compensatory 

mitigation through the established Hood Canal In-Lieu Fee (ILF) Program, 
of which the Hood Canal Coordinating Council (HCCC) is the sponsor.  
The mitigation actions will be identified and developed by the ILF 
program and its inter-agency review team which includes Tribal 
representatives. 

 
11. Please see response to Suquamish Tribe Comment #9.  The Navy 

appreciates the contact for the Suquamish Tribal Historic Preservation 
Officer.  The Navy’s impact assessment to cultural resources is found in 
Section 3.13 of this FEIS. 

 

1
 

10cont. 



I–80  
  A

ppendix I —
 Public C

om
m

ents on the D
raft E

IS 
July 2016 

 

F
inal E

IS 
Land-W

ater Interface and Service Pier E
xtension

 

 

 

 
This page is intentionally blank. 

 



July 2016 
A

ppendix I —
 Public C

om
m

ents on the D
raft E

IS  
  I–81 

Land-W
ater Interface and Service Pier E

xtension 
F

inal E
IS

 

 

 

T3 –Suquamish Tribe – ATTACHMENT (attachment page) 

 

 
Responses have been provided to the main comment document, which 
references the attachment.  There are no responses to the attachment. 
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T3 –Suquamish Tribe – ATTACHMENT (page 1 of 3) 
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T3 –Suquamish Tribe – ATTACHMENT (page 2 of 3) 
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T3 –Suquamish Tribe – ATTACHMENT (page 3 of 3) 
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S1 – State of Washington Department of Ecology (page 1 of 6) 

 

Response: 
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S1 – State of Washington Department of Ecology (page 2 of 6) 

 

Response: 
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S1 – State of Washington Department of Ecology (page 3 of 6) 

 

Response: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1. The USACE’s policy for the marine waters of Washington State is that the 
OHWM is MHHW. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2. Comment has been incorporated. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3. Comment noted. 
 
 
 
4. Comment has been incorporated. 
 
 
5. The proposed project will not affect the wetland near the orchard; this typo has 

been fixed in the FEIS. 
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S1 – State of Washington Department of Ecology (page 4 of 6) 

 

Response: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

6. Due to the Navy’s current and future use of the Bangor waterfront, onsite 
mitigation options are limited.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

7. The Navy’s Coastal Consistency Determination, submitted to Ecology on May 
25, 2016, considered the most recent Kitsap Shoreline Master Program. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

8. Comment has been incorporated. 
 
 
9. Comment has been incorporated. 
 
 
 
 
10. Comment has been incorporated. 
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S1 – State of Washington Department of Ecology (page 5 of 6) 

 

Response: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

11. Comment has been incorporated. 
 
 
 
12. Comment has been incorporated. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
13. This comment’s statement that sediments at NAVBASE Kitsap Bangor must 

be evaluated against the new SMS is not accurate.  The applicable ARARs are 
those in effect at the time of the site ROD, which include the 1995 SMS.  
These ARARs will continue to be valid for Five-Year Reviews for the site.  
The site is not contaminated.  As stated in the comment, past Five-Year 
Reviews found that site sediments do not pose a risk to human health or the 
environment; contaminant levels in site sediments have not increased over 
time.  In addition, driving piles is not expected to result in significant releases 
of materials from depth to the surface environment.  Therefore, no additional 
action related to sediment contamination is required for implementation of the 
two proposed actions. 

10 cont. 
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S1 – State of Washington Department of Ecology (page 6 of 6) 

  

Response: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Response side of this page intentionally left blank. 
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S2 –Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife (page 1 of 2) 

 

Response: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1. Thank you for the comment.  The Hood Canal ILF Program is also the Navy's 
preferred option for compensatory mitigation. 
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S2 –Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife (page 2 of 2) 

 

Response: 
 
 
 
 
2. Drift algae impacts have been added to Section 3.2 of the Final EIS. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3. The Navy will adhere to the July 15 to January 15 in-water work window for 

the proposed actions. 
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S3 –Washington State Department of Natural Resources (page 1 of 2) 

 

Response: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1. Thank you for the comment. 
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S3 –Washington State Department of Natural Resources (page 2 of 2) 

 

Response: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. The ILF is for compensatory mitigation. The Navy and WDNR will determine 

the fee resulting from impacts to geoducks, which the Navy will pay to 
WDNR. 
 
Section 3.2.2 of the DEIS addresses the impacts of the proposed actions on 
geoducks. 
 
Sections 2.1 and 5.1 of the MAP (Appendix C) describe measures to minimize 
impacts to marine habitat, which includes shellfish.  Mitigation for impacts to 
geoducks is addressed earlier in this response. 
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P1 – Barnhart, Kathlene (page 1 of 1) 

 

Response: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1. The requested information has been added in the FEIS. 
 
 
 

2. Thank you for the comment. 
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P2 – Beam, Alan (page 1 of 1) 

 

Response: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1. Although the long pier may offer operational advantages, the Navy has 

identified the short pier as the Preferred Alternative because it would have 
fewer environmental impacts and lower cost. 

