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BROOKS RIVER VISITOR ACCESS 
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

KATMAI NATIONAL PARK AND PRESERVE 
ALASKA 

 
Lead Agency: U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service 
 
Proposed Action: The National Park Service (NPS) is preparing an environmental impact statement (EIS) 
for visitor access for the Brooks River area of Katmai National Park and Preserve. 
 
Abstract: The National Park Service is preparing a plan for visitor access at the Brooks River area of Katmai 
National Park and Preserve. The final environmental impact statement evaluates five alternatives to improve 
visitor access in the Brooks River area and relocate the park’s barge landing site and access road away from 
the mouth of Brooks River. 
 
The no-action alternative would maintain seasonal use of the 8-foot-wide floating bridge. The barge landing 
would remain at its current location. Under alternative 2, pedestrians and vehicles would use a boardwalk 
and bridge system (about 1,600 feet (ft)) between Brooks Lodge and the bus parking area. The barge landing 
site would be relocated about 2,000 ft south and require the construction of a new access road. Under 
alternative 3, pedestrians and vehicles would use a single boardwalk and bridge system (about 850 ft) with 
single access points on the north and the south sides of Brooks River. The barge landing site would be 
relocated about 200 ft south and generally use the existing barge access road. Under alternative 4 (NPS 
preferred alternative), pedestrians and vehicles would use a single boardwalk and bridge system (about 1,500 
ft) with single access points on the north and the south sides of Brooks River. The barge landing site would be 
relocated about 2,000 ft south and require the construction of a new access road. Under alternative 5, 
pedestrians and vehicles would use a single boardwalk and bridge system (about 1,100 ft) with single access 
points on the north and the south sides of Brooks River. The bridge would be as in alternative 4. The barge 
landing site would be relocated about 2,000 ft south and would require the construction of a new access road.  
 
The key impacts of implementing the action alternatives (2, 3, 4, and 5) would be safer, less human-bear 
interactions; would have beneficial and adverse effects on salmon and other fish, bald eagles, wetlands and 
upland vegetation, hydrology and floodplains, soundscapes, archeological resources, ethnographic 
resources, and visitor experience; would have adverse effects on historic structures and cultural landscapes; 
would have adverse impacts on visual/scenic resources; and would have some beneficial effects on the 
socioeconomic environment. 
 
Public Comment: The draft Visitor Access Plan/EIS was available for public review and comment from 
June 22, 2012 to August 20, 2012. NPS responses to public comments on the draft EIS are included in this 
final Visitor Access Plan/EIS. A 30-day no-action period will follow the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency’s publication of the final EIS in the Federal Register. Following the 30-day no-action period, a Record 
of Decision describing the actions to be taken (selected alternative) will be signed by the regional director of 
the National Park Service Alaska Region. Both the final EIS and Record of Decision will be made available to 
the public. 
 
For further information, you may contact: 
 

Brooke Merrell 
National Park Service 
240 West 5th Avenue 
Anchorage, AK  99501 
Phone: 907.644.3397 
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SUMMARY 

 
 
INTRODUCTION 

The National Park Service is preparing a 
plan for visitor access at the Brooks River 
area of Katmai National Park and Preserve. 
This document evaluates alternatives for 
constructing a bridge and boardwalks to 
replace the current floating bridge and 
associated trails to improve visitor access 
and provide for the same pedestrian and 
small vehicle traffic that currently use the 
floating bridge to cross Brooks River. 
Existing floatplane access in the Brooks 
River area, to the shores of Lake Brooks and 
Naknek Lake, would continue. This 
document also considers alternatives for 
relocating the park’s barge landing site and 
access road away from the mouth of Brooks 
River. 
 
 
PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PLAN 

The purpose and need is to improve visitor 
access and resource protection at the 
Brooks River area. This proposal would 
amend the 1996 Brooks River Area—Final 
Development Concept Plan and 
Environmental Impact Statement (1996 
development concept plan) decision on 
access (including the construction of a 
floatplane dock and breakwater, a 1- to 2-
mile access road, and the implementation of 
a shuttle system).  
 
This plan is needed for several reasons: 
 
 to improve visitor and employee 

safety, reducing the risk of human-
bear conflicts 

 to provide dependable access for 
the phased relocation of facilities 
and park concession operations 

 to protect key park resources in the 
Brooks River area, including brown 

bears, salmon and trout, and 
cultural resources 

 to improve visitor experience in the 
area 

 to connect infrastructure utilities 
between the Valley Road 
Administrative Area and the north 
side of Brooks River 

 
 
SCOPE OF THE PLAN 

This plan addresses how visitors and park 
and concession staff access the Brooks 
Camp area. If implemented, it would amend 
the 1996 Brooks River Area—Final 
Development Concept Plan and 
Environmental Impact Statement decisions 
regarding access in and around Brooks 
Camp. The 1996 plan approved a floatplane 
and boat dock and breakwater on Naknek 
Lake south of the Brooks River mouth. To 
move visitors from the dock to Beaver Pond 
Terrace (on the south side where the lodge 
would move) would require a new road and 
shuttle bus system, which was approved in 
the 1996 plan. This bridge and elevated 
boardwalk implementation plan amends 
these decisions by maintaining the existing 
floatplane and boat access to Brooks Camp 
at Naknek Lake. No dock, breakwater, or 
road would be built.  
 
In approving the move of Brooks Camp to 
the south side of Brooks River, the 1996 
plan envisioned eliminating the bridge and 
making the north side a “people free zone.” 
Because there would be no new boat and 
floatplane docking area on the south side, 
this plan proposes to continue existing boat 
and floatplane access to the shores of 
Naknek Lake and Lake Brooks and to 
facilitate movement of visitors and staff 
within the Brooks River area via an elevated 
bridge and boardwalk system. 
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The 1996 plan also envisioned relocation of 
the barge landing area from the river mouth 
to the boat docking area, which was located 
on Naknek Lake southeast of the present 
barge dock station. This plan supports the 
1996 concept of moving the barge landing 
area from the river mouth where the 
operation is highly visible to visitors and in 
an area frequented by brown bears. 
However, because no new docking system 
would be developed, alternative 
barge/watercraft landing areas, farther from 
the river mouth, are proposed. 
 
Other decisions made in the 1996 plan 
would continue to provide overall guidance 
for development and operations in the 
Brooks Camp area and would remain valid. 
These decisions include the following: 
 
 moving Brooks Camp, including the 

lodge, to the south side of Brooks 
River 

 visitor use limits as proposed in the 
1996 plan  

 
The National Park Service is proposing a 
phasing strategy to implement the rest of 
the 1996 plan by replacing the floating 
bridge at Brooks River and by relocating the 
barge/watercraft landing area. By doing this, 
the Brooks Camp area would be fully 
operational for the duration of the move. 
 
 
ALTERNATIVES 

Five alternatives were developed for 
constructing a bridge and boardwalks to 
replace the current floating bridge and 
associated trails, and to relocate the park’s 
barge landing site and access road.  
 
The alternatives were developed through an 
interdisciplinary team process that included 
tiering from earlier plans, including the 
1996 Brooks River Area—Final Development 
Concept Plan and Environmental Impact 
Statement and 1986 General Management 
Plan. Based on public scoping comments, 
input from NPS staff, and NPS mandates 

and policies, various concepts and project 
elements were considered. The planning 
team also considered potential 
environmental, visitor experience, visitor 
safety, operational efficiency, design, cost, 
and other factors in crafting the action 
alternatives. Different combinations of 
project elements with regard to the bridge, 
boardwalk, and barge/landing area were 
then integrated into the four action 
alternatives.  
 
 
ALTERNATIVE 1 (NO ACTION 
ALTERNATIVE) 

This alternative represents a continuation 
of the existing situation. Under the no-
action alternative, visitors and park and 
concessions staff would continue to access 
Brooks River via a trail through the 
vegetated area known as the Corner (a 
primary route for people traveling from 
Brooks Camp to the bridge and the south 
side of Brooks River, and an important area 
for brown bears to rest, especially sows with 
cubs) as they head south from the Brooks 
Camp area. Seasonal use of the existing 
floating bridge across Brooks River would 
continue. Park staff would continue to 
install and remove the bridge each spring 
and fall and stabilize the riverbanks to 
ensure that the floating bridge remains in 
place while in use. 
 
The barge landing and associated road 
would remain at its current location on the 
south side of the river. The NPS landing 
craft, barges, and other boats would 
continue to land at the site at the mouth of 
Brooks River.  
 
Utility connections between the north side 
of the Brooks River and the Valley Road 
Administrative Area would be considered at 
a later date as part of a separate action. 
The key impacts of implementing this 
alternative would be associated with brown 
bears and the visitor experience. Long-
term, moderate, adverse, and primarily 
localized impacts would occur to brown 
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bears. These adverse effects would 
primarily result from continuing ground 
level human-bear interactions between 
Brooks Camp and the bus parking area on 
the south side of Brooks River. Human 
habituation of bears also would continue. 
Localized, moderate, long-term, adverse 
impacts on the visitor experience would 
occur primarily because of the perpetuation 
of inconveniences associated with closing 
the floating bridge and access points to 
avoid unwanted human-bear interactions. 
The no-action alternative would also 
perpetuate visitor safety concerns because 
of frequent unwanted human-bear 
interactions having localized, moderate, 
long-term, adverse impacts. 
 
 
ACTIONS COMMON TO 
ALL ACTION ALTERNATIVES 

The following actions would be 
implemented under all of the action 
alternatives considered in this 
environmental impact statement: 
 
 All construction activities would be 

scheduled to ensure that the least 
possible disturbance to resources 
and visitor experience would occur. 

 The construction contractor might 
occupy a temporary construction 
camp at or near the Valley Road 
Administrative Area, or the 
contractor may use the existing 
contractor camp about 0.5 mile 
southeast of the Valley Road 
Administrative Area (“Squirrel 
Camp”). 

 Existing gravel sources about 5 
miles southeast of Brooks River on 
Valley of Ten Thousand Smokes 
Road would be used. 

 NPS staff would monitor the 
impacts on park resources from the 
construction and continuing use of 
the bridge and boardwalks and from 
construction of the new barge 
landing site. 

 Up to seven viewing areas 
(depending on the alternative) 
would be established on the north 
and south sides of Brooks River.  

 Gates would be installed at each end 
of the boardwalk where they meet 
existing grade to prevent bears from 
gaining access to the boardwalks 
and bridge. 

 Emergency ladders would be 
included at the north end of the 
bridge for safety reasons. 

 Under all of the alternatives, 
including the no-action alternative, 
the new barge landing ramp would 
be hardened with materials such as 
interlocking pavers or geoweb filled 
with gravel. 

 Both electrical intertie and septic 
tank pump-out lines would use the 
bridge to cross Brooks River. 

 
 
ALTERNATIVE 2 

Under alternative 2, pedestrians and 
vehicles would use an extensive boardwalk 
and bridge system (about 1,600 ft) between 
Brooks Lodge and the bus parking area. The 
3-span bridge would require two sets of 
supports (steel piles) in the river. On the 
north side of Brooks River, a boardwalk 
would separate visitors from bears and 
would eliminate human use of the Corner. 
The south boardwalk would run from the 
river to the bus parking area. The 
boardwalks would have separate access 
points for pedestrians and vehicles on the 
north and south sides of Brooks River. Up 
to four viewing/pullout areas would located 
along the north boardwalk, and up to three 
primary viewing/pullout areas would be on 
the south boardwalk. 
 
The barge landing site would be relocated 
about 2,000 ft south and require the 
construction of a new access road. The 
existing access road would be removed and 
the landscape restored. A boat parking area 
would be used for parking up to eight skiffs 
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on trailers in the summer and for 
overwintering the park’s landing craft. 
 
The key impacts of this alternative would be 
associated with brown bears, salmon and 
other fish, hydrology, cultural landscape, 
visitor experience, and visual/scenic 
resources. Compared to alternative 1, 
alternative 2 would have both beneficial and 
adverse, short- and long-term, minor to 
moderate impacts on brown bears, fish, and 
hydrology due to construction and 
operation of the bridge and boardwalks and 
removal of the floating bridge. Construction 
of the bridge and boardwalks would have a 
long-term, moderate, adverse impact on the 
Brooks Camp cultural landscape. 
Construction of the bridge, boardwalks, 
and viewing areas would greatly improve 
visitor safety and provide new bear viewing 
opportunities, resulting in a localized, 
major, long-term, beneficial impact on 
visitor experience (although there would be 
minor, localized, adverse impacts during the 
construction period). From a visual/scenic 
resource perspective, construction of the 
bridge would have a localized, major, long-
term, adverse impact. 
 
 
ALTERNATIVE 3 

Under alternative 3, pedestrians and 
vehicles would use a single boardwalk and 
bridge system (about 850 ft) with single 
access points on the north and south sides 
of Brooks River. The preengineered 
medium-span bridge would require six sets 
of steel support piles in the river. The north 
boardwalk would start near the fish freezing 
station and ramp up to 10 ft above grade 
and extend to the north end of the bridge 
through the Corner following the existing 
trail alignment. A relatively short south 
boardwalk would ramp down from the 
bridge until it reaches grade and connects to 
the existing road. The north boardwalk 
would include up to two viewing/pullout 
areas, while the south boardwalk would 
have one viewing area on each side of the 
south side of the bridge. 

 
The barge landing site would be relocated 
about 200 ft south and generally use the 
existing barge access road.  
 
The key impacts of this alternative would be 
associated with brown bears, salmon and 
other fish, hydrology, cultural landscape, 
visitor experience, and visual/scenic 
resources. Compared to alternative 1, 
alternative 3 would have both beneficial and 
adverse, short- and long-term, minor to 
moderate impacts on brown bears, fish, and 
hydrology due to construction and 
operation of the bridge and boardwalks and 
removal of the floating bridge. Construction 
of the bridge and boardwalks would have a 
long-term, moderate, adverse impact on the 
Brooks Camp cultural landscape. 
Construction of the bridge, boardwalks and 
viewing areas would greatly improve visitor 
safety and provide new bear viewing 
opportunities, resulting in a localized, 
major, long-term, beneficial impact on 
visitor experience (although there would be 
minor, localized, adverse impacts during the 
construction period). From a visual/scenic 
resources perspective, construction of the 
bridge in alternative 3 would have a 
localized, minor to moderate, long-term, 
adverse impact. 
 
 
ALTERNATIVE 4 (NPS 
PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE) 

Under alternative 4, pedestrians and 
vehicles would use a single boardwalk and 
bridge system (about 1,550 ft) with single 
access points on the north and south sides 
of Brooks River. The wooden short-span 
bridge would require up to 14 sets of steel 
piles in the river. The north boardwalk 
would start adjacent to the lodge and then 
continue south over wetlands to the bridge. 
The south boardwalk would run from the 
bridge, cut through a wooded area, and run 
along the edge of a wetland to about 100 ft 
from the bus parking area. The north 
boardwalk would have up to four 
viewing/pullout areas, while the south 
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boardwalk would have up to three primary 
viewing/pullout areas. 
 
The barge landing site and boat parking 
area would be the same as in alternative 2. 
The existing site would be relocated about 
2,000 ft south and require the construction 
of a new access road. 
 
The key impacts of alternative 4 would be 
associated with brown bears, salmon and 
other fish, hydrology, cultural landscape, 
visitor experience, and visual/scenic 
resources. Compared to alternative 1, 
alternative 4 would have both beneficial and 
adverse, short- and long-term, minor to 
moderate impacts on brown bears, fish, and 
hydrology due to construction and 
operation of the bridge and boardwalks and 
removal of the floating bridge. However, 
bridge designs with a large number of 
supports (piles), such as alternative 4, have a 
higher potential for adverse impacts on fish 
and hydrology. Construction of the bridge 
and boardwalks would have a long-term, 
moderate, adverse impact on the Brooks 
Camp cultural landscape. Construction of 
the bridge, boardwalks, and viewing areas 
would greatly improve visitor safety and 
provide new bear viewing opportunities, 
resulting in a localized, major, long-term, 
beneficial impact on visitor experience 
(although there would be minor, localized, 
adverse impacts during the construction 
period). From a visual/scenic resources 
perspective, construction of the bridge in 
alternative 4 would have a localized, 
moderate, long-term adverse impact. 
 
 
ALTERNATIVE 5 

Under alternative 5 pedestrians and 
vehicles would use a single boardwalk and 
bridge system (about 1,100 ft) with single 
access points on the north and south sides 
of Brooks River. The bridge would be as 
described in alternative 4. The north 
boardwalk would be the same as described 
in alternative 4; however, the south 
boardwalk would connect to the south end 

of the bridge and ramp down to meet the 
access road about 215 ft south of Brooks 
River. The north boardwalk would have up 
to four viewing/pullout areas, while the 
south boardwalk would have at least one 
viewing/pullout area on each side of the 
south side of the bridge. 
 
The barge landing site and boat parking 
area would be the same as in alternative 2. 
The existing site would be relocated about 
2,000 ft south and would require the 
construction of a new access road. 
 
The key impacts of alternative 5 would be 
associated with brown bears, salmon and 
other fish, hydrology, cultural landscape, 
visitor experience, and visual/scenic 
resources. Compared to alternative 1, 
alternative 5 would have both beneficial and 
adverse, short- and long-term, minor to 
moderate impacts on brown bears, fish, and 
hydrology due to construction and 
operation of the bridge and boardwalks and 
removal of the floating bridge. However, 
bridge designs with a large number of 
supports, such as those described in 
alternative 4, have a higher potential for 
adverse impacts on fish and hydrology. 
Construction of the bridge and boardwalks 
would have a long-term, moderate, adverse 
impact on the Brooks Camp cultural 
landscape. Construction of the bridge, 
boardwalks, and viewing areas would 
greatly improve visitor safety and provide 
new bear viewing opportunities, resulting in 
a localized, major, long-term, beneficial 
impact on visitor experience (although 
there would be minor, localized, adverse 
impacts during the construction period). 
From a visual/scenic resources perspective, 
construction of the bridge in alternative 4 
would have a localized, moderate, long-
term, adverse impact. 
 
 
ENVIRONMENTALLY PREFERABLE 
ALTERNATIVE 

The environmentally preferable alternative 
is “the alternative that causes the least 
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damage to the biological and physical 
environment; it also means the alternative 
that best protects, preserves, and enhances 
historic, cultural, and natural resources.” 
Alternative 4 is the environmentally 
preferable alternative. 
 
 
NEXT STEPS 

Following distribution of the final 
environmental impact statement and a 30-
day no-action period, a record of decision 
approving a final plan will be signed by the 
NPS Alaska regional director. The record of 

decision documents the NPS selection of an 
alternative for implementation. With the 
signing of the record of decision, the plan 
can then be implemented.  
 
It is important to note that not all of the 
actions in the selected alternative would 
necessarily be implemented immediately. 
The implementation of the approved plan, 
no matter which alternative, would depend 
on future NPS funding levels and 
servicewide priorities. The approval of this 
plan does not guarantee that funding and 
staffing needed to implement the plan 
would be forthcoming.
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A GUIDE TO THIS DOCUMENT 

 
 
Chapter 1: Purpose and Need for the 
Action sets the framework for the entire 
document. It describes why the 
environmental impact statement is being 
prepared and what needs it addresses. The 
chapter also provides background on 
previous related studies. This chapter also 
provides an overview of the scope of the 
environmental impact analysis—specifically 
what impact topics were or were not 
analyzed in detail. 
 
Chapter 2: Alternatives begins by 
describing the components of the 
alternatives. It then describes a no-action 
alternative (alternative 1). Alternatives 2 
through 5 are then presented, which 
propose varying modifications for access in 
and around Brooks Camp. Next, there is a 
discussion of which alternative was 
determined to be the environmentally 
preferable alternative and a description of 
alternatives considered but dismissed. A 
section is presented on mitigation of 
potential impacts of the alternatives. The 
chapter concludes with summary tables of 
the alternatives and the environmental 
consequences of implementing those 
alternative actions. 
 
Chapter 3: Affected Environment 
describes those areas and resources that 

would be affected by implementing the 
various alternatives—natural and cultural 
resources, visitors and visitor experience, 
visual/scenic resources, and 
socioeconomics 
 
Chapter 4: Environmental Consequences 
analyzes the impacts of implementing the 
alternatives on the topics described in 
“Chapter 3: Affected Environment.” 
Methods that were used for assessing the 
impacts in terms of the intensity, type, and 
duration of impacts are outlined. This 
chapter also includes an analysis of 
cumulative impacts for each alternative. 
 
Chapter 5: Consultation and 
Coordination describes the history of 
public and agency coordination during the 
development of this document and lists 
agencies and organizations that will be 
receiving copies of this document. Chapter 
5 also includes NPS responses to the 
concerns raised by commenters on the draft 
EIS. Copies of agency letters are in 
appendix D. 
 
The Appendixes present supporting 
information for the document, along with 
selected references and a list of the 
document preparers. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 
 
Brooks Camp, on the shore of Naknek Lake 
in Katmai National Park, is one of the park’s 
primary visitor destinations for brown bear 
viewing, fly-fishing, and access to Valley of 
Ten Thousand Smokes. During the summer 
season (June–September), a lodge and 
campground serve overnight guests and a 
shuttle is available to transport visitors to 
the valley created by the 1912 eruption of 
Novarupta. The 1-mile Brooks River 
corridor is the center of brown bear viewing 
activities. While brown bears can be sighted 
any month of the summer, when the red 
salmon are spawning (July and September) 
over 100 brown bears congregate at Brooks 
River to feed. During these periods, visitor 
numbers peak to over 300 per day to view 
the bears or to participate in catch and 
release fishing. Access to Brooks Camp is 
via a floatplane or sometimes boat, which 
can easily beach on the shore of Naknek 
Lake, north of Brooks River. Access to the 
Brooks Falls bear viewing platforms or to 
Valley Road requires crossing Brooks River 
to the south side via a floating bridge. Most 
supplies for National Park Service (NPS) 
administrative facilities and operations 
arrive via barge or boat to a landing site at 
the mouth of Brooks River, on the south 
shore, 750 ft along a riverside access route 
from the bridge. Other supplies arrive by 
floatplane and boat or barge landings on the 
north side of Brooks River. 
 
Human-bear interactions in the Brooks 
River area result in numerous visitor safety 
issues. Special regulations for Katmai 
National Park and Preserve prohibit visitors 
from approaching within 50 yards of brown 
bears. At the river mouth, bears can be 
viewed feeding, resting, playing, or fighting 
in the immediate vicinity of the floating 
bridge and barge landing site and access 
road. Bears in the river or on the shore can 
result in delaying visitors from crossing the 
bridge; visitors can retreat to a bear viewing 

platform on the south shore to wait for 
bears to move from the immediate vicinity. 
Bear activity can also delay barge landing, 
unloading activities, and transporting of 
food, supplies, and materials. 
 
The National Park Service is preparing a 
plan for visitor access to and within the 
Brooks River area of Katmai National Park 
(maps 1 and 2). This environmental impact 
statement would amend a prior plan, which 
called for construction of new access 
facilities to move floatplane, boat, and barge 
landing areas to the south side of Brooks 
River. Specifically, this draft environmental 
impact statement evaluates alternatives for 
replacing the floating bridge with an 
elevated bridge and boardwalk system, 
along with a new barge landing site and 
access road. 
 
 
PURPOSE 

This project is intended to facilitate the 
phased relocation of Brooks Camp facilities 
and operations to the south side of Brooks 
River, as funding becomes available, as 
called for in the 1996 Record of Decision 
(ROD) for the Brooks River Area—Final 
Development Concept Plan and 
Environmental Impact Statement (NPS 
1996a). This phased strategy would allow 
the Brooks Camp area to be fully 
operational for the duration of the 
relocation. The project would improve 
visitor access and provide for pedestrian 
and small vehicle traffic that currently use 
the floating bridge to cross Brooks River. It 
would provide safe and reliable access for 
visitors and park and concessioner 
employees in and around the Brooks Camp 
area of the park. Another objective is to 
enhance resource protection in the Brooks 
River area. 
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If implemented this plan would amend 
some of the planning direction for the 
Brooks Camp area provided by the 1996 
Brooks River Area—Final Development 
Concept Plan and Environmental Impact 
Statement. Specifically, it would change as 
follows: 
 
 The existing floatplane and boat 

access to Brooks Camp at Naknek 
Lake would be maintained; the 1996 
plan approved a floatplane/boat 
dock and breakwater for wave 
attenuation on Naknek Lake about 
3,000 ft southeast of the mouth of 
Brooks River. The floatplane / boat 
dock and breakwater would not be 
constructed. 

 The plan included a new access 
road and shuttle bus system to 
transport visitors from the landing 
site to the new Beaver Pond terrace 
lodge site; these access facilities 
would not be constructed. 

 An elevated bridge and boardwalk 
system would be developed to 
facilitate movement of visitors and 
staff and transport supplies within 
the Brooks River area. After the 
phased relocation is complete only a 
ranger/visitor contact station, 
minimal day use facilities (vault 
toilet and picnic area), and limited 

emergency rescue equipment would 
be maintained on the north side of 
the river. The bridge and boardwalk 
system would allow access from 
floatplane/boat point of entry 
across Brooks River to the relocated 
Brooks Camp on the south side of 
the river; the 1996 plan envisioned 
eliminating the floating bridge and 
all facilities on the north side of the 
Brooks River.  

 The existing barge landing site on 
the south side of Brooks River 
would be removed. The barge 
landing area would be relocated 
farther south of the river mouth on 
Naknek Lake. The draft environ-
mental impact statement evaluates 
three barge landing sites and access 
road configurations. This plan 
supports the 1996 plan’s concept of 
moving the barge landing area from 
the river mouth where the operation 
is highly visible to visitors and in an 
area frequented by brown bears.  

 
The decision to move Brooks Camp, 
including the lodge, to the south side of 
Brooks River was made in the 1996 plan. 
The 1996 plan, as amended by and in 
conjunction with this plan, would provide 
overall guidance for development and 
operations in the Brooks Camp area. 



MAP 1. REGION 
Katmai National Park and Preserve

United States Department of the Interior • National Park Service
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NEED 

The bridge/boardwalk and barge landing/ 
access road project is needed for several 
reasons related to access, safety, resource 
protection, visitor experience, and 
operations. 
 
 Provide dependable access for the 

phased relocation of facilities and 
park concession operations 
 Dependable pedestrian and 

small utility vehicle access 
across Brooks River is needed to 
provide for continued 
operations during the phased 
relocation of Brooks Camp to 
the south side of Brooks River.  

 
 Improve safety 
 Visitor and employee safety 

needs to be improved to reduce 
the risk of human-bear conflicts 
where brown bears concentrate 
near the mouth of Brooks 
River—the center of bear 
viewing activity. The frequency 
of human-bear interaction in 
this lower river area, combined 
with the limited mobility of 
some visitors and the challenge 
of managing groups of more 
than 15 people elevates the risk 
in this area. The human-bear 
conflicts with visitors accessing 
the floating bridge, landing the 
barge, and trucking materials 
along the barge road are 
numerous, and time consuming 
for NPS and lodge employees, 
contractors, and the public.  

 
 Protect park resources 
 Key resources in the Brooks 

River area need protection. 
These resources include 
migratory salmon and trout that 
use the Brooks River area as 
spawning habitat, the Brooks 
River watershed and adjacent 

wetlands, concentrations of 
feeding brown bears that rely on 
the resources and habitat 
provided along the Brooks River 
corridor, and the Brooks River 
Archeological District National 
Historic Landmark. 

 
 Improve visitor experience 
 There are opportunities to 

improve visitor experience in 
the river outlet area where some 
operations, such as a barge 
landing site, can degrade that 
experience. The visitor 
experience can also be 
improved through changes in 
access within the Brooks River 
area by reducing access delays 
caused by bear concentrations 
at floating bridge access points 
on both sides of the river. 

 
 Operations—connect infrastructure 

utilities 
 Work is underway to replace 

failing utilities at Brooks Camp 
through the construction of new 
utility systems on the south side 
of the river. However, some of 
the utility systems on the north 
side of the river need to be 
connected until the phased 
relocation is complete. The 
action alternatives address how 
these utility connections 
between the new utility 
infrastructure near the Valley 
Road Administrative Area and 
the north side of Brooks River 
would be made. 

 
This draft environmental impact statement 
analyzes the potential environmental 
impacts that could result from the 
alternatives considered, including the no-
action alternative. This draft environmental 
impact statement has been prepared in 
accordance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), 
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regulations of the Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) (40 CRS 
1508.9), and the NPS compliance guidance 
handbook and Director’s Order 12: 
Conservation Planning, Environmental 
Impact Analysis, and Decision-making (NPS 
2001). 
 
 
PARK PURPOSE AND SIGNIFICANCE  

Park Purpose 

The purpose of Katmai National Park and 
Preserve conveys the reason(s) for which it 
was set aside as a national park system unit. 
The Katmai National Park and Preserve 
Foundation Statement (NPS 2009) identified 
the following park purpose: 
 

Protect, study, and interpret active 
volcanism surrounding the Valley of 
Ten Thousand Smokes, extensive 
coastal resources, habitats supporting a 
high concentration of salmon and 
brown bears, and an ongoing story of 
humans integrated with a dynamic 
subarctic ecosystem. 

 
In 1980, Congress passed the Alaska 
National Interest Lands Conservation Act 
(ANILCA), which enlarged and designated 
Katmai as a national park and preserve. 
Section 202 of the act states that the area be 
managed for the following specific 
purposes: 
 
 to protect habitats for, and 

populations of, fish and wildlife 
including, but not limited to, high 
concentrations of brown/grizzly 
bears and their denning areas 

 to maintain unimpaired the water 
habitat for significant salmon 
populations 

 to protect scenic, geological, 
cultural, and recreational features 

 

Park Significance 

Statements of park significance were 
developed as part of the foundation 
statement (NPS 2009d). The foundation 
statement defines what is most important 
about the park’s resources and values and is 
guided by the park’s legislation and 
knowledge acquired through management, 
research, and civic engagement. The park 
significance statements are used to guide all 
planning and management decisions to 
ensure that the resources and values that 
contribute to the park’s designation are 
preserved. 
 
The following park significance statements 
are relevant to this project. Katmai National 
Park and Preserve 
 
 is home to the world’s largest 

protected population of brown 
bears, offering visitors an 
unprecedented opportunity to 
study and view bears in their native 
habitat 

 protects the Naknek Lake drainage, 
an important spawning and rearing 
ground for Bristol Bay sockeye 
salmon, sustaining one of the largest 
salmon runs in the world 

 contains vast multilake watersheds 
with hundreds of miles of rivers that 
link the freshwater and marine 
aquatic systems and provide critical 
habitat for fish and wildlife 

 contains a 9,000-year record of 
human adaptation to environmental 
and ecological change that 
continues today 

 
 
BACKGROUND 

Brief Description of the 
Park and Brooks Camp 

Katmai National Park and Preserve, 
encompassing approximately 4.1 million 
acres, is at the head of the Alaska Peninsula 
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(see map 1), about 290 miles southwest of 
Anchorage. Established as a national 
monument in 1918 to preserve the Valley of 
Ten Thousand Smokes and the landscape 
associated with the cataclysmic volcanic 
eruption of 1912, it was expanded over the 
years by four presidential proclamations 
and then enlarged and redesignated a 
national park and preserve by the Alaska 
National Interest Lands Conservation Act 
in 1980. 
 
King Salmon is the closest permanent town 
and the location of the field headquarters 
for Katmai National Park and Preserve. It is 
about 10 miles from the western boundary 
of the park and about 284 miles southwest 
of Anchorage. King Salmon is the main 
departure point and gateway for park 
visitors. There are no road connections 
with King Salmon or the park to the rest of 
the state. 
 
Katmai National Park and Preserve is 
renowned for the opportunities it provides 
for wildlife viewing, sportfishing, and 
learning about the area’s rich human 
history. Brooks Camp is one of the main 
attraction areas of the park. Brooks Camp is 
about 30 air miles from park headquarters. 
Set on the shores of Naknek Lake near the 
mouth of Brooks River, Brooks Camp is 
accessible by boat or floatplane only. 
 
Brooks Camp was originally established in 
the 1950s to support recreational fishing 
activities. Today the area is known for 
opportunities for watching brown bears. 
Each year during the June to September 
salmon runs, visitors come to see the bears 
feeding. Viewing platforms and other 
infrastructure have been established to 
support these activities, including a floating 
bridge that provides access over Brooks 
River from Brooks Camp to the viewing 
areas and Valley of Ten Thousand Smokes 
Road.  
 
Other visitor facilities at Brooks Camp 
include Brooks Lodge (concessioner 
operated), a visitor center, an auditorium, a 

campground, and a picnic area. A 
significant cultural site is a short distance 
from the visitor center, providing visitors 
with an important opportunity to learn 
about the human history of the Brooks 
Camp area. Nearby attractions include the 
Valley of Ten Thousand Smokes. Groups 
leave Brooks Camp and cross the river to 
access the daily bus tours to Valley of Ten 
Thousand Smokes; these tours are popular 
with Brooks Camp visitors. Hiking to 
Dumpling Mountain (elevation 2,440 ft) is 
another popular attraction in the Brooks 
Camp area.  
 
Primary access to the seasonal camp is by 
floatplane or boat from King Salmon. The 
camp lies near the outlet of Brooks River, a 
1.5-mile long drainage extending from Lake 
Brooks into Naknek Lake. Brooks River 
divides the Brooks Camp area. The area 
north of the river includes Brooks Lodge 
and other concessioner and NPS buildings, 
including a ranger station, maintenance 
facilities, seasonal housing (cabins and tent 
platforms), visitor center, auditorium, and a 
campground. The area south of the river 
includes several bear viewing platforms, 
NPS employee housing (cabins), 
maintenance facilities, and a picnic shelter.  
 
 
RELATIONSHIP OF PROPOSAL TO 
OTHER PLANNING PROJECTS 
AND POLICIES 

Several plans have influenced or would be 
influenced by the Brooks River Visitor Access 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement. 
These plans have been prepared by the 
National Park Service. Some of these plans 
are described briefly here, along with their 
relationship to this document. 
 
1986 General Management Plan 

The park’s 1986 general management plan 
guides management actions to protect 
natural and cultural resources; upgrade 
facilities, staffing, and services necessary to 
support recreational uses; and to improve 
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visitor opportunities to experience park 
resources. 
 
The general management plan specifically 
addressed several Brooks Camp issues, 
including the stabilization of facilities and 
activities, ongoing studies to document 
human-bear interactions, the need for a 
development concept plan, accommodation 
of expected increases in visitation, and the 
potential for a wider range of dispersed 
activities emanating from the Brooks Camp 
area.  
 
This project is consistent with the 
management directions in the 1986 general 
management plan. 
 
1996 Brooks River Area 
Development Concept Plan 

In 1996, the National Park Service 
completed the Final Brooks River Area 
Development Concept Plan and 
Environmental Impact Statement (NPS 
1996a). The plan’s selected alternative 
called for a reorientation of management 
and use to more adequately preserve and 
interpret the area’s globally significant 
Alaskan brown bear viewing opportunities 
and prime brown bear habitat and to 
manage these elements as integral parts of 
an evolving environment that also contains 
nationally significant cultural resources, 
scenic values, and world-class sportfishing 
opportunities. The primary goals of the 
1996 plan are to 
 
 protect cultural and natural 

resources 
 improve visitor experience 
 provide alternative strategies for 

operation and maintenance of 
Brooks River facilities 

 
Some of the specific actions from the 1996 
plan include the following: 
 
 The lodge and the bulk of the 

concession operation would be 
relocated to an area south of Brooks 

River at Beaver Pond Terrace (to be 
implemented). An access road 
connecting the relocated facilities to 
the valley road would be required. 

 NPS facilities would be 
consolidated in an area along Valley 
of Ten Thousand Smokes Road. 
(Work is currently underway to 
construct the infrastructure to allow 
housing to be consolidated within 
the new Valley Road Administrative 
Area (NPS 2007b; NPS 2009b; URS 
2009a). 

 The immediate Brooks River area 
would become a day use area. 

 The existing floating bridge would 
be removed. (The proposed 2012 
plan would include an elevated 
bridge and boardwalk system.) 

 Visitor use levels would be 
managed. 

 A floatplane/watercraft/docking 
area, breakwater, and access road 
with an attendant shuttle system on 
Naknek Lake would be developed. 
(These facilities and access road 
would not be developed if the 
proposed plan is approved.) 

 The Brooks Falls viewing platform 
would be redesigned and expanded. 
(Falls Trail boardwalk and Riffles 
platform were completed in 1996 
and 2000.) 

 
The National Park Service would move 
different components of Brooks Camp to 
the south side until most facilities and 
activities have been moved. When the total 
move is finished, according to the changes 
proposed in this document, the remaining 
facilities and activities on the north side 
would be a ranger/visitor contact station, 
minimal day use facilities (vault toilet and 
picnic area), and limited emergency 
equipment such as a rescue skiff and 
medical supplies. 
 
Subject to available funding, the move 
would be in phases according the following 
sequence and approximate time frame 
(figure 1):  
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2007 Brooks Camp Maintenance 
Facility Environmental Assessment 

As part of the 2007 Brooks Lake 
Maintenance Facility Environmental 
Assessment, the National Park Service 
continued to implement the 1996 
development concept plan by relocating 
and replacing maintenance facilities cur-
rently in the vicinity of Lake Brooks and in 
Brooks Camp. The new maintenance and 
housing area approved in this plan is 
referred to as the Valley Road 
Administrative Area. The plan also called 
for the first phase of new housing with 
construction of two duplex housing units in 
the park near the new location for 
maintenance facilities. Existing housing 
units (tent structures) in the Brooks Camp 
area will be removed and the sites will be 
rehabilitated to a natural condition.  
 
The proposed 2012 plan is consistent with 
and supportive of actions proposed in the 
2007 environmental assessment. 
 
2009 Brooks Camp Utilities 
and Housing Relocation 
Environmental Assessment 

The National Park Service recently 
approved replacing utility systems for 
Brooks Camp at the Valley Road 
Administrative Area. The project facilitates 
the move of support facilities to the south 
side of the river through site planning and 
layout, utility installations, and housing 
relocation. The project site is immediately 
adjacent to the recently constructed gravel 
pad and new maintenance facility along 
Valley of Ten Thousand Smokes Road, near 
its intersection with the road from Lake 
Brooks to the lower viewing platform.  
 
The proposed 2012 plan is consistent with 
and supportive of actions proposed in the 
2009 environmental assessment. 

Policy on Impairment 
of Park Resources 

In addition to determining the 
environmental consequences of 
implementing the preferred and other 
alternatives, NPS Management Policies 2006 
(section 1.4) requires analysis of potential 
effects to determine whether the preferred 
alternative would impair a park’s resources 
and values. 
 
The fundamental purpose of the national 
park system, established by the NPS 
Organic Act (16 USC 1) and reaffirmed by 
the NPS General Authorities Act of 1970, as 
amended, begins with a mandate to 
conserve park resources and values. NPS 
managers must always seek ways to avoid or 
minimize to the greatest degree practicable 
adverse impacts on park resources and 
values. However, the laws do give the 
National Park Service the management 
discretion to allow impacts on park 
resources and values when necessary and 
appropriate to fulfill the purposes of the 
park. That discretion is limited by the 
statutory requirement that the National 
Park Service must leave resources and 
values unimpaired unless a particular law 
directly and specifically provides otherwise.  
 
The prohibited impairment is an impact 
that, in the professional judgment of the 
responsible NPS manager, would harm the 
integrity of park resources or values, 
including the opportunities that otherwise 
would be present for the enjoyment of 
those resources or values (NPS 
Management Policies 2006, section 1.4.5). 
Whether an impact meets this definition 
depends on the particular resources that 
would be affected; the severity, duration, 
and timing of the impact; the direct and 
indirect effects of the impact; and the 
cumulative effects of the impact in question 
and other impacts. 
 
An impact on any park resource or value 
may, but does not necessarily, constitute 
impairment. An impact would be more 
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likely to constitute impairment to the extent 
that it affects a resource or value whose 
conservation is 
 
 necessary to fulfill specific purposes 

identified in the establishing 
legislation or proclamation of the 
park; 

 key to the natural or cultural 
integrity of the park or to 
opportunities for enjoyment of the 
park; or 

 identified in the park’s general 
management plan or other relevant 
NPS planning documents as being 
of significance. 

 
An impact would be less likely to constitute 
an impairment if it is an unavoidable result 
of an action necessary to preserve or restore 
the integrity of park resources or values and 
it cannot be further mitigated. 
 
Impairment may result from visitor 
activities, NPS administrative activities, or 
activities undertaken by concessioners, 
contractors, and others operating in the 
park. Impairment may also result from 
sources or activities outside the park.  
 
The determination of nonimpairment for 
the selected alternative will be attached to 
the record of decision. 
 
 
IMPACT TOPICS TO BE ADDRESSED 

Impact topics are a more refined set of 
concerns about park resources or values 
analyzed for each of the alternatives. The 
impact topics were derived from the issues 
identified in scoping, and these topics were 
used in chapter 4 to examine the extent to 
which a resource would be affected by the 
actions of a particular alternative.  
 
The following impact topics are those that 
have been considered in this document. 
Included is identification of the issues 

associated with each impact topic and the 
rationale for analyzing the impact topic. 
 
Natural Resources 

Brown Bears. Katmai National Park and 
Preserve is home to the world’s largest 
protected population of brown bears. The 
Brooks River area provides excellent habitat 
for brown bears during the summer. The 
existing scenario along Brooks River, as well 
as the action alternatives, could impact 
brown bears. Brown bears could be affected 
by construction activities and use of the 
facilities, and changes to brown bears 
feeding, resting, mating, or caring for young 
could occur in the short term. 
 
Bald Eagles. An active bald eagle nest is 
near the proposed barge landing and access 
road in three of the action alternatives. The 
proposed construction and use of the new 
barge road could impact the ability of the 
eagles to successfully use the nest site. 
 
Salmon, Rainbow Trout, and Arctic 
Grayling. Katmai National Park and 
Preserve protects the Naknek Lake 
drainage, a significant spawning and rearing 
ground for Bristol Bay sockeye salmon, 
sustaining one of the largest salmon runs in 
the world. Brooks River is a migration route 
for five species of spawning salmon and 
hosts populations of trophy rainbow trout. 
The floating bridge is set directly on the 
surface of the river and may be an 
impediment to fish migration and affect 
spawning habitat. 
 
Depending on the type of bridge built 
across Brooks River, support piles could 
obstruct fish passage and affect spawning 
habitat. 
 
Wetlands and Upland Vegetation. 
Wetlands at the mouth of Brooks River 
could be affected by removal of the existing 
barge road and landing area.  
 
Existing, undisturbed wetlands could be 
affected by the construction of a new bridge 
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and boardwalk system, changed circulation 
patterns in the Brooks Camp area, and new 
barge landing road.  
 
Vegetation would also be affected by the 
new developments. There would be a risk of 
increasing existing infestations of invasive 
plants and introducing new invasive species 
in the Brooks River area.   
 
Hydrology and Floodplains. The flow of 
Brooks River affects wildlife, visitors, and 
facilities at Brooks Camp. Annual use of the 
floating bridge could continue to obstruct 
upper water column flow and associated 
hydraulic effects could trigger changes in 
hydrology, channel or bank erosion, and 
river geomorphology. 
 
Removal of the spit of land that was filled 
and stabilized to support the existing 
floating bridge could restore the natural 
hydrological regime in the lower reaches of 
the river.  
 
Permanent bridge support piles could also 
affect river hydrology.  
 
Natural Soundscape. Natural sounds in the 
area could be affected by construction 
activities, increased audio exposure from 
activities on the new bridge and 
boardwalks, and operational noise 
associated with the new barge landing and 
access road.  
 
Removal of the existing barge landing and 
access road would benefit the soundscape 
along Brooks River. 
 
Cultural Resources 

Archeological Resources. Brooks River 
Archeological District National Historic 
Landmark is one of the most significant 
archeological areas in Alaska. Construction 
of infrastructure and changes in park 
operations could have an adverse effect on 
these resources. 
 

Historic Structures. Brooks Camp is 
historically known as one of the first post-
World War II tourism-based fishing lodges 
in Alaska. The camp also contains two 
historic structures listed in the National 
Register of Historic Places—the current 
ranger station and visitor center— and 
several other structures of historic 
significance, including the Brooks Lodge 
building, office/store, as well as a number of 
NPS cabins. The location of the elevated 
boardwalk on the north side of Brooks 
River may have an impact on these historic 
structures.  
 
Cultural Landscape. The Brooks River area 
consists of three principal cultural 
landscapes. The first is associated with 
Alaska Native use of the Brooks River area 
for traditional habitation and fishing 
purposes. The second is associated with the 
tourism-based use of the river for sport 
fishing and bear viewing. The third is 
associated with the prehistoric 
archeological resources of the area, which is 
based on its status as a national historic 
landmark. The first two landscapes are 
currently being evaluated to determine their 
potential eligibility for listing in the national 
register. Each of the alternatives has the 
potential to impact cultural landscapes. 
 
Ethnographic Resources. The Brooks River 
area is the site of an annual redfish harvest 
and other traditional uses that may be 
affected by proposed development such as 
construction of the bridge and boardwalks 
and the proposed changes to the barge 
landing area. 
 
Visitor Experience 

The Brooks River area is one of the best 
places in the world to view brown bears. 
Each summer thousands of people travel to 
Brooks Camp for the opportunity to view 
feeding aggregations of brown bears. The 
experience is marked by the need for 
visitors to get from the floatplane access 
area at Brooks Camp to the viewing 
platforms at Brooks Falls, located a mile 
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away on the south bank of Brooks River. 
There are often delays due to bears in the 
area, and the overall experience must be 
intensively managed to ensure that both 
visitors and bears remain safe. 
 
Another major user group of this area is 
recreational anglers. Any changes to the 
access of the area, including the 
construction and maintenance of structures 
and changes to management strategies, 
would impact the experience of these users.  
 
The proposed actions could make the 
Brooks River area experience too 
controlled and managed. Additional 
impacts could come from changes in the 
temporal use patterns that come about 
because of the increased accessibility and 
safety provided by the action alternatives.  
 
Safety is a key consideration at Brooks 
Camp for all people in the area. The 
alternatives could change the level of safety 
for visitors and employees. The proposed 
elevated bridge and boardwalks could 
largely separate people and bears in the area 
adjacent to the river mouth, thereby 
reducing the number and intensity of 
human-bear encounters.  
 
Visual/Scenic Resources  

The proposed bridge concepts could impact 
the visual resources of the area. Bridge 
designs using long spans would require 
substantial superstructure. Views from the 
structure, along the river, Naknek Lake, 
Dumpling Mountain, and views from 
aircraft could be affected by the project. 
 
The construction of an elevated permanent 
bridge and boardwalk system could affect 
the visual resources of the otherwise rustic 
setting of the Brooks Camp area. 
 
Socioeconomics 

Katmai National Park and Preserve is an 
important part of the regional economy. 
The park draws international tourism, 

bringing in wildlife viewers, floaters, 
hunters, anglers, hikers, and others by the 
thousands. The park has been an important 
factor in the economic health of local 
communities since it was established as a 
national monument nearly a century ago. In 
contemporary times, hundreds of people 
rely on the resources of the park for their 
livelihoods, and the Brooks River area is 
one of the primary focal points for the 
hundreds of concessioner and commercial 
guides who choose to do business in the 
park. Changing access to the Brooks Camp 
area could impact these stakeholders.  
 
 
IMPACT TOPICS DISMISSED 
FROM DETAILED ANALYSIS 

NEPA regulations emphasize the 
importance of adjusting the scope of each 
impact analysis to the details of the project 
and its setting and focusing on the specific 
potential impacts of the project. The 
following issues were considered but 
dismissed from detailed analysis, and are 
therefore not addressed further in this 
document.  
 
Air Quality 

Katmai National Park and Preserve is 
designated as a Class II area under the 
Clean Air Act. Class II areas are afforded a 
high degree of protection under the act. 
The proposed actions would have a 
minimal effect on air quality due to the 
small amount of emissions associated with 
project construction and use. 
 
Water Quality 

Negligible degradation of water quality in 
Brooks River or Naknek Lake may occur 
during bridge pile placement or barge 
landing construction. Turbidity and 
sedimentation effects would be localized 
and be limited to the construction period. 
Water quality protection measures and best 
management practices would be used to 
protect water quality and prevent its 
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degradation from construction. Such 
measures may include in-stream 
sedimentation check dams, surface silt 
fencing, prompt revegetation, and 
replacement of topsoil. 
 
Threatened and Endangered 
Species 

The Endangered Species Act requires an 
analysis of impacts on all federally listed 
threatened and endangered (T&E) species, 
as well as species of special concern listed 
by the State of Alaska. There are no listed 
federal T&E species within the proposed 
project area. The olive-sided flycatcher (a 
candidate species) may inhabit the spruce 
forests around the project area during the 
summer. This species has been previously 
observed in the park along Valley Road. 
Effects, if any, would be minimal due to the 
vast quantity of habitat in the area. In 
addition, no tree cutting would occur from 
April 10 to July 15 to protect nesting 
migratory birds.  
 
Climate Change 

Fossil fuel consumption associated with 
construction and use of the bridge/ 
boardwalk and barge landing / access road 
would contribute a miniscule amount to the 
park’s carbon footprint. The minimal 
variation expected in fossil fuel use across 
alternatives would have only negligible 
incremental effects on the park’s overall 
carbon footprint, as it relates to climate 
change. 
 
Natural Lightscape 

The National Park Service recognizes the 
role that darkness plays in natural resource 
processes and the evolution of species (NPS 
2006). No lighting would be installed on the 
elevated walkway. Lighting during the 
construction phase would be the minimum 
needed to accomplish the project without 
undue interruption of visitor services. 
 

Environmental Justice 

Executive Order 12898, “Federal Actions to 
Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low-Income Populations,” 
requires all federal agencies to identify and 
address disproportionately high and 
adverse human health or environmental 
effects of their programs and policies on 
minorities and low-income populations and 
communities. No minority or low-income 
populations or communities are near 
Brooks Camp. This plan would not result in 
changes to human health or the 
environment with disproportionately high 
and adverse effects on minority or low-
income populations or communities.  
 
Subsistence 

The Alaska National Interest Lands 
Conservation Act, section 810(a) summary 
evaluation and finding (appendix A) 
concluded that the preferred alternative 
would not result in a restriction of 
subsistence uses in the project area. 
 
Traditional Redfish Fishery 

Descendants of people that lived within 
Katmai National Park have an authorized 
traditional use fishery for harvest of 
spawned-out sockeye salmon at Brooks 
River. None of the alternatives would limit 
or alter this activity. 
 
Wilderness 

The project area is an area zoned for the 
development of visitor facilities and is not 
within a designated or eligible wilderness 
area. 
 
Conformity with Local 
Land Use Plans 

The project area is within the boundaries of 
the park and should not result in any 
actions that would cause unconformity or 
inconsistency with local land use plans. 
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Energy Requirements and 
Conservation Potential 

In all action alternatives, new facilities 
would be designed with long-term 
sustainability in mind. The NPS has 
adopted the concept of sustainable design 
as a guiding principle of facility planning 
and development (NPS Management 
Policies 2006 section 9.1.1.6). The objectives 
of sustainability are to design facilities to 
minimize adverse effects on natural and 
cultural values, to reflect their 
environmental setting, and to require the 

least amount of nonrenewable fuels/energy. 
The action alternatives are not expected to 
result in an increased energy need. The 
alternatives could improve the energy 
efficiency of the Brooks River area. The 
bridge and boardwalk system would serve 
to provide an electric connection between 
Brooks Camp and the Valley Road 
Administrative Area. Brooks Camp, until it 
is relocated, would be powered by more 
efficient generators at the Valley Road 
Administrative Area, thereby reducing fuel 
consumption. 
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PERMITS AND APPROVALS 

 
 
Table 1 presents approvals, reviews, and 
permitting requirements anticipated to be 

needed for implementation of the 
alternatives. 

 
 

TABLE 1. PERMITS AND APPROVALS NEEDED TO IMPLEMENT ALTERNATIVES 

Permit or Approval Information Agency 

Fish Habitat Permit (Alaska Statute 
16.05.871 Anadromous Fish 
Conservation Act) 

Required for barge landing development on 
Naknek Lake and placement of bridge support piles 
in Naknek River 

Alaska Department of Fish and 
Game (ADF&G) 

Alaska Statute 16.05.841  
(Fishway Act) 

Authorization required for activities within or across 
a stream used by fish that could represent an 
impediment to the efficient passage of fish. 

Alaska Department of  
Fish and Game 

Clean Water Act,  
section 404 permit 

Required for disposal or placement of fill in 
navigable waters and wetlands; potential effects 
may occur to wetlands from barge landing and 
access road and existing access road removal. 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

Clean Water Act, section 401 
certificate of reasonable assurance 

Necessary to ensure that project complies with 
state’s water quality standards. 

Alaska Department of 
Environmental Conservation 

Wetlands Statement of Findings 
Required to examine potential adverse effects to 
wetlands from bridge piles, barge landing, and 
access road; and existing access road removal. 

National Park Service 

Bald and Golden Eagle  
Protection Act 

Incidental take permit required if disturbance to 
eagle nest near Beaver Pond could not be avoided. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

National Historic Preservation Act, 
section 106 compliance 

Alaska state historic preservation office 
concurrence with finding of no historic properties 
affected or a memorandum of understanding with 
state historic preservation office to resolve adverse 
effects. 

State Historic Preservation Office 

Conservation Easement 
Consult with and obtain and consider views of the 
grantors. 

Conservation Easement, section 17, 
“Notice” 
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NEXT STEPS 

 
 
Following distribution of the Brooks River 
Visitor Access Final Environmental Impact 
Statement, and a 30-day no-action period, a 
record of decision approving a final plan will 
be signed by the NPS regional director. The 
record of decision would document the NPS 

selection of an alternative for 
implementation. With the signing of the 
record of decision and publication of a notice 
in the Federal Register, the Brooks River plan 
could then be implemented.
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INTRODUCTION 

 
 
This chapter describes five alternatives for 
access at the Brooks River area of Katmai 
National Park and Preserve. Alternative 1 
(no-action alternative) presents a 
continuation of current management 
direction and is included as a baseline for 
comparing the consequences of 
implementing each alternative. Alternatives 
2 through 5 (action alternatives) present 
different ways of providing access within 
the Brooks River area; the NPS preferred 
alternative (alternative 4) is also identified. 
Elements common to all action alternatives 
are also presented. Mitigation measures that 
would be used to reduce or avoid impacts 
are listed after the descriptions of the 
alternatives. The chapter also includes a 
brief description of alternatives and actions 
that were considered but dismissed from 
further analysis, a discussion of costs, and a 
discussion of the environmentally 
preferable alternative. Table 3 summarizes 
the components and attributes of each 
alternative. Table 4 summarizes the 
potential impacts of each alternative. 
 

The alternatives were developed through an 
interdisciplinary team process that included 
tiering from earlier plans, including the 
1996 Brooks River Area Development 
Concept Plan / Environmental Impact 
Statement and 1986 general management 
plan. Based on public scoping comments, 
input from NPS staff, and NPS mandates 
and policies, various concepts and project 
elements were considered. The National 
Park Service also considered potential 
environmental factors, visitor experience, 
visitor safety, operational efficiency, design, 
cost, and other factors in crafting the action 
alternatives. Different combinations of 
projects elements with regard to the bridge, 
boardwalk, and barge/landing area were 
integrated into the four action alternatives 
presented in this chapter. 
 
The action alternatives describe the general 
locations and designs of the facilities being 
proposed. Specific details, such as railing 
designs, materials, and bridge supports, 
would be determined after the record of 
decision is signed for this document. 
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ALTERNATIVE 1 (NO ACTION) 

 
 
This alternative represents a continuation 
of the existing situation (see map 3). This 
alternative requires active management of 
the area by park staff.  
 
The no-action alternative would maintain 
seasonal use of the floating bridge, which is 
8 ft wide and about 320 ft long; it floats on 
the surface of Brooks River. The bridge 
would be used by both pedestrians and light 
utility vehicles.  
 
Visitors and staff (park and concession) 
would continue to access Brooks River via a 
trail through the vegetated area known as 
the “Corner” as they head south from the 
Brooks Camp area. After crossing the 
floating bridge, visitors and staff would 
proceed to the road and then walk south to 
the bus parking area for Valley of Ten 
Thousand Smokes and the trail to the 
Brooks Falls viewing platforms. 
 
Park staff would continue to install and 
remove the bridge each spring and fall. The 
banks of Brooks River would continue to be 
stabilized to ensure that the floating bridge 
and access trail remain in place while in use. 
The access trail on the north side of the 

river would continue to be used and 
maintained. Riverbank stabilization 
measures involving the placement of fill, log 
revetments, and vegetation staking would 
continue. 
 
The existing barge landing and associated 
road would remain on the south side of the 
river (see map 3). The barge landing ramp 
would be hardened with materials such as 
interlocking pavers, planks, or geoweb filled 
with gravel. Any hardening material would 
be neutral in color to blend with the 
shoreline. 
 
NPS landing craft, barges, and some boats 
would continue to land at the site at the 
mouth of Brooks River. (Most boats land in 
front of Brooks Camp.) 
 
Utility connections between the north side 
of Brooks River and the Valley Road 
Administrative Area would be considered at 
a later date as part of a separate action. Until 
the utility connections are completed, septic 
waste from Brooks Camp would be 
transported across Brooks River every 
spring via a hauling trailer. The floating 
bridge would not be used for this operation. 
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ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ACTION ALTERNATIVES 

 
 
CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE 

The construction of the bridge and 
boardwalk would be anticipated to last 
approximately three years and would most 
likely start in August of year one and be 
completed by June of year three. 
Completion of the bridge and boardwalk 
would occur during the second winter/ 
spring season, with demobilization 
occurring by August of the third season. 
 
The construction of the barge landing, road, 
and parking area would most likely start in 
late fall  and be completed prior to the 
visitor season the next year (May/June). 
The hardened barge landing would be 
constructed in the late winter / early spring 
when lake levels are lowest. 
 
Much of the construction is scheduled for 
late fall and early spring to avoid periods of 
peak bear numbers (July and September) 
and park visitors. Any work that needs to 
occur during the summer season would be 
scheduled for the periods of lowest bear 
and visitor activity and would avoid bird 
migration and fish spawning seasons. 
 
Mobilization and construction camp setup 
and gravel processing would occur during 
late summer or early fall (August to 
October) before freeze-up. 
 
The construction contractor may occupy a 
temporary construction camp at the Valley 
Road Administrative Area. The contractor 
may need three structures to house up to 12 
people. Alternatively, the construction crew 
may use the existing contractor camp about 
0.5 mile southeast of the Valley Road 
Administrative Area. This camp, commonly 
referred to as “Squirrel Camp,” was 
established for use by contractors for past 
and future major park developments.  

USE OF EXISTING GRAVEL 

Existing gravel sources about 5 miles 
southeast of Brooks River on Valley of Ten 
Thousand Smokes Road would be used (see 
map 2). This gravel pit contains sufficient 
material for future NPS development 
projects, including the construction of 
roads on the south side of Brooks River for 
the relocation of Brooks Camp (NPS 1997). 
 
 
MONITORING 

The National Park Service would monitor 
the impacts on park resources from the 
construction and continuing use of the 
bridge and boardwalk in all action 
alternatives. 
 
 Brown Bears: Brown bear behavior 

would be monitored during 
construction activities as well as 
during the operation of the new 
bridge and boardwalks. Data 
obtained from monitoring activities 
would be considered in future bear 
management decisions, which may 
include developing and 
implementing proper bear viewing 
etiquette on the bridge/boardwalks. 

 
 Bald Eagles: An active bald eagle 

nest has been observed near the 
proposed Beaver Pond barge access 
road. The National Park Service 
would monitor eagle nesting during 
road construction and use activities 
for a period of up to three years 
from the time construction activities 
are completed. The NPS staff would 
report monitoring data to U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service (USFWS) on an 
annual basis. 
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 Wetlands and Vegetation: 
Wetlands and upland vegetation 
restoration activities would be 
monitored.  

 
 Visitor Use and Park Operations: 

Combined use of the boardwalks 
and bridge would be monitored to 
determine visitor satisfaction and 
operational efficiency. Future 
management actions would be 
determined based on monitoring 
information. 

 
 
VIEWING AREAS 

Up to seven viewing areas (depending on 
the alternative) would be established on the 
north and south sides of Brooks River. 
These areas would be designed to 
accommodate about 20–25 people. The 
viewing areas also would be used to hold 
people for short periods of time if the 
bridge is closed and as pullout spots when 
vehicles are crossing the bridge.  
 
 
BARGE LANDING RAMP 

Under all of the action alternatives, a 
hardened ramp would be installed to better 
accommodate boat and barge operations. 
The new barge landing ramp would be 
hardened with materials such as 
interlocking pavers, planks, or geoweb filled 
with gravel. Any hardening material would 
be neutral in color to blend with the 
shoreline. 
 
 
UTILITIES 

Both electrical intertie and septic tank 
pump-out lines would use the bridge to 
cross Brooks River. An electrical intertie 
would be routed in conjunction with the 
pedestrian portions of the boardwalk 
systems while the septic tank pump-out line 
would follow the same routing as the 
vehicle ramps to ensure that connections on 

the south side of the river can be made to 
the sewage hauling trailer.  
 
 
BEAR GATES 

Gates would be installed at each end of the 
boardwalk where they meet existing grade 
to prevent bears from gaining access to the 
boardwalks and bridge. The gates would be 
similar to those on the boardwalks at Falls 
and Riffles viewing platforms. 
 
 
EMERGENCY LADDERS/RAMPS 

An emergency ladder would be included at 
the north end of the bridge for safety 
reasons. The fully accessible emergency 
access / egress ramp would be included on 
the south side of Brooks River. A secondary 
purpose of the ramp would be to provide 
anglers and other visitors access to the 
south bank of Brooks River. 
 
 
HABITAT RESTORATION AREA 

The construction of an elevated boardwalk 
and bridge would direct all human traffic 
away from the area known as the Corner. 
Currently, the Corner is a primary route for 
people traveling from Brooks Camp to the 
bridge and the south side of Brooks River. 
At peak times of the year, several hundred 
people can pass through this area each day; 
it is also the location where people cluster 
to observe bears along the river near the 
floating bridge. The Corner is also an 
important area for brown bears to rest, 
especially sows with cubs. In all the action 
alternatives, the Corner and the trail from 
the lodge to the Corner would be 
rehabilitated and restored (see map 3). 
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BOAT AND FLOATPLANE ACCESS 
TO BROOKS CAMP AREA 

Under all action alternatives, floatplane 
access would continue to Lake Brooks and 
Naknek Lake, depending on the wind. On 
west wind days, Naknek Lake is favored, 

and on east wind days, Lake Brooks is 
favored.  
 
Boat access to Brooks Camp from Lake 
Camp (near King Salmon) would continue 
on Naknek Lake. Visitors arriving by boat 
would temporarily moor ashore on Naknek 
Lake near Brooks Camp.  
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ALTERNATIVE 2 

 
 
Both pedestrians and vehicles would use a 
boardwalk and bridge system between 
Brooks Lodge and the bus parking area for a 
total approximate length of 1,600 ft. Figure 
2 shows a simulation of what the bridge and 
south boardwalk would look like. The 
north and south boardwalks would have 
separate access points for pedestrians and 
vehicles on the north and south sides of 
Brooks River. The barge landing would be 
relocated to an area approximately 2,000 ft 
south of the existing site and would require 
the construction of a new access road (see 
map 4). 
 
 
NORTH BOARDWALK 

On the north side of Brooks River, an 
extensive elevated boardwalk system would 
separate visitors from bears and would 
eliminate human use of the Corner. 
Pedestrians would enter the boardwalk 
system near Brooks Lodge. A 5-foot-wide 
pedestrian section would start near the 
lodge and continue at 10 ft above grade for 
approximately 335 ft. Vehicles would use a 
ramp that starts at the fish freezing station 
before merging with the pedestrian 
boardwalk along the wetlands about 225 ft 
south of the lodge. From the intersection of 
the two northern boardwalks to the start of 
the bridge (200 ft), the boardwalk would be 
8 ft wide to accommodate both pedestrians 
and vehicles and continue at 10 ft above 
grade. The total length of the north 
boardwalk from the lodge to the start of the 
bridge would be approximately 535 ft. 
 
The north boardwalk would consist of up to 
four viewing/pullout areas. Two would face 
west and overlook the wetland and Brooks 
River. Two would face east to provide 
upriver and downriver viewing 
opportunities. 

BRIDGE 

The bridge across Brooks River would 
follow the alignment of the floating bridge. 
This concept calls for a 3-span bridge about 
360 ft in length. This bridge would have an 
8-foot-wide wooden bridge deck with a 
steel truss on each side and would span 120 
ft between steel pile foundations. Two sets 
of steel support piles (each with two piles) 
would be in the riverbed. This bridge 
walking surface would be at least 10 ft above 
the river.  
 
 
SOUTH BOARDWALK 

Connecting to the southern end of the 
bridge, an 8-foot-wide transition area that is 
about 20 ft long allows for pedestrians and 
vehicles to separate onto their own 
boardwalks. A pedestrian-only boardwalk 
would follow the edge of a wetland, and 
then cut east along an old road corridor 
before ending at the bus parking area. This 
elevated boardwalk would be 10 ft above 
grade and would ramp down to grade, 
ending about 100 ft east of the bus parking 
area. This section of boardwalk would be 
about 715 ft long. An 8-foot-wide vehicle 
ramp would separate from the boardwalk at 
the southern terminus of the bridge. This 
vehicle spur ramp would be approximately 
215 ft in length and would ramp down to 
grade.  
 
The south boardwalk would have up to 
three primary viewing/pullout areas. One 
would be placed on each side of the south 
end of the bridge to provide upriver and 
downriver viewing opportunities. One 
would face east and overlook the wetland. 
Because of the length of the south 
boardwalk, up to two additional smaller 
pullout areas may be installed to allow for 
the safe passage of pedestrians and vehicles. 
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BARGE LANDING AND 
ACCESS ROAD 

A barge landing would be on the shore of 
Naknek Lake, about 2,000 ft south of the 
existing barge landing (figure 3). The barge 
landing area (6,800 square feet (ft2)) would 
include a permanent extended hardened 
boat launch ramp (24 ft to 30 ft wide and 
170 ft to 240 ft long) to accommodate lake 
level fluctuations and a fenced storage/ 
staging area (150 ft by 100 ft) for storage of 
the NPS barge on a 90-foot-long trailer and 
miscellaneous smaller boats/trailers. This 
secured area would be behind the lakeshore 
vegetation to allow the movement of 
wildlife along the lakeshore. The storage 

area would be accessible from the access 
road via a gated entrance. 
 
A new access road, approximately 1,500 ft 
long and 14 ft wide, would intersect the 
Valley Road and run to the north side of 
Beaver Pond and east to the new barge 
landing site on Naknek Lake. It is 
anticipated that a culvert would be required 
to facilitate a hydrological connection of 
adjacent wetlands.  
 
The existing barge landing area (5,800 ft2), 
boat storage/staging area (16,000 ft2), and 
gravel access road (600 ft by 14 ft) on the 
south side of the river would be removed 
and the landscape would be restored to 
natural conditions. 
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FIGURE 3. BARGE LANDING SITE AND ACCESS ROAD FOR ALTERNATIVES 2, 4, AND 5 
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ALTERNATIVE 3 

 
 
Both pedestrians and vehicles would use a 
single boardwalk and bridge system with 
single access points on the north and the 
south sides of Brooks River. The bridge and 
boardwalk system would have a total 
estimated length of 850 ft. The barge 
landing would be relocated to an area 
approximately 200 ft south of the existing 
site and would generally use the existing 
barge access road (see map 5). 
 
 
NORTH BOARDWALK 

An 8-foot-wide elevated boardwalk would 
start near the fish freezing station and ramp 
up to 10 ft above grade and extend to the 
north end of the bridge through the Corner 
following the existing trail alignment. This 
boardwalk would be about 330 ft long. Both 
people and vehicles would use the same 
boardwalk. 
 
The north boardwalk would consist of up to 
two viewing/pullout areas, placed on each 
side of the north end of the bridge to 
provide upriver and downriver viewing 
opportunities. Due to the length of the 
north boardwalk, up to two additional 
smaller pullout areas may be installed to 
allow for the safe passage of pedestrians and 
vehicles. 
 
 
BRIDGE 

This bridge alternative would cross Brooks 
River at the Corner. Figure 4 shows a 
simulation of what the bridge would look 
like. This alternative would use a 
preengineered, medium-span bridge 
approximately 415 ft in length. The spans 
would measure approximately 50 ft and 

there would be six sets of steel support piles 
(each set with two piles) in the riverbed. 
This bridge walking surface would be a 
minimum of 10 ft above the river. 
 
 
SOUTH BOARDWALK 

Starting at the southern end of the bridge, 
this boardwalk would ramp down until it 
reaches grade and connects to the existing 
road. This option is about 210 ft long and is 
designed to accommodate pedestrians and 
vehicles. One viewing area would likely be 
placed on each end of the south side of the 
bridge to provide upriver and downriver 
viewing opportunities. 
 
 
BARGE LANDING AND 
ACCESS ROAD 

A new barge landing site would be located 
approximately 200 ft south of the mouth of 
Brooks River (figure 5). The barge landing 
area (6,800 ft2) would include a permanent 
extended hardened boat launch ramp (24 ft 
to 30 ft wide and 270 ft to 340 ft long) to 
accommodate lake level fluctuations and a 
fenced area for storage of the NPS barge on 
a 90-foot-long trailer.  
 
A new road segment (about 100 ft by 14 ft) 
would be constructed from the existing 
access road and extend to a new Naknek 
Lake barge landing site. 
 
The existing barge landing area (5,800 ft2), 
boat storage / staging area (16,000 ft2), and 
about 300 ft of the gravel access road on the 
south side of the river would be removed 
and restored to natural conditions. 
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ALTERNATIVE 4 (NPS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE) 

 
 
Both pedestrians and vehicles would use a 
single boardwalk and bridge system with 
single access points on the north and south 
sides of Brooks River. Figure 6 shows a 
simulation of what the bridge and south 
boardwalk would look like. The bridge and 
boardwalk system would have a total 
estimated length of 1,550 ft. The barge 
landing would be relocated to an area about 
2,000 ft south of the existing site and would 
require the construction of a new access 
road (see map 6). 
 
 
NORTH BOARDWALK 

The boardwalk would start adjacent to the 
lodge, and then would continue south over 
the wetlands for approximately 560 ft. The 
elevated boardwalk would be at least 10 ft 
above grade once it clears the area around 
the lodge. This boardwalk would be 8 ft 
wide and designed to accommodate both 
pedestrians and vehicles simultaneously. 
 
The north boardwalk would have up to four 
viewing/pullout areas. Two would face west 
and overlook the wetland and Brooks River 
and two would be on each side of the north 
end of the bridge to provide upriver and 
downriver viewing opportunities. 
 
 
BRIDGE 

The wooden short-span bridge, 
approximately 350 ft in length with a 
minimum distance of 24 ft between piles, 
would follow the alignment of the floating 
bridge. There would be up to 14 sets of steel 
support piles (each set with two piles) in the 
riverbed. The bridge would be built using 
techniques similar to the boardwalk system. 
This bridge walking surface would be a 
minimum of 10 ft above the river. 

SOUTH BOARDWALK 

An 8-foot-wide pedestrian-vehicle 
boardwalk would cross a wetland south of 
the southern bridge terminus and then cut 
west through a wooded area. The 
boardwalk would follow the edge of the 
western wetland before ending about 100 ft 
from the bus parking area. This elevated 
boardwalk would be 10 ft above grade and 
would ramp down to grade as it approaches 
the bus parking area. This section of 
boardwalk would have an estimated length 
of 630 ft. 
 
The south boardwalk would have up to 
three primary viewing/pullout areas. One 
would be placed on each side of the south 
end of the bridge to provide upriver and 
downriver viewing opportunities. One 
would face east and overlook the wetland. 
Because of the length of the south 
boardwalk, one to two additional smaller 
pullout areas may be installed to allow for 
the safe passage of pedestrians and vehicles. 
 
 
BARGE LANDING AND 
ACCESS ROAD 

A barge landing would be located on the 
shore of Naknek Lake approximately 2,000 
ft south of the existing barge landing. The 
barge landing area (6,800 ft2) would include 
a permanent extended hardened boat 
launch ramp (24 ft to 30 ft wide and 170 ft 
to 240 ft long) to accommodate lake level 
fluctuations and a fenced storage/staging 
area (150 ft by 100 ft) for storage of the NPS 
barge on a 90-foot-long trailer and 
miscellaneous smaller boats/trailers. This 
secured area would be located behind the 
lakeshore vegetation to facilitate the 
movement of wildlife along the lakeshore. 
The storage area would be accessible from 
the access road via a gated entrance. 
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A new access road, approximately 1,500 ft 
long and 14 ft wide, would intersect Valley 
Road and run to the north side of Beaver 
Pond and east to the new barge landing site 
on Naknek Lake. It is anticipated that a 
culvert would be required to facilitate a 
hydrological connection of adjacent 
wetlands. 

 
The existing barge landing area (5,800 ft2), 
boat storage/staging area (16,000 ft2), and 
the gravel access road (about 1,200 ft by 
14 ft) on the south side of the river would be 
removed and the landscape would be 
restored to natural conditions. 
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ALTERNATIVE 5 

 
 
Both pedestrians and vehicles would use a 
single boardwalk and bridge system with 
single access points on the north and the 
south sides of Brooks River. The bridge and 
boardwalk system would have a total 
estimated length of 1,100 ft. The barge 
landing would be relocated to an area 
approximately 2,000 ft south of the existing 
site and would require the construction of a 
new access road (see map 7).  
 
 
NORTH BOARDWALK 

The boardwalk would start adjacent to the 
lodge, and then would continue south 
through the wetlands for about 560 ft. The 
elevated boardwalk would be at least 10 ft 
above grade once it clears the area around 
the lodge. This boardwalk would be 8 ft 
wide and accommodate both pedestrians 
and vehicles.  
 
The north boardwalk would consist of up to 
four viewing/pullout areas. Two would face 
west and overlook the wetlands and Brooks 
River. Two would be on each side of the 
north end of the bridge to provide upriver 
and downriver viewing opportunities. 
 
 
BRIDGE 

The bridge, which would follow the 
alignment of the floating bridge, would be a 
wooden short-span bridge, about 350 ft in 
length with a minimum distance of 24 ft 
between piles. There would be up to 14 sets 
of steel support piles (each set with two 
piles) in the riverbed. It would be built using 
techniques similar to the boardwalk system, 
and the bridge’s walking surface would be a 
minimum of 10 ft above the river. 

SOUTH BOARDWALK 

An 8-foot-wide pedestrian and vehicle 
boardwalk would connect to the south end 
of the bridge and ramp down to meet the 
access road about 215 ft south of Brooks 
River. At least one viewing/pullout area 
would be placed on each side of the south 
end of the bridge to provide upriver and 
downriver viewing opportunities. 
 
 

BARGE LANDING AND 
ACCESS ROAD 

A barge landing would be located on the 
shore of Naknek Lake approximately 2,000 
ft south of the existing barge landing (map 
7). The barge landing area (6,800 ft2) would 
include a permanent extended hardened 
boat launch ramp (24 ft to 30 ft wide and 
170 ft to 240 ft long) to accommodate lake 
level fluctuations and a fenced storage/ 
staging area (150 ft by 100 ft) for storage of 
the NPS barge on a 90-foot-long trailer and 
miscellaneous smaller boats/trailers. This 
secured area would be sited behind the 
lakeshore vegetation to facilitate the 
movement of wildlife along the lakeshore. 
The storage area would be accessible from 
the access road via a gated entrance. 
 
A new access road, approximately 1,500 ft 
long and 14 ft wide, would intersect Valley 
Road and run to the north side of Beaver 
Pond and east to the new barge landing site 
on Naknek Lake. It is anticipated that a 
culvert would be required to facilitate a 
hydrological connection of adjacent 
wetlands. 
 
The existing barge landing area (5,800 ft2), 
boat storage/staging area (16,000 ft2,) and 
gravel access road (600 ft by 14 ft) on the 
south side of the river would be removed 
and the landscape would be restored to 
natural conditions. 
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MITIGATIVE MEASURES 

 
 
BROWN BEARS 

To reduce possible negative impacts on 
brown bears and other wildlife within the 
Brooks River area, mobilization, 
construction, and demobilization activities 
would be coordinated between the project 
contractor, Brooks Camp manager, and 
park divisions responsible for protecting 
wildlife and visitors and managing 
commercial services. Bear response 
techniques identified in the park’s Bear-
Human Conflict Management Plan (NPS 
2006b) would be used to manage human-
bear interactions associated with this plan. 
Construction-specific mitigations would 
include the following: 
 
 The NPS project manager or bear 

manager will be on-site when 
materials are being loaded or 
unloaded to monitor operations. 

 Use of the Naknek Lake barge 
landing and access road would be 
limited to the loading and unloading 
of equipment, materials, and 
supplies for immediate transport to 
the park-approved staging area(s) 
and/or construction camp. 

 Equipment, materials, and supplies 
in the staging area(s) and contractor 
camp would be secured by hard-
sided storage containers and/or an 
electric perimeter fence. 

 Food would be stored in bear-
resistant containers and garbage 
would be regularly transported to 
an approved solid waste facility 
outside the park. 

 Work would be temporarily halted 
when bears approach within 50 
yards of an unfenced work area. 
Workers would allow the bear(s) to 
pass through the work area, unless 
the area (elevated bridge or 
boardwalk) is vertically separated, 

before starting or resuming 
mobilization, construction, or 
demobilization activities. 

 
 
MIGRATORY BIRDS 

No trees and shrubs would be cut or 
removed between April 10 and July 15 to 
protect migratory nesting birds, particularly 
those birds that are considered species of 
special concern that may nest within the 
area, including the olive-sided flycatcher 
(Contopus borealis), blackpoll warbler 
(Dendroica straita), and gray-cheeked 
thrush (Catharus minimus).  
 
 
SALMON AND OTHER FISH 

To protect fish populations and habitat, the 
following mitigations would be followed in 
the projects areas: 
 
 Fuel, lubricants, or other hazardous 

substances would not be stored 
below the ordinary high water 
(OHW) of Brooks River, Naknek 
Lake, or Lake Brooks. 

 Equipment servicing and refueling 
would not be conducted below the 
OHW level of Brooks River or 
Naknek Lake. 

 Equipment leaking fuel, oil, 
hydraulic fluid, or other pollutants 
would not be operated or moved 
below the OHW level of Brooks 
River or Naknek Lake. 

 Work below the ordinary high 
water within Brooks River and the 
shoreline of Naknek Lake would 
occur during winter and spring 
when water levels are low and 
spawning fish are less likely to be 
impacted. 
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 Riverbed and lakebed materials 
displaced by bridge and barge ramp 
construction that are important for 
fish spawning habitat would be 
redistributed to adjacent areas 
within Brooks River and Naknek 
Lake. Materials would not be 
completely removed from the 
project areas. 

 Areas below the OHW level would 
be graded to closely match 
preconstruction slopes and 
contours after cessation of 
construction activities. 

 Riprap and nonvegetation bank 
stabilization methods would be 
avoided or greatly minimized. 
Riverbanks would be rehabilitated 
using native vegetation and natural 
materials, such as coir logs, willow 
stakes, and downed trees for 
stabilization. 

 
 
WETLANDS AND VEGETATION 

Construction activities within wetlands 
would be limited to the minimum area 
needed to install the boardwalk and bridge 
supports. 
 
Equipment servicing and refueling would 
not be conducted within wetlands. 
Equipment leaking fuel, oil, hydraulic fluid, 
or other pollutants would not be operated 
within or immediately adjacent to wetlands. 
 
Local native plants would be used to 
rehabilitate construction sites, former trails, 
and roads. 
 
 
NONNATIVE PLANT SPECIES 

The following guidelines would be followed 
to prevent the introduction and spread of 
invasive plant species within the park: 
 
 All heavy equipment and vehicles 

(including, but not limited to, 
tankers, trucks, ATVs, trailers, and 

excavation equipment) would be 
thoroughly cleaned (preferably by 
pressure washing) and free of soil, 
dirt, mud, or gravel before being 
transported into the park. 

 NPS staff would inspect all heavy 
equipment and other vehicles at or 
near the park boundary to ensure 
they are free of invasive seed 
sources. Improperly cleaned 
vehicles and equipment would not 
be allowed into the park. 

 
 
CULTURAL RESOURCES 

To ensure that the proposed project 
complies with section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act, the following 
mitigation measures would be followed: 
 
 The National Park Service would 

continue to consult with the Alaska 
state historic preservation office 
(SHPO), the Council of Katmai 
Descendants, the heirs of Palakia 
Melgenak, and others with cultural 
ties to the Brooks River area.  

 Archeological monitoring and 
additional surveys (if needed) 
would precede and/or accompany 
construction-related ground 
disturbance to ensure that 
significant archeological resources 
are avoided and protected to the 
greatest extent possible. If 
previously unknown resources are 
discovered, all work in the 
immediate vicinity of the discovery 
would cease until the resources are 
assessed, documented and 
protected in consultation with the 
Alaska SHPO, traditionally 
associated peoples, and others as 
appropriate. A mitigation strategy 
would be developed in further 
consultation if resources could not 
be avoided.  

 All known significant cultural 
resources in the project area (e.g., 
archeological and ethnographic 
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resources, historic buildings, 
cultural landscape features) would 
be clearly identified for avoidance 
during construction. 

 In the event that human remains, 
funerary objects, sacred objects, or 
objects of cultural patrimony are 
discovered, Katmai National Park 
and Preserve would comply with 

the Native American Graves 
Protection and Repatriation Act of 
1990 (NAGPRA) (25 USC 3001) 
following the procedures set forth 
in a memorandum of agreement 
among the park and traditional 
associated federally recognized 
tribes and interested parties signed 
on July 19, 2011. 



 

46 

IDENTIFICATION OF THE NPS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

 
 
Alternative 4 is the NPS preferred alternative 
because it best meets the purpose and need 
for the plan. Alternative 4 includes the 
longest elevated bridge/boardwalk 
configuration of any of the alternatives. The 
bridge/boardwalk extends from Brooks 
Camp (north side of river) to the bus parking 
area on the south side of river. The system 
would provide dependable access for the 
phased relocation of facilities and improve 
visitor and employee safety by providing a 
10-foot vertical separation between humans 
and bears, substantially reducing human-bear 
interactions. Alternative 4 would decrease 
adverse effects on brown bears due to 
elimination of the floating bridge, restoration 
of an open travel route from the lower 
Brooks River to Naknek River via the river’s 

north bank and the Corner, and the vertical 
separation of bears and humans throughout 
the project area. The elevated bridge and 
boardwalk would also reduce impacts to 
archaeological resources and improve 
viewing alternatives for visitors. 
 
The removal of the floating bridge and 
existing barge landing / access road at the 
mouth of Brooks River would protect key 
resources and reduce human-bear 
interactions. Removal of barge activity in this 
area would improve visitor experience 
because it would not be subject to 
operational activities that disturb wildlife and 
create noise and activities that may degrade 
the park experience.
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ENVIRONMENTALLY PREFERABLE ALTERNATIVE 

 
 
In accordance with Director’s Order 12: 
Conservation Planning, Environmental 
Impact Analysis, and Decision-making (NPS 
2001), the National Park Service is required 
to identify the environmentally preferable 
alternative in all environmental documents, 
including environmental impact statements. 
The environmentally preferable alternative 
is “the alternative that causes the least 
damage to the biological and physical 
environment; it also means the alternative 
that best protects, preserves, and enhances 
historic, cultural, and natural resources.” 
 
Alternative 4 (NPS preferred alternative) is 
the environmentally preferable alternative. 
Alternatives 4 and 5 would improve 
resources and values at the mouth of 
Brooks River with removal of the existing 

floating bridge and construction of an 
elevated boardwalk and bridge system to 
separate people and bears. The elevated 
bridge and boardwalk system would direct 
all human traffic away from the Corner. 
Alternatives 4 and 5 would also remove the 
existing barge landing site and access road 
from the south bank of Brooks River, 
eliminating facilities impacts on sensitive 
resources and park visitors. However, 
alternative 4 would remove an additional 
segment of access road that would be 
retained under alternative 5. 
 
While alternatives 2 and 3 incorporate 
elevated boardwalk and bridge systems, 
they would not remove as much 
infrastructure from the sensitive resources 
area at the mouth of Brooks River. 
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COSTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES 

 
 
Table 2 provides cost estimates for 
development of the various facility 
components of alternatives 1 through 5. 
(For alternative 1, the only cost shown is for 
hardening the beach at the existing landing 
site.) The cost estimates are NPS Class C 
estimates, which are based on the average 

cost of similar facilities constructed in 
Alaska through federal government 
contracts. Actual costs may be higher or 
lower depending on the final design and site 
conditions. These estimates are intended 
primarily to assist in comparing the relative 
cost of implementing the alternatives. 

 
 

TABLE 2. CONCEPTUAL (CLASS C) CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATES (DOLLARS) 
FOR ALTERNATIVES 1 THROUGH 51 

Facility 
Alternatives

1 2 3 4 5

Boardwalk2 NA $2,126,000 $910,000 $2,286,000 $1,527,000

Bridge2 NA 3,187,000 2,814,000 1,600,000 1,600,000

Power Connection2 NA 249,000 279,000 236,000 229,000

Septic Pump-out and Power2 NA 199,000 197,000 227,000 218,000

Barge Landing and Access 
Road $1,542,000 2,165,000 1,768,000 2,165,000 2,165,000

Camp Construction2 NA 895,000 895,000 895,000 895,000

Construction Cost Estimate 
by Alternative 1,542,000 8,821,000 6,863,000 7,409,000 6,634,000

Construction Costs3  

     Low Estimate $1,079,400 $6,174,000 $4,804,100 $5,186,300 $4,643,800

     High Estimate $2,313,000 $13,231,500 $10,294,500 $11,113,500 $9,951,000
NA = Not Applicable 
1. Compliance, design, construction contingency, and construction administration are not included in estimates. 
2. Estimates derived from June 17, 2010, KPB Architects’ estimate prepared for schematic design alternatives; the estimates assume all 

of the viewing/pullout areas would be built in each alternative. Costs are adjusted to 2014 dollars. 
3. Estimates from Coffman Engineers 2012; estimates for alternatives 2, 4, and 5 include barge landing area, new access road, and a 

fenced storage/staging area; estimate also includes removal and rehabilitation of existing barge landing, boat ramp launch and 
bulkhead dock, gravel access road, and boat storage area. Costs are adjusted to 2013 dollars. 

3. Based on the accepted industry accuracy range of Class C estimates, which is –30% to +50%. 
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Geotechnical investigation in the area of the 
bridge and boardwalk has revealed soft 
soils, which in general have poor structural 
properties, particularly when subject to 
seismic activity. The geotechnical report 
suggests that in the event of an earthquake, 
the soils have a high potential for 
liquefaction and resulting settlement and/or 
displacement. This settlement or lateral 
displacement of soils supporting the 
foundations of the structures has the 
potential for varying degrees of damage to 
the bridge and boardwalk depending on the 
severity of the seismic event. A risk 
assessment (Coffman Engineers 2012) has 
been performed to evaluate different 
scenarios projecting the probability and 
severity of a seismic event and the potential 
for damage. The scenarios are described as 
event return periods, which consider the 
likelihood and severity of seismic activity. A 
36-year return period corresponds to 
50 percent probability of exceedance in 25 
years; a 108-year return has a 50 percent 

probability of exceedance in 75 years; a 475-
year return period has a 10 percent 
probability of exceedance in 50 years; and a 
975-year return period a 5 percent 
probability of exceedance in 50 years. The 
short-term scenarios (36-year return and 
108-year return) indicate that there will be 
no risk to life/safety and minimal damage to 
the bridge and boardwalks. The assessment 
of risk in the long-term scenarios (475-year 
return period and 975-year return period) 
indicate there is some potential for collapse 
of bridge spans, resulting in risk to life 
safety and significant property damage. The 
risk assessment and projections of damage 
have been considered and further 
engineering solutions will be evaluated in an 
effort to mitigate and/or reduce the 
potential for damage to the bridge and 
boardwalk structures. These potential 
engineering seismic enhancements would 
not be expected to significantly affect the 
projected cost estimate ranges. 
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ALTERNATIVES AND ACTIONS CONSIDERED 
BUT ELIMINATED FROM DETAILED STUDY 

 
 
MORE INTENSIVE BEAR/ 
VISITOR MANAGEMENT 

This option would focus on management of 
bears and people to address safety concerns 
rather than building a new bridge and 
boardwalk system. More emphasis would 
be placed on actively managing bears to 
prevent bear problems, including hazing 
and aversive conditioning, and blocking 
bear movements in areas where traffic jams 
and delays frequently occur. Increased 
monitoring of bears would occur and more 
staff would be on hand. Better education of 
visitors and staff regarding the 50-yard rule 
and increased enforcement of violations of 
park rules would also occur. 
 
More intensive bear and visitor 
management was dismissed because it is not 
certain such management would effectively 
and efficiently increase human safety. 
Intensive management would not 
necessarily reduce visitor delays and access 
issues or improve visitor experience, and it 
would not provide dependable access 
during the phased relocation of facilities 
and park concession operations when 
facilities are separated on the north and 
south sides of the river. Further, this option 
would be inconsistent with the current bear 
management plan, which provides for free 

movement of bears and allows natural 
patterns of feeding and habitat use to occur. 
 
 
SINGLE-SPAN BRIDGE ALTERNATIVE 

This bridge option would use a single-span 
suspension type bridge to cross Brooks 
River. It would have a total length of 345 ft. 
The single-span bridge design would 
require a superstructure at least 50 ft above 
the riverbed (suspension cable towers) to 
support the single span. Figure 7 shows a 
simulation of what the bridge would look 
like. This bridge would require anchor 
supports coming off the ends of the bridge 
for a distance up to 100 ft on each side (see 
figure 7). 
 
Based on the NPS value analysis (NPS 
2010d) it was determined that a single-span 
bridge would not be appropriate for the 
Brooks Camp area. Although the bridge 
would have successfully crossed Brooks 
River without the use of piles within the 
riverbed, the bridge structure would have 
been too far out of scale compared to the 
rest of the developed facilities at Brooks 
Camp. It would have compromised the 
sense of place of the rustic Alaska fishing 
camp and have had substantial negative 
impacts on the visual resources of the park. 
High construction cost was another reason 
to dismiss this alternative.  
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FIGURE 7. SIMULATION OF SUSPENSION BRIDGE FROM SOUTH BANK LOOKING WEST 
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TABLE 3. SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES 

Section Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternative 5 

North 
Boardwalk 

None; gravel path 
at grade through 
the Corner would 
remain 

5-foot-wide 
pedestrian 
boardwalk (335 ft) 
starting at the 
lodge 
8-foot-wide 
vehicle ramp (225 
ft) (starting at the 
fish freezing 
building) 
8-foot-wide 
combined (200 ft) 
pedestrian/vehicle 
boardwalk from 
the intersection of 
the two northern 
boardwalks to the 
bridge 
Would be routed 
west of the 
Corner area 

8-foot-wide 
combined 
pedestrian and 
vehicle boardwalk 
(330 ft long) 
(starting at the 
fish freezing 
station) 
Would be routed 
through the 
Corner area 

8-foot-wide 
combined 
pedestrian and 
vehicle boardwalk 
(560 ft long) 
(starting near the 
lodge 
Would be routed 
west of the 
Corner area 

8-foot-wide 
combined 
pedestrian and 
vehicle boardwalk 
(560 ft long) 
(starting near the 
lodge) 
Would be routed 
from the lodge, 
west of the 
Corner area 

Bridge 

Floating bridge 
would be installed 
and removed each 
season 

Three spans (120 
ft each); total 
length 360 ft 
8-foot- wide deck 
with a steel truss 
on each side and 
steel piles 
Would follow the 
alignment of the 
floating bridge 

8-foot-wide 
combined 
pedestrian and 
vehicle bridge 
(415 ft long) 
Preengineered 
steel truss 
construction with 
50-foot spans 
Would cross 
Brooks River at 
the Corner (east 
of the floating 
bridge alignment) 

8-foot-wide 
combined 
pedestrian and 
vehicle wood and 
steel bridge (350 
ft long) 
Built with steel 
piles at least 24 ft 
apart 
Would follow the 
alignment of the 
floating bridge 

8-foot-wide 
combined 
pedestrian and 
vehicle wood and 
steel bridge (350 
ft long). 
Built with steel 
piles at least 24 ft 
apart 
Would follow the 
alignment of the 
floating bridge 

South 
Boardwalk 

None 8-foot-wide 
combined 
boardwalk (for 20 
ft) 
5-foot-wide 
pedestrian 
boardwalk (715 ft 
long) that would 
end 100 ft from 
the bus parking 
area 
8-foot-wide 
vehicle ramp (210 
ft long) that 
would end at the 
existing access 
road 

8-foot-wide 
combined 
pedestrian and 
vehicle ramp (200 
ft long). 
Would end at the 
existing access 
road 

8-foot-wide 
combined 
pedestrian and 
vehicle ramp (630 
ft long) 
Would cross a 
section of forest 
on its northern 
end 
Would end 100 ft 
from the bus 
parking area 

8-foot-wide 
combined 
pedestrian and 
vehicle ramp (200 
ft long) 
Would end at the 
existing access 
road 



Alternatives and Actions Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Study 
 

53 

TABLE 3. SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES 

Section Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternative 5 

Barge Landing / 
Access Road 

Would remain on 
the south side of 
the mouth of 
Brooks River 
Hardened ramp 
(24 ft to 30 ft 
wide and 270 ft 
to 340 ft long) 
would be installed 
on the existing 
landing site 

A new barge 
landing would be 
constructed on 
the shore of 
Naknek Lake 
about 2,000 ft 
south of the 
existing barge 
landing; a 
hardened ramp 
(24 ft to 30 ft 
wide and 270 ft 
to 340 ft long) 
would be installed 
on the site 
A 1,500-foot road 
would be 
constructed to 
access the barge 
landing 
The existing barge 
landing area, boat 
storage / staging 
area and gravel 
access road (600 
ft) on the south 
side of the river 
would be 
removed and 
restored to natural 
conditions 

A new barge 
landing would be 
constructed on 
the shore of 
Naknek Lake 
about 200 ft 
south of the 
existing barge 
landing; a 
hardened ramp 
(24 ft to 30 ft 
wide and 270 ft 
to 340 ft long) 
would be installed 
on the site 
A 100-foot road 
would be 
constructed to 
access the barge 
landing. Most of 
the road along the 
south shore of 
Brooks River 
would continue to 
be used 
The existing barge 
landing area, boat 
storage / staging 
area, and about 
300 ft of the 
gravel access road 
on the south side 
of the river would 
be removed and 
restored to natural 
conditions 

A new barge 
landing would be 
constructed on 
the shore of 
Naknek Lake 
about 2,000 ft 
south of the 
existing barge 
landing; a 
hardened ramp 
(24 ft to 30 ft 
wide and 270 ft 
to 340 ft long) 
would be installed 
on the site 
A 1,500-foot road 
would be 
constructed to 
access the barge 
landing 
The existing barge 
landing area, boat 
storage / staging 
area, and gravel 
access road (600 
ft) on the south 
side of the river 
would be 
removed and 
restored to natural 
conditions 

A new barge 
landing would be 
constructed on  
the shore of 
Naknek Lake 
about 2,000 ft 
south of the 
existing barge 
landing; a 
hardened ramp 
(24 ft to 30 ft 
wide and 270 ft to 
340 ft long) would 
be installed on the 
site 
A 1,500-foot road 
would be 
constructed to 
access the barge 
landing 
The existing barge 
landing area, boat 
storage / staging 
area, and gravel 
access road (600 
ft) on the south 
side of the river 
would be removed 
and restored to 
natural conditions 

Viewing/Pullout 
Areas 

Viewing platform 
on the south side 
of Brooks River 
would remain 

Up to seven 
viewing areas / 
pullouts along the 
boardwalks and at 
the bridge termini 
—four on the 
north side of 
Brooks River and 
three on the south 
side of the river 

Up to four 
viewing areas / 
pullouts—two on 
the north side of 
Brooks River and 
two on the south 
side of Brooks 
River 

Up to seven 
viewing areas / 
pullouts along the 
boardwalks and at 
the bridge termini 
—four on the 
north side of 
Brooks River and 
three on the south 
side of the river 

Up to six viewing 
areas / pullouts 
along the 
boardwalk and at 
the bridge 
termini—four on 
the north side of 
Brooks River and 
two on the south 
side of the river 
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Impact Topic Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternative 5 

Brown Bears 

Alternative 1 
would result in 
continuing long-
term, moderate, 
adverse, and 
localized impacts 
on the brown 
bear. Adverse 
parkwide effects 
would occur if 
habituated bears 
from Brooks 
Camp move into 
other areas in the 
region. These 
adverse effects 
would primarily 
result from 
continuing 
ground level 
human-bear 
interactions 
between Brooks 
Camp and the 
bus parking area 
on the south side 
of Brooks River. 
The interactions 
would continue 
to result from the 
physical overlap 
of human high 
use areas at 
ground level 
(visitors and staff) 
and brown bear 
high use areas 
(along the river, 
near the mouth, 
and along 
Naknek Lake). 
Occasional 
unsafe human-
bear interactions 
would be 
expected to 
continue as well 
as the resulting 
human 
habituation of 
bears, with the 
potential for 
bears being 
injured or killed.  

Alternative 2 
would result in 
short- and long-
term, moderate, 
adverse, and 
primarily localized 
impacts on brown 
bears due to 
human 
disturbances to 
bears and their 
habitat. There still 
would be potential 
for human 
habituation of 
bears and some 
potential for 
occasional unsafe 
human-bear 
interactions and 
bears being injured 
or killed. These 
adverse effects 
would mainly 
result from the 
notable distance of 
overhead human 
activity above 
bears and bear 
habitat in the area 
(pedestrians and 
vehicles); a 
decrease in the 
horizontal 
separation 
between bears and 
humans (i.e., 
people on the 
elevated 
structures); an 
increase in the 
visual and audio 
exposure of human 
activities; and a 
disturbance to the 
bear habitat in the 
project area with 
construction-
related activities 
and noise. 
However, when 
compared to 
alternative 1, 
brown bears would 
benefit from the 

Alternative 3 
would result in 
short- and long-
term, moderate, 
adverse, and 
primarily localized 
impacts on brown 
bears. There still 
would be potential 
for human 
habituation of 
bears and some 
potential for 
occasional unsafe 
human-bear 
interactions and 
for bears being 
injured or killed. 
These adverse 
effects would 
mainly result from 
the proposed 
overhead human 
activity above 
bears and bear 
habitat in the area 
(pedestrians, staff, 
and vehicles); a 
decrease in the 
horizontal 
separation 
between bears and 
humans (i.e., 
people on the 
elevated 
structures); an 
increase in the 
visual and audio 
exposure of human 
activities on the 
boardwalks and 
bridge; a 
disturbance to the 
bear habitat in the 
project area with 
construction-
related activities 
and noise; and 
continued ground 
level interactions 
between bears and 
humans (primarily 
on the south side 
of the river where 
elevated 

Alternative 4 
would result in a 
long-term, 
moderate, adverse, 
and primarily 
localized impact on 
brown bears. There 
still would be 
potential for 
human habituation 
of bears and some 
potential for 
occasional unsafe 
human-bear 
interactions and 
for bears being 
injured or killed. 
These adverse 
effects would 
mainly result from 
the notable 
distance of 
overhead human 
activity above 
bears and bear 
habitat in the area 
(pedestrians, staff, 
and vehicles); a 
decrease in the 
horizontal 
separation 
between bears and 
humans (i.e., 
people on the 
elevated 
structures); an 
increase in the 
visual and audio 
exposure of human 
activities; and a 
disturbance to the 
bear habitat in the 
project area with 
construction-
related activities 
and noise. 
However, when 
compared to 
alternative 1, 
brown bears would 
benefit from the 
removal of the 
floating bridge, a 
reduced potential 
for ground level 

Alternative 5 
would result in a 
long-term, 
moderate, adverse, 
and primarily 
localized impact on 
brown bears. There 
still would be the 
potential for 
human habituation 
of bears and some 
potential for 
occasional unsafe 
human-bear 
interactions and 
for bears being 
injured or killed. 
These adverse 
effects would 
mainly result from 
the notable 
distance of 
overhead human 
activity above 
bears and bear 
habitat in the area 
(pedestrians, staff, 
and vehicles); a 
decrease in the 
horizontal 
separation 
between bears and 
humans (i.e., 
people on the 
elevated 
structures); an 
increase in the 
visual and audio 
exposure of human 
activities; and a 
disturbance to the 
bear habitat in the 
project area with 
construction-
related activities 
and noise. 
However, when 
compared to 
alternative 1, 
brown bears would 
benefit from the 
removal of the 
floating bridge, a 
reduced potential 
for ground level 
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removal of the 
floating bridge, a 
reduced potential 
for ground level 
human-bear 
interactions along 
the lower portion 
of the Brooks River 
corridor, an 
undisturbed and 
buffered area for 
bear resting or 
movement near 
the river mouth 
(i.e., the Corner 
area), and the 
relocation of the 
barge landing 
approximately 
2,000 ft to the 
south along the 
Naknek Lake 
shoreline. 

boardwalks 
terminate). 
However, when 
compared to 
alternative 1, 
brown bears would 
benefit from the 
elimination of the 
floating bridge and 
a reduced potential 
for ground level 
human-bear 
interactions on the 
north side of the 
river. 

human-bear 
interactions along 
the lower portion 
of the Brooks River 
corridor, an 
undisturbed and 
buffered area for 
bear resting or 
movement near 
the river mouth 
(i.e., the Corner 
area), and the 
relocation of the 
barge landing 
approximately 
2,000 ft to the 
south along the 
Naknek Lake 
shoreline.  

human-bear 
interactions along 
the lower portion 
of the Brooks River 
corridor, an 
undisturbed and 
buffered area for 
bear resting or 
movement near 
the river mouth 
(i.e., the Corner 
area), and the 
relocation of the 
barge landing 
approximately 
2,000 ft to the 
south along the 
Naknek Lake 
shoreline.  