 
 
 
2. Upgrades to Marginal Wharf are not within the scope of the LWI/SPE EIS. 
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P3 – Bruns, Michele (page 1 of 1) 

 

Response: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1. The Navy regrets that openings of the Hood Canal Bridge would be 

unavoidable to allow passage of construction vessels and transits of 
SEAWOLF, LOS ANGELES, and VIRGINIA Class submarines. As stated in 
the EIS, the number of required openings would be minimized and timed to 
avoid peak commuting hours, 6:00 a.m. to 8:30 a.m. and 3:30 p.m. to 
6:00 p.m. For the LWI preferred alternative, an average of 0.5 openings per 
month would be required, resulting in average delays of 30 minutes per month 
during one in-water construction season (July 15, 2016 through January 15, 
2017). This is considered a minimal impact. For the SPE preferred alternative, 
an average of 12 bridge openings per month would be required, resulting in 
average delays of 6 hours per month during two in-water work seasons 
(July 15 through January 15 [construction years not yet known]). This would 
represent an increase of approximately one-third from the current number of 
openings and traffic delays; currently there are approximately 400-450 
openings per year, or about 35 per month on average. This would be an 
unavoidable adverse impact that the Navy would minimize as described 
above. During operation, SEAWOLF, LOS ANGELES, and VIRGINIA Class 
submarines would be transiently moored at the SPE at NAVBASE Kitsap 
Bangor for maintenance and logistic support. Transits of these submarines, 
which do not require the same large escort group as the OHIO Class 
submarines, would result in approximately two additional openings of the 
Hood Canal Bridge per month, producing two additional traffic delays of 
about 30 minutes each. This would be an increase of approximately 5 percent 
over current conditions. 
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P4 – May, Stephen (page 1 of 1) 

 

Response: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1. Thank you for the comment. 
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P5 – McCluskey, Kathy (page 1 of 1) 

 

Response: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1. Please see response to Bruns Comment #1. 
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P6 – McLemore, Janice (page 1 of 1) 

 

Response: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1. The Navy is dedicated to environmental stewardship while fulfilling its 

mission.  On NAVBASE Kitsap Bangor this includes protecting the Hood 
Canal environment.  As described in the EIS, the proposed LWI and SPE 
projects have been designed to minimize impacts to Hood Canal, and 
incorporate many mitigation measures, including compensatory habitat 
mitigation within Hood Canal (see Appendix C, Mitigation Action Plan, 
Section 6.0) to balance unavoidable impacts of the project.  Although the 
project would contribute to cumulative impacts to the Hood Canal 
environment, the Navy’s proposed mitigation measures and actions would 
ensure that the project’s net contribution would not be significant. 

 

2. The Navy recognizes that individuals may have different views on the most 
appropriate approach to the defense of the United States, and on priorities for 
spending taxpayers' money in the current financial climate.  However, current 
U.S. government policy is that the TRIDENT submarine program remains a 
vital part of the nation's sea-based strategic deterrence mission.  Per the April 
2010 Nuclear Posture Review Report, "as long as nuclear weapons exist, the 
United States will sustain safe, secure, and effective nuclear forces.  These 
nuclear forces will continue to play an essential role in deterring potential 
adversaries and reassuring allies and partners around the world."  The LWI 
project is important to the security of the TRIDENT program submarines, 
facilities and personnel at NAVBASE Kitsap Bangor.  The SPE is a critical 
project required to improve posture and surge capability in the Pacific area of 
responsibility (AOR) per the USFF/PACFLT. Every effort has been and will 
be made to minimize costs during the planning, design, construction, and 
operation of the LWI and SPE projects. 
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P7 – Sanford, Carolyn (page 1 of 1) 

 

Response: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1. Thank you for the comment. 
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P8 – Strycharski, Jim (page 1 of 1) 

 

Response: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1. Please see response to Bruns Comment #1. 
 
 
 

2. Both the LWI and SPE projects have been designed to minimize impacts to 
salmon migration. 

 
3. Thank you for the comment. 
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P9 – Sullivan, Julianna (page 1 of 1) 

 

Response: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1. The Navy maintains both a tribal liaison officer and a Cultural Resources staff 

who are knowledgeable of tribal treaty rights, review all proposed Navy 
projects, and engage in government-to-government consultation with the tribes.  
Please also see the responses to Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribe Comments #5, 
#8, #9, and #10. 
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P10 – Waters, Steven (page 1 of 1) 

 

Response: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1. The proposed actions are not expected to result in back-ups of traffic onto 
highways near the base.  Construction of the two projects would not overlap.  
A maximum of 100 construction workers is expected for the LWI, and 225 
workers for the SPE.  Ongoing construction of the second Explosives Handling 
Wharf (EHW-2) has required a maximum of 260 workers and has not resulted 
in traffic back-ups onto nearby highways. 

 
2. Emissions from vehicles waiting to enter the base will be localized and 

temporary and would not have a significant effect on air quality in the region. 
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