Salmon, 
Rainbow 
Trout, and 
Arctic Grayling  

Alternative 1 
would result in 
continuing short- 
to long-term, 
minor, adverse, 
and localized 
impacts on 
salmon, rainbow 
trout, and arctic 
grayling in 
Brooks River. 
These effects 
would result 
from the 
continued annual 
use of the 
floating bridge 
across Brooks 
River. The bridge 
would continue 
to be an 
impediment to 
fish migration in 
the upper 
portions of the 
water column, 
but fish could still 
migrate up and 
downriver. The 
presence of the 
bridge and the 

Alternative 2 
would result in 
short- to long-
term, minor, 
adverse, and 
localized impacts 
on salmon, 
rainbow trout, and 
arctic grayling in 
Brooks River. These 
effects would 
result from the 
addition of two 
permanent flow 
obstructions to the 
channel (i.e., two 
bridge pile systems 
spaced at 120 ft) 
and the associated 
construction 
disturbances in the 
channel. The 
support piles and 
river debris that 
catches on them 
could obstruct fish 
passage and alter 
flow hydraulics, 
which may result in 
scouring and 
sediment 

Alternative 3 
would result in 
short- to long-
term, minor, 
adverse, and 
localized impacts 
on salmon, 
rainbow trout, and 
arctic grayling in 
Brooks River. These 
effects would 
result from the 
addition of six 
permanent flow 
obstructions to the 
channel (i.e., six 
bridge pile systems 
spaced 50 ft apart) 
and the associated 
construction 
disturbances in the 
channel. The 
support piles, and 
river debris that 
catches on them, 
could obstruct fish 
passage and alter 
flow hydraulics, 
which may result in 
scouring and 
sediment 

Alternative 4 
would result in 
short- to long-
term, moderate, 
adverse, and 
localized impacts 
on salmon, 
rainbow trout, and 
arctic grayling in 
Brooks River. These 
effects would 
result from the 
addition of up to 
14 permanent flow 
obstructions in the 
channel (i.e., 14 
bridge pile systems 
spaced at 24 ft) 
and the associated 
construction 
disturbances in the 
channel. The 
support piles, and 
river debris that 
catches on them, 
could obstruct fish 
passage and alter 
flow hydraulics, 
which may result in 
scouring and 
sediment 

Alternative 5 
would result in 
short- to long-
term, moderate, 
adverse, and 
localized impacts 
on salmon, 
rainbow trout, and 
arctic grayling in 
Brooks River. These 
effects would 
result from the 
addition of up to 
14 permanent flow 
obstructions to the 
channel (i.e., 14 
bridge pile systems 
spaced at 24 ft) 
and the associated 
construction 
disturbances in the 
channel. The 
support piles, and 
river debris that 
catches on them, 
could obstruct fish 
passage and alter 
flow hydraulics, 
which may result in 
scouring and 
sediment 
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annual bridge 
installation 
would alter 
spawning habitat 
by disturbing the 
riverbed, and 
could result in 
some arctic 
grayling 
spawning being 
adversely 
affected.  

deposition in the 
river. However, 
salmon, rainbow 
trout, and arctic 
grayling would 
benefit from the 
elimination of the 
temporary floating 
bridge and its 
associated negative 
effects on fish 
passage and 
spawning habitat. 

deposition in the 
river. However, 
salmon, rainbow 
trout, and arctic 
grayling would 
benefit from 
alternative 3 due 
to the elimination 
of the temporary 
floating bridge and 
its associated 
negative effects on 
fish passage and 
spawning habitat. 

deposition in the 
river. However, 
salmon, rainbow 
trout, and arctic 
grayling would 
benefit from 
alternative 4 due 
to the elimination 
of the temporary 
floating bridge and 
its associated 
negative effects on 
fish passage and 
spawning habitat.  

deposition in the 
river. However, 
salmon, rainbow 
trout, and arctic 
grayling would 
benefit from 
alternative 5 due 
to the elimination 
of the temporary 
floating bridge and 
its associated 
negative effects on 
fish passage and 
spawning habitat.  

Bald Eagle 

Alternative 1 
would result in a 
continuing long-
term, minor, 
adverse, and 
localized impact 
on the bald 
eagles in the 
Brooks River 
area. These 
adverse effects 
would primarily 
result from the 
continuance of 
seasonal human 
activity 
throughout the 
project area. 
However, the 
disturbances 
resulting from 
alternative 1 
would not be 
expected to 
affect bald eagle 
nesting in the 
area.  

Alternative 2 
would result in 
short- and long-
term, moderate, 
adverse, localized 
impacts on the 
bald eagles in the 
Brooks River area. 
These adverse 
effects would 
primarily result 
from the 
construction and 
future use of a 
new barge landing 
area and access 
road near an eagle 
nest and Beaver 
Pond foraging and 
roosting areas. 
These activities 
could adversely 
affect bald eagle 
nesting in the 
Beaver Pond area. 

Alternative 3 
would result in 
short- to long-
term, minor, 
adverse, and 
localized impacts 
on the bald eagles 
in the Brooks River 
area. These effects 
would result from 
general human 
activity in the 
Brooks River area, 
including 
continued use of 
the barge landing 
site and access 
road.  

Alternative 4 
would result in 
short- and long-
term, moderate, 
adverse, localized 
impacts on the 
bald eagles in the 
Brooks River area. 
These adverse 
effects would 
primarily result 
from the 
construction and 
future use of a 
new barge landing 
area and access 
road near an eagle 
nest and Beaver 
Pond foraging and 
roosting areas. 
These activities 
could adversely 
affect bald eagle 
nesting in the 
Beaver Pond area.  

Alternative 5 
would result in 
short- and long-
term, moderate, 
adverse, and 
localized impacts 
on the bald eagles 
in the Brooks River 
area. These 
adverse effects 
would primarily 
result from the 
construction and 
future use of a 
new barge landing 
area and access 
road near an eagle 
nest and Beaver 
Pond foraging and 
roosting areas. 
These activities 
could adversely 
affect bald eagle 
nesting in the 
Beaver Pond area. 

Wetlands and 
Upland 
Vegetation 

Alternative 1 
would result in 
the continuation 
of long-term, 
minor, adverse, 
and localized 
impacts on 
wetlands and 
vegetation. These 
adverse effects 
would result 
from continued 
vegetation 

Alternative 2 
would result in 
short- to long-
term, moderate, 
adverse, and 
localized impacts 
on wetlands and 
vegetation. The 
adverse effects 
would primarily 
result from 
displaced and 
altered vegetation 

Alternative 3 
would result in a 
short- to long-
term, minor, 
adverse, and 
localized impact on 
wetlands and 
vegetation. The 
adverse effects 
would primarily 
result from 
displaced and 
altered vegetation 

Alternative 4 
would result in a 
short- to long-
term, moderate, 
adverse, and 
localized impact on 
wetlands and 
vegetation. The 
adverse effects 
would primarily 
result from 
displaced and 
altered vegetation 

Alternative 5 
would result in 
short- to long-
term, moderate, 
adverse, and 
localized impacts 
on wetlands and 
vegetation. The 
adverse effects 
would primarily 
result from 
displaced and 
altered vegetation 
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trampling and 
social trails from 
ground level 
pedestrian and 
vehicle use in the 
Corner area on 
the north side of 
the river and 
between the 
floating bridge 
and the bus 
parking area on 
the south side of 
the river. The 
continued 
hydrological 
disturbances to 
wetlands E, F, 
and G adjacent 
to the access 
roads along the 
south bank and 
between the 
bridge and the 
bus parking area 
would also 
contribute to this 
adverse effect.  

along the 
alignment of the 
proposed 
boardwalks, 
disturbances to 
wetlands H and I 
(to the west of 
Brooks Camp) and 
wetlands E and F 
(between the 
bridge and the bus 
parking area), 
vegetation and 
wetland impacts 
from the proposed 
access road to the 
new barge landing 
area (wetlands A, 
B, C, D, and J), and 
possible impacts 
from site 
construction 
activities (e.g., 
sedimentation, , 
and propagation of 
nonnative invasive 
plant species). 
However, wetlands 
and vegetation 
would also benefit 
from the reduced 
potential for 
vegetation 
trampling and 
social trails on both 
sides of the river 
and the restored 
wetland hydrology 
of wetland G along 
the restored barge 
landing access 
road area. 

along the 
alignment of the 
proposed 
boardwalk and 
possible impacts 
from site 
construction 
activities (e.g., 
sedimentation,  
and propagation of 
nonnative invasive 
plant species). 
However, the 
proposed 
boardwalks, 
ramps, and 
accesses are 
primarily aligned in 
already disturbed 
areas, so the 
adverse effects 
would be minimal. 
The wetland and 
upland vegetation 
would also benefit 
from the reduced 
potential for 
vegetation 
trampling and 
social trails on the 
north side of the 
river.  

along the 
alignment of the 
proposed 
boardwalks; 
disturbances to 
wetlands H and I 
(west of Brooks 
Camp) and 
wetlands E and F 
(between the 
bridge and the bus 
parking area); 
vegetation and 
wetland impacts 
from the new 
access road to the 
new barge landing 
area (wetlands A, 
B, C, D, and J); and 
possible impacts 
from site 
construction 
activities (e.g., 
sedimentation, and 
propagation of 
nonnative invasive 
plant species). 
However, wetlands 
and vegetation 
would also benefit 
from the reduced 
potential for 
vegetation 
trampling and 
social trails on both 
sides of the river, 
restored vegetation 
along the access 
road between the 
bridge and bus 
parking area, and 
the restored 
wetland hydrology 
of wetland G along 
the restored barge 
landing access 
road area. 

along the 
alignment of the 
proposed 
boardwalks; 
disturbances to 
wetlands H and I 
(west of Brooks 
Camp); vegetation 
and wetland 
impacts from the 
proposed access 
road to the new 
barge landing area 
(wetlands A, B, C, 
D, and J); and 
possible impacts 
from site 
construction 
activities (e.g., 
sedimentation, , 
and propagation of 
nonnative invasive 
plant species). 
However, wetlands 
and vegetation 
would benefit from 
the reduced 
potential for 
vegetation 
trampling and 
social trails on the 
north side of the 
river and the 
restored wetland 
hydrology of 
wetland G along 
the restored barge 
landing access 
road area. 
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Hydrology and 
Floodplains 

Alternative 1 
would continue 
to have a long-
term, moderate, 
adverse, and 
localized effect 
on hydrology and 
floodplains. 
These adverse 
effects would 
primarily result 
from the 
continued use of 
the floating 
bridge across 
Brooks River. The 
bridge would 
continue to alter 
river flow 
hydraulics and 
geomorphology 
(because of 
blocking upper 
levels of water 
column), as well 
as contribute to 
bank erosion in 
areas near the 
bridge anchor 
points. 

Alternative 2 
would have short- 
to long-term, 
minor, adverse, 
and localized 
impacts on 
hydrology and 
floodplains, 
primarily from the 
addition of two 
permanent flow 
obstructions to the 
channel (two 
bridge pile systems 
spaced at 120 ft) 
and the associated 
construction 
disturbances in the 
channel. The 
support piles, and 
river debris that 
catches on them, 
would alter flow 
hydraulics, which 
could also result in 
riverbed scouring 
and sandbar 
development. 
However, the 
hydrology and 
floodplains would 
benefit from the 
removal of the 
floating bridge 
(that alters river 
flow hydraulics and 
flooding and 
contributes to 
bank erosion near 
its anchors) and 
the restoration of 
surface and 
subsurface flows 
between wetland 
G and the river 
(along the existing 
barge landing 
access road).  

Alternative 3 
would have short- 
to long-term, 
minor, adverse, 
and localized 
impacts on 
hydrology and 
floodplains, 
primarily from the 
addition of six 
permanent flow 
obstructions to the 
channel (i.e., six 
sets of bridge pile 
systems spaced at 
50 ft) and the 
associated 
construction 
disturbances in the 
channel. The 
support piles, and 
river debris that 
catches on them, 
would alter flow 
hydraulics, which 
could also result in 
riverbed scouring 
and sandbar 
development. 
However, the 
hydrology would 
benefit from the 
removal of the 
floating bridge 
(that alters river 
flow hydraulics and 
flooding, and 
contributes to 
bank erosion near 
its anchors). 

Alternative 4 
would have short- 
to long-term, 
moderate, adverse, 
and localized 
impacts on 
hydrology and 
floodplains, 
primarily from the 
addition of up to 
14 permanent flow 
obstructions to the 
channel (14 bridge 
pile systems spaced 
at 24 ft) and the 
associated 
construction 
disturbances in the 
channel. The 
support piles, and 
river debris that 
catches on them, 
would alter flow 
hydraulics, which 
could also result in 
scouring and 
sandbar 
development. 
However, the 
hydrology would 
benefit from the 
removal of the 
floating bridge 
(that alters river 
flow hydraulics and 
flooding, and 
contributes to 
bank erosion near 
its anchors) and 
the restoration of 
surface and 
subsurface flows 
between wetland 
G and the river 
(along the existing 
barge landing 
access road).  

Alternative 5 
would have short- 
to long-term, 
moderate, adverse, 
and localized 
impacts on 
hydrology and 
floodplains, 
primarily from the 
addition of up to 
14 permanent flow 
obstructions to the 
channel (14 bridge 
pile systems spaced 
at 24 ft) and the 
associated 
construction 
disturbances in the 
channel. The 
support piles, and 
river debris that 
catches on them, 
would alter flow 
hydraulics, which 
could also result in 
scouring and 
sandbar 
development. 
However, the 
hydrology would 
benefit from the 
removal of the 
floating bridge 
(that alters river 
flow hydraulics and 
flooding, and 
contributes to 
bank erosion near 
its anchors) and 
the restoration of 
surface and 
subsurface flows 
between wetland 
G and the river 
(along the existing 
barge landing 
access road).  

Soundscape 

The effect of 
alternative 1 on 
the natural 
soundscape in 
the project area 
would continue 

Alternative 2 
would have short- 
and long-term, 
moderate, adverse, 
and localized 
impacts on the 

Alternative 3 
would have short- 
and long-term, 
moderate, adverse, 
and localized 
impacts on the 

Alternative 4 
would have short- 
and long-term, 
moderate, adverse, 
and localized 
impacts on the 

Alternative 5 
would have short- 
and long-term, 
moderate, adverse, 
and localized 
impacts on the 
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to be long-term, 
minor, adverse, 
and localized. 
These adverse 
effects would 
primarily result 
from the 
continued noise 
generation from 
human activities 
associated with 
Brooks Camp 
(e.g., visitors and 
staff, motorized 
vehicles, and 
generator noise 
from 
NPS/concessioner 
operations). The 
noise 
disturbances 
would primarily 
originate at 
ground level, 
occur in the 
summer, and 
would extend 
out from Brooks 
Camp, the 
campground, the 
Lake Brooks area, 
and along the 
roads and trails 
that connect 
these sites. 

natural 
soundscape. 
Adverse impacts 
would primarily 
result from 
construction-
related noise, 
increasing the 
audio exposure of 
human activities on 
the 
boardwalks/bridge, 
and introducing 
park operations 
noise to a new 
access corridor and 
barge landing area 
to the south. The 
removal/relocation 
of two notable 
noise sources 
along open, 
exposed areas of 
the Brooks River 
corridor (barge 
landing and access 
road) would 
benefit the 
soundscape along 
Brooks River, but 
introduce noise 
sources to a 
relatively 
undisturbed area 
to the south. 

natural 
soundscape. 
Adverse impacts 
would primarily 
result from 
construction-
related noise, 
increasing the 
audio exposure of 
human activities on 
the 
boardwalks/bridge. 
The slight 
relocation of the 
barge landing 
away from the 
mouth of Brooks 
River could benefit 
the soundscape. 
 
There would likely 
be a 2-year 
duration of noise 
impacts due to the 
longer construction 
period for this 
bridge design. 

natural 
soundscape. 
Adverse impacts 
would primarily 
result from 
construction-
related noise, 
increasing the 
audio exposure of 
human activities on 
the 
boardwalks/bridge, 
and introducing 
park operations 
noise to a new 
access corridor and 
barge landing area 
to the south. The 
removal/relocation 
of two notable 
noise sources 
along open, 
exposed areas of 
the Brooks River 
corridor (barge 
landing and access 
road) would 
benefit the 
soundscape along 
Brooks River, but 
would introduce 
noise sources to a 
relatively 
undisturbed area 
to the south. 

natural 
soundscape. 
Adverse impacts 
would primarily 
result from 
construction-
related noise, 
increasing the 
audio exposure of 
human activities on 
the 
boardwalks/bridge, 
and introducing 
park operations 
noise to a new 
access corridor and 
barge landing area 
to the south. The 
removal/relocation 
of two notable 
noise sources 
along open, 
exposed areas of 
the Brooks River 
corridor (barge 
landing and access 
road) would 
benefit the 
soundscape along 
Brooks River, but 
would introduce 
noise sources to a 
relatively 
undisturbed area 
to the south. 

Archeological 
Resources 

The no-action 
alternative would 
have long-term, 
minor, adverse 
impacts on 
archeological 
resources 
contributing to 
the eligibility of 
Brooks River 
Archeological 
District National 
Historic 
Landmark. 

Alternative 2 
would have long-
term, localized, 
minor, adverse 
impacts on 
archeological 
resources 
contributing to the 
eligibility of Brooks 
River Archeological 
District National 
Historic Landmark. 

Section 106 
Summary. After 
applying Advisory 
Council on Historic 
Preservation 
(ACHP) criteria of 
adverse effect (36 

Alternative 3 
would have long-
term, localized, 
minor, adverse 
impacts on 
archeological 
resources 
contributing to the 
eligibility of Brooks 
River Archeological 
District National 
Historic Landmark. 

Section 106 
Summary. After 
applying ACHP 
criteria of adverse 
effect (36 CFR Part 
800.5), the 
National Park 

Alternative 4 
would have long-
term, localized, 
minor, adverse 
impacts on 
archeological 
resources 
contributing to the 
eligibility of Brooks 
River Archeological 
District National 
Historic Landmark.  

Section 106 
Summary. After 
applying ACHP 
criteria of adverse 
effect (36 CFR Part 
800.5), the 
National Park 

Alternative 5 
would have long-
term, localized, 
minor adverse 
impacts on 
archeological 
resources 
contributing to the 
eligibility of the 
Brooks River 
Archeological 
District National 
Historic Landmark. 

Section 106 
Summary. After 
applying ACHP 
criteria of adverse 
effect (36 CFR Part 
800.5), the 
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CFR Part 800.5, 
Assessment of 
Adverse Effects), 
the National Park 
Service concludes 
that alternative 2 
would result in no 
adverse effect on 
archeological 
resources.  

Service concludes 
that alternative 3 
would result in no 
adverse effect on 
archeological 
resources.  

Service concludes 
that alternative 4 
would result in no 
adverse effect on 
archeological 
resources.  

National Park 
Service concludes 
that alternative 5 
would result in no 
adverse effect on 
archeological 
resources.  

Historic 
Structures and 
Cultural 
Landscapes 

The no-action 
alternative would 
have long-term, 
localized, minor, 
adverse impacts 
on historic 
structures and 
cultural 
landscape 
features 
contributing to 
the significance 
of the Brooks 
Camp Historic 
District. 

Alternative 2 
would have long-
term, localized, 
moderate, adverse 
impacts on historic 
structures and 
cultural landscape 
features 
contributing to the 
significance of the 
Brooks Camp 
Historic District.  

Section 106 
Summary. After 
applying ACHP 
criteria of adverse 
effect (36 CFR Part 
800.5), the 
National Park 
Service concludes 
that alternative 2 
would result in an 
adverse effect on 
the Brooks Camp 
cultural landscape 
because of the 
bridge and 
boardwalk 
construction.  

Alternative 3 
would have long-
term, localized, 
moderate, adverse 
impacts on historic 
structures and 
cultural landscape 
features 
contributing to the 
significance of the 
Brooks Camp 
Historic District. 

Section 106 
Summary. After 
applying ACHP 
criteria of adverse 
effect (36 CFR Part 
800.5), the 
National Park 
Service concludes 
that alternative 3 
would result in an 
adverse effect on 
the Brooks Camp 
cultural landscape 
because of the 
bridge and 
boardwalk 
construction.  

Alternative 4 
would have long-
term, localized, 
moderate, adverse 
impacts on historic 
structures and 
cultural landscape 
features 
contributing to the 
significance of the 
Brooks Camp 
Historic District.  

Section 106 
Summary. After 
applying ACHP 
criteria of adverse 
effect (36 CFR Part 
800.5), the 
National Park 
Service concludes 
that alternative 4 
would result in an 
adverse effect on 
the Brooks Camp 
cultural landscape 
because of the 
bridge and 
boardwalk 
construction.  

Alternative 5 
would have long-
term, localized, 
moderate, adverse 
impacts on historic 
structures and 
cultural landscape 
features 
contributing to the 
significance of the 
Brooks Camp 
Historic District. 

Section 106 
Summary. After 
applying ACHP 
criteria of adverse 
effect (36 CFR Part 
800.5), the 
National Park 
Service concludes 
that alternative 5 
would result in an 
adverse effect on 
the Brooks Camp 
cultural landscape 
because of the 
bridge and 
boardwalk 
construction.  

Ethnographic 
Resources 

The no-action 
alternative would 
have long-term, 
localized, minor 
impacts on 
ethnographic 
resources in the 
vicinity of Brooks 
River 
Archeological 
District National 
Historic 
Landmark.  

Alternative 2 
would have long-
term, localized, 
minor, adverse 
impacts on 
ethnographic 
resources in the 
vicinity of Brooks 
River Archeological 
District National 
Historic Landmark. 

Section 106 
Summary. After 
applying ACHP 

Alternative 3 
would have long-
term, localized, 
minor, adverse 
impacts on 
ethnographic 
resources in the 
vicinity of Brooks 
River Archeological 
District National 
Historic Landmark. 

Section 106 
Summary. After 
applying ACHP 

Alternative 4 
would have long-
term, localized, 
minor, adverse 
impacts on 
ethnographic 
resources in the 
vicinity of Brooks 
River Archeological 
District National 
Historic Landmark.  

Section 106 
Summary. After 
applying ACHP 

Alternative 5 
would have long-
term, localized, 
minor, adverse 
impacts on 
ethnographic 
resources in the 
vicinity of Brooks 
River Archeological 
District National 
Historic Landmark. 

Section 106 
Summary. After 
applying ACHP 
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criteria of adverse 
effect (36 CFR Part 
800.5), the 
National Park 
Service concludes 
that alternative 2 
would result in no 
adverse effect on 
ethnographic 
resources.  

criteria of adverse 
effect (36 CFR Part 
800.5), the 
National Park 
Service concludes 
that alternative 3 
would result in no 
adverse effect on 
ethnographic 
resources.  

criteria of adverse 
effect (36 CFR Part 
800.5), the 
National Park 
Service concludes 
that alternative 4 
would result in no 
adverse effect on 
ethnographic 
resources.  

criteria of adverse 
effect (36 CFR Part 
800.5), the 
National Park 
Service concludes 
that alternative 5 
would result in no 
adverse effect on 
ethnographic 
resources.  

Visitor 
Experience 

The no-action 
alternative would 
have localized, 
moderate, long-
term, beneficial 
impacts on visitor 
experience 
because of the 
sense of 
adventure 
associated with 
viewing bears in 
close proximity. 
 
Despite 
substantial 
efforts to 
educate visitors 
and monitor 
human-bear 
interactions, the 
no-action 
alternative would 
also perpetuate 
visitor safety 
concerns because 
of frequent 
unwanted 
human-bear 
interactions. 
Combined with 
the continued 
use of the 
floating bridge 
by both 
pedestrians and 
vehicles, 
alternative 1 
would have 
localized, major, 
long-term, 
adverse impacts 
on visitor safety. 

In general, 
alternative 2 would 
have localized, 
moderate, long-
term, beneficial 
impacts on the 
visitor experience 
associated with 
creating a travel 
corridor that would 
avoid interruptions 
from bear conflicts 
while at the same 
time providing new 
bear viewing areas 
along the bridge 
and boardwalks. 
Localized, 
moderate, short-
term, adverse 
impacts would only 
be associated with 
temporary 
construction 
activities. 
 
Alternative 2 
would also greatly 
improve visitor 
safety by providing 
a safe travel 
corridor that avoids 
human-bear 
interactions—a 
localized, 
moderate, long-
term, beneficial 
impact. This result 
includes the 
consideration of 
localized, minor, 
long-term, adverse 
impacts that would 
also occur because 

Alternative 3 
would have an 
overall localized, 
moderate, long-
term, beneficial 
impact on the 
visitor experience 
by improving 
access and 
providing for 
additional bear 
watching 
opportunities. 
Localized, 
moderate, short-
term, adverse 
impacts would be 
associated with 
noise and 
intrusions from 
construction 
activities during 
project 
implementation 
but could easily be 
mitigated.  
 
The new bridge 
and boardwalk 
additions proposed 
in this alternative 
would have 
localized, 
moderate, long-
term, beneficial 
impacts on visitor 
and employee 
safety by providing 
a safe travel 
corridor. This result 
includes the 
consideration of 
some level of risk 
associated with the 

Alternative 4 
would have 
localized, major, 
long-term, 
beneficial impacts 
on the visitor 
experience by 
improving access 
and providing for 
additional bear-
watching 
opportunities, and 
by providing a 
ramp to access the 
south bank of the 
river. Localized, 
moderate, short-
term, adverse 
impacts would be 
associated with 
noise and visual 
intrusions from 
construction 
activities.  
 
Alternative 4 
would also result in 
localized, 
moderate, long-
term, beneficial 
impacts on visitor 
safety by providing 
an extensive 
elevated travel 
corridor directly 
connecting Brooks 
Camp to the bus 
parking area and 
viewing platforms 
on the south side. 
Emergency design 
features, such as a 
ladder on the 
north side and 

Alternative 5 
would have 
localized, 
moderate, long-
term, beneficial 
impacts on the 
visitor experience 
by providing new 
viewing areas and 
an elevated travel 
corridor. However, 
localized, minor, 
short-term, adverse 
impacts on the 
visitor experience 
would occur from 
construction 
activities.  
 
This alternative 
would also greatly 
improve visitor 
safety by providing 
an elevated travel 
corridor with 
emergency access 
ladder, having 
localized, 
moderate, long-
term, beneficial 
impacts. This 
includes the 
consideration of 
localized, minor, 
long-term, adverse 
impacts would be 
associated with 
potential 
pedestrian-vehicle 
conflicts. 
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of the potential 
risk from 
pedestrian-vehicle 
conflicts on the 
extensive bridge 
and boardwalk 
system. 

potential for 
pedestrian-vehicle 
conflicts on the 
corridor, which 
would continue 
and result in 
localized, minor, 
long-term, adverse 
impacts.  

ramp on either end 
of the bridge, 
would contribute 
to mitigating risks 
in the event of an 
incident or a need 
to access/evacuate 
the elevated 
boardwalk and 
bridge because of 
an unexpected 
bear encounter. 
This result includes 
the consideration 
of localized, minor, 
long-term, adverse 
impacts on visitor 
safety would result 
from risks 
associated with use 
of the bridge and 
extensive 
boardwalk system 
by pedestrians and 
vehicles.  

Visual/Scenic 
Resources 

Though easily 
identifiable from 
foreground views 
along the 
immediate 
shorelines of 
Brooks River, the 
view of the 
floating bridge is 
low in the overall 
landscape. 
Similarly, the 
barge landing, 
access roads, and 
trails would 
continue to be 
noticeable within 
the viewshed. 
Overall, the no-
action alternative 
would continue 
to have local, 
moderate, long-
term, adverse 
impacts on visual 
resources and 
scenery.  

Alternative 2 
would have the 
largest 
development of 
infrastructure 
among the action 
alternatives, 
resulting in 
localized, 
moderate, long-
term, adverse 
impacts on the 
visual resources 
from the 
perspective of a 
visitor looking at 
the bridge or new 
barge landing site, 
but would result in 
localized, 
moderate, long-
term, beneficial 
visual impacts for 
visitors while on 
the bridge or 
boardwalks 
because of the 
removal of the trail 
through the 

Alternative 3 
proposes a more 
consolidated 
bridge and 
boardwalk design 
with a smaller 
development 
footprint than 
alternative 2, but 
these features 
would still be easily 
visible to all visitors 
in foreground and 
middle ground 
views. Overall, 
these actions 
would result in 
localized, 
moderate, long-
term, adverse 
impacts on visual 
resources and 
scenery.  

Alternative 4 
proposes a major 
increase in the 
development 
footprint, adding 
extensive 
boardwalks on 
either side of the 
bridge. The bridge 
design itself would 
produce a highly 
visible profile 
against the riparian 
landscape. The 
construction of a 
new access road 
would create an 
easily identifiable 
impact on the 
natural scenery in 
that area, but the 
viewshed on the 
riverbank would be 
greatly improved. 
Overall, this 
alternative would 
result in localized, 
moderate, long-
term, adverse 

Overall, alternative 
5 would produce 
localized, 
moderate, long-
term, adverse 
impacts on the 
visual resources 
from the 
perspective of a 
visitor looking at 
the bridge or new 
barge landing site 
because of these 
developments 
would not blend 
into the landscape, 
but the alternative 
would result in 
localized, 
moderate, long-
term, beneficial 
visual impacts for 
visitors on the 
bridge or 
boardwalks 
because the trail 
through the 
Corner and the 
access road along 
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Corner and the 
access road to the 
barge landing 
along the south 
bank. 

impacts on the 
visual resources 
from the 
perspective of a 
visitor looking at 
the bridge or new 
barge landing site, 
but would result in 
localized, 
moderate, long-
term, beneficial 
visual impacts for 
visitors on the 
bridge or 
boardwalks. 

the south bank 
would be removed.

Socioeconomic 
Environment 

Alternative 1 
would have 
minor, long-
term, beneficial 
effects to the 
regional 
economy. These 
effects would be 
primarily tied to 
federal and 
visitor spending, 
as well as the 
provision of 
commercial and 
guide services in 
the park. 

Alternative 2 
would result in 
short- and long-
term, minor, 
beneficial impacts 
on the regional 
economy. These 
effects would 
primarily result 
from construction 
of the 
bridge/boardwalk, 
hardening of the 
barge landing site, 
and some 
additional 
commercial 
activity. 

Alternative 3 
would result in 
short- and long-
term, minor, 
beneficial impacts 
on the regional 
economy. These 
effects would 
primarily result 
from construction 
of the 
bridge/boardwalk, 
hardening of the 
barge landing site, 
and some 
additional 
commercial 
activity. 

Alternative 4 
would result in 
short- and long-
term, minor, 
beneficial impacts 
on the regional 
economy. These 
effects would 
primarily result 
from construction 
of the 
bridge/boardwalk, 
hardening of the 
barge landing site, 
and some 
additional 
commercial 
activity. 

Alternative 5 
would result in 
short- and long-
term, minor, 
beneficial impacts 
on the regional 
economy. These 
effects would 
primarily result 
from construction 
of the 
bridge/boardwalk, 
hardening of the 
barge landing site, 
and some 
additional 
commercial 
activity. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 
 
This chapter describes the environment 
that could be affected by actions proposed 
in the alternatives for the Brooks Camp 
area. This chapter includes the specific 
topics identified in chapter 1 that are 
analyzed to determine the environmental 
impacts of implementing the alternatives. 

The focus is on those key natural and 
cultural resources, visitor uses and 
experiences, and the socioeconomic 
environment that could be affected by 
implementing the alternatives. The 
conditions described herein provide a 
baseline for the analyses in chapter 4. 
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NATURAL RESOURCES 

 
 
GENERAL DESCRIPTION 

Brooks Camp is in the interior lakes region 
of Katmai National Park and Preserve, 
about 35 miles southeast of King Salmon, 
Alaska. Most of the camp infrastructure is at 
the mouth of Brooks River where it empties 
into Naknek Lake.  
 
The project area includes Brooks Camp, its 
vicinity on both the north and south sides of 
Brooks River, and the adjacent shores of 
Naknek Lake where NPS barge landings 
occur (see figure 8). Although the 
alternative bridge locations are focused 
near the mouth of Brooks River, this project 
area is ecologically connected to the 
upstream stretches of the river, which 
extend more than a mile to the west (as the 
river flows out of Lake Brooks and 
meanders downstream). The seasonal 
salmon runs through Naknek Lake to Lake 
Brooks, and the associated brown bear 
feeding patterns along Brooks River, 
contribute to a complex natural system in 
this area.  
 
The landscape in the vicinity of the project 
area consists of gradual rolling terrain that 
flattens out in the lower areas of the 
drainage basin (along the floodplain of 
Brooks River and near the shores of 
Naknek Lake). The elevation in the project 
area generally ranges from about 40 ft to 
90 ft above mean sea level. Wet meadows, 
willow thickets, and floodplain marshes are 
common features of the lowland portions of 
the project area. These wetland areas are 
primarily found in the low-lying oxbow 
floodplains of Brooks River. The upland 

portions on the south side of the river are 
generally covered with a white spruce 
forest, with interspersed balsam poplar and 
Kenai birch near perimeters of open wet 
meadow areas. On the north side of the 
river, the upland areas include more open 
grassy areas, with pockets of mixed forest 
that include Kenai birch, balsam poplar, and 
white spruce (NPS 1996a; URS Group, Inc. 
2009a). 
 
The wildlife habitat provided by this mosaic 
of uplands and lowlands around the mouth 
of Brooks River serve many small and large 
mammal species, as well as a wide variety of 
birds. Mammals that inhabit the project 
area include brown bear, moose, wolf, 
wolverine, mink, short-tailed weasel, river 
otter, beaver, porcupine, snowshoe hare, 
lynx, arctic ground squirrel, red squirrel, 
red-backed vole, northern jumping mouse, 
little brown bat, and several species of 
shrews (NPS 1996a). Given their high 
seasonal concentration and activity, and 
their appeal to park visitors, brown bears 
are the most prominent wildlife species in 
the Brooks Camp area.  
 
The brown bear activity in the vicinity of 
the project area primarily coincides with 
sockeye salmon runs in Brooks River during 
the summer and early fall. The bears tend to 
concentrate along the Brooks River 
corridor through the month of July when 
the sockeye salmon make their migration 
from Naknek Lake up to Lake Brooks. 
Although the numbers vary from year to 
year, typically 40–60 brown bears arrive in 
the area to feed on the migrating salmon 
(NPS 1996a; URS Group, Inc. 2009a). 
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Source: BasePoint Design Corporation, Inc. 2007; photo by Helen Lons of National Park Service (photograph recorded in 2007 
prior to floating bridge relocation to its current location)

FIGURE 8. AERIAL IMAGE OF PROJECT AREA  

 
 
In addition to the sockeye salmon, several 
other fish species occupy the waters of 
Brooks River and adjacent Lake Brooks and 
Naknek Lake. These fish include coho 
salmon, Chinook salmon, pink salmon, 
chum salmon, grayling, arctic char, Dolly 
Varden, lake trout, rainbow trout, arctic 
lamprey, humpback whitefish, least cisco, 
pygmy whitefish, round whitefish, pond 
smelt, northern pike, longnose sucker, 
burbot, threespine and ninespine 
sticklebacks, and coast range and slimy 
sculpins. Of these fish, the rainbow trout 
plays an important role in the Brooks River 
ecology by feeding on the high 
concentrations of salmon eggs and juvenile 
salmon in the river. Rainbow trout numbers 
in Brooks River are the highest in late 
September when the trout enter the river 
from Lake Brooks and Naknek Lake to feed 
on the recently laid sockeye salmon eggs 
(NPS 1996a). 

Bird species that commonly inhabit the 
project area include bald eagles, common 
ravens, black-billed magpies, tree swallows, 
ospreys, mallards, and common 
mergansers. Sea birds such as Bonaparte’s 
gulls, arctic terns, glaucous-winged gulls, 
and mew gulls visit the area during salmon 
runs and die-offs and when salmon fry and 
smolt numbers are high (NPS 1996a). The 
boreal forests in the project area host 
several songbird species such as the dark-
eyed junco, gray jay, American robin, varied 
and hermit thrushes, and black-capped and 
boreal chickadees. Tundra swans and diving 
birds, such as the greater scaup, and the 
common golden-eye are also known to use 
the beaver ponds in the area for feeding 
(NPS 1996a). A bald eagle nest also exists 
south of the project area on the fringe of the 
small lake known as Beaver Pond. 
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WILDLIFE 

Brown Bear 

General Species Summary. The brown 
bear (Ursus arctos) is a common and vital 
member of the overall Alaska ecosystem. 
The brown bear is the same species as the 
grizzly bear, but it is different in that it 
resides in or near coastal areas and has a 
more abundant food supply, particularly 
salmon. Grizzly bears are listed as 
threatened under the Endangered Species 
Act for the Lower 48. However, given their 
higher population numbers in Alaska, the 
brown/grizzly bear is classified as a game 
animal in the state and there are established 
regional regulations. Today, population 
estimates indicate that more than 30,000 
brown/grizzly bears live in Alaska (USFWS 
2007b). Meanwhile, more than 25,000 
brown/grizzly bears live in Canada. Of this 
large Alaskan population, a 2007 aerial 
survey estimated that nearly 2,200 brown 
bears live in Katmai National Park and 
Preserve, making the area the largest single 
concentration of protected brown bears on 
the continent (Olson and Putera 2007; 
DeBruyn 1999). The brown bears at the 
park are dependent on salmon, including 
those in Brooks River. In 2008, monitoring 
efforts identified at least 70 individual bears 
fishing for sockeye in June and July, and at 
least 52 bears feeding on spawned-out 
sockeye salmon in late summer and fall 
(Olson 2009). 
 
The brown bear has a large overall range of 
50 to 300 square miles for females and 200 
to 500 square miles for males. The average 
lifespan of a brown bear is 15 to 20 years, 
with some living more than 30 years 
(USFWS 2007b). Some of the brown bears 
that frequent Brooks River return year after 
year. Brown bears usually spend spring and 
summer at the lower elevations of their 
range and return to higher elevations in 
autumn to search for dens on isolated 
mountain slopes for winter hibernation. 
The bears typically enter the dens in 
October or November. When brown bears 

emerge from their dens in spring (males in 
March or April, females in April and May), 
they often immediately seek carrion of 
other animals that succumbed to the winter. 
The bears then travel to the lower 
elevations of their range to areas that are 
wet, with greening herbaceous cover, such 
as the Brooks River basin (USFWS 2007b). 
 
Brown bears are primarily solitary animals. 
Most of their time is spent foraging, 
independently of other bears. With the 
exception of interacting with other bears in 
concentrated feedings areas like Brooks 
Falls, the only times brown bears associate 
closely with other bears are during mating 
season and when females are tending to 
their young. The brown bear mating season 
is typically from June through July, which 
coincides with the time when the bears 
congregate along Brooks River for the July 
salmon run. Brown bear cubs rely primarily 
on their mother’s milk for up to a year, and 
stay with their mother for nearly three 
years. Thus, the cubs that accompany 
female bears to Brooks River may be 
anywhere from six months to three years 
old (USFWS 2007b).  
 
The diet of the brown bear consists of both 
plants and animals, making it the largest 
omnivore in North America. More than 
80 percent of the brown bear diet is plant-
based (e.g., roots, fruits, nuts, and green 
vegetation). Adult insects or insect larvae 
are another common source of food for 
brown bears (USFWS 2007b). However, in 
the case of Katmai National Park and 
Preserve, the brown bear’s animal-based 
meat diet is quite pronounced. In addition 
to feeding on carrion, small mammals, or 
occasionally preying on young or weak 
moose, the brown bears at the park rely 
heavily on salmon as a key component of 
their diet. The sockeye salmon that migrate 
through Brooks River are a prime example 
of this dependence. 
 
Brown Bear Activity in Summer and Fall 
along Brooks River. The sockeye salmon 
migrating up and spawning in Brooks River 
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attract brown bears to the project area twice 
each year. Brown bears first occupy the 
Brooks River corridor after leaving their 
dens in spring when they sporadically pass 
through the area (prior to the salmon run). 
Greater numbers of bears begin to 
congregate and stay in the corridor from 
late June through July, when sockeye 
salmon migrate upstream through the 
Brooks River. These energetic salmon are 
targeted by brown bear predation primarily 
at Brooks Falls or in downstream pools. 
During August, the bear activity along 
Brooks River decreases as the bears move 
out to other rivers and streams in the area to 
feed on subsequent salmon runs or upslope 
to browse on berry patches. By the last 
week of August or the first week of 
September, brown bear activity returns to 
Brooks River because bears come to feed on 
spawned-out or dead sockeye salmon in the 
river. At this time, some bears also fish for 
coho salmon on Brooks Falls as the coho 
salmon migrate upstream as part of a 
smaller coho salmon run in September. The 
autumn bear activity along Brooks River 
typically continues through mid-October. 
Salmon occupy Brooks River for a longer 
period than any other river drainage in 
Katmai National Park and Preserve, with 
the exception of the Savonoski River 
(DeBruyn 1999; Troyer 1980; Smith 2002). 
 
During the past few decades, the number of 
independent brown bears feeding on 
salmon in Brooks River has risen 
considerably. In the 1970s, a Brooks River 
study estimated that only 6 to 8 individual 
brown bears fished on Brooks River in July, 
while 8 to 24 bears foraged for dead or 
dying salmon in autumn (Troyer 1980). In 
the mid-1980s, a subsequent survey 
estimated 20 to 21 bears in July and 18 to 24 
in autumn (Jope 1985). In the late 1980s and 
early 1990s, surveys indicated 19 to 32 bears 
in July and 32 to 44 bears in autumn (Olson 
et al. 1997). In 2008, NPS staff identified at 
least 70 individual brown bears in July and 
50 bears in autumn—several times more 
than the Brooks River bear counts in past 
decades (Olson 2009). 

Because notable variations in bear activity 
can occur from year to year, it is best to look 
at average numbers over multiple years. The 
shifts in bear activity numbers and timing 
(i.e., July compared to September) during 
the past 20 years can been seen by looking 
at four-year averages from 1988 to 1991 and 
from 2005 to 2008. Two decades ago, from 
1988 through 1991, an average of 22 bears 
were regularly active along Brooks River in 
July each summer, and 26 bears were active 
in the autumn. Whereas, in the four years 
from 2005 through 2008, an average of 68 
bears were regularly active in July each year, 
and 54 bears were active in the autumn 
(Olson 2009). These averages reveal a 
tripling and doubling of brown bear 
numbers over the past 20 years in July and 
autumn, respectively. 
 
Not only are the recent total bear numbers 
more than those of the past, but also the 
July sockeye salmon run is now attracting 
more bears than the September salmon 
spawning and die-off. In past decades, the 
autumn feeding period attracted more bears 
than the summer feeding period. 
 
Compared to other mammals, brown bears 
have a relatively slow population growth 
rate. The relatively rapid increase in brown 
bear activity along Brooks River may be 
explained by a wide variety of factors. First, 
the overall population of brown bears on 
the Alaska Peninsula has increased over the 
past decades (DeBruyn 1999; Sellers and 
McNay 1984). Secondly, the size of the July 
sockeye salmon run has been healthy and 
strong during the past 20 years (Olson 
2009). Another important factor may be 
that more bears have become habituated to 
human activity over the years. More 
specifically, many cubs have experienced 
benign contacts with humans along Brooks 
River while being accompanied by adult 
bears over the years, which may habituate 
them as they grow older (Olson 2009). 
Additionally, the noted increases in the 
park’s bear population may be the 
continuing result and progression that 
followed the cessation of bear hunting that 
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occurred in the period after the National 
Park Service acquired the land around 
Brooks River (Troy Hamon, pers. comm., 
August 2010). Finally, in recent years, NPS 
staff and active NPS management provided 
more bear protection than in decades past 
(DeBruyn 1999). 
 
Many of the bears seen along Brooks River 
in summer and fall are repeat visitors from 
past years. In 2008, for example, 59 of the 70 
individual bears observed in July were 
recognized from previous years, and 35 of 
the 52 individual bears observed in autumn 
of that same year were recognized from 
previous years (Olson 2009). Given the 
challenge of identifying bears as they grow 
and change in appearance each year (e.g., 
changes in fur), these observations should 
be considered minimum numbers. Similarly, 
in any given year, a number of bears visiting 
Brooks River in September are the same 
bears that fished in the river a couple 
months earlier in July of the same year.  
 
Interestingly, although the numbers of 
bears coming to Brooks River in both July 
and September have increased over past 
decades, the bears continue to focus their 
activity on the same specific fishing sites 
and foraging locations along the river from 
year to year. Despite the year-to-year spatial 
consistency, the differences in activity 
locations and bear behavior between the 
July aggregation and the autumn 
aggregation require NPS staff to administer 
different levels, types, and locations of 
management actions to avoid human-bear 
conflicts (Olson et al. 2009; Olson 2009). 
 
This management continues to become 
more and more challenging because, along 

with this increase in bears at Brooks River, 
the number of visitors coming to the area 
has also increased substantially. NPS staff is 
managing more bears and more people in 
the same small space. Over recent years, the 
frequency of ground level human-bear 
interaction incidents has increased when 
compared to incident records from past 
decades (Troy Hamon, pers. comm., August 
2010). 
 
Ground surveys conducted during August 
2009 indicate that heavy concentrations of 
bear trails and bedding sites exist in the 
vicinity of the proposed elevated bridge and 
walkways on both sides of Brooks River 
(see figure 9) (Olson 2009). 
 
Summer Bear Activity: Behavior and 
Patterns from Late June through July. As 
previously described, brown bears start 
arriving in the Brooks River corridor in late 
June or early July to feed on migrating 
sockeye salmon. At least 70 individual bears 
fished for salmon in this area in the summer 
of 2008 (Olson 2009). The bears usually 
remain in the area through July. One of the 
reasons for this high concentration of bears 
in July is because Brooks River has a 
waterfall that creates a migration challenge 
for salmon. Sockeye salmon seeking to pass 
over the falls gather below it and are more 
concentrated and available for capture than 
salmon in other rivers that lack such 
migration challenges (Troy Hamon, pers. 
comm., August 2010). In other words, this is 
one of the first good opportunities for 
brown bears to pursue a consistent, high 
volume of food and calories after emerging 
from dens in springtime (Olson et al. 2009). 
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(Source: Olson 2009) 

FIGURE 9. BEAR BEDS AND HEAVILY AND VERY HEAVILY WORN BEAR TRAILS FOUND WITHIN THE VICINITY 
OF THE PROPOSED LOWER RIVER ELEVATED BRIDGE AND BOARDWALKS 
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During the summer aggregation, the most 
productive fishing area for bears on Brooks 
River is the area immediately below and on 
top of Brooks Falls (roughly halfway up 
Brooks River between Naknek Lake and 
Lake Brooks). In most cases, the best fishing 
sites at this waterfall go to the most 
dominant bears, which tend to be larger and 
older male bears (DeBruyn 1999). Other 
more submissive or subordinate bears 
typically fish for salmon in the shallow riffle 
area below Brooks Falls or forage for 
injured salmon that were unsuccessful in 
making the leap over Brooks Falls (DeBruyn 
1999). As a consequence of the location and 
activity at Brooks Falls, in July the most 
active and concentrated bear fishing occurs 
in reaches of the river that are upstream of 
and somewhat removed from Brooks Camp 
and the project area.  
 
Autumn Bear Activity: Behavior and 
Patterns from Late August through Mid-
October. After the lull in August, brown 
bear activity typically returns to Brooks 
River by the last week of August, as bears 
seek salmon carcasses or dying, spawned-
out salmon in the river. As previously noted, 
some of the bears return to Brooks Falls to 
fish for coho salmon that are migrating 
upstream as part of a smaller September 
coho salmon run (DeBruyn 1999). At least 
52 individual brown bears foraged for 
salmon along Brooks River during the 2008 
autumn activity period (Olson 2009). The 
autumn aggregation along Brooks River 
usually lasts through mid-October. 
Unlike July, for the most part, this autumn 
aggregation focuses on areas where sockeye 
salmon carcasses pile up and on areas 
where bears can easily swim and dive for 
carcasses along the river bottom (Olson et 
al. 2009). In this case, the primary bear 
activity areas are a result of river current 
patterns and river morphology. Important 
locations for autumn foraging are in the 
middle portion of Brooks River down 
through the oxbow, as well as along the 
Naknek Lake shoreline north of the river 
mouth (DeBruyn 1999).  
 

The availability of multiple locations where 
dying salmon and salmon carcasses amass 
most likely explains why only a few bears 
aggregate at Brooks Falls in the autumn 
(Olson 2009; Olson and Gilbert 1994; Olson 
et al. 1997). Thus, in the autumn the 
downstream flow of carcasses bring the 
bears much closer to the human activity 
zones of Brooks Camp when compared to 
the July run (Olson et al. 2009; Braaten and 
Gilbert 1987). 
 
The area upstream of the existing floating 
bridge (from the river’s mouth upstream 
approximately 0.75 mile, including the area 
known as the oxbow) has been documented 
as an important autumn feeding area for 
family groups that are more intolerant of 
the human activity common at the 
lower/mouth area of the river near Brooks 
Camp (Olson et al. 2009; Olson 1993; Olson 
and Gilbert 1994; Olson et al. 1997). A 1980s 
study noted that brown bears arriving at 
Brooks River in autumn appeared shyer 
than the bears that fished there in July. The 
study concluded that the autumn bears 
generally had a low tolerance for human 
activity, particularly the female bears with 
cubs (Braaten and Gilbert 1987). 
Subsequent authors did not note lower 
human tolerance as the number of bears 
and people active in the area increased 
through the years. 
 
Other areas and natural features near the 
mouth of Brooks River (and downstream of 
the floating bridge) are also important for 
bears during the autumn feeding period. 
For example, the island, the spit, and 
adjacent riverbanks near the mouth of the 
river often provide areas for bears to rest 
between feeding activities in the river (see 
figure 9). These features also serve as safe 
havens for cubs or other bears when trying 
to avoid or escape larger, male bears that are 
feeding in the area. 
 
Human Habituation of Brown Bears. In 
the area of Brooks River, the goal of NPS 
managers is to protect the brown bears and 
their habitat (which includes their access to 
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seasonal salmon runs) while also providing 
opportunities for park visitors to observe 
the salmon run and bear feeding cycle. 
Given this goal and the annual 
concentration of both people and bears 
along Brooks River, it is inevitable that 
some bears will grow somewhat 
accustomed and adapted to certain levels 
and locations of human activity. Human 
habituation is the term used to describe this 
adaptation of certain brown bears to 
humans. Habituation is defined as “a waning 
of response to a repeated neutral stimulus” 
(DeBruyn 1999; Whittaker and Knight 
1998). In this case, it applies to brown bears 
that experience repeated benign 
interactions with humans (over months or 
years) to a point where the bears’ responses 
to nearby human activity are muted or 
minimized (Herrero et al. 2005).  
 
Many consider it desirable to allow bears to 
become habituated to humans at Brooks 
River, as habituation may reduce the risk 
associated with close human-bear 
encounters because habituated bears are 
more tolerant of humans in close proximity. 
Not only does this provide safer 
opportunities for park visitors to observe 
bears at close range, but it also allows bears 
to access a critical food source (i.e., salmon) 
that exists near human activity centers. 
 
However, human habituation in bears also 
has possible risks, for both bears and 
humans. For example, habituated brown 
bears may have a greater tendency to 
approach people, which may occasionally 
lead to dangerous interactions. Similarly, 
habituated bears may be less cautious when 
approaching roadways, which could lead to 
traffic delays or collisions. In addition, 
habituated bears are at much greater risk if 
they wander beyond protected lands, 
because they are more prone to be killed or 
victims of ignorant or illegal human 
behavior (Herrero et al. 2005). In other 
words, while habituation may improve 
safety for humans and bear access to salmon 
at Brooks River, it may leave bears and 

humans vulnerable in other situations and 
locations.  
 
Another risk of habituation relates to the 
reaction distance of bears. When humans 
and bears are regularly near each other, the 
reaction distance in the event of a serious 
confrontation is so close that the response 
options and time are very limited (Troy 
Hamon, pers. comm., August 2010). This 
can increase the potential for a dangerous 
situation for both bear and human. 
 
Even though some bears may become 
habituated to humans at Brooks River, it is 
very important to note that some bears do 
not become habituated. The bears that 
become habituated may have a competitive 
edge over nonhabituated bears because the 
habituated bears will likely have better 
access to prime salmon fishing/feeding 
areas (which are also in vicinity of humans). 
Bears that never become habituated to 
humans may be forced to seek salmon at 
less productive locations and/or during less 
productive times. Some of these bears may 
choose to avoid the Brooks River salmon 
run entirely. 
 
One example of this variation in behavioral 
response of individual bears has been 
documented near the existing elevated 
boardwalk that accesses the Brooks Falls 
viewing platforms. While a large number of 
bears have not been notably affected by the 
elevated boardwalks, observations indicate 
that some individual bears adjust their 
behavior because of the presence of 
overhead human activity (DeBruyn et al. 
2004). For example, the location where 
some bears cross under the boardwalk may 
depend on where humans are present on 
the boardwalk. Other bears may avoid 
crossing under the boardwalk entirely due 
to being intimidated by overhead activity. 
Thus, the value of the Brooks Falls area for 
fishing and resting to some bears may be 
adversely affected by the presence of 
overhead human activity on the 
boardwalks. 
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There are also examples of both habituated 
and nonhabituated bears being involved in a 
disproportionate number of negative 
human-bear interactions (DeBruyn 1999; 
Herrero 1985; Squibb and Holmes 1992). 
Regardless of how habituated a bear is, this 
variation is most likely because of the fact 
that each bear possesses a different level of 
individual tolerance and may behave in its 
own unique way (DeBruyn 1999). 
Furthermore, because of dominance 
hierarchies that form at feeding aggregation 
areas, bears that are subordinate or 
submissive to other more dominant bears 
may be more cautious of other dominant 
bears than they are humans. Thus, it may be 
difficult to determine why a particular bear 
is behaving in a “skittish” manner (i.e., 
whether the skittish behavior is a result of 
the bear’s intolerance of humans or its 
hesitation with more dominant bears in the 
area) (DeBruyn 1999). 
 
Human-Bear Interactions at Brooks River. 
For apparent reasons, most human-bear 
encounters in areas along Brooks River 
typically occur in areas where, and at times 
when, concentrated bear activity overlaps 
with concentrated human activity. To help 
minimize these interactions, park visitors 
are asked to keep distances between 
themselves and bears (a minimum of 50 
yards from individual bears and more 
distance if the bear appears to want more 
space). Bear-watchers are also asked to 
minimize time spent on the boardwalks on 
the south side of the river and use them only 
as access routes to/from viewing platforms 
(i.e., not use them as viewing platforms) 
(Olson 2009). Regardless of these 
regulations, human-bear interactions and 
confrontations still occur.  
 
One area that requires some of the most 
vigilance from park staff and visitors is the 
area in and around Brooks Camp at the 
mouth of Brooks River. The location of 
Brooks Camp, with the Brooks River oxbow 
to the west, the Brooks River mouth to the 
south, and Naknek Lake to east, and the 
concentration of bears around Brooks 

Camp during the salmon runs in the 
summer and fall substantially increase the 
potential for human-bear interactions. NPS 
records of human-bear interactions from 
1989 through 2009 show the highest 
number of interactions at Brooks Camp 
occurring in July followed by September  
 
A bear behavior researcher described 
Brooks Camp, in the autumn, as being, 
“surrounded on three sides by bears feeding 
on salmon” (Braaten and Gilbert 1987). 
Bears move back and forth to/from salmon 
carcass areas along the Naknek Lake 
shoreline and other areas along the river 
mouth and oxbow (as well as to/from 
bedding sites in this area). This bear activity 
is in the same area as Brooks Camp human 
movement areas. For example, the 
campground trail that connects the 
campground to the main Brooks Camp area 
is quite problematic because both people 
and bears are trying to use the same north 
to south corridor along the shore of 
Naknek Lake in the fall (Olson et al. 2009).  
 
The trail that connects Brooks Camp to the 
existing floating bridge running along the 
north shore of Brooks River is another 
common site of human-bear encounters in 
the summer and fall. Human-bear 
encounters often occur in this area when 
bears are feeding on salmon or resting along 
the river shoreline while people are trying 
to access the bridge from the camp (or the 
camp from the bridge). Given this conflict, 
in August 2008 NPS staff moved the camp-
side bridge access point about 65 meters 
(approx. 215 ft) downstream from its 
previous location to minimize the riverside 
travel distance from Brooks Camp to the 
bridge (Olson 2009).  
 
When bears cause substantial delays along 
pedestrian travel routes, NPS staff resorts to 
the use of hazing techniques (e.g., yelling, 
air horns, rubber bullets). Since 1998, the 
park’s bear management plan has included 
the option of hazing resting bears if human 
traffic movements are delayed more than 30 
minutes (Olson et al. 2009). This hazing 
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policy is particularly important for the area 
near Brooks Camp in the fall, when the 
primary trail from camp to the floating 
bridge is often impassable because of bears 
resting in the area near the river mouth 
(Olson et al. 2009). In recent years, the 
number of times hazing is used near the 
camp and along the shores of Naknek Lake 
has increased (to allow human passage). 
 
However, sometimes NPS staff is not 
available to monitor these human-bear 
encounters. For example, a large amount of 
bear feeding activity takes place in the 
evening (generally from 6:00 p.m. to 
10:00 p.m.). However, in past years, little or 
no NPS staff was present along the river 
during evening hours in September when 
the bears were active, and the actions of 
both park visitors and bears were generally 
unsupervised (Olson et al. 2009; Olson et al. 
1998; Bentley et al. 2007). In 2009 and 2010, 
NPS staff hours in September were 
lengthened to 7:00 p.m. to provide more 
staff presence during this high activity 
period. 
 
Another challenge with human-bear 
interaction results from a large number of 
anglers accessing Brooks River during 
heavy bear use in the area. Brooks River is a 
popular sportfishing area because of the 
salmon runs and presence of large rainbow 
trout feeding on salmon eggs or juveniles. 
Fishing is allowed anywhere on the river, 
with the exception of within 100 yards of 
the Brooks Falls fish ladder. However, 
continuing to engage in fishing within 50 
yards of a bear is prohibited.  
 
Because anglers and bears are pursuing the 
same fish, encounters do occur. For 
example, during the July salmon run, the 
bears are particularly tuned in to splashing 
of fish in the river. Concurrently, there 
tends to be more anglers in the river in July, 
with focus on catching the energetic, 
migrating rainbow trout. Thus, bears 
occasionally chase fish that are hooked on 
angler lines. Bears associating anglers with 
fish is a notable concern for the park (Olson 

et al. 2009). In the late 1990s, the National 
Park Service restricted any fish retention by 
anglers in the river upstream of the floating 
bridge in an attempt to minimize the bears 
“stealing” fish from anglers and associating 
anglers with the food source. This policy 
change appears to have been somewhat 
successful, though fish stealing still occurs 
from time to time (Olson et al. 2009). 
Anglers are allowed to keep one fish 
downstream of the bridge, but they must 
immediately place any kept fish in a plastic 
bag and store it whole in the fish freezing 
building in Brooks Camp (Olson 2009). 
Anglers are also required to cut the line if a 
bear begins pursuing the hooked fish.  
 
Despite these regulations, human-bear 
interactions are still triggered when anglers 
do not abide by the 50-yard separation rule 
and/or continue reeling in fish near bears. 
Park staff has documented problems with 
some anglers affecting bear access to the 
river by hazing bears or not allowing bears 
to fish in the stretch of river the anglers are 
using (Olson et al. 2009).   
 
Other documented incidents of bears being 
negatively affected are from noise from 
motorboats and floatplanes near the mouth 
of Brooks River. However, some bears have 
become habituated to boat and plane noise 
and are not notably affected (Olson et al. 
2009). The impact of floatplanes and boats 
near the mouth of Brooks River is greatest 
during the autumn when the bear 
aggregation follows the salmon carcasses to 
areas near the river mouth and Naknek 
Lake shoreline. All floatplane activities 
along the lakeshore near Brooks Camp can 
be disturbing to some bears (i.e., floatplane 
landing, taking off, loading, and unloading). 
In some cases, staff members have observed 
human activity near the plane landing/ 
loading area pushing bears away from the 
shoreline and into Brooks Camp (Olson et 
al. 2009). Human activity in one area is 
capable of spurring human-bear encounters 
in another area. To help minimize such 
impacts,  floatplane pilots are prohibited 
from approaching within 50 yards of bears.  
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The attraction of food brought by humans 
to the area can also generate human-bear 
interactions. However, only a few instances 
in recent years of bears accessing human 
food or garbage have been documented. 
This low number may be a result of both 
preventive measures taken by the park staff 
and park visitors, as well as the ample 
availability of another, better food source 
for the bears (salmon) (Olson et al. 2009). 
 
Lastly, mainly during the autumn 
aggregation, some instances of bears 
damaging items such as boats, viewing 
platforms, the floating bridge, floatplanes, 
and bicycles have been noted. Hazing these 
bears with noise has proven to be important 
and effective in providing negative 
reinforcement for such behavior (Olson et 
al. 2009). However, periodic damage 
continues to occur. 
 
Bald Eagle 

General Species Summary. The bald eagle 
(Haliaeetus leucocephalus) is both an 
important predator and an important 
scavenger in the ecosystem of southern 
Alaska. The bald eagle is protected by the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the Bald and 
Golden Eagle Protection Act. 
 
Alaska contains an estimated 30,000 bald 
eagles (including fledglings). Although most 
bald eagles winter in southern Alaska, some 
are known to migrate southward along the 
coast during cold months (ADF&G 2008b; 
NPS 2010c). 
 
Given its dependence on water bodies 
throughout its life cycle, bald eagles are 
most common in Alaska’s southern coastal 
regions, as well as on offshore islands and 
around inland freshwater rivers and lakes 
(ADF&G 2008b). The vast complex of 
freshwater lakes and rivers of the Naknek 
drainage in Katmai National Park and 
Preserve provide ample habitat for bald 
eagles. Katmai National Park and Preserve 
has a large breeding population of bald 
eagles. Wooded areas or individual trees 

immediately along the edge of water bodies 
typically provide the necessary perching, 
roosting, and nesting areas for the eagles 
(USFWS 2007a). The bald eagle’s 
association with water bodies is related to 
its primary food source—fish. Coastal bald 
eagles prey on herring, pollock, flounder, 
salmon, and other small shoreline sea life, 
and the inland bald eagles rely most heavily 
on salmon and other freshwater fish. They 
can also be opportunistic predators of 
waterfowl and small mammals. Equally 
important, bald eagles often rely on carrion 
for food when not preying on fish or 
wildlife. This dependence on carrion is 
particularly common in areas such as 
Brooks River, where bald eagles feed on 
dead, spawned-out salmon or salmon 
remnants left behind by brown bears 
(ADF&G 2008b). 
 
Unlike many other avian species, bald 
eagles are known to mate for life. The 
mating pair typically nests in tall trees that 
are near water, with open views and little 
cover above the nest. Both the male and 
female participate in nest building, which 
typically begins in April in Alaska (ADF&G 
2008b). The completed nest can be as large 
as 10 ft in diameter (USFWS 2007a). 
Generally, bald eagles use nests year after 
year, enlarging them or rebuilding them. 
However, the breeding pair may have 
alternate nests available in the same 
breeding area each year (USFWS 2007a). 
 
Once the nest is ready, breeding bald eagles 
typically produce one to three eggs each 
year (USFWS 2007a). The eggs usually 
incubate for about 35 days before hatching. 
In many cases, the stronger eaglets take 
most or all of the food and/or kill the 
weakest or youngest eaglet in the nest 
(USFWS 2007a). Human disturbances, 
disease, lack of food, and severe weather 
can also lead to eaglet mortality (ADF&G 
2008b). The surviving eaglets usually fledge 
from the nest after 75 days. Even after 
breeding season, the adults and fledglings 
may continue to roost near the nest site 
(USFWS 2007a). 
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The primary threats to the bald eagle 
populations in southwestern Alaska 
continue to involve human-related actions 
such as ecotourism, sport and commercial 
fishing, timber harvest and mining activities 
adjacent to parks, and potential oil spills or 
other coastal accidents (NPS 2010c). Given 
the very limited human activities within 
Katmai National Park and Preserve (relative 
to the size of the area), the effects on bald 
eagle population in the park are also 
relatively limited. 
 
Bald Eagle Activity along Brooks River, 
Naknek Lake, and on Beaver Pond. Given 
the robust fishery in Brooks River, various 
slow water stretches of Brooks River 
(including the mouth near Naknek Lake) 
provide quality foraging habitat for the bald 
eagle. Trees along this corridor also provide 
roosting opportunities near feeding areas. 
In addition to the Brooks River fishery, bald 
eagles are also known to forage for fish and 
other food sources in other water bodies 
near the project area. Beaver Pond, to the 
south of Brooks River, is one prime 
example. The tall trees that ring Beaver 
Pond also provide quality roosting habitat 
for eagles very near the food sources of the 
small lake.  
 
An active nest site exists near the project 
area along the north shore of Beaver Pond, 
immediately west and south of the 
proposed barge landing and proposed 
access road, respectively (under action 
alternatives 2, 4, and 5). According to NPS 
staff, this bald eagle nest was active in 2000, 
and again in 2009 and 2010 (Troy Hamon, 
pers. comm., August 2010). Because Beaver 
Pond and the nest site are relatively offset 
from the developed areas of Brooks Camp 
to the north, ground level human activity 
near the existing nest is generally 
uncommon. However, it should be noted 
that floatplane flight paths between Brooks 
Camp and King Salmon are often routed 
directly over Beaver Pond and the adjacent 
nest site (while the nest is both active and 
inactive). These flights generate noise and 
aircraft presence at relatively low altitudes 

near the nest site. Any correlation between 
the floatplane disturbances and nesting 
activity and success is unknown. 
 
 

BALD EAGLE NEST SITE NEAR

 NORTH SHORE OF BEAVER POND 
 
 
SALMON AND OTHER FISH 

The fish that inhabit Brooks River, Lake 
Brooks, Naknek Lake, and their tributaries 
are vital resources in the park’s ecology. 
One example of this importance is the 
sockeye salmon run in Brooks River. Given 
the size and concentration of the annual 
sockeye salmon run and its direct relation 
to the brown bear feeding activities in the 
park, sockeye salmon directly contribute to 
the significance, purpose, and value of the 
park. As a result, sockeye salmon runs are 
included in the park’s significance 
statements. The significance statement 
reads as follows: 
 

Katmai National Park and Preserve 
protects the Naknek Lake drainage, an 
important spawning and rearing ground 
for Bristol Bay sockeye salmon, 
sustaining one of the largest salmon 
runs in the world. 
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The salmon run and brown bears feeding 
are just two of the reasons why the Brooks 
River area is internationally recognized for 
its unique and outstanding wildlife and fish 
resources. The State of Alaska also formally 
recognizes Brooks River, Naknek Lake, and 
Lake Brooks as waters important for 
anadromous fish. In addition to 
anadromous fish, several other fish species 
occupy these waters and are integral 
components of the natural system. 
 
The Ecology of Salmon 

In addition to being important to the 
individual fish species, these waters are also 
critical because they support and host the 
many interconnected biological processes 
that tie the local and regional ecology 
together. The biological processes that 
occur in Brooks River, such as fish 
migrations and spawning, have ecological 
value that extends well beyond feeding 
bears on Brooks Falls. 
 
One of the most important roles of fish, 
particularly anadromous salmon, is being 
the catalyst for nutrient cycling in the 
natural system. For example, anadromous 
salmon spend multiple years in ocean 
waters feeding and growing before 
returning to their natal waters to spawn. 
While growing in ocean waters, the salmon 
accumulate large amounts of nitrogen in 
their tissues, as most of the world’s stored 
nitrogen exists on the ocean floor 
(Kozlowski 2007). 
 
The seasonal concentration of salmon in 
places like Brooks River also directly affects 
the seasonal distribution of salmon 
consumers, such as resident fish, birds, and 
mammals. The ecology of the Brooks River 
area is a prime example of this trend. The 
inland ecosystems (both aquatic and upland 
ecosystems) at Katmai National Park and 
Preserve are dependent on seasonal influx 
of ocean-derived nutrients brought by 
anadromous salmon (Bartz 2002; Naiman 
2002; Helfield 2001; Helfield and Naiman 
2001, 2002). Some researchers suggest that 

salmon should be considered as keystone 
species because the health of the entire 
ecological community and its food web in 
these areas are so dependent on salmon 
(Naiman 2002; Wilson and Halupka 1995; 
Cederholm et al. 2000). A study in 
Washington and Oregon noted that 138 
species were predators or scavengers of 
salmon at one or more stages of a salmon’s 
life (Cederholm et al. 2000).  
 
These ecological cycles and delicate 
interdependencies emphasize the 
importance of assessing both the direct and 
indirect effects of human-related 
disturbances on terrestrial and aquatic 
ecosystems at Katmai National Park and 
Preserve. Altering one minor component of 
the system’s metabolism may have 
substantial effects on the overall health of 
the natural system. 
 
Fish Species Common to 
Naknek Lake and Brooks River 

Brooks River, Naknek Lake, and Lake 
Brooks provide spawning, rearing, and/or 
migration habitat for anadromous fish and 
resident fish. The following section includes 
brief descriptions of the most prevalent fish 
species in these waters near the project area, 
mainly Brooks River and the shallows of 
Naknek Lake. The section focuses on the 
sockeye salmon, rainbow trout, and arctic 
grayling given their significance to the local 
ecology and park visitation (i.e., attracting 
anglers, bears, and bear-watchers). The 
various salmon species all have similar basic 
habitat requirements and life/migration 
patterns, although these patterns may vary 
temporally and spatially.  
 
Sockeye Salmon (Oncorhynchus nerka). 
Every June, sockeye salmon return from the 
sea to enter the Naknek drainage and 
eventually work their way up to the mouth 
of Brooks River. Each July, roughly 100,000 
or more sockeye salmon return from the sea 
to spawn in Brooks River, Lake Brooks, and 
surrounding tributaries (NPS 1996a). This is 
the largest and most notable salmon run in 



CHAPTER 3: AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

82 

the project area and is responsible for 
attracting brown bears to Brooks River 
during summer months. In addition to 
bears, salmon also attract many anglers to 
Brooks River every summer. These salmon 
are the primary summer food source for 
many brown bears. The bear activity, in 
turn, attracts many park visitors to watch 
the bears in July. 
 
After a brief lull in sockeye salmon 
migration and associated bear activity in 
Brooks River in August, another salmon run 
occurs in Brooks River from late August 
through September. Fishery records from 
the mid-20th century also indicated that 
some sockeye salmon migrate through 
Brooks River into Lake Brooks during July 
and return back downstream to spawn in 
Brooks River in September. However, the 
majority of salmon that spawn in Brooks 
River enter from Naknek Lake and do not 
leave the river (NPS 1996a; Troy Hamon, 
pers. comm., August 2010). This abundance 
of sockeye salmon in the river in September 
once again attracts brown bears back to the 
project area. The spawned eggs also provide 
a reliable and robust food source for other 
Brooks River fish, such as rainbow trout. 
The concentration of rainbow trout in the 
river in late summer, in turn, attracts many 
anglers to the project area. During the 
following year, the juvenile salmon serve as 
an important food source for several species 
of fish as they work their way to the sea via 
the rivers and lakes of Katmai National Park 
and Preserve. Most juvenile sockeye salmon 
spend one to three years in lakes to develop 
and grow. Smaller numbers rear in streams 
or immediately migrate to the sea after 
emerging from the gravel spawning beds, 
such as those in Brooks River (Burgner 
1991). Once the juveniles reach the sea, they 
grow there for another one to four years, 
where they will increase their body weight 
anywhere from 10 to 100 times (Hartman 
and Burgner 1972; Kozlowski 2007).  
 
After developing in ocean waters, adult 
sockeye salmon migrate from the sea back 
into freshwater rivers and lakes, including 

Naknek Lake and Brooks River. On 
average, sockeye salmon that return to 
spawn are roughly five years old (Kozlowski 
2007). During this migration back to the 
freshwater spawning grounds, the adult 
sockeye swim upstream in schools along the 
river edge and through the lakes. This 
allows the salmon to conserve energy 
because the current speed is generally lower 
at the river edge and bottom. During the 
entire journey and through the entire 
spawning process, the salmon rely solely on 
their own fat and protein reserves for 
energy (Kozlowski 2007).  
 
Good water quality and flow conditions are 
essential for the salmon as they travel 
upstream to and through their natal rivers. 
For example, an adequate water current is 
necessary to signal direction to the fish (i.e., 
guide them to swim against the current). 
Low flows, weak currents, and occasionally 
turbidity can impact the chances of the 
salmon reaching their spawning grounds 
(Brannon 1972). The sockeye salmon that 
are successful at reaching their natal rivers 
begin spawning behaviors that are common 
to all salmon species. First, the female 
sockeye brushes out a depression (bed) in 
the streambed gravel. Then, just as she 
deposits her eggs in the bed, the male 
sockeye releases his sperm. The female then 
immediately covers the eggs with gravel 
(Kozlowski 2007).  
 
Ideal spawning habitat for sockeye salmon 
is often associated with groundwater 
springs along river bottoms, which provide 
clear, cool, oxygen-rich water to the 
developing embryos. In addition, the 
sockeye spawning habitat in rivers and 
streams is usually associated with an 
adjacent lake that is used for juvenile 
rearing (Burgner 1991). Naknek Lake is a 
prime rearing area for young salmon but has 
less shoreline spawning habitat. Thus, in the 
vicinity of the project area, most of the 
sockeye spawning occurs in Brooks River 
(Kozlowski 2007).  
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Most fish spawning in Brooks River occurs 
upstream of the existing floating bridge. 
However, a limited number of fish spawn 
beneath and downstream of the bridge 
(Troy Hamon, pers. comm., August 2010). 
This number is just a small fraction of the 
overall annual Brooks River spawning fish 
population.  
 
The spawned salmon eggs and the yolk-sac 
fry that remain in the gravel after hatching 
are quite vulnerable to environmental 
disturbances in river water quality. For 
example, river siltation can result in poor 
water circulation around the gravel-covered 
eggs, which may cause the eggs to hatch 
prematurely (Kozlowski 2007). Although 
the yolk-sac fry have mechanisms that help 
them cope with poor water conditions, 
these mechanisms burn important energy 
reserves and alter the fry development. This 
can result in fully formed yet smaller fry 
(Bams 1969). Smaller fry are more 
vulnerable to predation by fish such as 
rainbow trout (Burgner 1991). 
 
The newly emerged sockeye fry occupy the 
shallow waters or limnetic zones of nearby 
lakes from early June through mid-July. The 
limnetic zones of Naknek Lake serve as the 
initial rearing ground for Brooks River 
sockeyes. In mid-July, the fry begin moving 
into the deeper, open water or littoral zones 
of the lakes to feed (Kozlowski 2007). While 
in the limnetic areas, the fry primarily feed 
on aquatic insects when adequate light 
conditions exist. After reaching the littoral 
zone, they tend to feed on zooplankton. 
When sockeye fry populations are large, 
littoral habitat overlap with other Naknek 
Lake resident species and may cause food 
source competition (Burgner et al. 1969). 
Other fish species that often compete for 
the same food source include threespine 
sticklebacks, ninespine sticklebacks, pond 
smelt, and pygmy whitefish. Several other 
large fish species prey on the sockeye fry in 
the rivers, lakes, and migration corridors. 
These predators include rainbow trout, 
coho salmon, lake trout, arctic char, Dolly 
Varden char, and northern pike (Buck et al. 

1978). If the sockeye fry survive their time 
in the lake rearing grounds, they eventually 
transform into smolt and begin their 
migration to the sea (Kozlowski 2007). 
 
Coho Salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch). 
During the time of sockeye spawning in 
Brooks River, a smaller coho salmon run 
(several hundred) occurs in the river (NPS 
1996a). The peak spawning period for the 
coho salmon is usually in early September 
(Kozlowski 2007). The coho salmon are an 
important sport fish for anglers in Brooks 
River. Juvenile coho salmon are also a 
predator of sockeye salmon fry in lake 
waters. 
 
Chinook Salmon (Oncorhynchus 
tshawytscha), Chum Salmon 
(Oncorhynchus keta), and Pink Salmon 
(Oncorhynchus gorbuscha). Chinook 
salmon, chum salmon, and pink salmon are 
much less abundant in Brooks River than 
the coho or sockeye salmon (Kozlowski 
2007, Buck et al. 1978). However, past fish 
migration monitoring in the 1960s indicated 
that a small number of Chinook, chum, and 
pink salmon migrate up Brooks River to 
spawn (USFWS 1964). Although the 
Chinook is not a common species in the 
Naknek system, they are one of the main 
sport and subsistence fish taken in Naknek 
River (Kozlowski 2007). 
 
Rainbow Trout (Salmo gairdneri). 
Rainbow trout is an important species of 
fish in Brooks River. Their large size and 
high numbers support a world-class sport 
fishery and attract many anglers to Brooks 
Camp in late summer. Rainbow trout are 
slow growing, freshwater, resident fish that 
inhabit the large lakes and rivers in the 
Naknek drainage, including Brooks River 
(Kozlowski 2007). In most cases, rainbow 
trout remain in Naknek Lake in the winter 
and migrate to Brooks River to feed and 
spawn from March to July, as spring 
warming allows. However, some rainbow 
trout permanently reside in rivers (NPS 
1999b; ADF&G 2008a). Most of the 
rainbow trout spawning in Brooks River 



CHAPTER 3: AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

84 

occurs from mid-May through mid-June, in 
both the upper and lower reaches of the 
river. After spawning, most rainbow trout 
return to Naknek Lake or Lake Brooks. 
Very few rainbow trout stay in Brooks River 
during the main sockeye salmon migration 
in July; the sockeye are known to harass 
rainbow trout in the river (NPS 1996a). 
However, in late August when the salmon 
spawning starts to increase, rainbow trout 
return to Brooks River from Lake Brooks 
and Naknek Lake to feed on the abundant 
freshly laid salmon eggs. Rainbow trout 
concentrations in Brooks River tend to be 
concurrent with the peak of the sockeye 
salmon spawning in later September. 
 
Arctic Grayling (Thymallus arcticus). The 
arctic grayling are freshwater residents of 
the Naknek system and are considered an 
important sport fish. Important grayling 
spawning habitat exists in the lower Brooks 
River from the river’s mouth to 
approximately 0.75 mile upstream (ADF&G 
2007). The floating bridge is in the middle 
of this spawning area. Typically, the 
grayling begin spawning in Brooks River in 
early May. In a 1980 Brooks River fish 
survey, an estimated 300–500 arctic grayling 
were documented in the river. arctic 
grayling feed on drifting aquatic and 
terrestrial insects, salmon eggs, salmon 
smolt, and occasionally on small mammals 
swimming on the water surface (e.g., shrews 
(Kozlowski 2007). 
 
Other Fish Species. Several other 
freshwater fish species occupy Brooks 
River, including, but not limited to, Dolly 
Varden char (Salvelinus malma), round 
whitefish (Prosopium cylindraceum), pygmy 
whitefish (Prosopium coulteri), humpback 
whitefish (Coregonus pidschian), least cisco 
(Coregonus sardinella), arctic lamprey 
(Lampetra japonica), Alaskan brook 
lamprey (Lampetra alaskense), threespine 
stickleback (Gasterosteus aculeatus), 
ninespine stickleback (Pungitius pungitius), 
rainbow smelt (Osmerus mordax), pond 
smelt (Hypomesus olidus), and longnose 
sucker (Catostomus catostomus). Some of 

these are resident species of the river and 
others are migrants to the river from other 
areas of the Naknek drainage system. 
However, most of these species use Brooks 
River to spawn at various times during the 
summer months. 
 
 
VEGETATION AND WETLANDS  

Vegetation 

The vegetation cover in the vicinity of the 
project area consists of a variety of plant 
associations, ranging from upland 
communities to wetland communities. In 
addition to the portions of the project area 
being dictated by the hydrology of Brooks 
River and adjacent wetlands, the project 
area also lies along the southern and 
western extent of the Alaska Peninsula 
boreal forest. In Katmai National Park and 
Preserve, roughly 128,000 acres of open- 
and closed-canopy white spruce forest 
exists. About 31,000 acres of this forest is 
within a 12-mile radius of the project area 
(NPS 1996a). These upland areas of the 
project area are characterized by closed and 
open mixed needleleaf and deciduous 
forest of white spruce (Picea glauca), Kenai 
birch (Betula papyrifera var. kenaica), and 
balsam poplar (Populus balsamifera). The 
understory consists of various willow 
species (Salix spp.) and alder (Alnus spp.), as 
well as high bush cranberry (Virburnum 
edule), Labrador tea (Ledum spp.), and 
other low shrubs (URS 2009b; Viereck et al. 
1992). The Brooks Camp campground is in 
a prominent stand of balsam poplar. As the 
elevation increases while moving up 
Dumpling Mountain (northwest of the 
project area), the dominant spruce forest 
transitions to a tall shrub community, which 
eventually gives way to tundra (NPS 1996a). 
The Brooks River riparian corridor and 
adjacent wetland complexes near the 
project area have a mosaic of dense alder 
thickets and tall grass meadows 
interspersed with bogs and marshes that are 
dominated by wetland vegetation such as 
various sedges, reedgrasses, and willows. 
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Most of the herbaceous meadows are 
dominated by bluejoint reedgrass 
(Calamagrostis canadensis), field horsetail 
(Equisetum arvense), and fireweed 
(Epilobium angustifolium) (URS 2009b). 
 
Nonnative, invasive plant species found in 
the area include shepherd’s purse (Capsella 
bursa-pastoris), narrowleaf hawksbeard 
(Crepis tectorum), pineapple weed 
(Matricaria discoidea), common plantain 
(Plantago major), prostrate knotweed 
(Polygonum aviculare), white clover 
(Trifolium repens), dandelion (Taraxacum 
officinale), annual bluegrass (Poa annua), 
and bird vetch (Vicia cracca). Most of the 
invasive plant species populations found 
near the project area may have originated 
from inadvertent importation by visitors’ 
footwear and other soil-disturbing NPS 
projects (URS 2009a).  
 
In addition to invasive plants, the spruce 
bark beetle has altered vegetation in the 
area, despite being a native species. Many 
large spruce trees between employee 
housing units have been killed by the beetle 
in recent years, and there are also many 
dead spruce trees standing throughout the 
project area (Coffman Engineers 2009). 
Hazard trees are removed by NPS staff each 
spring (URS 2009a). 
 
Wetlands Overview 

A substantial portion of Alaska’s 175 million 
acres of wetlands is on the Alaska Peninsula, 
in areas such as Katmai National Park and 
Preserve, particularly on the Bristol Bay side 
of the peninsula (Hall and Frayer 1994; 
Kozlowski 2007). Wetlands in this region 
are maintained by surface and groundwater 
flows from heavy rainfall, glacial melt water, 
river flooding, beaver activity, snowmelt, 
impermeable soils, and bedrock. 
 
Katmai wetlands include marine, estuarine, 
riverine, palustrine, and lacustrine 
environments, with estimates exceeding 1 
million acres of Katmai wetlands in total 
(Kozlowski 2007). The park’s wetlands 

typically represent transitional zones 
between uplands and water bodies. The 
spatial variability of plant species in Katmai 
wetlands is high because slight changes in 
elevation yield substantial changes in 
vegetation type. Similarly, the temporal 
variability is also high because of the 
constantly changing surface water depth 
and groundwater levels, which are tied to 
precipitation, evaporation, infiltration, and 
thermokarst activity (Kozlowski 2007).  
 
Most of the wetlands in the project area are 
palustrine wetlands that occupy low-lying 
areas near and along Brooks River. 
Palustrine wetlands are known to have 
several ecological functions. Some of the 
major functions of wetlands include the 
following: (1) discharge of groundwater; (2) 
flood control; (3) water quality control; (4) 
stabilization of sediments and retention of 
nutrients; (5) fish and wildlife habitat; and 
(6) biomass production and export (URS 
2009b; Larson et al. 1989). 
 
In terms of social or human values, 
wetlands also provide benefits such as 
aesthetic open space and places for 
recreational activities such as birding, 
wildlife watching, photography, and nature 
appreciation. The wetlands adjacent to the 
Brooks River project area provide a high 
level of these social values given their 
location near a very popular park visitation 
area (i.e., Brooks Camp, bear watching 
areas, and launching point for trips to 
Valley of Ten Thousand Smokes). 
 
Delineated Wetlands 
in Project Area 

Preliminary wetlands delineations were 
conducted on August 19–21, 2009 (URS 
2009b) and on June 18-19, 2012 (NPS 2012). 
The surveys documented jurisdictional 
wetlands within the project area, which 
included the following:  
 
 Brooks Camp and surrounding area 
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 northern shoreline of Brooks River 
and east of Brooks Camp 

 southern shoreline of Brooks River 
near the existing floating bridge 

 existing barge landing site and 
access road 

 the proposed barge landing site and 
access road to the south of the river 

 
The 2012 survey focused on determining 
the extent of wetlands within the footprint 
of the proposed road route to a new barge 
landing facility and turnaround/storage area 
near Naknek Lake, approximately 0.5 mile 
south of Brooks Camp. This survey mapped 
the wetland boundaries more accurately 
than the 2009 survey. One small wetland 

was identified in the 2012 survey that wasn’t 
included in the 2009 survey. 
 
Thirteen individual wetlands were 
delineated in the project area (figures 10 
and 10a) and descriptions are provided 
below. The functional values of each of the 
individual wetlands are provided in table 5. 
(See also the functional assessment of 
wetlands in appendix B.) The wetland 
identification letters and descriptions 
correspond directly to the identification 
letters in the August 2009 report by URS 
Group, Inc. (2009b). The classification 
system in this report and following table 
applies the Cowardin system (Cowardin 
et al. 1979). 
 
 

 
 

TABLE 5. ECOLOGICAL FUNCTION OF WETLANDS DELINEATED IN PROJECT AREA1  

Ecological Functions 

Delineated Wetlands in the Project Area (A through L and X)

A B C D E F G H I J K L X 

Wildlife habitat for waterfowl, 
shorebirds, moose, brown bear, 
and a variety of small mammals 

x x x x x x x x x x x x x 

Feeding and brood-rearing habitat 
for waterfowl such as the 
common merganser (in open 
water 

 X2  X2   x  x x   

 

Fish habitat         X3     

Biomass production and export x x x x x x x x x x X x x 

Flood control or moderation     x x x x x x    

Discharge of groundwater       X4       

Water quality control, stabilization 
of sediments and retention of 
nutrients 

    x x x  x    
 

Source: URS Group 2009 and NPS 2012 

1. All of these wetlands were delineated in 2009 and 2012, except for wetland X, which was delineated in the 2012 survey. 
2 Identified in the 2012 survey but not the 2009 survey. 
3. The open water of wetland I is the only wetland that provides any substantial functions as habitat for fish. The southern portions 

of this wetland are at the normal flow level of Brooks River and provide food and cover for small fish in the river. This wetland 
also provides the function of bank stabilization, which protects habitats in other areas of the river. 

4. Wetland G may provide this function to some degree, but the lack of an outlet suggests discharge is not substantial. 
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Vicinity of Southernmost Proposed Barge 
Landing Site and Access Road. No 
wetlands were delineated along the Naknek 
Lake shoreline in vicinity of the proposed 
barge landing site (see figure 10b). Although 
wetlands A, B, C, D, and J are immediately 
adjacent to the proposed access road route 
(see figures 10a and 10b), the 2012 survey 
found that the proposed access road would 
avoid jurisdictional wetlands, except for a 
small drainage connecting URS-mapped 
wetlands D and J.  
 
Wetland A—This wetland is a wet 
herbaceous meadow in a long, narrow 
(22 ft) depression between two forested 
ridges paralleling the proposed access road 
route. The area has been classified as a 
palustrine, emergent persistent, saturated 
wetland (PEM1B) (see Cowardin et al. 1979 
for all subsequent classifications in this 
section). The vegetation is dominated by 
bluejoint reedgrass (Calamagrostis 
canadensis), followed by marsh horsetail 
(Equisetum palustre). Bebb willow (Salix 
bebbiania) is the only shrub found in this 
wetland. Individual balsam poplar and 
white spruce also exist in the slightly 
elevated areas in the wetland, but are not 
indicative of the wetland vegetation. The 
delineation surveys found saturated soils 8 
to 12 inches below the surface, with 
standing water found at 16 inches below the 
surface.  
 
Wetland B—This wetland lies along the 
proposed access road route to the proposed 
barge landing and is in the same long, 
narrow depression as wetland A (but is 
separated from wetland A by a narrow 
stretch of uplands). Like wetland A, this 
area has been classified as a palustrine, 
emergent persistent, saturated wetland 
(PEM1B). The dominant vegetation species 
include bluejoint reedgrass and Northwest 
Territory sedge (Carex utriculata). No trees 
or shrubs are in this wetland. During the 
2009 delineation survey, the primary 
indicator of wetlands hydrology was 
saturation of the soil within 12 inches of the 
surface. 

Wetland C—This wetland is another narrow 
depression in the landscape that parallels 
the south side of the proposed barge 
landing access road alignment. It is also 
immediately adjacent to Beaver Pond Lake 
and near the active eagle nest that exists 
along the lake. Wetland C has been 
classified as a palustrine emergent 
persistent, saturated wetland (PEM1B). The 
vegetation in this wetland is dominated by 
Northwest Territory sedge and water-
hemlock (Cicuta mackenziena), both 
hydrophytic vegetation. Saturation to the 
surface and standing water in low areas was 
also noted on the 2009 delineation survey, 
which are primary indicators of wetland 
hydrology.  
 
Wetland D—Wetland D is a long, narrow 
depression immediately west of the 
proposed access road alignment. Although 
the southern tip of this linear wetland nears 
Beaver Pond Lake, both surveys indicate 
that the depression does not appear to 
connect directly with the lake. The majority 
of this depression has been classified as a 
combination of palustrine, emergent 
persistent, semipermanently flooded 
wetland (PEM1F) and saturated wetland 
(PEM1B). The vegetation around the 
perimeter of this wetland consists of thick 
emergent vegetation, with open water and 
aquatic vegetation in the center. Vegetation 
at the southern end of this linear wetland is 
dominated by longawn sedge (Carex 
machrochaeta), Northwest Territory sedge, 
and marsh fivefinger (Comarum palustris). 
Aquatic vegetation in areas of open water 
consisted mostly of burreed (Sparganium 
angustifolium). Other vegetation in this 
wetland includes water horsetail (Equisetum 
fluviatile) and water-hemlock. At the 
northern end of this wetland, vegetation 
includes dense bluejoint reedgrass in the 
lower areas, with interspersed Bebb willow 
and birch. During the 2009 and 2012 
delineation surveys, standing water was also 
noted in several noncontinuous low areas 
along the length of the wetland.  
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Source: URS Group, Inc. 2009b 
[Note: Aerial photograph was recorded in 2002, before the floating bridge was relocated to its current location; the location of the 
barge landing access road in this figure is approximate.] 
 

FIGURE 10A. DELINEATED WETLANDS IN THE PROJECT AREA 
(NORTH OF THE PROPOSED BARGE LANDING ACCESS ROAD) 
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Source: NPS 2012 

FIGURE 10B. DELINEATED WETLANDS ADJACENT TO THE PROPOSED BARGE LANDING SITE AND ACCESS ROAD 
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Wetland J—This wetland is in a large 
depression in the landscape to the east of 
the proposed access road route. The 
wetland consists of a large emergent marsh 
around the perimeter with an area of open 
water in the center. The perimeter marsh 
has been classified as a palustrine, emergent 
persistent, saturated wetland (PEM1B), and 
the center of the wetland has been classified 
as palustrine, open water, and permanently 
flooded wetland (POWH). Although it lies 
immediately south of wetland G, this 
wetland is not directly connected to 
wetland G. However, the 2012 survey found 
a drainage connection between the 
northern portion of wetland D and wetland 
J, which the proposed access road would 
need to cross. The emergent vegetation 
around the wetland perimeter is dominated 
by bluejoint reedgrass, longawn sedge, and 
Northwest Territory sedge. Standing water 
in the center of the wetland and saturation 
to the surface along the perimeter marsh 
were the primary indicators of wetlands 
hydrology during the delineation surveys.  
 

 
DRAINAGE CONNECTING WETLANDS D AND J; 

WETLAND J IN BACKGROUND 

Wetland X—The 2012 survey mapped a very 
small wetland depression immediately 
south of wetland A (see figure 10b). This 
area had Balsam poplar, highbush cranberry 
and fireweed growing along the elevated 
margins of the site, but the lower portions 
of the depression had bluejoint reedgrass, 
marsh horsetail, and Barclay’s willow )(Salix 
barclayi). Saturated soil occurred within 12 
inches of the surface and standing water 
was found within 12 inches of the surface. 
The area therefore was classified as a 
palustrine emergent persistent, saturated 
wetland (PEM1B). 
 
Vicinity of Existing Barge Landing Site 
and Access Road. One wetland was 
delineated in this area by the 2009 survey. 
 
Wetland G—This wetland lies along and 
immediately south of the existing access 
road to the existing barge landing. The road 
parallels the southern shoreline of the 
Brooks River and acts as a dike to wetland 
G, which would otherwise drain more to 
the river. This wetland complex consists of 
both emergent wetlands and open water 
areas with aquatic vegetation. The open 
water areas have been classified as 
palustrine, open water, permanently 
flooded (POWH) wetland, and the wettest 
areas with emergent vegetation have been 
classified as palustrine, emergent persistent, 
semi-permanently flooded wetland 
(PEM1F). The remainder of the marsh has 
been classified as palustrine, emergent 
persistent, and saturated wetland (PEM1B). 
The dominant vegetation in the northwest 
portion of this wetland includes Northwest 
Territory sedge and bluejoint reedgrass. 
Other emergent species include pendent 
grass (Arctophylla fulva), water hemlock, 
common mare’s tail (Hippuris vulgaris), and 
longawn sedge. Aquatic vegetation in the 
open water in this area primarily consisted 
of burreed (Sparganium spp.).  
 
Vegetation in the northeast portion of this 
wetland is also heavily dominated by 
Northwest Territory sedge, with a very 
small amount of longawn sedge and 
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bluejoint reedgrass. Vegetation in the north 
central portion of this wetland included the 
dominant bluejoint reedgrass and two 
species of willow (diamondleaf willow 
[Salix planifolia] and Barclay’s willow). 
Other species in this area included field 
horsetail and longawn sedge. The northeast, 
upland edge of this wetland is dominated by 
white spruce, paper birch, and Bebb willow, 
with an understory of bluejoint reedgrass. 
During the delineation survey, standing 
water was noted throughout most of this 
wetland. Thus, the hydrology criteria of 
wetland delineation was met.  
 
Vicinity of the Brooks River Bridge—
South Shoreline. Two wetlands were 
delineated along the south shoreline by the 
2009 survey. 
 
Wetland E—Wetland E is in a large, low 
depression extending from the edge of 
Brooks River near the bear observation 
platform, southward beyond Valley Road. 
The southern portion of this wetland has 
been classified as a palustrine, emergent 
persistent, saturated (PEM1B) wetland. The 
northern portion has been classified as a 
palustrine, scrub-shrub / emergent 
persistent, saturated wetland (PSS1/EM1B). 
The vegetation that is common to the 
central and southern portions of this 
wetland is dominated by bluejoint 
reedgrass. Longawn sedge made up only 5 
percent of the total, and Northwest 
Territory sedge was only 1 percent of the 
cover in this area. A few interspersed 
diamondleaf willows also exist in this area. 
The vegetation in the northern portions of 
this wetland include a fair amount of shrub 
cover such as Bebb willow, diamondleaf 
willow, and Barclay’s willow, with an 
understory dominated by bluejoint 
reedgrass. A few interspersed white spruce 
and paper birch are also present in the 
slightly elevated areas of this wetland. The 
primary indicator of wetland hydrology in 
much of this wetland is saturation within 7 
12 inches of the surface. Other secondary 
indicators of wetland hydrology include 
oxidized rhizospheres on living roots and 

stunted/stressed facultative or upland 
plants.  
 
Wetland F—This wetland is a large wet 
meadow in a long, narrow depression that 
extends south from Brooks River near the 
elevated observation platform and parallels 
the west side of Valley Road. The area has 
been classified as a palustrine, emergent 
persistent, saturated wetland (PEM1B) with 
small fringe scrub-shrub wetlands. The 
vegetation in this wetland is mainly 
herbaceous. Dominant plants include 
longawn sedge and bluejoint reedgrass. The 
only other common species is the 
Northwest Territory sedge. The soil in the 
northern portion of this wetland consists of 
a 4-inch layer of fibrous organics over a 7-
inch horizon of volcanic ash. A dark brown 
sandy loam mixed with fibrous organics lies 
below the horizon of ash, which transitions 
down to a dark grey sand and gravel matrix. 
The soil profile in the southern portion of 
Wetland F includes a 3-inch organic mat 
over a 7-inch ash horizon. Beneath the ash 
layer, a thin 1-inch layer of fibrous peat was 
found, followed by a horizon of gravel. 
During the delineation survey, no sizable 
areas of standing water were noted in this 
wetland. However, about 1 inch of surface 
water was noted in some areas of the 
northern edge of the wetland, with standing 
water found at 5 inches below the surface in 
other areas. At the south end of the wetland, 
the survey noted saturation at 10 inches 
from the surface and standing water at 20 
inches from the surface.  
 
North Side of Brooks River. Four wetlands 
were delineated on the north side of Brooks 
River by the 2009 survey. 
 
Wetland H—This wetland is a large 
grass/sedge wet meadow in a depression on 
an elevated river terrace just west of Brooks 
Camp. Wetland H has been classified as a 
palustrine, emergent persistent, saturated 
wetland (PEM1B). The 2008 NPS wetland 
survey near Brooks Camp also classified this 
area as wetland (Rice 2008). The vegetation 
in this wetland is uniform over most of the 
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wetland and is dominated by bluejoint 
reedgrass with only a small amount of 
Northwest Territory sedge. The plant cover 
transitions up to shrub habitat on three 
sides. The hydrology of this wetland at the 
time of the delineation can be described as 
saturation to the surface, with small areas of 
shallow standing water.  
 
Wetland I—Wetland I is a large emergent 
marsh on the northern shoreline of Brooks 
River, between Brooks Camp and the 
oxbow of Brooks River. The area has been 
classified as a palustrine, emergent 
persistent, seasonally flooded, wetland 
(PEM1C). The two small islands separated 
from the main wetland were not sampled 
but had similar emergent vegetation and 
were included in Wetland I. Much of this 
wetland is flooded during high water 
periods in spring and summer, and the 
lower portions of the marsh were inundated 
at the time of the delineation survey. A 
portion of this marsh was filled in the past 
to create the northern access to the floating 
bridge on Brooks River.  
 
The vegetation in the higher portions of this 
wetland is dominated by bluejoint 
reedgrass. Other minor species include 
water horsetail, yellow willowherb 
(Epilobium luteum), bog yellowcress 
(Rorippa palustris), Northwest Territory 
sedge, and longawn sedge. The slightly 
lower portions of this wetland in the central 
areas of this wetland are dominated by the 
same species. The vegetation in the lowest 
areas of this wetland only includes bluejoint 
reedgrass and pendant grass (Arctophylla 
fulva) emerging from the standing water. As 
previously noted, the southern portion of 
this wetland was inundated at the time of 
the survey.  
 
Wetlands K and L—Two small wetlands 
were delineated by NPS staff in a 2008 

survey between Brooks Camp and the 
northern shoreline of Brooks River (Rice 
2008). Wetland K has been classified as a 
palustrine, emergent persistent, saturated 
wetland (PEM1B). Wetland L has been 
classified as a palustrine, scrub-shrub / 
emergent persistent, saturated wetland 
(PSS1/EM1B). 
 
 
HYDROLOGY AND FLOODPLAINS 

Naknek Lake and Lake Brooks 
In the project area, Naknek Lake receives 
tributary drainage from the outflow of 
Brooks River. In turn, Brooks River is 
primarily fed by Lake Brooks and its 
subbasin. These are three primary 
hydrologic features that affect the local 
hydrology around the project area. Figure 
11 provides a map of these features. 
 
Naknek Lake is the largest freshwater lake 
in Katmai National Park and Preserve, as 
well as the largest lake within a national 
park system unit boundary (Kozlowski 
2007). A 1969 study by the Alaska Bureau of 
Commercial Fisheries indicated that 
Naknek Lake has a maximum depth of 
568 ft and an area of 235 square miles, with 
a surface elevation of about 33 ft above 
mean sea level. Meanwhile, the smaller and 
shallower Lake Brooks has a maximum 
depth of 259 ft and an area of 29 square 
miles, with a surface elevation of 62 ft above 
mean sea level (Alaska Bureau of 
Commercial Fisheries et al. 1964; Burgner et 
al. 1969; Kozlowski 2007). 
 
Naknek Lake is routinely used by 
floatplanes and boats near the mouth of 
Brooks River during the summer months of 
park visitation. Floatplanes also use Lake 
Brooks as well. 
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length, the river generally flows west to east 
all the way to Naknek Lake. The velocity of 
the flow is generally slowing from a 
relatively swift, turbulent flow condition in 
the upstream portion of the reach to a 
relatively slower and more tranquil 
condition near the mouth. A prominent 
feature of Brooks River is the fault line that 
cuts across the river at its approximate 
midpoint between the two lakes. This fault 
line creates Brooks Falls, the 6-foot 
waterfall that is a focal point during the July 
sockeye salmon run and bear feeding.  
 
Most of the water that feeds the river from 
Lake Brooks drains from the mountains and 
tundra that surround Lake Brooks, mainly 
from spring snowmelt (Kozlowski 2007). 
Brooks River is a dynamic, alluvial river that 
transitions from a relatively steep boulder- 
and cobble-bedded river to a meandering 
sand/gravel/cobble river as it flows into 
Naknek Lake (BasePoint Design 
Corporation, Inc. 2007). As the river nears 
its outfall into Naknek Lake, it meanders 
through a low alluvial plain. Low banks are 
common in this stretch, which make the 
river susceptible to continued meandering 
processes because of hydrologic and 
geomorphic processes.  
 
The gradual meandering in the lower 
stretches of Brooks River is the result of 
several natural forces. Three primary 
hydrologic and geomorphic processes are 
responsible for the river’s ever-changing 
shape and alignment. First, hydraulic forces 
from the high snowmelt run-off flows each 
spring and summer cause erosion of the 
riverbanks and riverbed. Secondly, 
springtime ice breakage and shifting, as well 
as freeze/thaw cycles, are capable of 
eroding riverbanks along the length of the 
river. Ice dams are also capable of causing 
channel rerouting and flooding. Lastly, the 
wind and wave action of Naknek Lake 
alters and erodes the lake’s shoreline and 
riverbanks near the mouth of Brooks River 
(BasePoint Design Corporation, Inc. 2007). 
For example, the mouth of Brooks River has 
shifted a notable amount in the past 20 

years. The combined effect of the 
meandering and sustained winds from 
Naknek Lake generate a longshore drift that 
changes the channel configuration and 
sediment deposition areas near the river 
mouth (NPS 1996a).  
 
Changes in the river’s alignment generally 
happen over a long period of time because 
the various natural forces slowly cut 
riverbank material from one area and 
deposit it in another. Meandering typically 
progresses as the force from the current and 
flow are greater on the outside edge of river 
bends (i.e., near the bank) causing greater 
erosion in this part of the channel. 
Meanders become more pronounced and 
shift downstream until a geologic or 
hydrologic cutoff occurs, redirecting the 
river flows (BasePoint Design Corporation, 
Inc. 2007). This process results in shifting 
cutbanks and evolving oxbows along the 
river’s alignment. Large storms or 
substantial spring run-off flows are capable 
of causing instantaneous changes in the 
river alignment.  
 
The speed and degree of the river’s 
geomorphic changes are dependent on 
climatic conditions and events, which can 
vary considerably and become extreme at 
times. For example, water levels at Naknek 
Lake and Brooks River can rise as much as 7 
ft between spring and late summer, and 
local flooding around the mouth of Brooks 
River has occurred up to the elevation of 
the fish freezing building in Brooks Camp 
(NPS 1996a). 
 
Brooks River Floodplain 
in the Project Area 

Floodplains play an essential role in the 
overall function of a river system. 
Floodplains influence the hydrology of a 
watershed by dissipating floodwater energy 
and serve as a temporary storage area for 
floodwaters and a deposition area for 
sediment eroded from the watershed. The 
flooding that occasionally occurs along 
Brooks River can result from heavy 
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precipitation, ice buildup in the river, rapid 
snowmelt in the watershed, or a 
combination of these factors. Because the 
lower end of Brooks River flows through an 
alluvial valley with more gradual (flatter) 
topography, flooding in this area generally 
covers a wider area than the upper reaches 
of Brooks River. 
 
A 100-year floodplain is the elevation to 
which the river rises during a storm that 
occurs on average every 100 years. To put it 
another way, a 100-year floodplain is the 
flood elevation that has a 1 percent chance 
of being reached by river floodwater in any 
given year. Most of the lower Brooks River 
valley lies within the 100-year floodplain. 
Although most of Brooks Camp appears to 
be situated above the 100-year floodplain 
elevation, the proposed improvements in 
the project area would all be within the 
estimated 100-year floodplain (i.e., Brooks 
River bridge and boardwalk, barge landing 
sites, and landing access roads). Regardless, 
storm flooding along Brooks River is 
somewhat eased because of the size of Lake 
Brooks and associated water storage above 
the river. Lake Brooks accounts for about 
20 percent of the total Brooks River 

watershed area. Refer to figure 12 for an 
illustration of the estimated 100-year 
floodplain in the project area. 
 
To help identify the flood flows and 
extents, NPS staff modeled a 100-year flood 
in the entire Brooks River, from Lake 
Brooks to Naknek Lake. Eight modeled 
cross sections were established, where flow 
velocities and elevations could be estimated. 
The locations of these eight modeled cross 
sections are identified in figure 12. Figure 12 
also shows the estimated inundation area of 
the 100-year flood.  
 
The floodwater surface elevation at each 
cross section, as well as main channel and 
average floodplain velocities associated 
with a 100-year event, are summarized in 
table 6. Because of the surface roughness 
(trees, brush, surface undulations) of the 
floodplain, the model predicts that 
floodplain flow velocities will be less than 1 
foot/second in most areas. However, the 
velocity of the storm flows in the main 
Brooks River channel are likely to be 
notably higher (as much as 8 ft/s in the 
upper portion of the river, and roughly 
2 ft/s near Naknek Lake). 

 
 

TABLE 6. SUMMARY OF ESTIMATED WATER SURFACE ELEVATIONS AND VELOCITIES 
ASSOCIATED WITH 100-YEAR RECURRENCE INTERVAL 

Cross Section 

Minimum 
Channel 

Elevation 
(ft) 

Water Surface 
Elevation 

(ft) 

Main Channel 
Velocity 

(ft/s) 

Floodplain Average Velocity  
(ft/s) 

Left Overbank Right Overbank

8 68.0 73.1 4.3 0.7 1.0 

7 66.0 71.0 6.2 0.8 1.7 

6 62.0 67.3 4.0 0.8 1.3 

5 58.0 60.8 8.8 1.1 0.9 

4 48.6 53.9 4.8 0.6 1.2 

3 46.9 51.8 4.3 1.2 1.3 

2 45.4 50.4 2.4 0.7 0.7 

1 46.0 48.3 2.8 0.4 1.0 

Source: NPS 2009(c) 
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area. These annual bank stabilization and 
sediment removal efforts are needed to 
mitigate the hydraulic effects of anchoring 
the floating bridge to the shorelines.  
 
An alluvial peninsula known as the “spit” 
extends from the south bank of the river 
near the mouth. The spit was formed by 
sediment deposition as river flow velocity 
dropped as the water flows out into Naknek 
Lake. The National Park Service currently 
uses the base of the spit as a loading area for 
barges that take supplies and materials to 
and from Brooks Camp. In addition to the 
spit, a small alluvial island also exists in the 
middle of the river just east of the floating 
bridge. The 2007 hydrologic assessment 
indicates that the locations and dimensions 
of the alluvial spit and island at the mouth 
of the river are constantly changing from 
geomorphic processes (BasePoint Design 
Corporation, Inc. 2007). 
 
Just upstream of and around the bend from 
the floating bridge crossing, a series of large 
oxbows exist. These oxbow channels are 
just northwest of the Brooks Camp area. By 
inspecting aerial imagery, it is apparent that 
the size and curvature of the river oxbows 
in this area have changed considerably over 
the years as a result of river flow dynamics 
(as previously described). The current result 
is a pair of river channel oxbows, with wet 
meadow areas along the shorelines as well 
as on islands between the series of oxbows 
channels. 
 
River geomorphology is quite unpredictable 
because of its direct correlation to climate 
conditions and storms. Thus, predicting the 
future conditions, configuration, and 
alignments of Brooks River and its 
associated features is also difficult. 
However, given past data and knowledge of 
the dynamic river processes under normal 
conditions, some limited predictions can be 
made. 
 
Assuming nonflooding scenarios, the 2007 
hydrologic assessment highlighted the 
following six anticipated geomorphic 

changes that might be expected in the 
project area (BasePoint Design 
Corporation, Inc. 2007). However, it should 
be noted that the potential implementation 
of an action alternative in this document 
may modify the river and riverbank features 
and/or management needs of the area.  
 
Oxbow channels and wet meadows west 
and northwest of Brooks Camp. This area 
is on the outside of a river bend that has 
potential to erode more rapidly than the 
inside of a bend. As a result, the river could 
erode soil and migrate into the marshy area 
west and northwest of the existing trail, and 
could eventually encroach on the trail itself. 
If such erosion occurs near the trail, then 
bank erosion protection may be needed in 
this area. 
 
Corner trail (connects Brooks Camp with 
the floating bridge). This area is on the 
outside of a slight river bend, with 
considerable bank erosion already 
occurring. Continued bank erosion and 
river migration could be expected over 
time.  
 
River main channel. Substantial bank 
erosion would continue to be expected 
along the outer banks of the river bends. 
Some sedimentation and bank buildup 
would be expected on the inside of bends. 
These river bends tend to erode banks and 
move laterally and downstream over time. 
 
The spit. The spit at the mouth of Brooks 
River results from the complex interaction 
between hydraulic processes of the river 
and Naknek Lake as the river flows into the 
lake. The river transports sediment in the 
downstream direction until sediment 
deposition occurs from reduced river flow 
velocities at the mouth. Heavy wind and 
wave action in the lake then pushes and 
spreads these sediment deposits into a spit 
formation. Over time, additional sediment 
deposition and wind/wave action continue 
to shift, build, and erode the spit. Its 
location, size, and shape continually 
changes. 
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The island in the river mouth. The 
dynamic nature of the island is similar to 
that of the spit. 
 
Roadway parallel to the south side of the 
river mouth (existing barge landing 
access road). The portion of the road on 
the spit would experience change that is 
similar to that of the spit. The portion of the 
road along the riverbank is located along a 
portion of the river that is relatively shallow 
and has a relatively low current. As a result, 
this riverbank area would likely continue to 
be relatively stable. Some instability could 
result from the lake’s wave activity. 
However, the narrow strip of vegetation 
that exists between the road and the water 
would continue to provide bank stability. If 
erosion becomes evident in this area, some 
additional bank protection may be 
necessary, such as planting erosion-
resistant shrubs. 
 
 
SOUNDSCAPE 

The natural soundscape of an area is often 
described from an anthropocentric 
perspective, which not only identifies what 
humans hear, but also captures how 
humans appreciate or respond to the 
soundscape. For example, the quiet natural 
soundscape near Brooks Camp provides a 
sense of solitude and serenity to park 
visitors. However, a natural soundscape is 
also essential from a biological perspective 
because it can provide the conditions that 
allow for the continuation of important 
natural processes. Wildlife that depend on 
audio communication and quiet 
surroundings to accommodate this 
communication are one example of this 
importance.  
 
According to NPS policy, the natural 
soundscape in a park unit is defined as 
 

. . . all natural sounds that occur in a 
park, including the physical capacity 
for transmitting those natural sounds 
and the interrelationships among 

park natural sounds of different 
frequencies and volumes. Natural 
sounds occur within and beyond the 
range of sounds that humans can 
perceive, and they can be 
transmitted through air, water, or 
solid materials. . . Some natural 
sounds in the natural soundscape are 
also part of the biological or other 
physical resource components of the 
park (NPS 2006). 

 
A natural soundscape also includes “natural 
quiet,” which is what occurs in the absence 
of natural and human-caused sound. 
 
The following discussion about the 
soundscape in vicinity of the project area is 
presented primarily in a qualitative fashion 
because limited quantitative data exist for 
characterizing the Brooks River sound-
scape. However, in the summer of 2010, a 
soundscape inventory was conducted in the 
Brooks Camp area (NPS 2010e). 
 
In general, the Brooks Camp area can be 
considered a rather quiet place. Near the 
project area, the natural soundscape is not 
disturbed by unnatural sounds for roughly 
half of the year (generally from November 
to April). During this period, little or no 
human activities occur along Brooks River 
and the high quality conditions of the 
natural soundscape are maintained. During 
this time, the only sounds one would hear in 
the area are natural sounds, including 
sounds produced by wind, flowing water, 
rain, and wildlife.  
 
For approximately five months of the year, 
when people are generally present from 
May through October, unnatural sounds (or 
noise) foreign to the natural soundscape 
occur. Noise is generated by park staff, 
concession employees, and visitors. 
Human-caused sound from sources such as 
floatplanes, motor boats, motorized 
vehicles, power generators at Brooks Camp 
and Lake Brooks, trail maintenance 
chainsaws, electronic devices, bear hazing 
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devices, and park visitors can degrade the 
natural soundscape.  
 
During times of high levels of human 
activity, the Brooks Camp area can be noisy 
relative to many other areas in the park. The 
peak disturbance period to the natural 
soundscape typically occurs in July when 
large volumes of salmon, bears, and people 
converge on the Brooks River corridor. 
During this time, noise are frequently 
generated by motorized vehicles, 
floatplanes, and boats, as well as by anglers, 
guides, bear-watchers, park staff, and 
concession employees. 
 
The loudest and most frequently heard 
noise near the project area is from 
floatplanes that are landing, taking off, or 
taxiing to/from the Naknek Lake shoreline 
near Brooks Camp. Because different types 
of planes access Brooks Camp (e.g., turbine 
engines, piston engines), the sound quality 
of the noise generated by airplanes varies 
from plane to plane. At the lower viewing 
platform, noise from aircraft constituted an 
average of 32 percent of total noise during 

the 2010 monitoring period and 55 percent 
of total noise at the Brooks Camp visitor 
center (NPS 2010e).  
 
Motorized all-terrain vehicle (ATV) use 
associated with park operations and 
concessions is another major contributor to 
unnatural sounds at Brooks Camp. Vehicles 
regularly cross the floating bridge 6 to 10 
times per day. Noise from heavy equipment 
being used at the barge landing area also can 
be heard near the bridge, depending on 
wind direction, two to three times per week 
when barges are unloading supplies. Other 
noise sources that were audible at the lower 
river platform included voices of people (77 
percent of the time audible), motors (16 
percent of the time audible), and heavy 
equipment (5 percent of the time audible). 
Total noise levels were as high as 
approximately 70 decibels adjusted (dBA) 
(Lmax) and almost 50 dBA (Leq) during the 
middle of the day (NPS 2010e). (Lmax is the 
loudest sound level generated in an area. Leq 
is the average squared sound pressure level 
(A weighted) expressed in decibels.)
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CULTURAL RESOURCES 

 
 
ARCHEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

The Brooks River Archeological District 
(designated a national historic landmark in 
1993) is comprised of at least 22 well-
preserved archeological sites along the 
beach ridges and river terraces of the 
approximately 1.5 mile-long Brooks River 
and adjacent portions of Lake Brooks and 
Naknek Lake. The archeological resources 
date from about 2500 BC to historic times 
and represent nine primary cultural phases. 
Surface archeological resources include 
more than 900 recorded depressions that 
have been documented, in some instances, 
to represent semisubterranean house sites. 
Archeological research has demonstrated 
that surface features likely represent a 
fraction of the houses preserved beneath 
the surface. Hearths, storage pits, house 
floors, human burials, and faunal remains 
have also been identified. For much of the 
time that humans have occupied the area, 
the seasonal salmon runs in Brooks River 
have served as a primary component of 
their subsistence base (NPS 1992).  
 
The following cultural traditions, periods, 
and phases are represented in the district’s 
archeological record (from Dumond 1981). 
Individual sites frequently contain evidence 
of multiple phases and occupation periods:  
 

Northern Archaic Tradition—Kittewick 
Period, Brooks River Beachridge Phase 
(ca. 2500 BC to 1900 BC)—Primary 
features associated with this hunting-
focused phase include temporary 
campsites along a ridgeline formed by 
Naknek Lake. Leaf-shaped knife and 
lance points of percussion-chipped 
igneous rock are characteristic artifacts 
of the phase.  
 
Kodiak Tradition—Kittewick Period, 
Brooks River Strand Phase (ca. 2500 BC 

to 1900 BC)—People associated with this 
early phase of the Kodiak tradition are 
thought to have seasonally hunted 
caribou in the interior Alaska Peninsula. 
Among the associated resources are 
temporary campsites, subcircular 
dwellings, polished slate knife and lance 
blades, and D-shaped stone oil lamps. 
 
Arctic Small Tool Tradition—Gomer 
Period, Brooks River Gravels Phase 
(ca.1800 BC to 1100 BC)—Notable 
features associated with this period are 
square, semisubterranean houses with 
central hearths, passageways, and 
campsites. Sites have been found on 
ridges overlooking both sides of Brooks 
River. Characteristic artifacts include 
well-fashioned end blades and scrapers, 
but ceramics are not among the 
assemblage. The district is thought to 
contain the largest concentration of 
cultural material from this phase in 
Alaska and possibly North America.  
 
Norton Tradition—Brooks River Period, 
Smelt Creek Phase (ca. 300 BC to AD 100). 
This phase is characterized by small, 
semisubterranean houses on the lower 
Naknek River and campsites without 
constructed hearths along Brooks River. 
The earliest appearance of ceramic 
vessels in the area is associated with this 
phase. Other distinguishing artifacts 
include asymmetrical side blades, drills, 
and projectile points with long 
contracting stems/bases.  
 
Norton Tradition—Brooks River Period, 
Weir Phase (ca. AD 100 to AD 600)—
Distinguishing features from this phase 
include semisubterranean houses and 
temporary campsites placed in existing 
depressions. Cylindrically shaped 
pottery, stemmed projectile points with 
rounded shoulders, and notched pebble 
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sinkers (used for fishing) are 
distinguishing artifacts.  
 
Norton Tradition—Brooks River Period, 
Brooks River Falls Phase (ca. AD 600 to 
AD 1050)—Short-term campsites 
associated with this fishing-focused 
phase are concentrated near Brooks 
Falls. No distinctive house sites have 
been identified, although these may have 
been obscured by subsequent 
occupations. Clay and bark-lined pits 
have been identified. Ceramics, small 
chalcedony projectile points, and 
polished lance blades are among the 
artifact assemblage. 
 
Thule Tradition—Naknek Period, Brooks 
River Camp Phase (AD 1050 to AD 
1450)—A large concentration of sites 
from this phase is found on the north 
side of Brooks River, east of the falls. 
Temporary campsites, clay-lined pits, 
burials, and house sites (some with 
evidence of year-round habitation) have 
been identified. The phase is 
characterized by gravel-tempered 
pottery, clay lamps, cold-trap house 
entryways, and an extensive use of 
polished slate for making tools (e.g., 
barbed dart blades).  
 
Thule Tradition—Naknek Period, Brooks 
River Bluffs Phase (ca. AD 1450 to AD 
1800)—A wide variety of features have 
been identified from this phase, 
including multiroom houses(suitable for 
winter habitation), sweathouse, fish-
drying rack, and temporary campsites. 
Defining artifacts include smoothly 
polished adze blades, projectile insert 
blades, barbed arrowheads, harpoon 
dart heads, and ceramics. European 
trade items are not found among the 
artifacts. 

 
Thule Tradition—Naknek Period; Pavik 
Phase (ca. AD 1450 to AD 1800)—This 
phase is differentiated from the Brooks 
River Bluffs Phase by the presence of a 
small number of European American 

trade items; the phase otherwise retains 
the same traditional cultural items 
among the artifact assemblage. Scant 
archeological evidence for the Pavik 
Phase has been identified in the Brooks 
River Archeological District. 

 
The district’s archeological sites 
incorporate a large concentration of 
stratified cultural deposits that significantly 
enhance understanding of the lifeways of 
indigenous populations, including the late 
prehistoric Thule tradition (Brooks River 
Bluffs Phase) and all preceding cultural 
phases beginning with prehistoric Northern 
Archaic peoples. The archeological record 
indicates that the Brooks River area 
sustained both seasonal and year-round 
occupations, supported by a stable and 
plentiful resource base of caribou (the 
primary focus of the area’s earliest hunters), 
seasonal salmon runs, other marine and 
terrestrial fauna, and edible plants. A series 
of volcanic eruptions during the past 6,500 
years have deposited layers of ash that serve 
as reliable stratigraphic markers, assisting 
archeologists with site dating and 
comparative analysis. The primary 
prehistoric resources are below the ash 
layer of the 1912 Novarupta Volcano 
eruption. The district retains the potential 
to yield further important information 
regarding cultural history, prehistoric 
subsistence strategies, settlement systems, 
and cultural ecology (among other research 
topics) (NPS 1992). 
 
Areas of anticipated ground disturbance 
associated with proposed construction 
activities (i.e., bridge, boardwalks, ramps, 
and new barge landing site and 
administrative road) were archeologically 
surveyed and tested in 2008, 2009, and 2010 
by NPS staff. The 2008 work consisted of 
preliminary investigations of the north side 
of Brooks River at the Corner and 
evaluation of archeological remains of the 
original Northern Consolidated Airlines 
fish camp. No national register-eligible 
archeological resources were identified. 
The 2009 investigations were conducted 
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along possible boardwalk alignment in 
wetlands on the south side of the river. No 
archeological resources were identified. 
 
In 2010, archeological shovel testing was 
completed in advance of geotechnical 
drilling required to determine the depth of 
suitable bedrock capable of supporting the 
bridge and platform footings. Testing 
conducted in the Brooks Camp area 
uncovered charcoal, charred bone 
fragments, ceramic shards, and lithic 
material likely associated with a previously 
recorded prehistoric site (XMK-044). The 
findings demonstrated that although the 
area had been previously impacted by 
modern development and construction 
activities, the site’s buried prehistoric 
resources continue to retain archeological 
integrity (Vinson 2010a).  
 
Archeological testing along the proposed 
route of the proposed access road to the 
barge landing led to the discovery of at least 
one prehistoric component associated with 
previously recorded site XMK-037. The site 
is comprised of three clusters of historic 
house depressions. The investigations 
greatly expanded the site boundaries, and 
lithic artifacts uncovered at the site are 
anticipated to enhance understanding of 
prehistoric workshop activities and 
household economies associated with 
habitation on Naknek Lake (Vinson 2010b).  
 
 
ETHNOGRAPHIC RESOURCES  

The National Park Service defines 
ethnographic resources as “a site, structure, 
object, landscape, or natural resource 
feature assigned traditional legendary, 
religious, subsistence, or other significance 
in the cultural system of a group 
traditionally associated with it” (NPS 28: 
Cultural Resources Management Guideline). 
Ethnographic resources typically hold 
significance for traditionally associated 
peoples whose shared sense of purpose, 
existence as a community, and identity as an 

ethnically distinct people are closely linked 
to particular resources and places.  
 
Brooks River Archeological District 
National Historic Landmark, or portions 
thereof, has also been identified as a 
potential ethnographic landscape and 
potential traditional cultural property (i.e., 
an ethnographic resource meeting the 
criteria of eligibility for the National 
Register of Historic Places). The draft 
traditional cultural property inventory for 
the Brooks River area (Agli 2006) recognizes 
the district by its traditional Sugpiat/Alutiiq 
name, Kittiwick, which translates to mean a 
sheltered place behind a lookout point. For 
thousands of years, according to oral 
history and traditions, the Alaska Peninsula 
Sugpiat people used the area for subsistence 
hunting, fishing (primarily for redfish/ 
salmon), and plant gathering. These people 
traditionally built semisubterranean houses 
using wooden posts and log cribbed roofs. 
The structures were covered with mud and 
sod. Related to the Kodiak Island people, 
the Sugpiat developed a widely diversified 
subsistence strategy based on land and sea 
resources. Substantial permanent 
settlements were established near the 
mouth of Brooks River and the vicinity of 
Brooks Camp that persisted until early 
historic times. Permanent settlement then 
shifted east to the Savonoski River and the 
lower Naknek River (Agli 2006; NPS 1999a; 
URS Group Inc. 2009a). 
 
The Brooks River area is considered the 
ancestral homeland for many indigenous 
Sugpiat people who continue to use and 
revere the area as a place of shared 
traditions, kinship ties, and other 
spiritual/cultural connections. The Council 
of Katmai Descendants, formed in 1994, 
represents those peoples with cultural ties 
to the area. The council also serves as an 
advisory group and source of traditional 
knowledge for the native descendants (Agli 
2006). 
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Information provided by the Council of 
Katmai Descendants and identified in 
published ethnographic and historical 
sources include several places, resources, 
and activities contributing to the area’s 
significance as an ethnographic landscape. 
These include the following:  
 
 water bodies and associated 

features (e.g., Brooks River, Naknek 
Lake, Lake Brooks, the spit at the 
mouth of Brooks River, Beaver 
Pond) 

 archeological sites and burial 
locations on the north and south 
sides of Brooks River 

 Dumpling Mountain and the trail 
leading to the top of the mountain 

 habitation features in the protected 
property (conservation easement 
area as follows: fish racks, net 
anchors, tents, meat caches, sheds, 
outhouses, smokehouses, gardens, 
and boat launching areas 

 transit routes from winter homes to 
seasonal use sites (e.g., from Old 
Savonoski down Iliuk Arm (pre-
1912); from South Naknek and New 
Savonoski up Naknek River and 
across Naknek Lake to Brooks 
River (post-1912); former trails 
along the shore of Naknek Lake 
leading from the river mouth to 
Dumpling Mountain and to the 
entrance of Iliuk Arm) 

 plants and berries traditionally 
consumed and/or used for 
medicinal and other purposes 

 the annual harvesting of redfish 
from Brooks River remains a 
traditionally important activity 

 
The 1912 eruption of Novarupta Volcano 
resulted in the widespread displacement of 
the area’s traditionally associated people 
from their former villages and forced 
Sugpiat inhabitants of Savonoski to 
abandon their village at the east end of 
Naknek Lake. The Sugpiat returned to the 
region after the effects of the eruption 
diminished, but shifted their traditional 

redfish harvest to Brooks River where they 
seined redfish from the north and south 
banks and established camps, cabins, and 
boat launching points at the river mouth. 
The National Marine Fisheries Agency 
operation at the head of the river and 
growing numbers of fly-in sports anglers 
had little effect on the Sugpiat people’s 
ability to conduct traditional activities. 
 
Beginning in the 1950s, development 
associated with operations of the park 
concessioner and the National Park Service 
at Brooks Camp presented greater 
disturbance to sites and resources and 
disrupted the traditional use activities of the 
Sugpiat people. Impacts were compounded 
by increasing numbers of anglers and 
visitors to the area. Development actions 
(e.g., completion of the Valley Road linking 
Brooks Camp with Valley of Ten Thousand 
Smokes, NPS use of the spit road and 
loading ramp, installation of the floating 
bridge over the river, and construction of 
the bear viewing platform and boardwalk 
on the south side of the river) have 
impinged on the ability of the Sugpiat to 
conduct activities on Brooks River in a 
manner and setting to which they were 
traditionally accustomed.  
 
In 1981, the National Park Service closed 
Naknek Lake to gill net fishing including 
the harvest of redfish at Brooks Camp. 
Although federal law changed in 1996 to 
allow the harvest of redfish, high numbers 
of bears and visitors, later closing dates for 
Brooks Camp, and other regulations 
continue to discourage the traditional late 
season redfish harvest. 
 
A land parcel on the south side of the river 
was originally part of a 160-acre Alaska 
Native allotment filed by Sugpiat elder Mrs. 
Palakia Melgenak in 1971. The application 
was contested for several years and finally 
settled in 1997 with a court ruling that 
granted 80 acres to the heirs of Palakia 
Melgenak. The National Park Service 
purchased the western two-thirds of the 
allotment in fee simple and purchased a 
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conservation easement on the eastern one-
third of the allotment (“protected 
property,” figure 3). No new development 
by the National Park Service shall occur on 
the protected property without the 
National Park Service first consulting, 
obtaining, and considering the views of the 
heirs. The family retained a 7.97-acre 
“exclusive use area” along the shore of 
Naknek Lake between the mouth of Brooks 
River and Beaver Pond. A cluster of log 
cabins were constructed in this area during 
the 1920s/1930s. Ten acres on the east end 
of the Iliuk Arm of Naknek Lake near the 
mouth of Savonoski River were also 
conveyed to the heirs of Palakia Melgenak 
(Agli 2006; NPS 1999a).  
 
No systematic ethnographic investigations 
of the Brooks River area have been 
completed to date. The National Park 
Service initiated an ethnographic resource 
survey of the area in 2010 that is anticipated 
to further identify and document sites, 
resources, and customary uses that have 
cultural importance to the area’s 
traditionally associated people.  
 
 
HISTORIC BUILDINGS, STRUCTURES, 
AND CULTURAL LANDSCAPES 

During the first half of the 20th century 
(particularly from the 1920s through the 
1940s), a number of self-sufficient 
individuals trapped beaver, fox, and other 
fur-bearing animals in the Katmai area. In 
common with trappers throughout Alaska, 
they built subsistence cabins and other 
structures near lakes and rivers. They 
typically supplemented the income they 
made from trapping during the long winters 
by working at various Bristol Bay fish 
canneries during the summer. An expansion 
of the Katmai National Monument 
boundaries in 1931 brought those trapping 
within the monument boundaries into 
conflict with NPS resource protection 
policies. This effectively ended the trappers’ 
lifeway in the Katmai area, and only a few 
instances of illegal trapping have occurred 

since 1950 when the National Park Service 
established a management presence at 
Brooks Camp (NPS 1999a).  
 
Among the historic structures associated 
with trapping in the general project vicinity 
is Scott’s cabin and associated outbuildings. 
These were constructed in the late 1920s by 
trapper Stephen M. Scott (nicknamed 
“Portland Packer Scotty”). The small 
log/earthen cabin, caches, and other 
structures are about midway between 
Naknek Lake and Lake Brooks, on the 
south side of Brooks River. The cabin 
complex has been determined eligible for 
the National Register of Historic Places 
(NPS 1999a).  
 
In 1941, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
began construction of the National Marine 
Fisheries Research Station at the eastern 
end of Lake Brooks near the head of Brooks 
River. The rustic log research station and 
field laboratory supported a successful fish 
research and management program at the 
site for more than 30 years. The U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service also constructed a 
salmon-counting weir, a concrete fish 
ladder bypassing Brooks Falls, and a road 
linking Brooks and Naknek Lakes. The 
National Park Service acquired the research 
station in 1979 and adapted it for employee 
housing. The research station has been 
determined eligible for the National 
Register of Historic Places (NPS 1999a).  
 
The first tourism-related structures at 
Brooks Camp were constructed in 1950 as 
part of a sportfishing camp developed by 
Northern Consolidated Airlines, the park’s 
first concessioner. Most of the camp’s 
original wall tents were later replaced with 
prefabricated wood cabins. Among the 
additional structures built by the 
concessioner during the 1950s and 1960s 
were a manager’s quarters/store, 
cookhouse, bathhouse, powerhouse, guest 
cabins, and Brooks Lodge. The National 
Park Service also undertook initial facility 
development at Brooks Camp in the 1950s 
with the construction of a rustic log ranger 
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station (1955) and boathouse (1959). The 
ranger station was the first permanent NPS 
station in the park (NPS 1999a). Both the 
ranger station (currently used as a visitor 
center) and boathouse (currently used as a 
ranger station) were listed in the National 
Register of Historic Places in 2010.  
 
The 22-mile-long Valley Road, constructed 
in 1962 as part of NPS Mission 66 
improvements, linked Brooks Camp with 
Valley of Ten Thousand Smokes. The road 
substantially contributed to the growing 
popularity of Katmai National Park and 
Preserve as a tourist destination. Also in the 
1960s, the National Park Service 
constructed additional facility buildings and 
employee housing at Brooks Camp. Existing 
trails and circulation pathways were 
expanded and improved during this period 
as well (NPS 1999a; NPS, Ferreira 2011).  
 
The National Park Service is evaluating the 
Brooks Camp area as a historic district and 
cultural landscape with significance linked 
to its historical associations with the early 
period of tourism and park management. 
 
Additional Investigations  

All cultural resources within the project 
area will be inventoried, and potential 
effects will be assessed to avoid or minimize 

adverse effects. Archeological surveys 
including subsurface testing were 
conducted in July 2010 for areas of 
potential project ground disturbance within 
the national historic landmark district (e.g., 
geological testing for bridge foundations, 
new road alignment to the barge landing 
site, and boat storage area). The Brooks 
Camp Historic District Cultural Landscape 
Inventory was completed and the Alaska 
SHPO concurred that the Brooks Camp 
Historic District is eligible for listing in the 
National Register of Historic Places. An 
ethnographic resource survey was initiated 
in late summer 2010 to document the 
potential ethnographic cultural landscape 
comprising the lower Brooks River area. 
The survey would identify and document 
places of cultural importance to native 
Katmai area descendants. The ethnographic 
traditional use / cultural landscape 
information would be compiled and a 
determination of eligibility for listing in the 
National Register of Historic Places would 
be submitted to the Alaska SHPO along 
with a section 106 assessment of project 
effects on ethnographic resources. 
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VISITOR USE AND EXPERIENCE 

 
 
VISITOR ACCESS AND 
TRANSPORTATION  

Katmai National Park and Preserve is on the 
Alaska Peninsula. Park headquarters are in 
the town of King Salmon, about 290 air 
miles from Anchorage, Alaska. Brooks 
Camp is about 35 air miles from park 
headquarters in the western section of the 
park. 
 
During the summer, Brooks Camp is only 
accessible by floatplane or boat. Most 
visitors fly into Anchorage or King Salmon 
and purchase a passage on a floatplane to 
Brooks Camp, which is approximately 30 air 
miles from King Salmon. Floatplanes can 
land on Naknek Lake, located directly 
adjacent to Brooks Camp, or on Lake 
Brooks, which is upriver from the camp. A 
park maintenance road south of the river 
connects Lake Brooks to the Brooks Camp 
area and provides bus tour access to Valley 
of Ten Thousand Smokes (southeast of 
Brooks Camp).  
 
Boats can reach Brooks Camp via Naknek 
Lake from Lake Camp, which is connected 
by road to the villages of Naknek and King 
Salmon west of the park boundary. Several 
commercially authorized operators provide 
air taxi and boat access. Visitors must make 
their own arrangements to arrive to the 
Brooks Camp area. 

Brooks Camp is on the north side of Brooks 
River. An 8-foot-wide, 320-foot-long 
floating bridge over the river provides 
essential access between Brooks Camp and 
areas on the south side of the river such as 
the bear viewing platforms, Valley of Ten 
Thousand Smokes bus parking area, and 
Lake Brooks floatplane arrival area. This is a 
seasonal bridge, installed every spring and 
removed in the fall. The bridge is a 
pontoon-style made of metal framing and 
wood coverings and railings. It is used by 
both pedestrians and light utility vehicles 
and is managed as a travel corridor, not a 
viewing platform. Once across the bridge 
visitors and staff alike must use a trail to 
access the camp area. This trail passes 
through a vegetated area on the north bank 
of the river—the Corner, which often 
creates a point of congestion for traffic flow 
during high use periods. The Corner is a site 
of high bear activity, and consequently 
“bear jams” occur frequently in this area. 
 
Building materials, fuel, vehicles and 
equipment, and other NPS administrative 
supplies are brought to Brooks Camp on a 
barge. Currently, there is a barge landing at 
the mouth of Brooks River on the south 
side. An NPS administrative road connects 
the barge landing to the floating bridge and 
to the bus parking area to the south (see 
“Park Operations” section for more 
information).
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Brooks Falls platform, Riffles platform, and 
the Lower River platform on the south 
shore of Brooks River. These platforms rise 
nearly 10 ft above grade and were each 
designed to accommodate up to 40 people 
at one time.  
 
A trail network exists, linking the Brooks 
Camp area to nearby attractions such as 
Brooks Falls, Valley of Ten Thousand 
Smokes, a reconstructed semisubterranean 
house exhibit, and Dumpling Mountain. 
This network includes an elevated walkway 
to the Brooks Falls viewing area. Anglers are 
the primary users of several social trails that 
are unmanaged and unmaintained by park 
staff, including one along the lakeshore 
from Brooks Camp to the mouth of the 
river, one from the north bridge access 
point west to a point along the river, and a 
social trail leading from Brooks Camp to the 
popular oxbow area. Most maintained trail 
sections in the Brooks River area are 
universally accessible; however, a few trail 
sections exceed the minimum grade for 
accessibility and/or contain uneven 
surfaces. During periods of low water in 
Brooks River, which usually occur in June 
and early July, the ramps and gates on each 
side of the floating bridge also tend to 
exceed the minimum grade for accessibility. 
In addition, persons with mobility 
impairments would need to be prepared to 
move from trails or other areas should a 
bear come into the vicinity. Although there 
are no data available as to the number of 
people with mobility impairments that 
come to Brooks Camp, the way in which 
visitors answered other questions in the July 
2006 study imply that they are a small 
percentage (less than 5 percent) of visitors 
(Littlejohn and Hollenhorst 2007). 
 
Overnight accommodations at Brooks 
Camp include Brooks Lodge and a walk-in 
campground. Brooks Lodge, operated by 
concessioner Katmailand, Inc., since 1982, 
is an overnight facility open between June 
and September. It has 16 rooms that can 
accommodate up to four people per room. 

The lodge also includes a dining area, bar, 
and visiting area with fireplace.  
 
The Brooks Camp campground, operated 
by the National Park Service, can 
accommodate a maximum of 60 campers 
per night. Campground reservations must 
be made in advance either online or by 
phone. The campground includes potable 
water and two vault toilets. Campers can 
also purchase hot showers at Brooks Lodge. 
Three cooking shelters and picnic tables are 
provided for centralized cooking. Campers 
can also purchase hot meals from Brooks 
Lodge. There are not phone or Internet 
services provided. The campground is 
surrounded by an electric fence and food 
and gear storage caches are provided for 
bear safety. Additionally, all visitors must 
check in at the Brooks Camp Visitor Center 
and receive bear and campground 
orientations. 
 
The Brooks Camp Visitor Center is a small 
log cabin with a modern addition on the 
shore of Naknek Lake near Brooks Lodge. 
It provides a central location for presenting 
the bear orientation program and contains a 
small gift shop managed as an outlet of the 
cooperating association, Alaska 
Geographic.  
 
A variety of NPS interpretive programs are 
offered at Brooks Camp. According to the 
July 2006 visitor survey (Littlejohn and 
Hollenhorst 2007), about 36 percent of 
visitors reported participating in 
informational or interpretive programs. 
Each evening NPS interpretive rangers give 
illustrated talks at a small auditorium on 
topics such as the natural and cultural 
history of the area. Rangers also lead an 
interpretive program on the bus tours of 
Valley of Ten Thousand Smokes. Other 
interpretive programs, such as a cultural 
walk to the reconstructed semisubterranean 
house exhibit and hikes to Dumpling 
Mountain and other nearby sites, are 
offered on occasion. 
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night in July was 59 (NPS 2011). It is 
important to note, however, that group 
sizes and lengths of stay varied significantly 
over this period—groups as large as 44 
people and lengths of stay as long as 7 
nights were reported.  
 
Similar to the campground the Brooks 
Lodge is typically full during peak season. 
During the 2010 season, the lodge had a 
total of 1,404 (351/month average) room 
nights or 3,590 (898/month average) bed 
nights. July is typically the busiest month—
in 2010, the lodge had more than 1,300 
overnight visits. The operator of Brooks 
Lodge, the concessioner Katmailand, Inc., 
provided more than 1,000 Valley Tours, 19 
guided wildlife viewing tours, and 22 guided 
fishing tours in 2010.  
 
 
VISITOR USE LEVELS—CROWDING 

Visitor use levels and crowding have been a 
topic of concern at Brooks Camp for several 
years (Womble and Studebaker 1981). In 
the July 2006 study, when compared to 
other areas of Katmai, Brooks Camp visitors 
reported the highest levels of perceived 
crowding. Forty percent of visitors rated 
the crowding as “moderate,” 12 percent of 
visitors rated it as “very crowded,” and 4 
percent of visitors rated it as “extreme” 
(Littlejohn and Hollenhorst 2007). 
 
Because of the popularity of the Brooks 
Falls viewing platform and resulting use 
levels, this platform’s capacity is strictly 
managed. The platform can accommodate a 
maximum of 40 people simultaneously. 
When the platform fills to capacity a waiting 
line is formed and viewing times are 
restricted to one hour. During these access 
restriction times waiting visitors are 
encouraged to view bears on the Riffles 
platform until space is available. 
 
Crowding also occurs at the Corner and on 
the lower river platforms during bear jams, 
when the bridge is closed due to bears 
blocking safe access. While foot traffic is 

halted, waiting for the bears to move, many 
visitors who would otherwise be spread out 
are directed by NPS staff to remain on the 
lower bear viewing platform or near the 
Corner for extended periods, which causes 
visitors to become bunched together. Data 
collected in 2011 shows that bridge closures 
are frequent, with more than 20 per day 
most days in July and more than 30 per day 
in September. Most closures are brief, less 
than 10 minutes long, but most days in July 
and September for which there are data had 
closures of more than 30 minutes in length, 
some more than 60 minutes. Staff 
experience indicates that the length and 
frequency of delays is strongly affected by 
the salmon run and water levels. Multiple 
years of data would be needed to assess the 
specific numbers more appropriately.  
 
Despite the increased level of crowding, 
48 percent of visitors reported that bridge 
closures “added to” their experience and 
only 7 percent reported that it detracted 
from their experience (Littlejohn and 
Hollenhorst 2007). Bear jams add to visitor 
experience by providing an intimate yet safe 
bear encounter. The presence of uniformed 
rangers provides reassurance of safety, 
while the proximity to wild bears gives 
visitors a sense of adventure.  
 
 
VISITOR SAFETY 

While bear viewing is the primary reason 
visitors come to Brooks Camp, it also 
presents the most significant visitor safety 
concerns (human-bear interactions are 
detailed in the “Natural Resources” section 
of this chapter). 
 
Human-bear interactions are of primary 
concern in the lower Brooks River area 
during the salmon run and spawning 
seasons. In July and September, visitors 
regularly come into close proximity to bears 
when fishing in the river, walking around 
the Corner area, travelling along the trail 
connecting the campground to the lodge, 
and travelling along the trail from the lower 
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river platform to the falls platform. The 
lower river area and location of the floating 
bridge coincides with an important feeding 
ground for bears. The fact that the floating 
bridge is at ground level also contributes to 
opportunities for human-bear interactions. 
Consequently, visitors are frequently 
prevented from crossing the river, often for 
extended lengths of time, while waiting for 
the bears to move out of the area. As a 
result, NPS staff has posted an advisory 
notice on its website informing visitors to 
take these delays into consideration when 
planning their daily itinerary. Another 
major safety concern involves recreational 
anglers coming into contact with bears in 
the waters of Brooks River or on its banks. 
Human-bear interactions are also common 
on the beaches along the shores of Naknek 
Lake. 
 
NPS staff, including interpretive, resources 
management, and law enforcement rangers, 
is stationed at Brooks Camp during the 
season to ensure visitor safety, among other 
duties. All visitors arriving at Brooks Camp 
must check in at the visitor center and the 
majority participate in a bear orientation 
program. This 20-minute program provides 
visitors with essential information on how 
to behave in bear country, e.g., storing food, 
fishing activities, what to do in case of 
wildlife encounters, and other important 
topics. The only excepted visitors are those 
who are guided sport fishing anglers; the 
sport fishing guides who are part of the 
Brooks River Guide Program are required 
under a commercial use authorization to 
attend a bear orientation and pass the 

information along to their clients. Guides 
are also responsible for staying within sight 
of their clients while at Brooks Camp. 
 
Other bear safety measures include a 
designated cooking facility and food storage 
caches at the campground, which is also 
surrounded by an electrical fence to deter 
bear encroachment. Food storage caches 
and designated outdoor eating areas for day 
visitors are next to the Brooks Camp Visitor 
Center and at Lake Brooks. All backcountry 
users must carry and use bear-proof food 
storage containers.  
 
Because of this management presence, the 
10-year average from 2000–2009 of bear 
charges (including hop and bluff charges) is 
only two per year and of incidents involving 
bears accessing human food is only four per 
year. The average number of dominance 
interactions, defined as competition for 
space occurring between bears and humans 
when a bear is not surprised (NPS 2009g), 
per year is a higher number at 12 per year, 
which is still a remarkably good statistic 
based on the amount of opportunity for 
human-bear interactions (NPS 2009h). No 
fatalities and only a couple of mauling 
incidents have been recorded. It is 
important to note, however, that 
successfully protecting visitors from bears is 
contingent on an intensive visitor use and 
bear management program. Under current 
conditions, this program relies on 
significant staff time, proactive education 
and information efforts, and strict 
enforcement and monitoring.
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VISUAL RESOURCES/SCENERY 

 
Nestled on the shores of Naknek Lake at 
the mouth of Brooks River among poplar 
trees and lush vegetation is the Brooks 
Camp area, known for its natural scenery. 
Naknek Lake is one of the largest lakes in 
the national park system. Its glacial waters 
frame the foreground for views of distant 
mountain peaks such as Mount Dumpling. 
Brooks River is surrounded by lush riparian 
vegetation, creating a superlative backdrop 
for bear viewing and other recreational 
activities. The combination of water, 
vegetation, and mountains produces a 
characteristically Alaskan backcountry 
scene that is integral to the Brooks Camp 
experience.  
 
Most notably, Brooks Camp is known for its 
opportunity to view bears in their natural 
habitat. One of the most picturesque and 
popular areas for bear viewing is Brooks 
Falls, about 1 mile from Brooks Camp. At 
the falls, as well as along other segments of 
Brooks River, bears can be seen fishing for 
salmon during seasonal spawning runs. 
 
There are several structures at Brooks 
Camp that facilitate access and bear viewing 
opportunities (which are presented earlier 
in this chapter). Existing buildings and 
structures are generally screened from view 

by the poplar stands, spruce forests, and 
low vegetation surrounding them. 
However, several structures, especially 
those near Brooks River and Naknek Lake 
shorelines, are noticeable in the otherwise 
natural and largely undeveloped landscape. 
The floating access bridge, made primarily 
of wood with a metal substructure, stands 
out and is clearly visible from both 
shorelines as it crosses Brooks River. In 
addition, one wooden viewing platform is 
near the river to facilitate bear viewing. Two 
other wooden viewing platforms and an 
elevated walkway in the Brooks Falls area 
are also present, with the structures rising 
nearly 10 ft above the ground in places. All 
of these structures are noticeable against the 
surrounding natural landscape. 
 
Finally, human use affects visual resources 
in the Brooks Camp area. Crowds of up to 
50 people at one time consistently form on 
and near the floating bridge during and 
immediately after bear jams. Furthermore, 
floatplanes sometimes cluster along the 
beach of Naknek Lake by Brooks Camp, 
occasionally numbering 15 or more planes, 
and there are often several boats in the cove 
on the south side of the river’s mouth. 

 

 
BROWN BEARS AT BROOKS FALLS
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SOCIOECONOMIC ENVIRONMENT 

 
 
OVERVIEW 

Katmai National Park and Preserve resides 
within the boundaries of four boroughs—
Lake and Peninsula Borough, Kodiak Island 
Borough, Kenai Peninsula Borough, and 
Bristol Bay Borough. Bristol Bay Borough 
includes a small portion of the western tip 
of the park and includes the population 
centers nearest to the park and preserve. 
Therefore, the influence area for economic 
and social consideration associated with 
Katmai National Park and Preserve and this 
visitor access draft environmental impact 
statement would primarily focus on Bristol 
Bay Borough, which includes the 
communities of Naknek, South Naknek, 
and King Salmon, as well as connections to 
and relationships between Anchorage and 
the park and preserve. 
 
The movement of most goods, supplies, 
commodities, and people in Alaska flow 
through Anchorage, and the city’s 
transportation and economic ties to King 
Salmon and Katmai National Park and 
Preserve are strong. The park’s 
transportation and economic connections 
to Anchorage are mentioned herein where 
appropriate. The communities of King 
Salmon and Naknek are also discussed 
given the economic links between these 
communities and Katmai National Park and 
Preserve. King Salmon is the community 
nearest the park, home to NPS 
headquarters and the King Salmon Visitor 
Center, and serves as the transportation hub 
for the region.  
 
Bristol Bay Borough 

The Bristol Bay Borough is southwest of 
Anchorage and is often referred to as the 
“Gateway to Katmai National Park and 
Preserve.” This borough is on the Alaska 
Peninsula at the head of Kvichak Bay, an 

arm of Bristol Bay. This borough is one of 
12 organized boroughs in the state that 
represents the more populated parts of the 
state and functions similar to a county in the 
Lower 48 (U.S. Census Bureau 2005). 
 
Bristol Bay Borough was established in 
1962, the first borough in the state. It is the 
official governing body for South Naknek, 
King Salmon, and Naknek (the borough 
seat). Naknek and South Naknek are 
situated on opposite sides of Naknek River 
on the western side of the borough, where 
the river meets Bristol Bay. South Naknek is 
a more traditional Alaskan community with 
no road between it and outside 
communities; the area’s economy was and 
continues to be dominated by fishing and 
related industries (Bristol Bay Borough 
2010). 
 
King Salmon 

King Salmon serves as the regional 
transportation center. It is connected to the 
Naknek area via the Alaska Peninsula 
Highway. Although sparsely populated, 
King Salmon is directly connected to 
Anchorage via two commercial airlines. 
 
The federal government has played a role in 
the community for decades—since the King 
Salmon Air Station was built at the 
beginning of World War II. The air station 
has been used as a fuel and support base, 
forward operating base, and as part of the 
nation’s permanent air defense system. In 
1959, the state acquired the airfield, which 
today serves as the commercial airport. The 
air station was placed in caretaker status in 
1994, but daily military activities continue, 
including training missions and North 
American Air Defense missions. The Bristol 
Bay Borough, State of Alaska, and U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service use buildings at the 
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airfield (Bristol Bay Borough 2010 and 
Alaska Department of Commerce 2010). 
 
Today, King Salmon’s economy is driven by 
transportation, government jobs, and 
fishing-related employment (Alaska 
Department of Commerce 2010). A portion 
of the transportation, retail, and service 
industries in the community is supported by 
the many tourists and sportsmen visiting the 
region, including Katmai National Park and 
Preserve and Brooks Camp. 
 
Naknek 

Naknek is a fishing community about 15 
miles west of King Salmon along the Alaska 
Peninsula Highway. It sits at the mouth of 
Naknek River where the river meets 
Kvichak Bay and Bering Sea. The 
population (552) was greater than King 
Salmon (409) as of 2008. 
 
The economy is dominated by fishing and 
government employment. Salmon fishing 
and processing and the corresponding 
surge of people who come to fish each 
season is a major economic driver. Over 100 
(approximately 25 percent) residents held 
commercial fishing permits in 2009 and 

several thousand people move to the area 
during fishing season. A cargo dock is 
located here, which is operated by Bristol 
Bay Borough and serves as the port of 
Bristol Bay. Naknek is the seat of Bristol Bay 
Borough and government employment is 
concentrated here (Alaska Department of 
Commerce 2010). In addition, most of the 
equipment and supplies for construction of 
the bridge and boardwalk would arrive by 
ocean barge to Naknek. 
 
 
DEMOGRAPHICS 

Population 

Bristol Bay Borough’s population was 1,410 
in 1990 and was estimated to have 
decreased by 457 people by 2008. Each of 
the population centers in the borough also 
had a decrease in population between 1990 
and 2008. King Salmon and South Naknek 
had the largest percentage decrease in 
population, 36 percent and 50 percent 
respectively (U.S. Census Bureau 1990b, 
2000, 2008; Alaska Department of Labor 
and Workforce Development 2010a). See 
table 7. 

 
 
 

TABLE 7. POPULATION OF BRISTOL BAY BOROUGH AND POPULATION CENTERS 

 
1990 2000 2008 

Percent Change 
1990–2000 

Bristol Bay Borough 1,410 1,258 953 –11 percent 

King Salmon    696   442 409 –36 percent 

Naknek    575   678 552 –4 percent 

South Naknek   136  137  68 –50 percent 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 1990b, 2000, and 2008 and Alaska Dept. of Labor & Workforce Development 2010a 

Note: King Salmon, Naknek, and South Naknek data represents the respective census designated place. 
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ECONOMY AND EMPLOYMENT 

The ability to earn a living in this area 
remains challenging because of its 
geographic isolation, lack of connectivity 
with major land transportation corridors, 
small population, and the seasonality of 
employment opportunities. The seasonal 
nature of employment is a direct result of 
the dominant industry in the area—
harvesting and processing wild sockeye 
salmon. The salmon fishing season typically 
runs from June to August, but differs 
depending on the species being fished 
(ADF&G 2007). Tax revenue is generated 
through property taxes, a raw fish tax, and a 
bed tax. There is no sales tax in the borough 
(Alaska Department of Commerce 2010). 
 
The port of Bristol Bay is in Naknek and is 
the major cargo hub in southwest Alaska. 
Cargo destined for King Salmon is delivered 
to the Bristol Bay port and then trucked to 
King Salmon. The port, which is operated 
by the borough, is also the main location for 
offloading salmon from boat to shore. The 
Bristol Bay red salmon fishery is large and a 
critical source of employment and borough 
tax revenue, serving a critical role in the 
region’s economy (Alaska Department of 
Commerce 2010). In 2007, there were 29.5 
million fish harvested in Bristol Bay, with a 
preliminary estimated value of $106 million 
(Resource Development Council for Alaska, 
Inc. 2010).  
 
The large salmon runs result in many 
people traveling to the area, for work and 
pleasure. Both commercial and sport fishing 
helps to support the air services industry, a 
large employer in King Salmon and the 
region. The salmon industry also helps to 
support the 34 residents of King Salmon 
and the 173 borough residents that held 
commercial fishing permits in 2008, as well 
as the many local residents that participate 
in net-fishing. The red salmon of this area 
not only impacts the economy through 
harvesting and processing, but tourists flock 
to the area, particularly to Brooks Camp in 
Katmai National Park and Preserve to 

watch bears feeding on salmon (Alaska 
Department of Commerce 2010). Spending 
at restaurants, bars, and hotels in King 
Salmon and the Bristol Bay area generate 
income for local business owners as well as 
tax revenue to provide government services.  
 
Employment 

The unemployment rate in Bristol Bay 
Borough decreased from 6.3 percent in 
2004 to 4.3 percent in 2009, and was below 
that of Anchorage from 2006–2009. The 
unemployment rate has also been lower 
than that of the state as a whole since 2006 
(Alaska Dept. of Labor and Workforce 
Development 2010c).  
 
The average employment in Bristol Bay 
Borough for all industries, including the 
government, was 1,287 people per month in 
2008. The borough’s average monthly 
employment for all industries between 2004 
and 2008 fluctuated from a low of 1,227 in 
2005 to a high of 1,371 in 2007 (Alaska Dept. 
of Labor and Workforce Development 
2010b).  
 
Government also plays a role in the 
borough economy, employing 238 people, 
or more than 18 percent of the workforce 
(Alaska Dept. of Labor and Workforce 
Development 2010b). Government jobs also 
contribute to King Salmon’s economy. State 
and local government employed 56 people 
in 2008. Total federal employment figures 
are unavailable for King Salmon, but the 
National Park Service and U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service are employers in King 
Salmon. The other industries with the most 
workers in 2008 were trade, transportation 
and utilities and educational and health 
services (Alaska Dept. of Labor and 
Workforce Development 2010a).  
 
Economic Contributions of 
Katmai National Park and Preserve 

Katmai National Park and Preserve serves 
an important role in the local and regional 
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economy in the form of park operations, 
capital expenditures, federal payments in 
lieu of taxes, and visitor expenditures. The 
park and preserve contributes both directly 
and indirectly to economic activity locally, 
regionally, and statewide. Direct spending 
by the park and the indirect effect of 
employee spending in King Salmon support 
local businesses and generate tax revenue. 
Visitor spending in King Salmon, 
Anchorage, and elsewhere benefits those 
respective economies. Much of the park’s 
economic activity is related to Brooks 
Camp. The camp is a primary destination in 
the park and has many visitors as a result of 
wildlife watching and fishing opportunities.  
 
The exact economic impact associated with 
visitation to Katmai National Park and 
Preserve is difficult to determine. The 
reasons for this are varied. Unique 
challenges to Katmai National Park and 
Preserve include the fact that the park is 
very geographically isolated and reaching it 
often involves purchasing flights or cruise 
packages outside of the park and outside of 
Alaska. For example, trips often originate in 
Homer, Soldotna, and Kenai. As a result, 
expenditure locations and amounts are 
difficult to isolate. The best available 
economic impact data try to account for the 

complexities unique to Alaska and is 
included below. 
 
Data included in table 8 are based on the 
number of visitors to Katmai National Park 
and Preserve as a whole and are not isolated 
to Brooks Camp. Table 8 has three rows—
the first row shows expenditures that were 
made within the Katmai National Park and 
Preserve boundary; the second row shows 
those expenditures made outside of the 
Katmai National Park and Preserve 
boundary; and the third row is weighted 
expenditures outside Katmai National Park 
and Preserve. Row 3 was calculated to more 
accurately “credit” Katmai National Park 
and Preserve visitor expenditures to better 
reflect the relative role Katmai National 
Park and Preserve played in overall Alaska 
trip plans. For example, if visitors came 
primarily to visit Katmai National Park and 
Preserve, then all of their expenditures in 
the state are credited to Katmai National 
Park and Preserve. If their trip to Katmai 
National Park and Preserve was unplanned, 
then fewer of their expenditures outside the 
park are credited to Katmai National Park 
and Preserve. Therefore, the weighted 
numbers are a conservative set of estimates 
(Fay and Christensen 2010). 

 
 

TABLE 8. EXPENDITURES PER PERSON PER TRIP (2009 DOLLARS) 

 
Day Trip Day 

Package 

Overnight 
in Katmai 

NPP 

Expenditures inside Katmai National Park and Preserve $134 $501 $1,005 

Expenditures outside Katmai National Park and Preserve $1,046 $2,547 $1,701 

Expenditures outside Katmai National Park and Preserve (weighted) $455 $1,131 $1,081 

Source: Fay and Christensen 2010 
 
 
Visitor spending inside the park related to 
day trip and day packages was highest for 
transportation expenses (including airfare), 
followed by guide fees and charges. 
Overnight visitor spending inside the park 
and preserve was highest for transportation 

expenses (including airfare), followed by 
lodging and spending at restaurants and 
bars (Fay and Christensen 2010).  
 
Table 9 shows that more than $51 million 
was spent in the state by visitors to the park 
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and preserve and almost $32 million was 
spent in the five-borough region considered 
in the Fay and Christensen (2010) report, 
which includes the boroughs of Bristol Bay, 
Kodiak Island, Lake and Peninsula, and 
Kenai Peninsula as well as the Municipality 
of Anchorage. About 61 percent of the 
dollars spent in the five-borough region was 
outside the park and preserve, whereas, 
about 76 percent of expenditures in the 
state occurred outside the park and 
preserve. Visitor expenditures in the state 
by visitors to Katmai National Park and 
Preserve supported 647 jobs, generated $73 
million in total industrial output, $23 
million in labor income, and added a value 
of $37 million to the Alaska economy (Fay 
and Christensen 2010).  
 
Concessions 

As of 2008, Katmai National Park and 
Preserve had contracts with 10 
concessioners to provide visitor services. 
The combined annual franchise fees for all 
contracts in 2008 were slightly less than 
$90,000. The services provided by these 
companies range from food and service 
operations to fishing guide services. By far 
the largest concessioner operating in the 
park is Katmailand, Inc., which operates the 
64-bed Brooks Lodge and Grosvenor 
Lodge. The services they provide at Brooks 
Lodge include providing visitors with 
overnight accommodations, food services, 
showers, and restrooms. In addition, 
Katmailand, Inc., operates bus tours from 
the south side of the river at Brooks Camp 
to Three Forks Overlook at Valley of Ten 
Thousand Smokes.  
 
Commercial Use Authorizations 

Section 418 of the National Parks Omnibus 
Management Act of 1998, Public Law 105-
391, authorizes the National Park Service, 
upon request, to issue commercial use 
authorizations to individuals, corporations, 
and other entities to provide commercial 
services to park and preserve area visitors. 

These commercial use authorizations are 
used to authorize commercial services to 
park and preserve area visitors, but they are 
not concession contracts. They are 
intended to provide a simple means to 
authorize suitable commercial services to 
visitors in park and preserve areas in the 
limited circumstances described in park and 
preserve establishing legislation. In 2008, 
there were 116 commercial use 
authorizations issued by Katmai National 
Park and Preserve. Of the 116, about 
75 percent reported actual activity and 
therefore paid fees accordingly. In 2009, 
123 applications for commercial use 
authorizations were received, and of those 
about 75 percent reported economic 
activity and paid fees accordingly. Of those 
that reported activity, the gross receipts for 
Brooks Camp commercial use 
authorizations in 2009 were about $482,000. 
 
 
KATMAI NATIONAL PARK AND 
PRESERVE OPERATING BUDGET 

To fulfill the park and preserve mission to 
protect resources and provide for safe and 
memorable visitor opportunities, Katmai 
National Park and Preserve has an annual 
budget that supports NPS operations, 
including employees working in King 
Salmon and Brooks Camp. Tables 10 and 11 
represent those funds and NPS staff 
authorized in each fiscal year budget for the 
park and preserve as a whole and Brooks 
Camp alone. 
 
Table 10 includes the authorized park 
operating budget and full-time equivalent 
(FTE) employees for fiscal years 2006–2010. 
During the past five years, the authorized 
amount for the park and preserve has 
increased by almost $1 million to pay for 
additional staff hired to ensure visitor safety 
and pay for continued maintenance and 
operational needs. 
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TABLE 9. EXPENDITURES IN FIVE-BOROUGH REGION AND ALASKA BY VISITORS 
TO KATMAI NATIONAL PARK AND PRESERVE IN 2007 (2009 DOLLARS) 

Total Direct Expenditures inside Katmai National Park and Preserve $12,335,897 

Total Direct Expenditures outside Katmai National Park and Preserve in 
Alaska (weighted for Katmai National Park and Preserve influence) $19,411,823 

Subtotal (expenditures in the five-borough region) $31,747,721 

Total Direct Expenditures outside Katmai National Park and Preserve in 
Alaska (expenditures outside five-borough region) $19,426,482 

Total Expenditures in Alaska  $51,174,203 

Source: Fay and Christensen 2010 

 
 
 Table 11 highlights the costs to operate 
Brooks Camp by division, as well as the 
number of FTE employees by division for the 
federal fiscal years 2006–2010. As shown in 
table 11, three of the approximately eight 
total FTE staff hired since fiscal year 2006 
were additional interpretation staff at Brooks 
Camp (one full-time-equivalent employee 
could be two employees working part time). 
The interpretation staff was hired as full-time 
seasonal employees, replacing volunteers 
who had traditionally filled those positions. 
 

In 2010, the operating cost of Brooks Camp 
comprised roughly 30 percent of the overall 
Katmai National Park and Preserve 
authorized budget and Brooks Camp FTE 
staff comprised about 42 percent of all NPS 
FTE employees working at the park. These 
figures only include the costs for direct 
operations at Brooks Camp and do not reflect 
the extensive amount of work done in the 
off-season related to planning work, hiring, 
procurement, training, repair, and 
maintenance of equipment, contracting, and 
aviation.  
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TABLE 10. KATMAI NATIONAL PARK AND PRESERVE OPERATING BUDGET 

Fiscal Year Authorized Amounts Park FTE 

2006 $2,960,500.00 24.0 

2007 3,024,100.00 27.0 

2008 3,286,400.00 31.5 

2009 3,596,100.00 33.2 

2010 3,878,000.00 31.8 

Source: National Park Service, Katmai National Park and Preserve 

Note: FTE refers to full-time-equivalent staff. 
 
 
 
 

TABLE 11. BROOKS CAMP OPERATING COSTS (2006–2010) 

 
Interpretation Resource 

Management 
Law Enforcement Maintenance Total 

FY Cost FTE Cost FTE Cost FTE Cost FTE Cost FTE 

06 $76,218 2.0 $143,937 1.8 $101,606 1.6 $423,441 4.6 $745,202 10.0 

07 110,017 1.9 132,299 1.4 107,592 1.7 461,545 4.7 811,452 9.7 

08 254,009 5 121,451 1.5 143,751 1.5 523,345 5.1 1,042,555 13.0 

09 229,464 4.8 121,938 1.8 158,882 1.6 543,273 4.9 1,053,558 13.2 

10 254,826 5.0 102,500 1.7 147,787 1.5 630,890 5.0 1,136,002 13.2 

Source: National Park Service, Katmai National Park and Preserve 

Note: These are only costs for operations and do not reflect expenditures in the off-season.  
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INTRODUCTION 

 
 
The National Environmental Policy Act 
requires that environmental documents 
discuss the environmental impacts of a 
proposed federal action, feasible 
alternatives to that action, and any adverse 
environmental effects that cannot be 
avoided. In this case, the proposed federal 
action would be the construction of a 
bridge, boardwalks, and a barge landing site 
at Brooks Camp in Katmai National Park 
and Preserve. This chapter analyzes the 
environmental impacts of five alternatives 
on natural resources, cultural resources, 
visitor experience, visual resources/scenery, 
and socioeconomics  
 
This chapter begins with a description of 
the methods and assumptions used for each 
impact topic. Impact analysis discussions 
are organized by impact topic and then by 
alternative under each impact topic. All of 
the impact topics are assessed for each 
alternative. 
 

The analysis of the no-action alternative 
(the continuation of current management) 
identifies the future conditions in the 
Brooks River area if no major changes to 
facilities or NPS management occurred. 
The four action alternatives are compared 
to the no-action alternative to identify the 
changes in conditions that would occur 
because of changes in park facilities 
 
Each alternative discusses cumulative 
impacts; these are identified when this 
project is considered in conjunction with 
other actions occurring in the park and 
preserve and the region. The discussion of 
cumulative impacts is followed by a 
conclusion statement. The impacts of each 
alternative are briefly summarized at the 
end of “Chapter 2: Alternatives Including 
the Preferred Alternative.” 
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METHODS AND ASSUMPTIONS FOR ANALYZING IMPACTS 

 
 
The planning team based the impact 
analysis and the conclusions in this chapter 
primarily on past environmental 
assessments, information provided by NPS 
and other experts, review of existing 
literature and studies, and staff insights and 
professional judgment. The team’s method 
of analyzing impacts is further explained 
herein. It is important to remember that all 
the impacts have been assessed assuming 
that mitigation measures would be 
implemented to minimize or avoid impacts 
(e.g., timing of construction). If mitigation 
measures described in the “Alternatives 
Including the Preferred Alternative” 
chapter were not applied, the potential for 
adverse resource impacts and the magnitude 
of those impacts would increase. 
 
The environmental consequences for each 
impact topic were identified and 
characterized based on impact type, 
intensity, context, and duration.  
 
Impact intensity refers to the degree or 
magnitude to which a resource would be 
beneficially or adversely affected. Each 
impact was identified as minor, moderate, 
or major, in conformance with the 
definitions for these classifications provided 
for each impact topic.  
 
Context refers to the setting within which an 
impact may occur, such as the affected 
region or locality. In this document, most 
impacts are localized (site-specific).  
 
Impact duration refers to how long an 
impact would last. Impacts can either be 
short term and temporary in nature, 
generally occurring during the construction 
period, or long term, lasting several years 
beyond the construction period or perhaps 
permanently. Although an impact might 
only occur for a short duration at one time, 
if it occurs regularly over a longer period of 
time the impact may be considered a long-

term impact. For example, the noise from 
an administrative small vehicle driving over 
the bridge would be heard for a short time 
and intermittently, but because vehicles 
would be driving over the bridge for many 
years, the impact on the natural soundscape 
would be considered long term. 
 
Impact intensity, context, and duration are 
defined for each impact topic. 
 
Effects also can be direct or indirect. Direct 
effects are caused by an action and occur at 
the same time and place as the action. 
Indirect effects are caused by the action and 
occur later or further away, but are still 
reasonably foreseeable. This document 
discloses and analyzes both direct and 
indirect effects, but does not differentiate 
between them in the discussions to simplify 
the narrative. 
 
The project area for this draft environ-
mental impact statement includes Brooks 
Camp, Brooks River between the oxbow 
and river mouth, and the land south of the 
river from approximately the Valley Road 
Administrative Area east to Naknek Lake.  
 
The impacts of the action alternatives 
describe the difference between the no-
action alternative and the action 
alternatives. To understand a complete 
“picture” of the impacts of any of the action 
alternatives, the reader must also take into 
consideration the impacts that would occur 
under the no-action alternative. 
 
For purposes of analysis, it is assumed that 
the new barge landing site and access road 
would be built before the bridge and 
boardwalk system. The bridge, boardwalk, 
electric utility line, and septic pump-out line 
would be built concurrently. 
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It is also assumed that all of the 
viewing/pullout areas proposed for each 
alternative would be built. 
 
 
NATURAL RESOURCES 

The effects of the alternatives on brown 
bears, bald eagles, salmon and other fish, 
wetlands and vegetation, hydrology and 
floodplains, and natural soundscapes are 
analyzed in this chapter. For all of these 
impact topics, the effects of the action 
alternatives are compared against the no-
action alternative (alternative 1).  
 
Note: The following context and duration 
threshold definitions apply to all natural 
resource impact topics except the natural 
soundscape impact topic. 
 
Duration 
 
 Short-term impacts: Effects that 

occur during implementation and 
up to three years after the project is 
completed.  

 Long-term impacts: Effects that 
occur beyond three years after 
project is completed. 

 
Context 
 
 Localized impacts: Effects would 

occur in the project area and/or in 
the immediate vicinity of the project 
area, including the lands and waters 
of Brooks Camp, the mouth of 
Brooks River, the adjacent Naknek 
Lake shoreline, and areas along the 
river corridor within visual or 
audible range.  

 Regional or parkwide impacts: 
Effects would occur beyond the 
vicinity of the project area and 
would extend to the surrounding 
habitats and adjacent water bodies 
throughout and beyond the park. 

 

Brown Bear 

The analysis of the effects of the alternatives 
on brown bears was based on the 
importance of affected habitat type, habitat 
location, and changes in habitat quality. 
Behavioral changes of brown bears and the 
potential for habituation to humans could 
result from changes in habitat quality. 
Adverse impacts are defined as reduced area 
or reduced quality of brown bear habitat. 
Beneficial impacts increase the area or 
improve the quality of brown bear habitat. 
 
The impact intensities for brown bear are 
defined as follows:  
 
 Minor: Effects on brown bear 

habitat quality would not be 
expected to be outside the natural 
range of variability and would not 
be expected to have any notable 
effects on brown bear or the natural 
processes sustaining habitat. The 
effects could result in minimal 
changes to bear habituation to 
humans, if any. 

 Moderate: Effects on brown bear 
habitat quality would cause changes 
to brown bear feeding, mating, or 
caring for young. The effects could 
be intermittently outside the natural 
range of variability. Some limited 
changes to bear habituation to 
humans would be expected. Less 
than half of the brown bears using 
the Brooks River area would be 
affected. Changes to the regional 
brown bear population would be 
minimal. 

 Major: Effects on brown bear 
habitat quality would cause 
substantial changes to brown bear 
feeding, mating, or caring for young. 
The effects would be expected to be 
outside the natural range of 
variability. Distinct changes to bear 
habituation to humans would be 
expected. More than half of the 
brown bears using the Brooks River 
area would be affected. Changes to 
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regional brown bear populations 
would be apparent.  

 
Bald Eagle 

The analysis of the effects of the alternatives 
on bald eagles was based on the importance 
of affected habitat type, habitat location, 
and changes in habitat quality. Adverse 
impacts are defined as reduced area or 
reduced quality of bald eagle habitat. 
Beneficial impacts increase the area or 
improve the quality of bald eagle habitat. 
 
The impact intensities for bald eagle are 
defined as follows:  
 
 Minor: Effects on bald eagle habitat 

quality would not be expected to be 
outside the natural range of 
variability and would not be 
expected to have any notable effects 
on bald eagles or the natural 
processes sustaining habitat.  

 Moderate: Effects on bald eagle 
habitat quality would cause changes 
to bald eagle feeding, mating, 
nesting, or caring for young. The 
effects could be intermittently 
outside the natural range of 
variability. Changes to the regional 
bald eagle population would be 
minimal. 

 Major: Effects on bald eagle habitat 
quality would cause substantial 
changes to bald eagle feeding, 
mating, nesting, or caring for young. 
The effects would be expected to be 
outside the natural range of 
variability. Changes to regional bald 
eagle populations would be 
apparent.  

 
Salmon and Other Fish 

This topic includes all fish species 
(anadromous and nonanadromous) that use 
Brooks River and surrounding wetland 
habitats at some time during the 
populations’ life cycles. The analysis of 
impacts was based on changes to aquatic 

habitat quality due to changes in water 
surface area, water quality, and/or riverbed 
substrate area. Adverse impacts reduce the 
area or quality of fish habitat; beneficial 
impacts increase the area or improve the 
quality of fish habitat. 
 
The intensities of impacts on salmon and 
other fish are defined as follows: 
 
 Minor: Effects on fish habitat 

quality would not be outside the 
natural range of variability and 
would not be expected to have any 
notable changes to native fish or the 
natural processes sustaining aquatic 
habitat. 

 Moderate: Effects on fish habitat 
quality could be intermittently 
outside the natural range of 
variability and would result in some 
changes to native fish or the natural 
processes sustaining aquatic habitat. 
Changes to the regional fish 
populations would be minimal. 

 Major: Effects on fish habitat area 
or quality would be expected to be 
outside the natural range of 
variability and would result in 
substantial changes in native fish or 
the natural processes sustaining 
aquatic habitat. Changes to regional 
fish populations would be 
perceptible. 

 
Wetlands and Upland Vegetation 

This impact topic covers wetlands and all 
vegetation within the project area. 
Measurement of impacts was based on area, 
quality, or continuity of wetlands and 
upland vegetation communities. Affected 
wetland values could include habitat, 
biomass production, groundwater 
recharge/discharge, water quality control, 
and flood control. Adverse impacts reduce 
the area, reduce the quality, or disrupt the 
continuity of wetlands or upland vegetation 
communities. Beneficial impacts increase the 
area, improve the quality, or enhance the 
continuity of wetlands or upland vegetation 
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communities. (Note: Wetland impacts are 
also addressed in appendix D.) 
 
The following thresholds define the 
intensity of the impacts on wetlands and 
vegetation:  
 
 Minor: Effects on wetland area, 

quality, or continuity would be 
slight. The overall viability of the 
wetland resource(s) or upland 
vegetation would not be affected. 
Effects on upland vegetation 
communities would be slight. This 
could include changes in 
abundance, distribution, or 
composition of individual plant 
species, but would not involve 
changes that would affect the 
viability of the local vegetation 
communities.  

 Moderate: Effects on wetland(s) 
would be sufficient to cause 
measurable changes in wetland area, 
quality, or continuity. Small losses 
or gains of wetland acreage could 
occur. Effects on upland vegetation 
communities would result in 
measurable changes in abundance, 
distribution, or composition of 
individual plant species and could 
affect the viability of portions of the 
local vegetation communities. 

 Major: Effects on wetland(s) would 
result in measurable change to all 
three parameters (area, quality, and 
continuity). Losses or gains of 
wetland acreage would occur. 
Effects on upland vegetation 
communities would either be severe 
or highly favorable. This could 
include changes in abundance, 
distribution, or composition of 
individual plant species and would 
affect the viability of large areas of 
the local vegetation communities 
and possibility surrounding 
communities. 

 

Hydrology and Floodplains 

This impact topic covers changes to the 
Brooks River hydrology and floodplains. 
Impacts were determined based on river 
water flow, hydraulics, channel and 
riverbank erosion, and river 
geomorphology during both low and high 
river flows. Adverse impacts reduce 
hydrological functions and values for 
natural river and floodplain processes; 
beneficial impacts improve hydrological 
functions and values for natural river and 
floodplain processes. (Note: Floodplain 
impacts are also addressed in appendix D.) 
 
The impact intensities for hydrology and 
floodplains are as follows: 
 
 Minor: Isolated and minimal 

changes to hydrology, channel or 
bank erosion, river geomorphology, 
or floodplain processes could occur 
within the project area but would 
not be outside the range of natural 
variability. These changes would 
not have any measurable effect on 
the overall hydrologic system of the 
area. 

 Moderate: Multiple changes to 
hydrology, channel or bank erosion, 
river geomorphology, or floodplain 
processes would occur in the 
project area and could exceed the 
range of natural variability. These 
changes could have detectable 
effects on the overall hydrological 
system of the project area. 

 Major: Multiple substantial changes 
to hydrology, channel or bank 
erosion, river geomorphology, or 
floodplain processes would occur in 
the project area and far exceed the 
range of natural variability. These 
changes would have substantial 
effects on the overall hydrologic 
system of the project area. 
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Natural Soundscape 

 Short-term impacts: Impacts 
would last during implementation 
and up to one year after the project 
is completed.  

 Long-term impacts: Impacts would 
last more than one year after project 
is completed. 

 
The impacts on the natural soundscape 
were based on the type, intensity, and 
consistency of human-induced sounds. 
Adverse impacts reduce the quality of the 
natural soundscape, while beneficial impacts 
improve the quality of the natural 
soundscape. 
 
The intensities of the impacts on the natural 
soundscape are defined as follows: 
 
 Minor: Noise would be greater than 

natural ambient sound levels for a 
small portion of the day, and/or 
there would often be substantial 
periods of time between noise 
events. Noise would rarely cover up 
or mask natural ambient sounds in 
the area. 

 Moderate: Noise would often be 
greater than natural ambient sound 
levels for part of the day, but there 
still would be large periods of time 
between noise events. Although 
noise would often cover up or mask 
natural ambient sounds, there still 
would be many opportunities to 
hear natural ambient sounds in the 
area. 

 Major: Noise would be greater than 
natural ambient sound levels for 
most of the day, and/or there would 
rarely be more than short periods of 
time between noise events. Noise 
would frequently mask natural 
ambient sounds, and there would be 
few, if any, times that natural 
ambient sounds would be heard in 
an area. 

 
 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

The effects of the alternatives on archeo-
logical resources; historic structures, sites, 
and cultural landscapes; and ethnographic 
resources are described in this chapter. 
 
Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act and Impacts to 
Cultural Resources  

Impacts on cultural resources are described 
in terms of type, context, duration, and 
intensity, which is consistent with the 
regulations of the Council on Environ-
mental Quality that implement the National 
Environmental Policy Act. These impact 
analyses are intended, however, to comply 
with the requirements of both that act and 
section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act. In accordance with 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
(ACHP) regulations implementing 
section106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (36 CFR 800, Protection of 
Historic Properties), impacts on cultural 
resources were also identified and evaluated 
by (1) determining the area of potential 
effects; (2) identifying cultural resources 
present in the area of potential effects that 
are either listed in or eligible to be listed in 
the National Register of Historic Places; (3) 
applying the criteria of adverse effect to 
affected national register eligible or listed 
cultural resources; and (4) considering ways 
to avoid, minimize or mitigate adverse 
effects. 
 
Under ACHP regulations, a determination 
of either adverse effect or no adverse effect 
must also be made for affected national 
register-listed or -eligible cultural resources. 
An adverse effect occurs whenever an 
impact alters, directly or indirectly, any 
characteristic of a cultural resource that 
qualifies it for inclusion in the National 
Register of Historic Places, e.g., diminishing 
the integrity (or the extent to which a 
resource retains its historic appearance) of 
its location, design, setting, materials, 
workmanship, feeling, or association. 
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Adverse effects also include reasonably 
foreseeable effects caused by the 
alternatives that would occur later in time, 
be farther removed in distance, or be 
cumulative (36 CFR 800.5, Assessment of 
Adverse Effects). A determination of no 
adverse effect means there is an effect, but 
the effect would not diminish the 
characteristics of the cultural resource that 
qualify it for inclusion in the national 
register. 
 
CEQ regulations and NPS Director’s Order 
12: Conservation Planning, Environmental 
Impact Analysis, and Decision-making also 
call for a discussion of mitigation, as well as 
an analysis of how effective the mitigation 
would be in reducing the intensity of a 
potential impact, e.g., reducing the intensity 
of an impact from major to moderate or 
minor. Any resultant reduction in intensity 
of impact due to mitigation, however, is an 
estimate of the effectiveness of mitigation 
under the National Environmental Policy 
Act only. It does not suggest that the level of 
effect as defined by section 106 is similarly 
reduced. Cultural resources are 
nonrenewable resources, and adverse 
effects generally consume, diminish, or 
destroy the original historic materials or 
form, resulting in a loss in the integrity of 
the resource that can never be recovered. 
Therefore, although actions determined to 
have an adverse effect under section 106 
may be mitigated, the effect remains 
adverse. 
 
For the action alternatives section 106 
summaries are included in the impact 
analyses for archeological resources; 
ethnographic resources; historic structures, 
sites and districts; and cultural landscapes. 
The section 106 summary is an assessment 
of the effect of the undertaking 
(implementation of the alternative), based 
upon the criterion of effect on national 
register eligible or listed cultural resources 
only, and criteria of adverse effect found in 
ACHP regulations. 
 

From a NEPA standpoint, the following 
definitions for duration and context apply 
to all of the cultural resources being 
analyzed: 
 
Duration 
 
 Short-term impacts: Changes that 

occur to cultural resources during 
project implementation. 

 Long-term impacts: Changes that 
occur after (and extend beyond) 
project completion. 

 
Context 
 
 Localized impacts: Effects would 

occur to cultural resources (e.g., 
archeological and ethnographic 
resources/sites, historic structures, 
cultural landscape features) and/or 
portions of these resources within 
the boundaries of the Brooks River 
Archeological District. 

 Regional or parkwide impacts: 
Effects on cultural resources would 
occur beyond the Brooks River 
Archeological District and would 
extend to other areas of cultural 
significance throughout and beyond 
the park and preserve. 

 
Archeological Resources 

The impacts on archeological resources are 
described in terms of the potential to 
diminish or protect the ability of 
archeological resources to yield information 
important in prehistory or history.  
 
The intensities of impacts on archeological 
resources are defined as follows: 
 
 Minor: Adverse—Disturbance of a 

site(s) results in little loss of 
integrity. Beneficial—Minimal 
efforts are undertaken to maintain 
and preserve a site(s) in situ.  

 Moderate: Adverse—Site(s) is 
disturbed with a noticeable loss of 
integrity, but is not obliterated. 
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Beneficial—Efforts are undertaken 
to stabilize a site(s) in situ.  

 Major: Adverse—Site(s) is disturbed 
to the extent that most or all of its 
informational potential is lost or 
obliterated. Beneficial—Measures to 
preserve a site(s) in situ include 
more extensive and/or active 
intervention.  

 
Historic Structures, Sites, 
and Cultural Landscapes 

Impacts on these cultural resources were 
measured by analyzing the potential to 
diminish or protect their integrity or 
character-defining features. 
 
The impact intensity thresholds for historic 
structures are defined as follows: 
 
 Minor: Adverse—Impacts would 

affect a character-defining 
feature(s), but would not diminish 
the overall integrity of the structure, 
site, or cultural landscape. 
Beneficial—
Stabilization/preservation of 
character-defining features is 
conducted in accordance with the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards 
for the Treatment of Historic 
Properties. 

 Moderate: Adverse—Impacts 
would alter a character-defining 
feature(s), diminishing the overall 
integrity of the structure, site, or 
cultural landscape to the extent that 
its national register eligibility could 
be jeopardized. Beneficial—
Rehabilitation is conducted in 
accordance with the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards for the 
Treatment of Historic Properties.  

 Major: Adverse—Impacts would 
alter a character-defining feature(s), 
diminishing the integrity of the 
structure, site, or cultural landscape 
to the extent that it would no longer 
be eligible to be listed in the national 
register. Beneficial—Restoration is 

conducted in accordance with the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards 
for the Treatment of Historic 
Properties.  

 
Ethnographic Resources 

Impacts on ethnographic resources were 
analyzed by examining changes in the 
potential to diminish or protect the integrity 
of (and access to) resources and places 
having particular importance and value to 
culturally associated groups 
 
The following intensity thresholds were 
used to describe impacts to ethnographic 
resources: 
 
 Minor: Adverse—Impacts would be 

slight and would neither 
appreciably alter resource 
conditions, such as traditional 
access or site preservation, nor alter 
the relationship between the 
resource and the associated group’s 
body of beliefs and practices. 
Beneficial—Impacts would allow 
access to and/or accommodate a 
group’s traditional practices or 
beliefs.  

 Moderate: Adverse—Impacts 
would be apparent and would alter 
resource conditions or interfere 
with traditional access, site 
preservation, or the relationship 
between the resource and the 
associated group’s beliefs and 
practices, even though the group’s 
practices and beliefs would survive. 
Beneficial—Impacts would facilitate 
traditional access and/or 
accommodate a group’s practices or 
beliefs.  

 Major: Adverse—Impacts would 
alter resource conditions. Proposed 
actions would block or greatly affect 
traditional access, site preservation, 
or the relationship between the 
resource and the associated group’s 
body of beliefs and practices to the 
extent that the survival of a group’s 
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beliefs and/or practices would be 
jeopardized. Beneficial—Impacts 
would encourage traditional access 
and/or accommodate a group’s 
practices or beliefs.  

 
 
VISITOR EXPERIENCE 

Visitor experiences are multidimensional 
and involve a variety of characteristics or 
components. This impact analysis considers 
various qualitative aspects of visitor use and 
experience in the Brooks River Camp area, 
including recreational opportunities (such 
as visitor activities), visitor use levels and 
crowding, visitor transportation and access, 
and visitor safety. 
 
 Recreational Opportunities—

analyzes the opportunity for visitors 
to participate in various kinds of 
recreational activities. For example, 
fishing, watching bears, and hiking 
are all activities commonly 
participated in by Brooks Camp 
visitors. This analysis identifies 
whether visitors would have greater 
or fewer opportunities to 
participate in recreational activities. 

 Visitor Use Levels and 
Crowding—examines whether the 
proposed alternative would have an 
effect on visitor use levels and 
perceived crowding in the Brooks 
Camp area, especially at key 
attraction areas and points in time 
that are integral to the overall 
experience such as when watching 
bears from a platform during fish 
spawning runs. 

 Visitor Transportation and 
Access—describes the impacts 
associated with the way in which 
visitors arrive to and circulate 
through the Brooks Camp area, 
including accommodations for 
visitors with mobility impairments. 

 Visitor Safety—focuses on 
potential risk or safety concerns 
that may arise as a direct result of 

the actions proposed in each 
alternative. Very few incidents have 
historically occurred at Brooks 
Camp. Nevertheless, this analysis 
focuses on the likelihood of the 
alternative to improve or reduce the 
potential risks to visitor safety, 
particularly associated with human-
bear and pedestrian-vehicle 
interactions or conflicts. 

 
The analysis was based on the results of 
public scoping, scientific research, and 
management experience. Other information 
that was considered in the analysis includes 
the park’s annual visitor use levels 
(information was gained from the NPS 
Public Use Statistics Office), including 
overnight stays and travel and tourism data. 
Qualitative measures from these sources 
were used to determine the overall effect on 
visitor experience. 
 
The duration and context of visitor 
experience impacts are defined as follows: 
 
Duration 
 
 Short-term impacts: Changes that 

occur during implementation and 
up to one year after the project is 
completed. 

 Long-term impacts: Changes that 
occur more than one year after the 
project is completed. 

 
Context 
 
 Localized impacts: Effects would 

occur in the project area and/or in 
the immediate vicinity of the project 
area, including the lands and waters 
of Brooks Camp, the mouth of 
Brooks River, the adjacent Naknek 
Lake shoreline, and areas along the 
river corridor within sight or sound. 

 Regional or parkwide impacts: 
Effects would occur beyond the 
vicinity of the project area and 
would extend to the surrounding 
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areas throughout and beyond the 
park. 

 
Adverse impacts are considered changes that 
would reduce visitor experience quality, 
including recreational opportunities, use 
levels, visitor access and accessibility, and 
visitor safety. Beneficial impacts are changes 
that would improve visitor experience 
quality, including recreational 
opportunities, use levels, visitor access and 
accessibility, and visitor safety. 
 
The intensities of impacts to visitor 
experience are defined as follows: 
 
 Minor: Changes to visitor 

experience would be slight, 
affecting a few visitors (less than 10 
percent), and not appreciably affect 
recreational opportunities, use 
levels, visitor access, and risk to 
visitor safety in the Brooks Camp 
area. 

 Moderate: Changes to visitor 
experience would affect many 
visitors (up to 50 percent) and result 
in some changes to recreational 
opportunities, use levels, visitor 
access, and risk to visitor safety in 
the Brooks Camp area.  

 Major: Changes to visitor 
experience would affect most 
visitors (greater than 50 percent) 
and result in several changes to 
recreational opportunities, use 
levels, visitor access, and risk to 
visitor safety in the Brooks Camp 
area. 

 
 
VISUAL/SCENIC RESOURCES 

This impact topic focuses on changes this 
project would have to visual resources or to 
the natural scenery of the Brooks Camp 
area. The analysis focuses on the immediate 
Brooks Camp area and in particular those 
sites affected by the proposed project—the 
current and proposed bridge and barge 
landing sites. Bridge, boardwalk, and barge 

landing infrastructure and design elements 
are considered in relation to the 
surrounding natural landscape. The analysis 
is based on professional judgment and 
design renderings and principles. 
 
The duration of impacts would be the same 
as previously described for visitor 
experience. The context for scenic 
resources impacts includes both views from 
the immediate vicinity of the bridge, such as 
along the shores of the river or from 
boardwalks, as well as from a distance, such 
as from a plane. Localized impacts would be 
considered those effects that would occur 
in the project area and/or in the immediate 
vicinity of the project area, including the 
lands and waters of Brooks Camp, the 
mouth of Brooks River, the adjacent 
Naknek Lake shoreline, and areas along the 
river corridor within visual or audible 
range. Regional or parkwide impacts would 
include effects that would occur beyond the 
vicinity of the project area and would 
extend to the surrounding landscape, 
throughout and beyond the park. 
 
Impacts on visual/scenic resources were 
based on qualitative measures of the extent 
to which the existing and proposed Brooks 
River bridge, barge landing, and related 
infrastructure would intrude into the 
predominantly natural landscape. Impacts 
are based on the extent and type of 
development compared to the foreground, 
middle ground, and background of the 
viewshed. An adverse impact would 
increase the extent to which the bridge and 
supporting infrastructure intrude into the 
natural landscape; a beneficial impact would 
decrease the extent to which the bridge and 
related infrastructure intrude into the 
surrounding natural landscape. 
 
The impact intensity of a development on 
visual resources would depend on the type 
of development, its location, and what 
mitigation is applied. For example, a 
development in the foreground of a 
viewshed has a much larger impact than the 
same development 3 miles away. Mitigation 
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could involve unobtrusive design or colors. 
All three factors are evaluated together to 
determine the level of impact a proposed 
development would have. 
 
For the purposes of this analysis, a viewshed 
is defined as the landscape seen from key 
observation points identified in “Chapter 3: 
Affected Environment.” The foreground is 
defined as that part of the viewshed from 
the observation point to the first 
horizon/line of sight (e.g., a ridge top) or a 
line 2 miles away, whichever is closer. 
Middle ground is defined as that part of the 
viewshed 2 to 5 miles from the observation 
point. The background is everything more 
than 5 miles from the observation point. 
 
The intensities of impacts on visual/scenic 
resources are as follows: 
 
 Minor: The action would be 

noticeable to some observers but 
would not detract from or improve 
natural views. There could be small 
changes to existing form, line, 
texture, or color in the background.  

 Moderate: The action would be 
noticeable to most observers and 
may detract from or improve 
natural views in a limited portion of 
a viewshed. There could be modest 
changes to existing form, line, 
texture, or color in the middle 
ground or background. 

 Major: The action would be 
immediately noticeable and would 
detract from or improve views of 
the natural setting in most of a 
viewshed. It would result in large 
changes to existing form, line, 
texture, or color in the foreground, 
middle ground, or background, or 
portions of the natural viewshed 
would be obstructed. 

 
 

SOCIOECONOMICS 

This section focuses on the effects of the 
alternatives on components of the 
economy, including employees and 
employers. Available economic, visitor use, 
and park data were used to identify and 
evaluate likely effects. The analysis relied on 
the following main factors in the 
alternatives: 
 
 construction spending and jobs 
 federal spending on equipment, 

supplies, and staffing 
 commercial services and CUA 

services in the park 
 visitor spending 

 
The duration and context of socioeconomic 
impacts are defined as follows:  
 
Duration* 
 
 Short-term impacts: Effects that 

occur during project 
implementation and up to three 
years after the project is completed. 

 Long-term impacts: Effects that 
occur beyond three years after the 
project is completed. 

[*Note: Duration differs from other impact topics; the 
longer time frame better captures general time frames 
of socioeconomic conditions in response to changes in 
management actions.] 

 
Context 
 
 Localized impacts: Effects would 

occur within Bristol Bay Borough, 
including the communities of King 
Salmon, Naknek, and South 
Naknek. 

 Regional impacts: Effects would 
occur over a broad geographic 
region of south central and 
southwest Alaska, including 
communities in Bristol Bay 
Borough, as well as in Anchorage 
and communities on the Alaska 
Peninsula, Kenai Peninsula, Lake 
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and Peninsula Borough, and Kodiak 
Island. 

 Multistate: Effects would occur in 
Alaska as well as areas in the Lower 
48. 

 
Adverse impacts are changes that would 
diminish the social and economic 
environment.  
 
Beneficial impacts are changes that would 
improve the social and economic 
environment. 
 

The intensities of socioeconomic impacts 
are defined as follows: 
 
 Minor: The action would affect few 

people and would not be expected 
to alter the social and economic 
environment. 

 Moderate: The action would affect 
a relatively small number of people 
and could alter the social and 
economic environment. 

 Major: The action would affect a 
large number of people and could 
have a substantial effect on the 
social and economic environment.
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CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS 

 
 
A cumulative impact is described in CEQ 
regulation 1508.7 as follows: 
 

Cumulative impacts are the impacts that 
result from incremental impacts of the 
action when added to other past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable 
actions, regardless of what agency 
(federal or nonfederal) or person 
undertakes such other action. 
Cumulative impacts can result from 
individually minor, but collectively 
significant, actions taking place over 
time. 

 
Each cumulative impact analysis is additive, 
considering the overall impact of the 
alternative when combined with effects of 
other actions—both inside and outside the 
park—that have occurred or that would 
likely occur in the foreseeable future. 
 
To determine potential cumulative impacts, 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future potential actions and developments 
within and surrounding Brooks Camp were 
considered by the planning team. The 
primary area considered for cumulative 
impacts is the Naknek River drainage basin, 
including Lake Brooks and part of Naknek 
Lake. The area considered for 
socioeconomic cumulative impacts was 
broader, primarily focused on the Bristol 
Bay Borough, including the communities of 
King Salmon and Naknek. 
 
Katmai National Park and Preserve is a 
remote park. Brooks Camp is only 
accessible by air or boat, and it is 
surrounded by federal lands (with a few 
native allotments). Virtually all of the 
actions considered in the cumulative impact 
analysis were NPS actions. No new actions 
or developments are foreseen adjacent to 
the Brooks Camp area that would affect 
park resources and uses. No changes in 

landownership and management of 
adjacent lands are expected to occur that 
would directly or indirectly affect the area. 
No new uses of the area or changes in 
transportation to Brooks Camp are 
considered likely, independent of what is 
proposed in the alternatives. Brooks Camp 
visitation has risen in the recent past, but it 
is not known how much use will increase in 
the future.  
 
 
PAST ACTIONS 

Past NPS actions considered in the 
cumulative impact analysis include the 
following: 
 
 past actions that have occurred in 

the Brooks Camp area (e.g., initial 
construction of visitor and 
operational facilities, installation of 
the floating bridge, and  
improvements to the Brooks Camp 
picnic area) 

 past, present, and future operation 
of the above facilities and 
infrastructure, including repairs 

 
 
PRESENT AND FUTURE ACTIONS 

The development of the Valley Road 
Administrative Area and removal of the 
facilities at Lake Brooks are ongoing and 
future actions that are considered in the 
cumulative impact analysis, while the 
relocation of Brooks Camp to the Beaver 
Pond Terrace area is considered as a future 
action. Map 2 in chapter 1 shows the 
locations of all of these facilities. 
 
Of all the present and future actions 
considered in this cumulative impact 
analysis, the relocation of Brooks Camp 
would have by far the highest potential for 
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creating an additive impact to the 
alternatives considered in this 
environmental impact statement. (See 
chapter 1 for the probable timeline for 
relocation of the Brooks Camp facilities.) 
 
For the cumulative impact analysis it is 
expected that visitation at Brooks Camp 
would not substantially change over the 
time frame being analyzed. 
 
Valley Road Administrative Area  

The Valley Road Administrative Area 
complex would include maintenance 
facilities and employee housing (two duplex 
cabins), which would be replaced or 
relocated from Brooks Camp and Lake 
Brooks. The goal is to reduce administrative 
activity at Brooks Camp to protect natural 
and cultural resources, reduce the potential 
for human-bear encounters, and address 
failing utilities and infrastructure. The 
placement of facilities at the Valley Road 
Administrative Area will take place in a 
sequential process as funding and labor 
become available. The maintenance 
building is largely complete, and utility 
infrastructure construction is in progress. 
The existing gravel pit along the Valley of 
Ten Thousand Smokes Road would be used 
as a gravel source. 
 
Maintenance Facility. The National Park 
Service has taken steps to relocate some 
maintenance facility operations to the south 
side of the river to address goals identified 
in the 1996 development concept plan (NPS 
1996a). In 2008, site development for the 
new maintenance building area within the 
Valley Road Administrative Area was 
initiated. The area is intended to serve as 
the core area for electrical, water and sewer 
line utilities for the south side of Brooks 
Camp. In addition, the Lake Brooks’ 
generators and fuel storage would be 
relocated to the new maintenance facility 
area. During 2008, the access road and 
gravel pad were constructed. The gravel pad 
is approximately 250 ft by 200 ft, has a 400-
foot-long access road, and would support 

the new maintenance facilities. This project 
is expected to be completed in 2013 (NPS 
2009e). 
 
Housing. Employee housing would be 
located on a single loop road, which would 
be constructed adjacent to the recently 
constructed gravel pad for the new 
maintenance facility. The west side of the 
loop would contain service buildings, a 
community building, and housing for NPS 
employees, while the east side of the loop 
would contain building sites and service 
facilities for the Brooks Lodge 
concessioner. This layout incorporates long 
sweeping curves to enhance visibility for 
potential bear encounters. The loop 
maintains its role as an infrastructure 
corridor, minimizing the impact of 
development on the forest vegetation. The 
utilities (water, wastewater, power, heat) 
would run on a central spine; the building 
placement on each side of the path would 
allow branching of the utility lines (NPS 
2009e). 
 
A driveway would connect the head of the 
loop with the Valley of Ten Thousand 
Smokes Road. The gravel roadway will be 
approximately 1,800 ft long and 11 ft wide. 
A utility corridor/foot trail approximately 
280 ft long and 8 ft wide would connect 
with the maintenance facility (NPS 2009e).  
 
The project site would be cleared of the 
existing trees and stripped of the organic 
materials only as required for the 
construction of the access road, housing 
units, and utilities. Approximately 6 acres 
will be cleared. Vegetation clearing for 
building construction or relocation would 
occur in phases and only when a facility is 
ready to be sited. A 30-foot fire perimeter 
would be maintained around all structures 
(NPS 2009e). 
 
Lake Brooks Facilities 

Maintenance facilities at Lake Brooks 
consist of several small sheds totaling 
approximately 2,300 ft2 of interior floor 



Cumulative Impact Analysis 

137 

space, and approximately 32,000 ft2 (0.73 
acre) of yard space, all of which are located 
immediately adjacent to the 1 mile, 14-foot-
wide road from Lake Brooks to Brooks 
Camp. All facilities on the shore of Lake 
Brooks would be removed and the area 
revegetated, except the historic fisheries 
cabin. Other structures associated with the 
fisheries cabin would either be preserved 
and adaptively reused or removed. The 
cabin will be retained and used as a visitor 
contact station and shuttle stop during 
times when floatplanes land on Lake 
Brooks (NPS 1996a). Any of these 
structures nominated for the National 
Register of Historic Places would undergo 
consultation with the Alaska SHPO before 
any adverse action is taken. 
 
Beaver Pond Terrace Area 

Brooks Camp (including the lodge) would 
be moved to the Beaver Pond Terrace area 
south of Brooks River. Proposed facilities as 
described in the 1996 Brooks River Area—
Final Development Concept Plan and 
Environmental Impact Statement would 
include a lodge and related facilities, 
campground, and interpretive facilities. A 

one lane, hardened gravel access road 
(about 0.5 mile long and 14 ft wide) would 
be constructed to connect the Valley of Ten 
Thousand Smokes Road with the Beaver 
Pond Terrace area (NPS 1996a). 
 
North Side of Brooks River 

After relocation of Brooks Camp, the only 
facilities on the north side of the river 
would be the existing floatplane access, 
ranger/visitor contact station, and day use 
facilities (vault toilet and picnic area). 
 
Note: The cumulative impact analysis does 
not address the future of the national 
register-listed ranger station, boathouse, 
and other potential historic structures in the 
area. Although the 1996 development 
concept plan called for the relocation of 
Brooks Camp, the above structures were 
subsequently determined to be historic 
structures. It is premature to analyze what 
would happen to these facilities in this 
current document; before the actual 
relocation of Brooks Camp, the future of 
the structures would be reevaluated and the 
effects of these options would be assessed. 
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NATURAL RESOURCES 

 
 
BROWN BEAR 

Alternative 1 

Analysis. Under Alternative 1, brown bears 
(Ursus arctos)  would continue to encounter 
NPS staff, contractors, and pedestrians at 
ground level between Brooks Camp and the 
bus parking area and along the south bank 
and near the river mouth during barge 
landing activities. Certain portions of the 
trail/road between Brooks Camp and the 
bus parking area would continue to have 
high levels of pedestrian use. In the areas 
near the floating bridge access points at the 
Corner and along the south bank, park 
visitors and NPS service vehicles would 
continue to congregate and encounter bears 
while waiting to cross the floating bridge if a 
bear forces adherence to the 50-yard buffer 
regulation. Under alternative 1, this would 
continue to result in extended periods with 
people standing near bears at ground level. 
Generally, there would continue to be no 
clear path from along the north bank of 
Brooks River to the Naknek Lake beach 
that bears could traverse without the 
likelihood of encountering people at 
ground level. 
 
This frequency of encounters between 
bears and humans would further contribute 
to human habituation of bears along the 
Brooks River corridor. In addition to 
reinforcing the habituation of the bears that 
have occupied the Brooks Camp area in 
past years, these interactions with humans 
would also help habituate bear cubs and 
new bears that move into the area. As 
described in chapter 3, the human 
habituation of bears can have adverse 
effects on bears, particularly if the bears 
move off protected park lands. Habituated 
bears may have a greater tendency to 
approach people, which may lead to 

dangerous interactions resulting in bears 
being shot and injured or killed.  
 
These effects are most important from late 
August through September, when bear 
activity near the river mouth and along the 
lake shoreline peaks. The presence of the 
floating bridge across the full width of the 
river during peak bear use periods would 
continue to be an impediment to movement 
of bears up and down the river—the bridge 
would continue to be an obstacle to bears 
walking in this part of the river. However, 
the bridge has been present for years and 
bears have adapted to its presence. Bears 
would continue to be able to swim under 
the bridge and walk on land around the 
bridge. This would have no notable effects 
on brown bear numbers or habitat. 
 
With the continuation of the ground level 
trails in this alternative, brown bears and 
humans that do not see one another would 
continue to have ground level encounters at 
very close distances. This would continue 
the risk for human-bear interactions and/or 
human habituation of bears. Although it 
would be a violation of park policy, some 
park visitors would likely continue to 
disregard the 50-yard buffer from bears at 
ground level.  
 
Because of the limited construction season, 
ongoing Brooks Camp operations and 
maintenance work would continue to 
necessitate relatively frequent barge 
loading/unloading activities near the river 
mouth during the summer when bear 
activity in the area peaks. Bear activity at the 
river mouth would continue to be disturbed 
and bears displaced by the presence of 
people and machinery, affecting their 
fishing and obtaining food from this area. 
There also would continue to be the 
potential for human-bear confrontations 
and bears being injured or killed. 
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With the ongoing ground level human 
activity along the trails through wooded 
areas, bears would continue to have limited 
areas in which they can reliably expect to 
rest and/or avoid ground level disturbances 
from humans in and around nearby visitor 
use areas of the project area and the river. 
 
Overall, alternative 1 would continue to 
result in a long-term, moderate, adverse, 
and primarily localized impact to brown 
bears. (Some parkwide adverse effects 
could occur if habituated bears from Brooks 
Camp move to other areas in the region and 
retained their habituated behavior.) The 
effects on brown bear habitat could cause 
or continue to cause changes to brown bear 
feeding, resting, mating, or caring for 
young. These adverse effects relate to the 
continued types and levels of human-bear 
interactions at ground level, habitat 
disturbance, and human habituation of 
bears. The interactions, disturbances, and 
habituation would primarily result from 
continuing park visitor activities and park 
staff/concessioner activities during the 
visitation season. It is believed that less than 
half of the brown bears using the Brooks 
River area would be affected by continuing 
actions in alternative 1, and changes to the 
regional brown bear population would be 
minimal.  
 
Cumulative Impacts. Various other past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects in and near the project area have 
and would continue to affect brown bears 
and their habitat. These projects relate to 
facility development, recreation access, site 
restoration, and program development. 
 
Multiple past actions have had notable 
effects on brown bears in the project area, 
particularly in the vicinity of Brooks Camp 
and along the Brooks River corridor. Most 
of these past actions have had adverse 
effects on habitat and have primarily 
involved the facility development and 
expanded recreational access associated 
with Brooks Camp over the years (e.g., 
lodge, campground, visitor center, 

restrooms, operations facilities, utilities, 
guest cabins, staff housing, floating bridge, 
trails, and viewing platforms). The short-
term adverse impacts relate to the 
temporary noise and human activity 
disturbances associated with the 
construction and material movement at 
each respective development or recreation 
improvement. These short-term effects 
could alter bear behavior, such as feeding 
and resting, and could temporarily displace 
individual bears into less desirable areas. 
The long-term effects have generally 
resulted from displaced bear habitat from 
facility footprints, fragmented habitat from 
roads and trails, and/or reduced quality of 
bear habitat from the resulting regular 
human activity in all of these areas. When 
all of the existing (past) developments in the 
Brooks River area are considered, a total of 
approximately 85 acres of bear habitat have 
been modified or lost to development 
(Brooks Camp: 6 acres; Brooks River area: 
40 acres; Brooks Falls trail: 4 acres; Lake 
Brooks development: 3 acres; contractor 
camp: 2 acres; and access roads: 30 acres). 
Although these past actions generally have 
had little effect on local and regional bear 
population numbers, they have certainly led 
to more human-bear interactions and 
human habituation of bears over time.  
 
In addition, present and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions would also affect 
brown bear habitat in the project area. Such 
actions could include additional facility 
improvements around the Brooks River 
area (e.g., the maintenance and housing 
development at the Valley Road 
Administrative Area); the removal (and site 
restoration) of Lake Brooks maintenance 
and housing facilities; and the overall 
relocation of Brooks Camp and its 
associated uses to the south of Brooks River 
(near Beaver Pond Terrace). When all new 
developments are considered, along with 
areas where vegetation would be restored 
(e.g., areas where current facilities are on 
the north side of the river), a total of 
approximately 57 acres of bear habitat 
would be modified or lost to development 
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in the future (proposed Beaver Pond 
Terrace: 45 acres; Valley Road 
Administrative Area: 15 acres; and the 
removal of facilities on north side of river 
and at Lake Brooks: 3 acres and 0.3 acre, 
respectively). Most of this habitat, however, 
would not be prime bear habitat. The short-
term effects of these actions would relate to 
the disturbances to bear habitat from 
construction and project mobilization 
activities, including the transport of 
materials through the area’s roads/trails. 
The adverse, long-term effects of some of 
these actions could involve further 
displacement and/or fragmentation of bear 
habitat in localized parts of the project area 
from facility improvements or expansions 
and the development of the Beaver Pond 
Terrace area and the Valley Road 
Administrative Area. The present and future 
actions would result in the removal of 
substantial levels of facilities and human 
activity from prime bear habitat in the 
Brooks River corridor (e.g., near the Corner 
area, river mouth, Naknek Lake shoreline, 
and near the Lake Brooks outlet into 
Brooks River). Restoration of this habitat 
would benefit brown bears.  
 
When the likely adverse effects of 
alternative 1 are added to the effects of 
these other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, there would be a 
long-term, moderate, adverse, and primarily 
localized cumulative impact on brown 
bears. (Parkwide cumulative impacts could 
occur if bears that become habituated to 
humans at Brooks Camp leave the project 
area and move into other areas in the 
region.) Alternative 1 would contribute an 
appreciable, adverse increment to the 
overall moderate, adverse cumulative 
impact.  
 
Conclusion. Alternative 1 would result in 
continuing long-term, moderate, adverse, 
and localized impacts on the brown bear. 
Adverse parkwide effects could occur if 
habituated bears from Brooks Camp move 
in to other areas in the region. These 
adverse effects would primarily result from 

continuing ground level human-bear 
interactions between Brooks Camp and the 
bus parking area on the south side of 
Brooks River. The interactions would 
continue to result from the physical overlap 
of human high use areas at ground level 
(visitors and staff) and brown bear high use 
areas (along the river, near the mouth, and 
along Naknek Lake). Occasional unsafe 
human-bear interactions would be 
expected to continue as well as the resulting 
human habituation of bears, with the 
potential for bears being injured or killed.  
 
Alternative 2 

Analysis. The proposed elevated bridge 
would eliminate the need for a floating 
bridge, which is an obstruction to bears 
moving up and down Brooks River (while in 
the water). An elevated bridge should allow 
for greater access to habitat, less stress, and 
easier movement by bears than under the 
current situation. Bear numbers could also 
increase in this area (NPS 2009f). In 
addition, bears would have an open travel 
route from the lower Brooks River to 
Naknek Lake via the river’s north bank and 
the Corner and avoid interacting with 
humans at ground level, particularly during 
late summer and autumn peak use times. 
This could also provide greater access to 
habitat, reduce stress in bears, and increase 
the number of bears using the area. 
 
Under alternative 2, bears would regularly 
encounter pedestrians (i.e., visitor groups, 
individual visitors, and staff) elevated 
overhead on the boardwalk and bridge 
instead of at ground level. The decks of the 
bridge and boardwalks would be about 10 ft 
above the river and ground, respectively. 
Alternative 2 (map 4) includes a total of 
about 2,045 linear ft of elevated boardwalks 
available for pedestrian use (760 ft for the 
north boardwalks, 925 ft for the south 
boardwalks, and 360 ft for the bridge). 
Approximately 1,610 ft of this total length 
would be used mostly by park visitors. The 
use of these elevated boardwalks would 
result in bears having substantially less 
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interactions with human pedestrians at 
ground level. People moving along raised 
boardwalks would generally affect bear 
behavior less than they would at ground 
level on the same trails that bears use (NPS 
2009f). Bears would also have more 
advanced warning of approaching humans 
because people walking on a wooden 
boardwalk deck would typically emit a 
louder noise than walking on soil or gravel, 
and views of approaching humans would be 
less obstructed by thick ground vegetation. 
This would benefit the bears by reducing 
the potential for dangerous incidents (for 
the involved bears or humans)—there 
would be a lower likelihood of bears being 
injured or killed. These effects could also 
reduce the potential for human habituation, 
which could benefit the bears if they move 
out of the Brooks Camp area into other 
areas in the region. 
 
Most bears over time would be expected to 
become accustomed/habituated to the 
existence and use of the new bridge and 
boardwalks (NPS 2009f). However, 
behavioral evidence from bears near the 
existing elevated boardwalk to Brooks Falls 
indicates that overhead human activity 
could intimidate, alter movement/behavior 
of, or possibly scare off some individual 
bears (DeBruyn et al. 2004). Thus, some 
bears may not adapt well to the 1,610 linear 
ft of elevated travelways for pedestrians in 
this alternative. This could result in these 
individuals altering their preferred river 
access routes or avoiding river stretches 
that provide the most favorable salmon 
fishing. Some bears may avoid the new 
structures for the short-term, but then 
return to the area. Some may choose to 
avoid the area entirely because of overhead 
pedestrian activity. Although humans 
would be separated from bears by about 10 
vertical ft, park visitors on the bridge or 
boardwalks would not be asked/required to 
apply the 50-yard buffer rule that they 
would otherwise use at ground level. Thus, 
humans would regularly be near bears near 
the mouth of the river and near Brooks 

Camp under this alternative. This could 
contribute to human habituation of bears.  
 
Traffic patterns and noise on raised 
structures have at least as much potential to 
affect bear behavior as the structures 
themselves (NPS 2009f). This alternative 
includes 995 linear ft of elevated access for 
motorized vehicles (425 ft for the north 
boardwalk/ramp, 360 ft for the bridge, and 
210 ft for the south ramp). Bears would 
encounter NPS/concessioner service 
vehicles overhead on the boardwalk/bridge 
structure instead of at ground level, 
resulting in bears having less direct ground 
level interaction with vehicles and less 
potential for habituation. However, some 
bears might not adapt well to overhead 
vehicles and could avoid the area entirely. 
 
In alternative 2 bears would be exposed to 
increased noise from motorized vehicles 
running on the wood deck of the bridge and 
boardwalks instead of gravel or soil (for 
about 995 ft). In addition, motorized 
vehicles would likely make additional noise 
while climbing the vehicle ramps near the 
south bank of the river and near the Corner. 
Increased noise in the area could alter the 
feeding and resting behavior of some bears.  
 
Human activity (pedestrians and NPS/ 
concessioner vehicles) would be more 
visible to bears that are farther upriver 
because of the 10-foot elevation of the 
bridge and the exposed portions of the 
north boardwalk that would run to the west 
of existing shrub and tree cover. However, 
wooded areas on the south side of the river 
would provide some visual boardwalk 
screening to views from both upriver and 
downriver. Although some of the visual 
disturbance would be at a distance, some 
bears may alter their behavior or activity 
after seeing more human activity in the area.  
Sounds from human activity on the 
boardwalks and bridge would carry farther 
because of the elevation of the activity and 
the placement of the elevated walkway 
outside wooded areas that would otherwise 
buffer the noise. Assuming there is judicious 
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use of quiet vehicles on the bridge and 
boardwalks, there should be little effect on 
most bears in the area (NPS 2009f). The 
most notable areas of sound exposure 
would be on the bridge (exposed to upriver 
and downriver areas) and along the north 
boardwalk, which would be partially 
exposed to upriver areas. Trees and shrubs 
on the south side of the river would provide 
some screening that would limit noise 
propagation. However, even with the use of 
relatively quiet vehicles, elevating noise 
sources may result in some bears hearing 
more nearby human activity and altering 
their behavior or activity. 
 
Under this alternative, bears would 
encounter less ground level human activity 
along the river corridor because the 
elevated structures would route pedestrians 
across the river with minimal time 
congregating along the north or south bank 
waiting to cross the floating bridge.  
 
Bears would have a region of wooded area 
with minimal ground level human activity 
near the mouth of the river (on both north 
and south sides) where they could expect to 
rest or forage without human intrusion. 
Most notably under this alternative, the 
north boardwalk would avoid the Corner 
area (which is currently fragmented by the 
ground trail/road). Removing the existing 
trail through the Corner would allow for 
increased use of the trail, riverbank, woods, 
and beach around the point by bears (NPS 
2009f). This effect would be most valuable 
to the bears from late August through 
October when the bears congregate near 
the mouth of Brooks River to feed on dead 
or dying salmon.  
 
Under alternative 2 the separated vehicle 
ramp and pedestrian boardwalk on the 
north side of the river would enlarge the 
area of human activity somewhat near 
Brooks Camp. Similarly, the bus parking 
area south of the river would be served by 
two separate travel routes from the bridge 
(elevated boardwalk with pedestrian 
activity and the existing service road for 

NPS vehicles). Under alternative 1 only one 
shared access route is used for both 
pedestrians and vehicles on both sides of 
the river. The divergences of the pedestrian 
access and vehicle access in alternative 2 
would create two separate corridors of 
regular human activity on each side of the 
Brooks River (although NPS vehicle use 
would be relatively intermittent compared 
to visitor/pedestrian use). In turn, this 
would increase the geographic area of 
human disturbance to bears on both sides 
of the river.  
 
However, this separated boardwalk 
alignment would reduce the amount of 
pedestrian activity at ground level near the 
southern end of Brooks Camp because it 
would route pedestrians directly to the 
Brooks Camp lodge. The boardwalk 
alignment would provide a buffer to the 
west and north of the Corner area where 
human activity would be minimal. This 
effect would be particularly important from 
late August through October when the 
bears frequent the Corner to access the 
river mouth and the Naknek Lake 
shoreline.  
 
Under this alternative, the barge landing site 
would be moved from the river mouth to a 
location approximately 2,000 ft south along 
Naknek Lake (figure 3). Thus, brown bears 
that are resting or foraging along both 
shores of the river mouth would not 
encounter NPS vessels being loaded and 
unloaded at the barge landing site or 
vehicles traveling along the south bank 
to/from the landing on the access road 
(which would be reclaimed under this 
alternative). Relocating the facilities should 
substantially reduce bear impacts—more 
bears would likely be present in the river 
mouth area where they could feed on fish 
and fewer bears would likely be present 
farther away from the river corridor. The 
effect of this relocation would be most 
notable from late August through October 
when most of the bear activity is 
concentrated near the mouth of Brooks 
River. 
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However, the proposed access road that 
would serve the new barge landing site 
(figure 3) would introduce occasional 
human disturbances into the area between 
Brooks River and Beaver Pond. The 
roadway length would be approximately 
1,500 ft, and most of the disturbances to 
bear habitat would involve NPS/ 
concessioner motorized vehicle traffic. 
Increased noise and human disturbances 
along the access road and at the landing 
could alter bear resting, movement, and 
other behaviors of some bears in a new area 
that has not been disturbed.  
 
The construction activities associated with 
the bridge and elevated boardwalks would 
have various adverse effects on the brown 
bear and its habitat. Some construction 
would occur for a few months each year for 
3 years. Construction disturbances to bears 
could include heavy construction 
equipment operation, noise from handheld 
construction tools (power tools and 
manual), construction transport vehicles, 
worker voices, and generators. The degree 
of impact on bear habitat would be 
dependent on the type and intensity of the 
construction activity and the time of year 
the construction activity occurs (as it relates 
to the June and September peaks of bear 
activity in the area). Construction activity 
during peak feeding times in July and 
September-October have more potential for 
impacts and human-bear interaction than 
other months (NPS 2009f). Given the 
proposed construction schedule, the most 
notable impacts would occur (1) from late 
August through mid-September of the first 
year during the construction mobilization 
phase; and (2) from late June through July 
and from late August through October in 
the second year (when boardwalk decking 
and handrail construction takes place). To 
help minimize these effects, particularly 
during July and September, work time 
limits, construction noise restrictions, and 
other mitigation measures would be applied 
(e.g., limiting to small power tool use, 
containing construction worker food and 
garbage) (NPS 2009f). In spite of these 

mitigation measures, if hazing of bears 
becomes necessary, which would be a small 
possibility, the behavior of a few bears may 
be altered during the construction period 
and some may be temporarily displaced 
from areas they might otherwise use. This 
could affect feeding activities and 
competition with other bears. 
 
The construction activities associated with 
the new barge landing site (figure 3), new 
access road (about 1,500 ft long), and 
restoration of the existing access road 
(map 4) would also have various adverse 
impacts on the bears. These construction 
and restoration activities would occur over 
a few months in the spring and fall of one 
year. Most construction impacts would 
result from heavy construction equipment 
operation (e.g., road grading), material 
transport vehicles, and human presence. 
The most notable impacts would occur 
during the late summer and autumn 
construction phase (August through mid-
November), a period when the bears 
become very active feeding on spawned-out 
salmon along Brooks River. The intensity of 
the impact to bears would lessen as the 
construction activity moves farther away 
from Brooks River. In addition, to help 
minimize these effects, various mitigation 
measures would be applied to construction 
activities, such as maintaining mufflers on 
construction equipment and generators, 
limiting construction to daylight hours, and 
actively containing food/garbage of 
construction workers.  
 
Overall, alternative 2 would result in short- 
and long-term, moderate, adverse, and 
primarily localized impacts to brown bears 
due to human disturbances to bears and 
their habitat. Short-term impacts would be 
due to construction activities, while long-
term impacts would be due to use of the 
facilities. (Some parkwide adverse effects 
could occur if habituated bears from Brooks 
Camp move to other areas in the region and 
retained their habituated behavior.) The 
effects of alternative 2 on brown bear 
habitat could cause changes to brown bear 
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feeding, resting, mating, or caring for 
young. These adverse effects relate to 
habitat disturbances from human activity 
on the proposed 2,045 ft of elevated 
boardwalks, increased habitat fragmen-
tation from separated vehicle/ pedestrian 
travel on both sides of the river, human 
habituation of bears, and continued human-
bear interactions at ground level (in areas 
where people do not use the elevated 
boardwalks). The interactions, disturb-
ances, and habituation would primarily 
result from park visitor activities and park 
staff/concessioner activities during the 
visitation season. It is believed that less than 
half of the brown bears using the Brooks 
River area would be affected by the actions 
and developments in alternative 2, and 
changes to the regional brown bear 
population would be minimal.  
 
Compared to alternative 1, alternative 2 
would likely result in a decrease in adverse 
effects on brown bears due to the 
elimination of the floating bridge, the 
restoration of an open travel route from the 
lower Brooks River to Naknek Lake via the 
river’s north bank and the Corner, and the 
vertical separation of humans and bears 
throughout the project area, which would 
result in less ground level interactions and 
possibly reduced habituation. Bears along 
the Brooks River corridor would also 
benefit from the relocation of the barge 
landing and access road away from the 
river. However, because the 50-yard 
horizontal buffer rule would no longer 
apply to people on the elevated boardwalks 
and bridge, this alternative would result in 
notably shorter horizontal distances 
between humans and bears. This could 
contribute to an increase in habituation of 
bears. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. Various other past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects in and near the project area have 
and would continue to affect brown bears 
and their habitat. These projects relate to 
facility development, recreation access, site 
restoration, and program development, and 

have affected (or would affect) the Brooks 
River area as described in the preceding 
“Cumulative Impacts” section under 
alternative 1. 
 
When the likely effects of alternative 2 
actions (e.g., construction and use of the 
bridge, boardwalks, and barge landing site) 
are added to the effects of other past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions, there would likely be a long-term, 
moderate, adverse, primarily localized 
cumulative impact on brown bears. 
(Parkwide adverse cumulative impacts 
could occur if bears that become habituated 
to humans at Brooks Camp leave the project 
area and move into other areas in the 
region.) Alternative 2 would contribute an 
appreciable, adverse increment to this 
overall adverse cumulative impact. 
 
Conclusion. Alternative 2 would result in 
short- and long-term, moderate, adverse, 
and primarily localized impacts on brown 
bears due to human disturbances to bears 
and their habitat. There still would be 
potential for human habituation of bears, 
and some potential for occasional unsafe 
human-bear interactions and bears being 
injured or killed. These adverse effects 
would mainly result from the notable 
distance of overhead human activity above 
bears and bear habitat in the area 
(pedestrians and vehicles), a decrease in the 
horizontal separation between bears and 
humans (i.e., people on the elevated 
structures), an increase in the visual and 
audio exposure of human activities, and 
disturbance to bear habitat in the project 
area with construction-related activities and 
noise. 
 
Alternative 3 

Analysis. The proposed elevated bridge in 
alternative 3 would eliminate the need for a 
floating bridge, which is an obstruction to 
bears moving up and down Brooks River. In 
addition, bears would have an open travel 
route from the lower Brooks River to 
Naknek Lake via the river’s north bank and 
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the Corner and avoid interacting with 
humans at ground level. This should allow 
for greater access to habitat, less stress, 
easier movement by bears, and possibly 
increased numbers of bears using the area.  
 
Under alternative 3, bears would regularly 
encounter pedestrians (i.e., visitor groups, 
individual visitors, and staff) elevated 
overhead on the boardwalk and bridge 
instead of at ground level. The decks of the 
bridge and boardwalks would be 
approximately 10 ft above the river and 
ground, respectively. Alternative 3 includes 
a total of about 945 ft of elevated 
boardwalks for pedestrian use (330 ft for 
the north boardwalk, 200 ft for the south 
boardwalk, and 415 ft for the bridge; see 
map 5). The entire length of the bridge and 
boardwalks would be shared by pedestrian 
visitors, staff, and NPS/concessioner 
vehicles. The shared use of the elevated 
boardwalk would result in bears having less 
interaction with pedestrians at ground level. 
People moving along raised boardwalks 
would generally affect bear behavior less 
than they would at ground level on the same 
trails that bears use (NPS 2009f). Bears 
would also have more advanced warning of 
approaching humans because people 
walking on a wooden boardwalk deck 
would typically emit a louder noise than 
walking on soil or gravel, and views of 
approaching humans would be less 
obstructed by thick ground vegetation. This 
would benefit the bears by reducing the 
potential for dangerous incidents (for the 
involved bears or humans)—there would be 
a lower likelihood of bears being injured or 
killed. These effects could also reduce the 
potential for human habituation, which 
could benefit the bears if they travel out of 
the Brooks Camp area into other areas in 
the region. 
 
Most bears over time would be expected to 
become accustomed/habituated to the 
existence and use of the new bridge and 
boardwalks (NPS 2009f). However, 
behavioral evidence from bears near the 
existing elevated boardwalk to Brooks Falls 

indicates that overhead human activity 
could intimidate, alter movement/behavior 
of, or possibly scare off some individual 
bears (DeBruyn et al. 2004). Thus, some 
bears may not adapt well to the 945 ft of 
elevated boardwalks for pedestrians in this 
alternative. This could result in these 
individuals altering their preferred river 
access routes or avoiding river stretches 
that provide the most favorable salmon 
fishing. Some bears may avoid the new 
structures for the short-term, but then 
return to the area. Some may choose to 
avoid the area entirely because of the 
overhead pedestrian activity. Although 
humans would be separated from bears by 
about 10 vertical ft, park visitors on the 
bridge or boardwalks would not be 
asked/required to apply the 50-yard buffer 
rule that they would otherwise use at 
ground level. Thus, humans would regularly 
be very near bears near the mouth of the 
river and near Brooks Camp under this 
alternative. This reduced (horizontal) 
separation of humans and bears could 
contribute to human habituation of bears.  
 
Bears would also encounter 
NPS/concessioner service vehicles 
overhead on the boardwalk/bridge 
structure instead of at ground level. This 
alternative includes 945 linear ft of elevated 
access for motorized vehicles, which would 
result in bears having less direct ground 
level interaction with vehicles and less 
potential for habituation. However, some 
bears might not adapt well to overhead 
vehicles and could avoid the area entirely. 
 
In alternative 3 bears would be exposed to 
increased noise from motorized vehicle 
tires running on the wood deck of the 
bridge and boardwalks instead of gravel or 
soil (for about 945 ft). In addition, 
motorized vehicles would likely make 
additional noise while climbing the ramps 
near the south bank of the river and near 
the Corner.  
 
Also in alternative 3 human activity 
(pedestrians and NPS/concessioner 
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vehicles) would be more visible to bears 
that are upriver because of the 10-foot 
elevation of the bridge. However, the north 
boardwalk would be relatively screened due 
to its alignment through the existing trees in 
the Corner area. Although some of the 
elevated visual disturbance would be at a 
distance, some bears may alter their 
behavior or activity after seeing more 
human activity in the area.  
 
Sounds from human activity on the 
boardwalk and bridge would carry farther 
due to the elevation of the activity and the 
placement of the elevated walkway outside 
wooded areas that would otherwise buffer 
the sounds. Assuming there is judicious use 
of quiet vehicles on the bridge and 
boardwalks, there should be little effect on 
most bears in the area (NPS 2009f). Noise 
from the elevated bridge would be 
somewhat muted under this alternative 
because this boardwalk would be routed 
through existing trees on the north side of 
the river. However, even with the use of 
relatively quiet vehicles, elevating noise 
sources may result in some bears may hear 
more nearby human activity and alter their 
behavior or activity. 
 
Under this alternative, bears would 
encounter less ground level human activity 
along the river corridor because the 
elevated structures would route pedestrians 
across the river with no time congregating 
along the north bank waiting to cross the 
floating bridge. This alternative would still 
allow pedestrians to congregate along the 
south bank (i.e., the elevated boardwalk 
would not continue south of the river).  
 
Bears would have a region of wooded area 
with minimal ground level human activity 
near the mouth of the river where they 
could rest or forage without human 
intrusion. This effect would be most 
valuable to the bears from late August 
through October, when the bears 
congregate near the mouth of the Brooks 
River to feed on dead or dying salmon. 
However, the routing of the elevated 

walkway and vehicle ramp through the 
Corner area would allow existing levels of 
human activity and potential disruption for 
bears to continue in this area (despite being 
elevated). In addition, human disturbances 
to bears along the south bank and near the 
barge landing would also continue at 
ground level.   
 
Also, human activity at ground level would 
be prominent next to the fish freezing 
building because the elevated walkway 
would terminate here under alternative 3. 
The location of the boardwalk terminus 
would likely cause a visitor gathering area in 
a location that is immediately adjacent to 
the Corner, and an area that is frequently 
used by bears. This could disturb resting 
bears and increase the potential for 
habituation. This effect would have the 
most impact on bears from late August 
through October when the bear activity 
near the Corner is highest.   
 
Under this alternative, the barge landing site 
would be moved from the river mouth 
(about 200 ft south along Naknek Lake), but 
the access road would remain relatively 
unchanged for most of its length (figure 5). 
The small offset of the proposed barge 
landing from the river mouth (and behind 
existing shrubs and trees) would reduce 
noise and human activity disturbances to 
bears in the river mouth. But, NPS/ 
contractor activities at the landing site and 
along the access road would continue to 
disturb bear activity near and along the 
river.  
 
The construction activities associated with 
the bridge and elevated boardwalks would 
have various adverse effects on the brown 
bear and its habitat. Most construction 
would be scheduled for times when bears 
are not present or are present in smaller 
numbers. However, some construction 
activities would still affect some bears in the 
summer and fall. Construction disturbances 
to bears could include heavy construction 
equipment operation, noise from handheld 
construction tools (power tools and 
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manual), construction transport vehicles, 
worker voices, and generators. The degree 
of impact on bear habitat would be 
dependent on the type and intensity of the 
construction activity, and the time of year 
the construction activity occurs (as it relates 
to the June and September peaks of bear 
activity in the area). Construction activity 
during peak feeding times in July and 
September-October have more potential for 
impacts and human-bear interaction than 
other months (NPS 2009f). Given the 
proposed construction schedule, the most 
notable impacts would potentially occur (1) 
from late August through mid-September of 
the first year during the construction 
mobilization phase, and (2) from late June 
through July and from late August through 
October in the second year (when 
boardwalk decking and handrail 
construction takes place). To help minimize 
these effects, particularly during July and 
September, work time limits, construction 
noise restrictions, and other mitigation 
measures would be applied (e.g., limiting to 
small power tool use and containing 
construction worker food and garbage) 
(NPS 2009f). In spite of these mitigation 
measures, if hazing of bears becomes 
necessary, which would be a small 
possibility, the behavior of a few bears may 
be altered during the construction period 
and some may be temporarily displaced 
from areas they might otherwise use. This 
could affect feeding activities and 
competition with other bears. 
 
Alternative 3 includes a relocated barge 
landing (approximately 200 ft south of the 
existing landing) and a relatively short 
reroute of the barge landing access road 
near the mouth of the Brooks River 
(figure 5). These construction activities 
would occur over a few months in the 
spring and fall of one year. The 
construction activities associated with the 
new barge landing site and short access 
road reroute would impact bear habitat. 
The most notable impacts would likely 
occur during the late summer and autumn 
construction phase (August through mid-

November), a period when the bears 
become very active River feeding on 
spawned-out salmon along the Brooks. To 
help minimize these effects, various 
mitigation measures would be applied to 
construction activities, such as maintaining 
mufflers on construction equipment and 
generators and limiting construction to 
daylight hours, and actively containing 
food/garbage of construction workers.  
 
Overall, alternative 3 would result in short- 
and long-term, moderate, adverse, and 
primarily localized impacts to brown bears, 
due to human disturbances to bears and 
their habitat. Short-term impacts would be 
due to construction activities, while long-
term impacts would be due to use of the 
facilities. (Some parkwide adverse effects 
could occur if habituated bears from Brooks 
Camp move to other areas in the region and 
retained their habituated behavior.) The 
effects of alternative 3 on brown bear 
habitat could cause changes to brown bear 
feeding, resting, mating, or caring for 
young. These adverse effects relate to 
habitat disturbances from human activity 
on the proposed 945 ft of elevated 
boardwalks, human habituation of bears, 
and continued human-bear interactions at 
ground level (in areas where people do not 
use the elevated boardwalks). The 
interactions, disturbances, and habituation 
would primarily result from park visitor 
activities and park staff/concessioner 
activities during the visitation season. It is 
believed that less than half of the brown 
bears using the Brooks River area would be 
affected by the actions and developments in 
alternative 3, and changes to the regional 
brown bear population would be minimal. 
Compared to alternative 1, alternative 3 
would likely result in a decrease in adverse 
effects on brown bears due to the 
elimination of the floating bridge, and 
vertical separation of humans and bears in 
portions of the project area (mainly across 
and north of the river), which would result 
in less ground level interactions and 
possibly reduced habituation. However, 
because the 50-yard horizontal buffer rule 
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would no longer apply to people on the 
elevated boardwalk or bridge, this 
alternative would result in notably shorter 
horizontal distances between humans and 
bears. This could contribute to an increase 
in habituation of bears.  
 
Cumulative Impacts. Various other past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects in and near the project area have 
and would continue to affect brown bears 
and their habitat. These projects relate to 
facility development, recreation access, site 
restoration, and program development, and 
have affected (or would affect) the Brooks 
River area as described in the “Cumulative 
Impacts” section under alternative 1. 
 
When the likely effects of alternative 3 
actions are added to the effects of these 
other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, there would be a 
long-term, moderate, adverse, primarily 
localized cumulative impact on brown 
bears. (Parkwide cumulative impacts could 
occur if bears that become habituated to 
humans at Brooks Camp leave the project 
area and move into other areas in the 
region.) Alternative 3 would contribute an 
appreciable, adverse increment to this 
overall adverse cumulative impact.  
 
Conclusion. Alternative 3 would result in 
short- and long-term, moderate, adverse, 
and primarily localized impacts on brown 
bears. There still would be potential for 
human habituation of bears and some 
potential for occasional unsafe human-bear 
interactions and for bears being injured or 
killed. These adverse effects would mainly 
result from the proposed overhead human 
activity above bears and bear habitat in the 
area (pedestrians, staff, and vehicles), a 
decrease in the horizontal separation 
between bears and humans (i.e., people on 
the elevated structures), an increase in the 
visual and audio exposure of human 
activities on the boardwalks and bridge, 
disturbance to the bear habitat in the 
project area with construction-related 
activities and noise, and continued ground 

level interactions between bears and 
humans (primarily on the south side of the 
river where elevated boardwalks terminate).  
 
Alternative 4 

Analysis. The proposed elevated bridge 
would eliminate the need for a floating 
bridge, which is an obstruction to bears 
moving up and down Brooks River (while in 
the water). In addition, bears would have an 
open travel route from the lower Brooks 
River to Naknek Lake via the river’s north 
bank and the Corner where they could 
avoid interacting with humans at ground 
level, particularly during late summer and 
autumn. This should allow for greater 
access to habitat, less stress, easier 
movement by bears, and possibly increased 
numbers of bears using the area. 
 
Under alternative 4 bears would regularly 
encounter pedestrians on the (i.e., visitor 
groups, individual visitors, and staff) 
elevated overhead on the boardwalk and 
bridge structures instead of at ground level. 
The decks of the bridge and boardwalks 
would be approximately 10 ft above the 
river and ground, respectively. Alternative 4 
includes about 1,540 linear ft of elevated 
boardwalk for visitor or staff pedestrian use 
(560 ft for the north boardwalk, 630 ft for 
the south boardwalk, and 350 ft for the 
bridge). The entire length of the bridge and 
boardwalks would be shared by pedestrians 
and vehicles. The use of this elevated 
boardwalk would result in bears having 
substantially less interactions with human 
pedestrians at ground level. People moving 
along raised boardwalks would generally 
affect bear behavior less than they would at 
ground level on the same trails that bears 
use (NPS 2009f). Bears would also have 
more advanced warning of approaching 
humans because people walking on a 
wooden boardwalk deck would typically 
emit a louder noise than walking on soil or 
gravel, and views of approaching humans 
would be less obstructed by thick ground 
vegetation. This would benefit the bears by 
reducing the potential for dangerous 
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incidents (for the involved bears or 
humans)—there would be a lower 
likelihood of bears being injured or killed. 
These effects could also reduce the 
potential for human habituation, which 
could benefit the bears if they travel out of 
the Brooks Camp area into other areas in 
the region.  
 
Most bears over time would be expected to 
become accustomed/habituated to the 
existence and use of the new bridge and 
boardwalks (NPS 2009f). However, 
behavioral evidence from bears near the 
existing elevated boardwalk to Brooks Falls 
indicates that overhead human activity 
could intimidate, alter movement/behavior 
of, or possibly scare off some individual 
bears (DeBruyn et al. 2004). Thus, some 
bears may not adapt well to the 1,540 linear 
ft of elevated boardwalks for pedestrians in 
this alternative. This could result in these 
individuals altering their preferred river 
access routes or avoiding river stretches 
that provide the most favorable salmon 
fishing. Some bears may avoid the new 
structures for the short-term, but then 
return to the area. Some may choose to 
avoid the area entirely because of the 
overhead pedestrian activity. Although 
humans would be separated from bears by 
about 10 vertical ft, visitors on the bridge or 
boardwalks would not be asked/required to 
apply the 50-yard buffer rule that they 
would otherwise use at ground level. Thus, 
humans would regularly be very near bears 
near the mouth of the river and near Brooks 
Camp under this alternative. This could 
contribute to human habituation of bears.  
 
Bears would also encounter NPS/ 
concessioner service vehicles overhead on 
the boardwalk/bridge structure instead of at 
ground level. This alternative includes 1,540 
linear ft of elevated access for motorized 
vehicles, which would result in bears having 
less direct ground level interaction with 
vehicles and less potential for habituation. 
However, some bears might not adapt well 
to overhead vehicles and could avoid the 
area entirely. 

In alternative 4 bears would be exposed to 
increased noise volumes from motorized 
vehicle tires running on the wood deck of 
the bridge and boardwalks instead of gravel 
or soil (for 1,540 ft). However, unlike 
alternatives 2 and 3, motorized vehicles 
likely would not make additional noise 
climbing the boardwalk ramps because both 
the north and south vehicle ramps would be 
relatively flat (the boardwalk alignment 
would take advantage of local topography).  
 
Also in alternative 4 human activity 
(pedestrians and NPS/concessioner 
vehicles) would be more visible to bears 
upriver because of the 10-foot elevation of 
the bridge and the exposed alignment of the 
north boardwalk that runs to the west of 
existing shrub and tree cover. However, 
wooded areas on the south side of the river 
would provide some visual boardwalk 
screening to views from both upriver and 
downriver. Although some of the visual 
disturbance would be at a distance, some 
bears may alter their behavior or activity 
after seeing more human activity in the area. 
 
Sounds from human activity on the 
boardwalks and bridge would carry farther 
because of the elevation of the activity and 
the placement of the elevated walkway 
outside wooded areas that would otherwise 
buffer the sounds. Assuming there is 
judicious use of quiet vehicles on the bridge 
and boardwalks, there should be little effect 
on most bears in the area (NPS 2009f). The 
most notable areas of sound exposure 
would be on the bridge (exposed to upriver 
and downriver areas) and along the north 
boardwalk, which would be fully exposed 
to upriver areas. Trees and shrubs on the 
south side of the river would provide some 
screening that would limit noise 
propagation. However, even with the use of 
relatively quiet vehicles, as a result of 
elevating noise sources some bears may 
hear more nearby human activity and alter 
their behavior or activity.  
 
Under alternative 4 bears would encounter 
less ground level human activity 
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immediately along the river corridor 
because the path of the elevated structures 
would route pedestrians across the river 
with no time congregating along the north 
or south bank waiting to cross the floating 
bridge). The pedestrians would access the 
elevated boardwalk from within Brooks 
Camp and from near the bus parking area 
on the south side of the river.  
 
Bears would have a region of wooded area 
with minimal ground level human activity 
near the mouth of the river (on both north 
and south sides) where they could rest or 
forage without human intrusion. Most 
notably, under this alternative, the north 
boardwalk avoids the Corner area, which 
would otherwise continue to be fragmented 
by the existing ground trail/ road.  
 
Pedestrians and NPS concessioner vehicles 
would be routed around and away from the 
Corner and areas on the south bank near 
the river mouth. Removing the existing trail 
would allow for increased use of the trail, 
riverbank, woods, and beach around the 
point by bears (NPS 2009f). This effect 
would be most valuable to the bears from 
late August through October, when the 
bears congregate near the mouth of the 
Brooks River to feed on dead or dying 
salmon.  
 
Also, under this alternative, the barge 
landing site would be moved away from the 
river mouth to a location approximately 
2,000 ft south along Naknek Lake (figure 3). 
Thus, brown bears that are resting or 
foraging along both shores of the river 
mouth would not encounter NPS vessels 
being loaded and unloaded at the barge 
landing, or vehicles traveling along the 
south bank to/from the landing on the 
access road (which would be reclaimed 
under this alternative). Relocating the 
facilities should substantially reduce bear 
impacts—more bears would likely be 
present in the river mouth area where they 
could feed on fish and fewer bears would 
likely be present farther away from the river 
corridor. The effect of this relocation would 

be most notable from late August through 
October when most of the bear activity is 
concentrated near the mouth of Brooks 
River. 
 
However, the proposed access road that 
would serve the new barge landing site 
(figure 3) would introduce occasional 
human disturbances into the area between 
Brooks River and Beaver Pond. The 
roadway length would be approximately 
1,500 ft, and most of the disturbances to 
bear habitat would involve NPS/ 
concessioner motorized vehicle traffic. 
Increased noise and human disturbances 
along the access road and at the landing 
could alter bear resting, movement, and 
other behaviors of some bears in a new area 
that has not been disturbed. 
 
The construction activities associated with 
the bridge and elevated boardwalks would 
have various adverse effects on the brown 
bear and its habitat. Most construction 
would be scheduled for times when bears 
are not present or are present in smaller 
numbers. However, some construction 
activities would still affect some bears in the 
summer and fall. Construction disturbances 
to bears could include heavy construction 
equipment operation, noise from handheld 
construction tools (power tools and 
manual), construction transport vehicles, 
worker voices, and generators. The degree 
of impact on bear habitat would be 
dependent on the type and intensity of the 
construction activity and the time of year 
the construction activity occurs (as it relates 
to the June and September peaks of bear 
activity in the area). Construction activity 
during peak feeding times in July and 
September through October have more 
potential for impacts and human-bear 
interaction than other months (NPS 2009f). 
Given the proposed construction schedule, 
the most notable impacts would occur (1) 
from late August through mid-September of 
the first year during the construction 
mobilization phase and (2) from late June 
through July and possibly from late August 
through October in the second year (when 
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boardwalk decking and handrail 
construction takes place). To help minimize 
these effects, particularly during July and 
September, work time limits, construction 
noise restrictions, and other mitigation 
measures would be applied (e.g., limiting to 
small power tool use and containing 
construction worker food and garbage) 
(NPS 2009f). In spite of these mitigation 
measures, if hazing of bears becomes 
necessary, which would be a small 
possibility, the behavior of a few bears may 
be altered during the construction period 
and some may be temporarily displaced 
from areas they might otherwise use. This 
could affect feeding activities and 
competition with other bears in the short 
term. 
 
The construction activities associated with 
the new barge landing, new access road 
(about 1,500 ft in length), and restoration of 
the two existing access roads (along south 
bank and the road to the bus parking area) 
(map 6) would also have various adverse 
impacts on the bears. These construction 
and restoration activities would occur over 
a few months in the spring and fall of one 
year. Most construction impacts would 
result from heavy construction equipment 
operation (e.g., road grading), material 
transport vehicles, and human presence. 
The most notable impacts would occur 
during the late summer and autumn 
construction phase (August through mid-
November), a period when the bears 
become very active feeding on spawned-out 
salmon along Brooks River. The intensity of 
the impact on bears would lessen as the 
activity moves away from Brooks River. In 
addition, to help minimize these effects, 
various mitigation measures would be 
applied to construction activities, such as 
maintaining mufflers on construction 
equipment and generators, limiting 
construction to daylight hours, and actively 
containing food/garbage of construction 
workers.  
 
Overall, alternative 4 would result in a long-
term, moderate, adverse, and primarily 

localized impact to brown bears, even with 
the bridge and boardwalks, due to human 
disturbances to bears and their habitat. 
(Some parkwide adverse effects could occur 
if habituated bears from Brooks Camp 
move to other areas in the region and retain 
their habituated behavior.) The effects of 
alternative 4 on brown bear habitat could 
cause changes to brown bear feeding, 
resting, mating, or caring for young. These 
adverse effects relate to habitat disturb-
ances from human activity on the proposed 
1,540 ft of elevated boardwalks, human 
habituation of bears, and continued human-
bear interactions at ground level (in areas 
where people do not use the elevated 
boardwalks). The interactions, disturb-
ances, and habituation would primarily 
result from park visitor activities and park 
staff/concessioner activities during the 
visitation season. It is believed that less than 
half of the brown bears using the Brooks 
River area would be affected by the actions 
and developments in alternative 4, and 
changes to the regional brown bear 
population would be minimal.  
 
Compared to alternative 1, alternative 4 
would result in a decrease in adverse effects 
on brown bears due to the elimination of 
the floating bridge, the restoration of an 
open travel route from the lower Brooks 
River to Naknek Lake via the river’s north 
bank and the Corner, and the vertical 
separation of humans and bears throughout 
the project area, which would result in less 
ground level interactions and possibly 
reduced habituation. Bears along the 
Brooks River corridor would also benefit 
from the relocation of the barge landing and 
access road away from the river. However, 
because the 50-yard horizontal buffer rule 
would no longer apply to people on the 
elevated boardwalk and bridge, this 
alternative would result in notably shorter 
horizontal distances between humans and 
bears. This could contribute to an increase 
in habituation of bears. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. Various other past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
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projects in and near the project area have 
and would continue to affect brown bears 
and their habitat. These projects relate to 
facility development, recreation access, site 
restoration, and program development, and 
have affected (or will affect) the Brooks 
River area as described in the “Cumulative 
Impacts” section under alternative 1. 
 
When the likely effects of alternative 4 
actions are added to the effects of these 
other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, there would be a 
long-term, moderate, adverse, and primarily 
localized cumulative impact on brown 
bears. (Parkwide cumulative impacts could 
occur if bears that become habituated to 
humans at Brooks Camp leave the project 
area and move into other areas in the 
region.) Alternative 4 would contribute an 
appreciable, adverse increment to this 
cumulative impact.  
 
Conclusion. Alternative 4 would result in a 
long-term, moderate, adverse, and primarily 
localized impact on the brown bear. There 
still would be potential for human 
habituation of bears and some potential for 
occasional unsafe human-bear interactions 
and for bears being injured or killed. These 
adverse effects would mainly result from 
the notable distance of overhead human 
activity above bears and bear habitat in the 
area (pedestrians, staff, and vehicles), a 
decrease in the horizontal separation 
between bears and humans (i.e., people on 
the elevated structures), an increase in the 
visual and audio exposure of human 
activities, and disturbance to the bear 
habitat in the project area with 
construction-related activities and noise.  
 
Alternative 5 

Analysis. The proposed elevated bridge 
would eliminate the need for a floating 
bridge, which is an obstruction to bears 
moving up and down Brooks River (while in 
the water). In addition, bears would have an 
open travel route from the lower Brooks 
River to Naknek Lake via the river’s north 

bank and the Corner where they could 
avoid interacting with humans at ground 
level, particularly during late summer and 
autumn. This should allow for greater 
access to habitat, less stress, easier 
movement by bears, and possibly increased 
numbers of bears using the area. 
 
Under alternative 5 bears would regularly 
encounter pedestrians elevated overhead 
on the boardwalk and bridge instead of at 
ground level structures (i.e., visitor groups, 
individual visitors, and park staff). The 
decks of the bridge and boardwalks would 
be about 10 ft above the river and ground. 
Alternative 5 includes a total of about 1,120 
linear ft of elevated boardwalks for visitor 
or park staff pedestrian use (560 ft for the 
north boardwalk, 210 ft for the south 
boardwalk ramp, and 350 ft for the bridge; 
see map 7). The entire length of the bridge 
and boardwalks would be shared by 
pedestrians and vehicles. The use of this 
elevated boardwalk would result in bears 
having substantially less interactions with 
human pedestrians (park visitors or staff) at 
ground level. People moving along raised 
boardwalks would generally affect bear 
behavior less than they would at ground 
level on the same trails that bears use (NPS 
2009f). Bears would also have more 
advanced warning of approaching humans 
because people walking on a wooden 
boardwalk deck would typically emit a 
louder noise than walking on soil or gravel, 
and views of approaching humans would be 
less obstructed by thick ground vegetation. 
This would benefit the bears by reducing 
the potential for dangerous incidents (for 
the involved bears or humans)—there 
would be a lower likelihood of bears being 
injured or killed. These effects could also 
reduce the potential for human habituation, 
which could benefit the bears if they move 
out of the Brooks Camp area into other 
areas in the region.   
 
Most bears over time would be expected to 
become accustomed/habituated to the 
existence and use of the new bridge and 
boardwalks (NPS 2009f). However, 
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behavioral evidence from bears near the 
existing elevated boardwalk to Brooks Falls 
indicates that overhead human activity 
could intimidate, alter movement/behavior 
of, or possibly scare off some individual 
bears (DeBruyn et al. 2004). Thus, some 
bears may not adapt well to the 1,120 linear 
ft of elevated boardwalks for pedestrians in 
this alternative. This could result in these 
individuals altering their preferred river 
access routes or avoiding river stretches 
that provide the most favorable salmon 
fishing. Some bears may avoid the new 
structures for the short-term, but then 
return to the area. Some may choose to 
avoid the area entirely because of the 
overhead pedestrian activity. Although 
humans would be separated from bears by 
about 10 vertical ft, park visitors on the 
bridge or boardwalks would not be 
asked/required to apply the 50-yard buffer 
rule that they would otherwise use at 
ground level. Thus, humans would regularly 
be very close to bears near the mouth of the 
river and near Brooks Camp under this 
alternative. This could contribute to human 
habituation of bears.  
 
Bears would also encounter NPS and 
concessioner service vehicles overhead on 
the boardwalk/bridge structure instead of at 
ground level. This alternative includes 1,120 
linear ft of elevated access for motorized 
vehicles, which would result in bears having 
less direct ground level interaction with 
vehicles and less potential for habituation. 
However, some bears might not adapt well 
to overhead vehicles and could avoid the 
area entirely.   
 
In alternative 5 bears would be exposed to 
increased noise from motorized vehicle 
tires running on the wood deck of the 
bridge and boardwalks instead of gravel or 
soil (for about 1,120 ft). In addition, 
motorized vehicles would likely make 
additional noise climbing the ramp near the 
south bank of the river. The ramp on the 
north side (near the center of Brooks 
Camp) would not have this effect because 
the boardwalk would take advantage of 

local topography in this area and use a 
flatter ramp.  
 
Also in alternative 5 human activity 
(pedestrians and NPS/concessioner 
vehicles) would be more visible to bears 
that are upriver because of the 10-foot 
elevation of the bridge and the exposed 
alignment of the north boardwalk that runs 
to the west of existing shrub and tree cover. 
Although some of this visual disturbance 
would be at a distance, some bears may alter 
their behavior or activity after seeing more 
human activity in the area. 
 
Sounds from human activity on the 
boardwalks and bridge would carry farther 
because of the elevation of the activity and 
the placement of the elevated walkway 
outside wooded areas that would otherwise 
buffer the sounds. Assuming there is 
judicious use of quiet vehicles on the bridge 
and boardwalks, there should be little effect 
on most bears in the area (NPS 2009f). 
Noise from the elevated bridge would be 
exposed to upriver and downriver areas, 
and noise from the north boardwalk would 
be fully exposed to upriver areas. As a result 
of elevating noise sources, some bears may 
alter their behavior or activity after hearing 
more nearby human activity. 
 
Under alternative 5 bears would encounter 
less ground level human activity 
immediately along the river corridor 
because the path of the elevated structures 
would route pedestrians across the river 
with no time congregating along the north 
bank waiting to cross the floating bridge. 
However, this alternative would still allow 
pedestrians to congregate along the south 
bank (i.e., the elevated boardwalk would 
not continue to the south of the river). 
 
Bears would have a region of wooded area 
with minimal ground level human activity 
near the mouth of the river (on the north 
side) where they could rest or forage 
without human intrusion. Under this 
alternative, the north boardwalk avoids the 
Corner area, which would otherwise 



CHAPTER 4: ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

154 

continue to be fragmented by the existing 
ground trail/road. Removing the existing 
trail would allow for increased use of the 
trail, riverbank, woods, and beach around 
the point by bears (NPS 2009f). This effect 
would be most valuable to the bears from 
late August through October, when the 
bears congregate near the mouth of the 
Brooks River to feed on dead or dying 
salmon.  
 
Additionally, under this alternative, the 
barge landing site would be moved away 
from the river mouth to a location 
approximately 2,000 ft south along Naknek 
Lake (see figure 3). Thus, brown bears that 
are resting or foraging along both shores of 
the river mouth would not encounter NPS 
vessels being loaded and unloaded at the 
barge landing, or vehicles traveling along 
the south bank to/from the landing on the 
access road (which would be reclaimed 
under this alternative). Relocating the 
facilities should substantially reduce bear 
impacts—more bears would likely be 
present in the river mouth area where they 
could feed on fish and fewer bears would 
likely be present farther away from the river 
corridor. The effect of this relocation would 
be most notable from late August through 
October when most of the bear activity is 
concentrated near the mouth of Brooks 
River. 
 
However, the proposed access road 
(figure 3) that would serve the new barge 
landing would introduce occasional human 
disturbances into the area between Brooks 
River and Beaver Pond. The roadway length 
would be approximately 1,500 ft, and most 
of the disturbances to bear habitat would 
involve NPS/concessioner motorized 
vehicle traffic. Increased noise and human 
disturbances along the access road and at 
the landing could alter bear resting, 
movement, and other behaviors of some 
bears in a new area that has not been 
disturbed. 
 
The construction activities associated with 
the bridge and elevated boardwalks would 

have various adverse effects on the brown 
bear and its habitat. Most construction 
would be scheduled for times when bears 
are not present or are present in smaller 
numbers. However, some construction 
activities would still affect some bears in the 
summer and fall. Construction disturbances 
to bears could include heavy construction 
equipment operation, noise from handheld 
construction tools (power tools and 
manual), construction transport vehicles, 
worker voices, and generators. The degree 
of impact on bear habitat would be 
dependent on the type and intensity of the 
construction activity and the time of year 
the construction activity occurs (as it relates 
to the June and September peaks of bear 
activity in the area). Construction activity 
during peak feeding times in July and 
September through October have more 
potential for impacts and human-bear 
interaction than other months (NPS 2009f). 
Given the proposed construction schedule, 
the most notable impacts would occur (1) 
from late August through mid-September of 
the first year during the construction 
mobilization phase; and (2) from late June 
through July and possibly from late August 
through October in the second year (when 
boardwalk decking and handrail 
construction takes place). To help minimize 
these effects, particularly during July and 
September, work time limits, construction 
noise restrictions, and other mitigation 
measures would be applied (e.g., limiting to 
small power tool use and containing 
construction worker food and garbage) 
(NPS 2009f). In spite of these mitigation 
measures, if hazing of bears becomes 
necessary, which would be a small 
possibility, the behavior of a few bears may 
be altered during the construction period 
and some may be temporarily displaced 
from areas they might otherwise use. This 
could affect feeding activities and 
competition with other bears in the short 
term. 
 
The construction activities associated with 
the new barge landing, new access road 
(about 1,500 ft in length), and restoration of 
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the existing barge access roads (along the 
south bank; see map 7) would also have 
various adverse impacts on bears. These 
construction and restoration activities 
would occur over a few months in the 
spring and fall of one year. Most 
construction impacts would result from 
heavy construction equipment operation 
(e.g., road grading), material transport 
vehicles, and human presence. The most 
notable impacts would occur during the late 
summer and autumn construction phase 
(August through mid-November), a period 
when the bears become very active feeding 
on spawned-out salmon along Brooks 
River. The intensity of the impact on bears 
would lessen as the activity moves away 
from Brooks River. In addition, to helping 
minimize these effects, various mitigation 
measures would be applied to construction 
activities, such as maintaining mufflers on 
construction equipment and generators, 
limiting construction to daylight hours, and 
actively containing food/garbage of 
construction workers.  
 
Overall, alternative 5 would result in a long-
term, moderate, adverse, and primarily 
localized impact to brown bears due to 
human disturbances to bears and their 
habitat. (Some parkwide adverse effects 
could occur if habituated bears from Brooks 
River move to other areas in the region and 
retain their habituated behavior.) The 
effects of alternative 5 on brown bear 
habitat could cause changes to brown bear 
feeding, resting, mating, or caring for 
young. These adverse effects relate to the 
habitat disturbances from human activity 
on the proposed 1,120 ft of elevated 
boardwalks, human habituation of bears, 
and continued human-bear interactions at 
ground level (in areas where people do not 
use the elevated boardwalks). The 
interactions, disturbances, and habituation 
would primarily result from park visitor 
activities and park staff/concessioner 
activities during the visitation season. It is 
believed that less than half of the brown 
bears using the Brooks River area would be 
affected by the actions and developments in 

alternative 5, and changes to the regional 
brown bear population would be minimal. 
 
Compared to alternative 1, alternative 5 
would result in a decrease in adverse effects 
on brown bears due to removal of the 
floating bridge, restoration of an open travel 
route from the lower Brooks River to 
Naknek Lake via the river’s north bank and 
the Corner, vertical separation of humans 
and bears throughout the project area, 
which would result in less ground level 
interactions and possibly reduced 
habituation. Bears along the Brooks River 
corridor would also benefit from the 
relocation of the barge landing and access 
road away from the river. However, because 
the 50-yard horizontal buffer rule would no 
longer apply to people on the elevated 
boardwalk and bridge, this alternative 
would result in notably shorter horizontal 
distances between humans and bears. This 
could contribute to an increase in 
habituation of bears. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. Various other past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects in and near the project area have 
and would affect the brown bear. These 
projects relate to facility development, 
recreation access, site restoration, and 
program development, and have affected 
(or would affect) the Brooks River area as 
described in the “Cumulative Impacts” 
section under alternative 1.  
 
When the likely effects of alternative 5 
actions are added to the effects of these 
other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, there would be a 
short- to long-term, moderate, adverse, and 
primarily localized cumulative impact on 
brown bears. (Parkwide cumulative impacts 
could occur if bears that become habituated 
to humans at Brooks Camp leave the project 
area and move into other areas in the 
region.) Alternative 5 would contribute an 
appreciable, adverse increment to this 
overall adverse cumulative impact.  
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Conclusion. Alternative 5 would result in a 
long-term, moderate, adverse, and primarily 
localized impact on the brown bear due to 
human disturbances to bears and their 
habitat. There still would be the potential 
for human habituation of bears, and some 
potential for occasional unsafe human-bear 
interactions and for bears being injured or 
killed. These adverse effects would mainly 
result from the notable distance of 
overhead human activity above bears and 
bear habitat in the area (pedestrians, staff, 
and vehicles), a decrease in the horizontal 
separation between bears and humans (i.e., 
people on the elevated structures), an 
increase in the visual and audio exposure of 
human activities, and disturbance to bear 
habitat in the project area with  
 
 
SALMON, RAINBOW TROUT, 
AND ARCTIC GRAYLING  

Alternative 1 

Analysis. Under alternative 1, the seasonal 
floating bridge would continue to be a 
surface obstacle from May through 
September to salmon, rainbow trout, and 
arctic grayling migrating up Brooks River to 
spawn. The floating structure would 
continue to occupy the upper level of the 
water column for the full width of the river 
during the months of fish migration up the 
river. Because the flotation devices used to 
support the bridge extend down a notable 
length into the water column, the available 
channel area for migratory fish passage has 
become reduced by the floating bridge. It is 
likely, but not known, that fish are 
schooling below the floating bridge both 
because of the bridge itself (due to the 
bridge being a visual barrier or due to 
surface shadow) and because actual river 
morphology favors fish resting in that 
location (T. Hamon, pers. com., 4/8/2011).  
 
The annual placement (in spring) and 
removal of the floating bridge (in fall) 
would continue to cause some disturbances 

to the Brooks River spawning habitat. The 
placement of the floating bridge in the 
spring requires heavy equipment to be 
driven across the river, which disturbs the 
riverbed and stirs up sediment and turbidity 
in the downstream water (in the fall, the 
bridge is removed by hand and no turbidity 
occurs from its removal). However, the 
minimal amounts of turbidity produced by 
the equipment in the river would have little 
effect on fish migration or spawning.  
 
Similarly, riverbank erosion would continue 
on both the north and south banks of 
Brooks River near the floating bridge 
anchor points. Soil erosion near floating 
bridge anchor points would continue to 
result in increases in river turbidity and 
downstream sedimentation. However, the 
turbidity and sedimentation associated with 
this erosion source is quite negligible 
relative to the sedimentation effects of 
natural processes such as storm events and 
geomorphic shifts in the river. Thus, this 
turbidity and sedimentation would 
continue to have only limited effects on fish 
migration or spawning. 
 
The presence of the floating bridge would 
have little effect on salmon and rainbow 
trout spawning, as these fish spawn along 
the entire river, and barely in the area where 
the bridge is located. The majority of arctic 
grayling spawn in the vicinity of the bridge, 
and there could be some adverse effects on 
some of these fish if they spawn in less 
desirable areas—fewer eggs and fry may 
survive than would occur if the bridge were 
not present. But, the bridge occupies a 
relatively small area where the grayling are 
spawning. Thus, it is likely the bridge would 
continue to have little effect on the overall 
population of grayling using the river. 
 
Under alternative 1 septic waste would 
continue to be hauled across Brooks River 
every spring via a hauling tractor. Crossing 
at low water, the tractor would continue to 
stir up sediments along the river bottom and 
increase turbidity for short periods of time. 
This could affect salmon, trout, and grayling 
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in the river, although it is likely that 
turbidity due to the tractor would have little 
effect on the overall populations of fish in 
the river. 
 
Overall, the continued annual use of the 
floating bridge under alternative 1 would 
have a long-term, minor, adverse, and 
localized effect on salmon, rainbow trout, 
and arctic grayling in Brooks River. This 
continued obstruction to fish passage in the 
upper water column and riverbed 
disturbances during its installation and 
removal, and the hauling of wastes across 
the river in the spring would only have 
minimal effects on fish and the natural 
processes that sustain their habitat. No 
changes would occur under alternative 1 to 
regional populations of salmon, rainbow 
trout, and arctic grayling. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. The past management 
actions that expanded recreation access in 
the Brooks Camp area and beyond 
prompted the annual use of the temporary 
floating bridge across Brooks River. This 
past action introduced annual adverse 
effects to fish passage and spawning in 
Brooks River due to the water column 
obstacle and riverbed disturbances from 
bridge placement and removal (including 
downstream turbidity, sedimentation, and 
sandbar development).  
 
The present and reasonably foreseeable 
future projects in or near the project area 
would have no known effects on salmon, 
rainbow trout, and arctic grayling 
populations in the Brooks River. 
 
When the likely adverse effects of 
alternative 1 are added to the effects of 
these other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, there would be a 
long-term, minor, adverse, localized 
cumulative impact on salmon, rainbow 
trout, and arctic grayling in the Brooks 
River. Alternative 1 would contribute a 
large, adverse increment to this overall 
adverse cumulative impact.  
 

Conclusion. Alternative 1 would result in 
continuing short- to long-term, minor, 
adverse, and localized impacts on salmon, 
rainbow trout, and arctic grayling in Brooks 
River. These effects would result from the 
continued annual use of the floating bridge 
across Brooks River. The bridge would 
continue to be an impediment to fish 
migration in the upper portions of the water 
column, but fish could still migrate up and 
downriver. The presence of the bridge and 
the annual bridge installation would alter 
spawning habitat by disturbing the riverbed, 
and could result in some arctic grayling 
spawning being adversely affected.  
 
Alternative 2 

Analysis. The proposed elevated bridge 
under this alternative would eliminate the 
need for the temporary floating bridge 
across Brooks River and the associated 
impacts to fish migration and spawning 
habitat (e.g., impeded passage and spring 
riverbed disturbances, turbidity, and 
sedimentation).  
 
Under alternative 2, the proposed 360-foot 
steel truss bridge would have 120-foot 
spans between foundation pile systems. 
Each pile system would include a set of two 
steel piles anchored in the riverbed. At this 
length and span distance, the bridge would 
necessitate two sets of steel piles in the 
river. The piles would (1) affect flow 
hydraulics, which could lead to riverbed 
scouring and downstream sediment 
deposition; and (2) obstruct the flow and 
passage of debris in the river, which could 
directly block fish passage and compound 
the scouring and sediment deposition 
effect.  
 
Riverbed scouring and sediment deposition 
could affect the hatch rate of fish eggs 
deposited downstream of the bridge. These 
changes would most likely adversely affect 
arctic grayling spawning in this area and to a 
much lesser degree salmon and rainbow 
trout (which spawn along the entire river). 
In addition, sandbar development 
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downstream of the bridge could reduce the 
channel’s cross section area. The shallower 
water in the vicinity of the sandbars could 
obstruct some salmon and rainbow trout 
migration upstream, although this migration 
effect would likely be very minimal.  
 
Tree limbs, other vegetation material, and 
ice chunks could build up on the upstream 
side of the pile systems. The debris buildup 
on the piles could be an obstacle to salmon 
and rainbow trout migration as well as 
compound the altered river flow hydraulics 
in the areas around the piles leading to 
additional riverbed scouring, sediment 
deposition, and sandbar development on 
the downstream side of the piles. Some of 
these effects could be mitigated by debris 
removal from the bridge piles during the 
periods of the year when NPS staff are 
present. In addition, because this alternative 
only includes two pile systems in the 
channel, these effects would be limited.  
 
Steel truss bridge foundation construction 
would involve the installation of two sets of 
steel piles in the river channel. This 
construction work would generate two 
primary disturbance areas in the Brooks 
River channel (120 ft apart on center), but 
would also generate channelwide riverbed 
disturbance because of construction 
equipment access. The installation would 
stir up riverbed sediment, which could lead 
to increases in downstream water turbidity 
and sedimentation. Pile systems would also 
be installed on each shoreline relatively 
near the river, which could also generate 
turbidity and sedimentation in the area. To 
minimize some of the effects of in-river 
construction, various turbidity and 
sedimentation mitigation measures would 
be applied, such as diversion of river flows 
around work areas, cofferdams, and 
sediment traps. Although the construction 
would not occur during fish migrations, the 
sedimentation could negatively affect the 
hatch rate of the fish eggs that were 
deposited in the spawning beds 
downstream of the bridge during the 
previous autumn. Arctic grayling spawning 

would be most likely to experience these 
impacts, while salmon and rainbow trout 
(whose eggs are present mostly upriver of 
the bridge) would experience impacts to a 
much lesser degree. 
 
The fill that has been added over the past 
several decades to build up and support the 
trail on the north side of Brooks River 
(upstream of the floating bridge anchor 
point) would be removed. Minimal, 
temporary effects to downstream arctic 
grayling spawning could occur from 
turbidity and sedimentation in the river 
during and shortly after these construction 
activities. However, this action would 
eliminate some sedimentation that results 
from the river eroding the crushed gravel 
and other fill material over time. Thus, this 
action would improve fish habitat in this 
portion of the river.  
 
Overall, the proposed bridge structure 
under alternative 2, which involves two 
permanent pile systems in the Brooks River 
channel, would have short- and long-term, 
minor, adverse, and localized effect on 
salmon, rainbow trout, and arctic grayling. 
In addition to construction disturbances in 
the riverbed, these impacts would result 
from the hydraulic effects of the piles and 
the debris caught on the piles (e.g., 
scouring, sedimentation), which could 
result in impediments to fish passage. 
However, the effects on the fish and the 
natural processes that sustain them would 
be minimal. As noted by the Alaska 
Department of Fish and Game, “[b]ridges 
that span the floodplain, even with piers 
within the active channel, offer the best 
solution for crossing streams.” (ADF&G 
2011). Removing the temporary floating 
bridge and its associated negative impacts 
would reduce the impacts on fish. In 
addition, alternative 2 would eliminate 
impacts to fish associated with hauling 
waste by heavy equipment across the river. 
There also would be less impact to fish 
habitat under alternative 2 due to the 
removal of fill on the north side of the river, 
which would eliminate a sedimentation 
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source. No changes would occur under 
alternative 2 to regional populations of 
salmon, rainbow trout, and arctic grayling. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. The past management 
actions that expanded recreation access in 
the Brooks Camp area and beyond 
prompted the annual use of the temporary 
floating bridge across Brooks River. This 
past action introduced annual adverse 
effects to fish passage and spawning in 
Brooks River due to the water column 
obstacle and riverbed disturbances from 
bridge placement (including some 
downstream turbidity and sedimentation). 
However, under this alternative, the annual 
installation and use of the floating bridge 
would no longer be necessary. 
 
Other present and reasonably foreseeable 
future projects in vicinity of the project area 
would have no known effects on salmon, 
rainbow trout, and arctic grayling 
populations in Brooks River. Thus, no 
cumulative impacts would occur. 
 
Conclusion. Alternative 2 would result in 
short- to long-term, minor, adverse, and 
localized impacts on salmon, rainbow trout, 
and arctic grayling in Brooks River. These 
effects would result from the addition of 
two permanent flow obstructions to the 
channel (i.e., two bridge pile systems spaced 
at 120 ft) and the associated construction 
disturbances in the channel. The support 
piles, and river debris that catches on them, 
could obstruct fish passage and alter flow 
hydraulics, which may result in scouring 
and sediment deposition in the river. 
However, salmon, rainbow trout, and arctic 
grayling would benefit from the elimination 
of the temporary floating bridge and its 
associated negative effects on fish passage 
and spawning habitat. 
 
Alternative 3 

Analysis. The proposed elevated bridge 
under this alternative would eliminate the 
need for the temporary floating bridge 
across Brooks River and the associated 

impacts to fish migration and spawning 
habitat (e.g., impeded passage and 
spring/fall riverbed disturbances, turbidity, 
and sedimentation).  
 
Under alternative 3, the proposed 415-foot 
steel/wood truss bridge would have 50-foot 
spans between foundation pile systems. 
Each pile system would include a set of two 
piles anchored in the riverbed. At this 
length and span distance, the bridge would 
necessitate six sets of piles in the river. The 
piles would (1) affect flow hydraulics, which 
could lead to riverbed scouring and down-
stream sediment deposition; and (2) 
obstruct the flow and passage of debris in 
the river, which could directly block fish 
passage and compound the scouring and 
sediment deposition effect.  
 
Riverbed scouring and sediment deposition 
could affect the hatch rate of fish eggs 
deposited downstream of the bridge. These 
changes would most likely adversely affect 
arctic grayling spawning in this area and to a 
much lesser degree salmon and rainbow 
trout (which spawn along the entire river). 
In addition, sandbar development down-
stream of the bridge could reduce the 
channel’s cross section area. The shallower 
water near the sandbars could obstruct 
some salmon and rainbow trout migration 
upstream, although this migration effect 
would likely be minimal. 
 
Tree limbs, other vegetation material, and 
ice chunks could build up on the upstream 
side of the pile systems. The debris buildup 
on the piles could be an obstacle to salmon 
and rainbow trout migration, as well as 
compound the altered river flow hydraulics 
in the areas around the piles leading to 
additional riverbed scouring, sediment 
deposition, and sandbar development on 
the downstream side of the piles. Some of 
these effects could be mitigated by the 
removal of debris from the bridge piles 
during periods of the year when NPS staff 
are present.  
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Bridge foundation construction would 
involve the installation of six sets of piles in 
the river channel. This construction work 
would generate six primary disturbance 
areas in the Brooks River channel (50 ft 
apart on center), but would also generate 
channelwide riverbed disturbance because 
of construction equipment access. The 
installation would stir up riverbed sediment, 
which could lead to increases in 
downstream water turbidity and 
sedimentation. Pile systems would also be 
installed on each shoreline relatively near 
the river, which could also generate 
turbidity and sedimentation in the area. To 
minimize some of the effects of in-river 
construction, various turbidity and 
sedimentation mitigation measures would 
be applied, such as diversion of river flows 
around work areas, cofferdams, and 
sediment traps. Although the construction 
would not occur during fish migrations, the 
sedimentation could negatively affect the 
hatch rate of the fish eggs that were 
deposited in the spawning beds 
downstream of the bridge during the 
previous autumn. Arctic grayling spawning 
would be most likely to experience these 
impacts, while salmon and rainbow trout 
(whose eggs are present mostly upriver of 
the bridge) would experience impacts to a 
much lesser degree. 
 
Alternative 3 would include the removal of 
the fill material that has been added over 
the past several decades to build up and 
support the trail on the north side of Brooks 
River (upstream of the floating bridge 
anchor point). Minimal, temporary effects 
to downstream arctic grayling spawning 
could occur from turbidity and 
sedimentation in the river during and 
shortly after these construction activities. 
However, this action would eliminate some 
sedimentation that results from the river 
eroding the crushed gravel and other fill 
material over time. Thus, this action would 
improve fish habitat in this portion of the 
river. 
 

Overall, the proposed bridge structure, 
which would involve six permanent pile 
systems in the Brooks River channel, would 
have short- and long-term, minor, adverse, 
and localized effect on salmon, rainbow 
trout, and arctic grayling. In addition to 
construction disturbances in the riverbed, 
these impacts would primarily result from 
the hydraulic effects of the piles and the 
debris caught on the piles (e.g., scouring, 
sedimentation), which could result in 
impediments to fish passage. However, the 
effects to the fish and the natural processes 
that sustain them would be relatively 
minimal. Compared to alternative 1, 
alternative 3 could increase some impacts to 
salmon, rainbow trout, and arctic grayling 
due to the installation of six permanent 
obstructions in the river (and their 
hydraulic effects on river geomorphology). 
Removing the temporary floating bridge 
and its associated negative effects would 
reduce the impact on fish. Impacts to fish 
habitat would be reduced under alternative 
3 due to the removal of fill on the north side 
of the river, which would eliminate a 
sedimentation source. Alternative 3 would 
also eliminate impacts to fish associated 
with hauling waste by heavy equipment 
across the riverbed. No changes would 
occur under alternative 3 to regional 
populations of salmon, rainbow trout, and 
arctic grayling.  
 
Cumulative Impacts. The past management 
actions that expanded recreation access in 
the Brooks Camp area and beyond 
prompted the annual use of the temporary 
floating bridge across Brooks River. This 
past action introduced annual adverse 
effects to fish passage and spawning in 
Brooks River due to the water column 
obstacle and riverbed disturbances from 
bridge placement (including some 
downstream turbidity and sedimentation). 
However, under this alternative, the annual 
installation and use of the floating bridge 
would no longer be necessary. 
 
Other present and reasonably foreseeable 
future projects in and near the project area 
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would have no known effects on salmon, 
rainbow trout, and arctic grayling 
populations in Brooks River. Thus, no 
cumulative impacts would result. 
 
Conclusion. Alternative 3 would result in 
short- to long-term, minor, adverse, and 
localized impacts on salmon, rainbow trout, 
and arctic grayling in Brooks River. These 
effects would result from the addition of six 
permanent flow obstructions to the channel 
(i.e., six bridge pile systems spaced 50 ft 
apart) and the associated construction 
disturbances in the channel. The support 
piles, and river debris that catches on them, 
could obstruct fish passage and alter flow 
hydraulics, which may result in scouring 
and sediment deposition in the river. 
However, salmon, rainbow trout, and arctic 
grayling would benefit from elimination of 
the temporary floating bridge and its 
associated negative effects on fish passage 
and spawning habitat.  
 
Alternative 4  

Analysis. The proposed elevated bridge 
under this alternative would eliminate the 
need for the temporary floating bridge 
across Brooks River and the associated 
impacts to fish migration and spawning 
habitat (e.g., impeded passage and 
spring/fall riverbed disturbances, turbidity, 
and sedimentation).  
 
Under alternative 4, the proposed 350-foot 
wooden and steel short-span bridge would 
have a minimum of 24-foot spans between 
foundation pile systems. Each pile system 
would include a set of two piles anchored in 
the riverbed. At this length and span 
distance, up to 14 sets of piles would be 
needed in the river. The piles would (1) 
affect flow hydraulics, which could lead to 
riverbed scouring and downstream 
sediment deposition; and (2) obstruct the 
flow and passage of debris in the river, 
which could directly block fish passage and 
compound the scouring and sediment 
deposition effect.  
 

Riverbed scouring and sediment deposition 
could affect the hatch rate of fish eggs 
deposited downstream of the bridge. These 
changes would most likely adversely affect 
arctic grayling spawning in this area and to a 
much lesser degree salmon and rainbow 
trout (which spawn along the entire river). 
In addition, sandbar development down-
stream of the bridge could reduce the 
channel’s cross section area. The shallower 
water near the sandbars could obstruct 
some salmon and rainbow trout migration 
upstream, although this migration effect 
from sandbars would likely be minimal.  
 
Tree limbs, other vegetation material, and 
ice chunks could build up on the upstream 
side of the pile systems. The debris buildup 
on the piles could be an obstacle to salmon 
and rainbow trout migration, as well as 
compound the altered river flow hydraulics 
in the areas around the piles leading to 
additional riverbed scouring, sediment 
deposition, and sandbar development on 
the downstream side of the piles. Some of 
these effects could be mitigated by the 
removal of debris from the piles during the 
periods of the year when NPS staff are 
present. However, given the number of 
piles in the river under this alternative, the 
altered flow hydraulics (and the associated 
direct and indirect adverse effects) would 
likely occur regardless of seasonal debris 
removal.  
 
Bridge foundation construction would 
involve the installation of 14 sets of piles in 
the river channel. This construction work 
would generate 14 primary disturbance 
areas in the Brooks River channel (24 ft 
apart on center) and could also generate 
channelwide riverbed disturbance because 
of construction equipment access. The 
installation would stir up riverbed sediment, 
which could lead to downstream increases 
in water turbidity and sedimentation. Pile 
systems would also be installed on each 
shoreline relatively near the river, which 
could also generate turbidity and 
sedimentation in the area. To minimize 
some of the effects of in-river construction, 



CHAPTER 4: ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

162 

various turbidity and sedimentation 
mitigation measures would be applied, such 
as diversion of river flows around work 
areas, cofferdams, and sediment traps. 
Although the construction would not occur 
during fish migrations, the sedimentation 
could negatively affect the hatch rate of the 
fish eggs that were deposited in the 
spawning beds downstream of the bridge 
during the previous autumn. Arctic grayling 
spawning would be most likely to 
experience these impacts, while salmon and 
rainbow trout (whose eggs are present 
mostly upriver of the bridge) would 
experience impacts to a much lesser degree. 
 
Alternative 4 would include the removal of 
the fill that has been added over the past 
several decades to build up and support the 
trail on the north side of Brooks River 
(upstream of the floating bridge anchor 
point). Minimal, temporary effects to 
downstream arctic grayling spawning could 
occur from turbidity and sedimentation in 
the river during and shortly after these 
construction activities. However, this action 
would eliminate some sedimentation that 
results from the river eroding the crushed 
gravel and other fill material over time. 
Thus, this action would improve fish habitat 
in this portion of the river. 
 
Overall, the proposed bridge structure, 
which would involve up to 14 permanent 
pile systems in the Brooks River channel, 
would have short- and long-term, 
moderate, adverse, and localized effect on 
salmon, rainbow trout, and arctic grayling. 
In addition to construction disturbances in 
the riverbed, these impacts would primarily 
result from the hydraulic effects of the piles 
and the debris caught on the piles (e.g., 
scouring, sedimentation). The resulting 
changes to the river flow and morphology 
(e.g., sandbar development) could alter the 
natural processes that maintain the aquatic 
habitat and impede fish passage. Compared 
to alternative 1, alternative 4 would increase 
overall adverse impact to salmon, rainbow 
trout, and arctic grayling fish primarily due 
to the installation of several permanent 

obstructions in the river (and their 
hydraulic effects on river geomorphology). 
Removing the temporary floating bridge 
and its associated negative impacts would 
reduce the impacts on fish. The impacts on 
fish habitat would be reduced under 
alternative 4 due to the removal of fill on 
the north side of the river, which would 
eliminate a sedimentation source. In 
addition, alternative 4 would eliminate 
impacts to fish associated with hauling 
waste by heavy equipment across the river. 
Although some minor changes to fish 
populations in the area could occur 
(particularly arctic grayling) due to the 
actions in alternative 4, no changes would 
occur  to regional populations of salmon, 
rainbow trout, and arctic grayling. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. The past management 
actions that expanded recreation access in 
the Brooks Camp area and beyond 
prompted the annual use of the temporary 
floating bridge across Brooks River. This 
past action introduced annual adverse 
effects to fish passage and spawning in 
Brooks River due to the water column 
obstacle and riverbed disturbances from 
bridge placement and removal (including 
some downstream turbidity and 
sedimentation). However, under this 
alternative, the annual installation and use 
of the floating bridge would no longer be 
necessary. 
 
Other present and reasonably foreseeable 
future projects in and near the project area 
would have no known effects on salmon, 
rainbow trout, and arctic grayling 
populations in Brooks River. Thus, no 
cumulative impacts would result. 
 
Conclusion. Alternative 4 would result in 
short- to long-term, moderate, adverse, and 
localized impacts on salmon, rainbow trout, 
and arctic grayling in Brooks River. These 
effects would result from the addition of up 
to 14 permanent flow obstructions in the 
channel (i.e., 14 bridge pile systems spaced 
at 24 ft) and the associated construction 
disturbances in the channel. The support 
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piles, and river debris that catches on them, 
could obstruct fish passage and alter flow 
hydraulics, which may result in scouring 
and sediment deposition in the river. 
However, salmon, rainbow trout, and arctic 
grayling would benefit from elimination of 
the temporary floating bridge and its 
associated negative effects on fish passage 
and spawning habitat.  
 
Alternative 5 

Analysis. The proposed elevated bridge 
under this alternative would eliminate the 
need for the temporary floating bridge 
across Brooks River and the associated 
impacts to fish migration and spawning 
habitat (e.g., impeded passage and 
spring/fall riverbed disturbances, turbidity, 
and sedimentation). 
 
Under alternative 5 the proposed 350-foot 
wooden short-span bridge would have a 
minimum of 24-foot spans between 
foundation pile systems. Each pile system 
would include a set of two piles anchored in 
the riverbed. At this length and span 
distance, up to 14 sets of piles would be 
needed in the river. The piles would (1) 
affect flow hydraulics, which could lead to 
riverbed scouring and downstream 
sediment deposition; and (2) obstruct the 
flow and passage of debris in the river, 
which could directly block fish passage and 
compound the scouring and sediment 
deposition effect. 
 
Riverbed scouring and sediment deposition 
could affect the hatch rate of fish eggs 
deposited downstream of the bridge. These 
changes would most likely adversely affect 
arctic grayling spawning in this area and to a 
much lesser degree salmon and rainbow 
trout (which spawn along the entire river). 
In addition, sandbar development down-
stream of the bridge could reduce the 
channel’s cross section area. The shallower 
water near the sandbars could obstruct 
some salmon and rainbow trout migration 
upstream, although this migration effect 
from sandbars would likely be minimal.  

Tree limbs, other vegetation material, and 
ice chunks could build up on the upstream 
side of the pile systems. The debris buildup 
on the piles could be an obstacle to salmon 
and rainbow trout migration, as well as 
compound the altered river flow hydraulics 
in the areas around the piles resulting in 
additional riverbed scouring, sediment 
deposition, and sandbar development on 
the downstream side of the piles systems. 
With the pile systems only 24 ft apart, 
sandbar development downstream of each 
pile system could eventually run together, 
resulting in a shallower river cross section 
downstream of the bridge. Some of these 
effects could be mitigated by debris removal 
from the piles during periods of the year 
when NPS staff are present. However, given 
the number of piles in the river under this 
alternative, the altered flow hydraulics (and 
the associated direct and indirect adverse 
effects) would likely occur regardless of 
seasonal debris removal.  
 
Bridge foundation construction would 
involve the installation of up to 14 sets of 
piles in the river channel. This construction 
work would generate 14 primary 
disturbance areas in the Brooks River 
channel (24 ft apart) and channelwide 
riverbed disturbance because of 
construction equipment access. The 
installation would stir up riverbed sediment, 
which could lead to increases in down-
stream water turbidity and sedimentation. 
Pile systems would also be installed on each 
shoreline relatively near the river, which 
could also generate turbidity and 
sedimentation in the area. To minimize 
some of the effects of in-river construction, 
various turbidity and sedimentation 
mitigation measures would be applied, such 
as diversion of river flows around work 
areas, cofferdams, and sediment traps. 
Although the construction would not occur 
during fish migrations, the sedimentation 
could negatively affect the hatch rate of the 
fish eggs that were deposited in the 
spawning beds downstream of the bridge 
during the previous autumn. Arctic grayling 
spawning would be most likely to 
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experience these impacts, while salmon and 
rainbow trout (whose eggs are present 
mostly upriver of the bridge) would 
experience impacts to a much lesser degree. 
 
Alternative 5 would include the removal of 
the fill that has been added over the past 
several decades to build up and support the 
trail on the north side of Brooks River 
(upstream of the floating bridge anchor 
point). Minimal, temporary effects to 
downstream arctic grayling spawning could 
occur from turbidity and sedimentation in 
the river during and shortly after these 
construction activities. However, this action 
would eliminate some sedimentation that 
results from the river eroding the crushed 
gravel and other fill material over time. 
Thus, this action would improve fish habitat 
in this portion of the river. 
 
Overall, the proposed bridge structure, 
which would involve up to 14 permanent 
pile systems in the Brooks River channel, 
would have short- and long-term, 
moderate, adverse, and localized effect on 
salmon, rainbow trout, and arctic grayling. 
In addition to construction disturbances in 
the riverbed, these impacts would primarily 
result from the hydraulic effects of the piles 
and the debris caught on the piles (e.g., 
scouring, sedimentation). The resulting 
changes to the river flow and morphology 
(e.g., sandbar development) could alter the 
natural processes that maintain the aquatic 
habitat and impede fish passage. Compared 
to alternative 1, alternative 5 would increase 
overall adverse impact to salmon, rainbow 
trout, and arctic grayling fish primarily due 
to the installation of the several permanent 
obstructions in the river (and their 
hydraulic effects on river geomorphology). 
Removing the temporary floating bridge 
and its associated negative effects would 
reduce impacts on fish. The impacts on fish 
habitat would be reduced under alternative 
5 due to the removal of fill on the north side 
of the river. Alternative 5 would also 
eliminate impacts to fish associated with 
hauling waste by heavy equipment across 
the riverbed. Although some minor changes 

to fish populations in the area could occur 
(particularly arctic grayling) under 
alternative 5—no changes would occur to 
regional populations of salmon, rainbow 
trout, and arctic grayling.  
 
Cumulative Impacts. The past management 
actions that expanded recreation access in 
the Brooks Camp area and beyond 
prompted the annual use of the temporary 
floating bridge across Brooks River. This 
past action introduced annual adverse 
effects to fish passage and spawning in 
Brooks River due to the water column 
obstacle and riverbed disturbances from 
bridge placement and removal (including 
downstream turbidity and sedimentation). 
However, under this alternative, the annual 
installation and use of the floating bridge 
would no longer be necessary. 
 
Other present and reasonably foreseeable 
future projects in and near the project area 
would have no known effects on salmon, 
rainbow trout, and arctic grayling 
populations in Brooks River. Thus, no 
cumulative impacts would result. 
 
Conclusion. Alternative 5 would result in 
short- to long-term, moderate, adverse, and 
localized impacts on salmon, rainbow trout, 
and arctic grayling in Brooks River. These 
effects would result from the addition of up 
to 14 permanent flow obstructions to the 
channel (i.e., 14 bridge pile systems spaced 
at 24 ft) and the associated construction 
disturbances in the channel. The support 
piles, and river debris that catches on them, 
could obstruct fish passage and alter flow 
hydraulics, which may result in scouring 
and sediment deposition in the river. 
However, salmon, rainbow trout, and arctic 
grayling would benefit from the elimination 
of the temporary floating bridge and its 
associated negative effects on fish passage 
and spawning habitat.  
 
 



Natural Resources 

165 

BALD EAGLE  

Alternative 1 

Analysis. Under alternative 1, the human 
activity and the related noise associated 
with Brooks Camp and its facilities would 
continue to occur throughout the project 
area during the visitation season. The 
human disturbances in the vicinity of the 
slower water near the oxbow and near the 
mouth of Brooks River would continue to 
have the most effect on bald eagles. This 
continued activity would include visitor and 
staff movement along and across Brooks 
River; at the bear viewing platform by the 
floating bridge; and on trails/roads that 
connect the campground, Brooks Camp, 
and the bus parking area. Disturbances 
would also continue to include motorized 
NPS and concessioner vehicle movement 
along the various roads in the project area. 
Collectively, these effects would continue 
to have the potential to disturb bald eagle 
behavior in the area (e.g., roosting). Eagles 
can be flushed from perches due to the 
presence of people. Flushing distances vary 
depending on location and individual eagle 
behavior. In the case of the Brooks River 
eagles, flushing from ground disturbance 
occurs at an average distance of 100 ft from 
the base of the nesting tree (D. Noon, pers. 
comm., 4/8.2011). 
 
During the breeding season, bald eagles are 
sensitive to a variety of human activities. 
Eagle pairs react to human activities in 
different ways—some pairs nest close to 
areas of human activity while others 
abandon nest sites in response to activities 
much farther away. This variability is 
probably related to a variety of factors 
including visibility, duration, noise levels, 
extent of area affected by the activity, prior 
experience with people, and tolerance of 
the individual nesting pair (USFWS 2007c). 
In the case of the Brooks River nesting pair, 
these birds have continued to nest in an 
area with all the disturbances noted above 
in the area. In addition, as noted in 
“Chapter 3: Affected Environment,” ground 

level human activity near the existing nest is 
generally uncommon. Thus, although the 
potential for disturbances would continue 
under alternative 1, there is no reason to 
expect that the eagles would abandon their 
nest near Beaver Pond. 
 
Overall, the continued visitor activities and 
park operations in the Brooks River area, 
such as along the barge landing site and 
access road, under alternative 1 would have 
a long-term, minor, adverse, and localized 
effect on bald eagles. These impacts would 
continue to occur during the visitation 
season at Brooks Camp, but would only 
have minimal effects on bald eagle behavior 
or the natural processes that sustain their 
habitat. No changes would occur to the 
regional bald eagle population.  
 
Cumulative Impacts. Various past actions 
have had effects on bald eagles in the 
project area, particularly in the vicinity of 
Brooks Camp and along the Brooks River 
corridor. Most of these past actions have 
had adverse effects on eagle habitat and 
have primarily involved the facility 
development and expanded recreational 
access associated with Brooks Camp over 
the years (e.g., lodge, campground, visitor 
center, restrooms, operations facilities, 
utilities, guest cabins, staff housing, floating 
bridge access, trails, and viewing platforms). 
Motorized vehicle use on roads associated 
with this development in the area (e.g., 
maintenance access, Valley Road) and 
motorboat use on Naknek Lake and near 
the mouth of Brooks River have also 
contributed to disturbances of eagles. In 
addition, the flight paths for floatplanes 
flying between Brooks Camp and King 
Salmon have crossed over the project area 
(particularly over the existing nest site at 
Beaver Pond). This plane activity has 
brought loud, low-altitude noise and plane 
presence near valuable eagle habitat. 
USFWS guidelines provide a buffer distance 
of 1,000 vertical ft for fixed-wing aircraft 
during nesting periods (USFWS 2007c). The 
planes flying over the Beaver Pond nest are 
often below this level. However, it should 
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be noted that even with these disturbances, 
eagles have still made use of the nest on the 
north side of Beaver Pond in some years. 
Indeed, airplanes landing and taking off 
directly over the nest at less than 50 ft has 
no apparent effect on behavior. This may be 
due to adaptation and familiarity of these 
eagles to the low floatplanes (T. Hamon, 
pers. comm., 4/8/2011). The overall short-
term adverse impacts of the above past 
actions relate to the temporary noise and 
human activity disturbances associated with 
the construction and material movement at 
each respective development or recreation 
improvement. The long-term adverse 
effects have generally involved displaced 
and degraded eagle habitat for foraging, 
nesting, and/or roosting that resulted from 
facilities, roads and trails, vehicles, and the 
associated human activity in these areas.  
 
Other present and reasonably foreseeable 
future actions would also affect bald eagles 
in the project area. In addition to the 
continuation of low floatplane flights over 
the nest site and occasional ground level 
disturbances by visitors to Beaver Pond, 
other actions could include additional 
facility improvements around the project 
area (e.g., the maintenance and housing 
development at Valley Road Administrative 
Area), removal (and site restoration) of 
Lake Brooks maintenance and housing 
facilities, and overall relocation of Brooks 
Camp and its associated uses to the Beaver 
Pond Terrace area). Because eagles use 
Beaver Pond for fishing, roosting, and 
nesting, future development near and 
around Beaver Pond could have the most 
notable adverse effects. The short-term, 
adverse effects of these actions would relate 
to the disturbances to eagle habitat from 
construction and project mobilization 
activities, including the transport of 
materials through the area. The adverse, 
long-term effects of some of these actions 
could involve further displacement and/or 
degradation of eagle habitat in parts of the 
project area from facility improvements or 
expansions and the development of the 
Beaver Pond Terrace area. With the 

additional impacts from the construction 
and use of the planned developments near 
the eagle nests and adjacent foraging areas 
(e.g., Beaver Pond Terrace development), 
there would be substantial changes to bald 
eagle habitat.  
 
Consequently, the likelihood of this area 
being used for eagle nesting would be 
reduced. However, this would not result in 
an apparent change to the regional bald 
eagle population.  
 
When the effects of alternative 1 are added 
to the effects of these other past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future actions, 
there would be a long-term, moderate, 
adverse, and localized cumulative impact on 
bald eagles. Alternative 1 would contribute 
a small, adverse increment to this overall 
adverse cumulative impact.  
 
Conclusion. Alternative 1 would result in a 
continuing long-term, minor, adverse, and 
localized impact on the bald eagles in the 
Brooks River area. These adverse effects 
would primarily result from the 
continuance of seasonal human activity 
throughout the project area. However, the 
disturbances resulting from alternative 1 
would not be expected to affect bald eagle 
nesting in the area.  
 
Alternative 2 

Analysis. The proposed access road that 
would serve the new barge landing site 
(roughly 2,000 ft south of the existing barge 
landing) (figure 3) would introduce 
occasional human disturbances and noise to 
an area of bald eagle nesting, foraging, and 
roosting. The proposed road alignment is 
immediately adjacent to a bald eagle nest 
(north of Beaver Pond) and very near the 
eagle foraging/fishing area on Beaver Pond. 
The noise and human presence would 
primarily be associated with NPS and 
concessioner operations (e.g., motorized 
vehicles and barge loading/unloading), and 
these disturbances would primarily occur 
shortly before, during, and shortly after the 



Natural Resources 

167 

Brooks Camp visitation season (May to 
October). The disturbances at the barge 
landing site and along the access road that 
occur in spring and early summer would 
have the most impact on the bald eagle, 
because this would coincide with the 
critical nesting and fledgling period. 
Because eagles are sensitive to ground 
disturbance during this time, the eagles 
would likely be flushed from the nest more 
frequently, which could affect the survival 
of eggs and/or young—eggs would be 
susceptible to cooling, loss of moisture, 
overheating, and predation, which could 
lead to failure of the eggs to hatch, while the 
young would be vulnerable to the elements 
and increased potential for mortality. 
Frequent disturbances near the nest could 
deter future use of the nest and could 
possibly lead to permanent nest 
abandonment (USFWS 2007c; Cain n.d.). 
 
The construction activities associated with 
the new barge landing and new access road 
(about 1,500 ft in length) could also have 
various adverse impacts on the bald eagles. 
Most of these construction impacts would 
result from the noise and activity associated 
with heavy construction equipment 
operation (e.g., road grading), material 
transport vehicles, and human presence. 
The impacts would primarily occur in two 
phases. First, during late summer and 
autumn (when earthwork and excavation 
construction is proposed), most of the 
impacts would involve disturbances to eagle 
foraging and roosting around Beaver Pond. 
Effects on nesting would be avoided 
because the eaglets would have fledged by 
then. Then in the following spring (when 
the barge landing site construction is 
proposed), the impacts would involve 
disturbances to eagle nesting at the nest site. 
To help minimize these effects, various 
mitigation measures would be applied to 
construction activities, such as maintaining 
mufflers on construction equipment and 
generators. However, there still would be 
the potential for the eagles to be flushed 
from the nest, which would increase the 
potential for egg and/or nestling mortality.  

The construction and future 
pedestrian/vehicle use of the proposed 
elevated bridge and boardwalk in this 
alternative would have little or no effects on 
bald eagle habitat. The eagles do not 
currently use these areas for foraging or 
roosting due to the level of human activity 
in the surrounding area. Thus, increased 
noise and visual exposure from the 
boardwalk and bridge would not be 
expected to affect eagle activity.  
 
Likewise, removal of the existing barge 
landing site and the access road along the 
river would have no effect on the bald 
eagles. These areas also are not used by 
eagles due to human activity in the 
surrounding area. Restoration of vegetation 
along the access road and barge landing site 
would not be expected to affect eagle 
activity so long as human activity continues 
in the project area.  
 
Overall, the construction and future use of 
the proposed barge landing site and access 
road under alternative 2 would have short- 
and long-term, moderate, adverse, and 
localized effects on the bald eagles in the 
Brooks River area. These impacts would 
primarily occur during the visitation season 
at Brooks Camp, and could cause changes 
to bald eagle feeding, mating, nesting, or 
caring for young. Bald eagle behaviors and 
activities associated with the existing nest 
site near Beaver Pond would be particularly 
affected by the construction and use of the 
proposed barge landing site and access 
road. Depending on the timing, these 
activities could adversely affect eagle 
nesting and Beaver Pond use by bald eagles. 
However, changes to the regional bald eagle 
population would be minimal. Compared to 
alternative 1, alternative 2 would likely 
increase the adverse impacts on bald eagles 
and their habitat. The increase in adverse 
effects primarily relate to the disturbances 
associated with the new barge landing site 
and access road (immediately adjacent to 
the nest site). 
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Cumulative Impacts. Various other past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects in and near the project area have 
and would continue to affect the bald eagle. 
These projects relate to facility 
development, recreation access, transport 
vehicle noise, site restoration, and program 
development, as described in the 
“Cumulative Impacts” section under 
alternative 1 (including the future planned 
development around Beaver Pond). 
 
When the likely adverse effects of 
alternative 2 are added to the effects of 
these other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, there would be a 
long-term, moderate, adverse, and localized 
cumulative impact on the Brooks River bald 
eagles. The alternative 2 actions would 
contribute an appreciable adverse 
increment to this overall adverse cumulative 
impact.  
 
Conclusion. Alternative 2 would result in 
short- and long-term, moderate, adverse, 
localized impacts on the bald eagles in the 
Brooks River area. These adverse effects 
would primarily result from the 
construction and future use of a new barge 
landing area and access road near an eagle 
nest and Beaver Pond foraging and roosting 
areas. These activities could adversely affect 
bald eagle nesting in the Beaver Pond area. 
 
Alternative 3 

Analysis. The construction and future 
pedestrian/vehicle use of the proposed 
elevated bridge and boardwalk in this 
alternative would have little or no effects on 
bald eagle habitat. The eagles do not 
currently use these areas for foraging or 
roosting due to the level of human activity 
in the surrounding area. Thus, increased 
noise and visual exposure from the 
boardwalk and bridge would not be 
expected to affect eagle activity.  
 
Under alternative 3, the relatively small 
changes to the existing barge landing site 
and access road (figure 5) would not affect 

the eagles. The eagles would continue to 
avoid using this area due to the level of 
human activity in the surrounding area.  
 
Overall, the construction and future use of 
the proposed elevated boardwalks, bridge, 
and changes to the barge landing site and 
access road under alternative 3 would have 
no effects on the Brooks River bald eagles. 
Compared to alternative 1, alternative 3 
would have similar effects from human 
activity in the area, along the access road 
and barge landing site—a long-term, minor, 
adverse, and localized impact.  
 
Cumulative Impacts. Various other past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects in and near the project area have 
and would continue to affect the bald eagle. 
These projects relate to facility 
development, recreation access, transport 
vehicle noise, site restoration, and program 
development, as described in the 
“Cumulative Impacts” section under 
alternative 1 (including the future planned 
development around Beaver Pond). 
 
When the effects of alternative 3 are added 
to the effects of these other past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future actions, 
there would be a long-term, moderate, 
adverse, and localized cumulative impact on 
bald eagles. The actions in alternative 3 
would contribute a small, adverse 
increment to this cumulative impact.  
 
Conclusion. Alternative 3 would result in 
short- to long-term, minor, adverse, and 
localized impacts on the bald eagles in the 
Brooks River area. These effects would 
result from general human activity in the 
Brooks River area, including continued use 
of the barge landing site and access road.  
 
Alternative 4 

Analysis. The proposed access road that 
would serve the new barge landing site 
(roughly 2,000 ft south of the existing barge 
landing, figure 3) would introduce 
occasional human disturbances and noise to 
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an area of bald eagle nesting, foraging, and 
roosting. The proposed road alignment is 
immediately adjacent to a bald eagle nest 
(north of Beaver Pond) and near the eagle 
foraging/fishing area on Beaver Pond. The 
noise and human presence would primarily 
be associated with NPS and concessioner 
operations (e.g., motorized vehicles, barge 
loading/ unloading) and would primarily 
occur shortly before, during, and shortly 
after the Brooks Camp visitation season 
(May to October). The disturbances at the 
barge landing site and along the access road 
that occur in spring and early summer 
would have the most impact on the bald 
eagle because this would coincide with the 
critical nesting and fledgling period. 
Because eagles are sensitive to ground 
disturbance during this time, the eagles 
would likely be flushed from the nest more 
frequently, which could affect the survival 
of eggs and/or young—eggs would be 
susceptible to cooling, loss of moisture, 
overheating, and predation, which could 
lead to failure of the eggs to hatch, while the 
young would be vulnerable to the elements 
and increased potential for mortality. 
Frequent disturbances near the nest could 
deter future use of the nest and could 
possibly lead to permanent nest 
abandonment (USFWS 2007c; Cain n.d.). 
 
The construction activities associated with 
the new barge landing and new access road 
(about 1,500 ft in length, figure 3) could also 
have various adverse impacts on the bald 
eagles. The impacts on the eagles would be 
the same as described in alternative 2. 
Although mitigation measures would be 
applied in alternative 4 to minimize impacts 
of construction, there still would be the 
potential for the eagles to be flushed from 
the nest, which would increase the potential 
for egg and/or nestling mortality.  
 
The construction and future pedestrian/ 
vehicle use of the proposed elevated bridge 
and boardwalk in alternative 4 would have 
little or no effects on bald eagle habitat. The 
eagles do not currently use these areas for 
foraging or roosting due to the level of 

human activity in the surrounding area. 
Thus, increased noise and visual exposure 
from the boardwalk and bridge would not 
be expected to affect eagle activity.  
 
Likewise, removal of the existing barge 
landing site and the access road along the 
river would have no effect on the bald 
eagles. These areas also are not used by 
eagles due to human activity in the 
surrounding area. Restoration of vegetation 
along the access road and barge landing site 
would not be expected to affect eagle 
activity so long as human activity continues 
in the project area.  
 
Overall, the construction and future use of 
the proposed elevated boardwalks, bridge, 
barge landing, and access road under 
alternative 4 would have short- and long-
term, moderate, adverse, and localized 
effects on bald eagles in the Brooks River 
area. These impacts would primarily occur 
during the visitation season at Brooks 
Camp, and could cause changes to bald 
eagle feeding, mating, nesting, or caring for 
young. Bald eagle behaviors and activities 
associated with the existing nest site near 
Beaver Pond would be particularly affected 
by the construction and use of the proposed 
barge landing site and access road. 
Depending on the timing, these activities 
could adversely affect eagle nesting and 
Beaver Pond use by bald eagles. However, 
changes to the regional bald eagle 
population would be minimal. Compared to 
alternative 1, alternative 4 would likely 
increase the adverse impacts on bald eagles 
and their habitat. The increase in adverse 
effects primarily relate to the disturbances 
associated with the new barge landing site 
and access road (immediately adjacent to 
nest site). 
 
Cumulative Impacts. Various other past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects in and near the project area have 
and would continue to affect the bald eagle. 
These projects relate to facility develop-
ment, recreation access, transport vehicle 
noise, site restoration, and program 
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development, as described in the 
“Cumulative Impacts” section under 
alternative 1 (including the future planned 
development around Beaver Pond). 
 
When the adverse effects of alternative 4 are 
added to the effects of these other past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions, there would be a long-term, 
moderate, adverse, and localized 
cumulative impact on bald eagles. The 
actions of alternative 4 would contribute an 
appreciable, adverse increment to this 
overall adverse cumulative impact.  
 
Conclusion. Alternative 4 would result in 
short-and long-term, moderate, adverse, 
localized impacts on the bald eagles in the 
Brooks River area. These adverse effects 
would primarily result from the 
construction and future use of a new barge 
landing area and access road near an eagle 
nest and near Beaver Pond foraging and 
roosting areas. These activities could 
adversely affect bald eagle nesting in the 
Beaver Pond area.  
 
Alternative 5 

Analysis. The proposed access road that 
would serve the new barge landing (roughly 
2,000 ft south of the existing barge landing, 
figure 3) would introduce occasional 
human disturbances and noise to an area of 
bald eagle nesting, foraging, and roosting. 
The proposed road alignment is adjacent to 
and below a bald eagle nest (north of Beaver 
Pond) and near the eagle foraging/fishing 
area on Beaver Pond. The noise and human 
presence would primarily be associated 
with NPS and concessioner operations (e.g., 
motorized vehicles and barge loading/ 
unloading) and would primarily occur 
shortly before, during, and shortly after the 
Brooks Camp visitation season (May to 
October). The disturbances at the barge 
landing and along the access road that 
occur in spring and early summer would 
have the most impact on the bald eagle 
because this would coincide with the 
critical nesting and fledgling period. 

Because eagles are sensitive to ground 
disturbance during this time, the eagles 
would likely be flushed from the nest more 
frequently, which could affect the survival 
of eggs and/or young—eggs would be 
susceptible to cooling, loss of moisture, 
overheating and predation, which could 
lead to failure of the eggs to hatch, while the 
young would be vulnerable to the elements 
and increased potential for mortality. 
Frequent disturbances near the nest could 
deter future use of the nest and possibly 
lead to permanent nest abandonment 
(USFWS 2007c; Cain n.d.).  
 
The construction activities associated with 
the new barge landing and new access road 
(about 1,500 ft in length, figure 3) could also 
have various adverse impacts on the bald 
eagles. The impacts on the eagles would be 
the same as described in alternative 2. 
Although mitigation measures would be 
applied in alternative 5 to minimize impacts 
of construction, there still would be the 
potential for the eagles to be flushed from 
the nest, which would increase the potential 
for egg and/or nestling mortality. 
 
The construction and future pedestrian/ 
vehicle use of the proposed elevated bridge 
and boardwalk in alternative 5 would have 
little or no effects on bald eagle habitat. The 
eagles do not currently use these areas for 
foraging or roosting due to the level of 
human activity in the surrounding area. 
Thus, increased noise and visual exposure 
from the boardwalk and bridge would not 
be expected to affect eagle activity.  
 
Likewise, removal of the existing barge 
landing site and the access road along the 
river would have no effect on the bald 
eagles. These areas also are not used by 
eagles due to human activity in the 
surrounding area. Restoration of vegetation 
along the access road and barge landing site 
would not be expected to affect eagle 
activity so long as human activity continues 
in the project area.  
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Overall, the construction and future use of 
the proposed barge landing site and access 
road under alternative 5 would have short- 
and long-term, moderate, adverse, and 
localized effects on bald eagles in the 
Brooks River area. These impacts would 
primarily occur during the visitation season 
at Brooks Camp, and could cause changes 
to bald eagle feeding, mating, nesting, or 
caring for young. Bald eagle behaviors and 
activities associated with the existing nest 
site near Beaver Pond would be particularly 
affected by the construction and use of the 
proposed barge landing site and access 
road. Depending on the timing, these 
activities could adversely affect eagle 
nesting and Beaver Pond use by bald eagles. 
Changes to the regional bald eagle 
population would be minimal. Compared to 
alternative 1, alternative 5 would likely 
increase the adverse impacts on bald eagles 
and their habitat. The increase in adverse 
effects primarily relate to the disturbances 
associated with the new barge landing site 
and access road (immediately adjacent to 
nest site). 
 
Cumulative Impacts. Various other past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects in and near the project area have 
and would continue to affect the bald eagle. 
These projects relate to facility develop-
ment, recreation access, transport vehicle 
noise, site restoration, and program 
development, as described in the 
“Cumulative Impacts” section under 
alternative 1 (including the future planned 
development around Beaver Pond). 
 
When the likely adverse effects of 
alternative 5 are added to the effects of 
these other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, there would be a 
long-term, moderate, adverse, and localized 
cumulative impact on bald eagles in the 
Brooks River area. The alternative 5 actions 
would contribute an appreciable, adverse 
increment to this cumulative impact.  
 
Conclusion. Alternative 5 would result in 
short- and long-term, moderate, adverse, 

and localized impacts on the bald eagles in 
the Brooks River area. These adverse effects 
would primarily result from the 
construction and future use of a new barge 
landing area and access road near an eagle 
nest and near Beaver Pond foraging and 
roosting areas. These activities could 
adversely affect bald eagle nesting in the 
Beaver Pond area. 
 
 
WETLANDS AND 
UPLAND VEGETATION 

Alternative 1 

Analysis. Under the alternative 1, ground 
level pedestrian and vehicle use on 
maintained trail surfaces would continue 
throughout the project area. Minimal 
vegetation trampling, trail widening, and 
some social trail development from 
pedestrian and vehicle use would continue, 
especially in high use areas such as The 
Corner and along each bank of the river. In 
addition to native vegetation displacement, 
these disturbances would also create areas 
that are suitable for the establishment and 
propagation of nonnative invasive plant 
species. 
 
No new areas of vegetation or wetlands 
would be displaced by structure, road, or 
trail development because alternative 1 
does not include any such site develop-
ments. However, the wetland hydrology 
and vegetation community of delineated 
wetlands E, F, and G would continue to be 
adversely affected by the existing access 
roads that run along the south bank of the 
river and from the bridge site to the bus 
parking area (see wetland delineation 
report in appendix D for descriptions of 
these wetlands). The raised roadbeds of fill 
material and the compaction of native soils 
below these road surfaces are impediments 
to surface water and groundwater 
movement between these wetlands, 
respectively. Because the access roads run 
along the wetland perimeters, any eroded 
sediment or pollutants from the roads 
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would continue to be deposited in the 
adjacent wetlands. 
 
The construction of a ramp at the existing 
barge landing site would be in a lacustrine 
wetland, classified as a limnetic, 
unconsolidated bottom, permanently 
flooded wetland (L1UBH) (URS 2009b). 
Although the ramp would not affect 
wetlands vegetation, it would affect hydric 
soils and hydrology—some soils would be 
altered with the placement of the ramp 
below the high water mark and on the lake 
bottom, and shoreline geomorphology and 
possibly shoreline erosion may occur (see 
also the discussion of hydrology impacts). 
However, these adverse effects would be 
very small and localized, given the size of 
the ramp and the abundance of this wetland 
in Naknek Lake. 
 
Overall, alternative 1 would result in the 
continuation of long-term, minor, adverse, 
and localized impacts on wetlands and 
upland vegetation. These adverse effects 
would relate to a continuation of vegetation 
trampling from human activity in various 
portions of the project area on both sides of 
the river and the continuation of wetland 
hydrology impacts (wetlands E, F, and G). 
However, these effects on wetland area, 
quality, and continuity and on upland 
vegetation communities would be minimal. 
The overall viability of the wetland and 
upland vegetation communities would not 
be affected.  
 
Cumulative Impacts. Several past 
management actions in and around the 
project area have had notable effects on 
vegetation and wetlands. Most of these past 
actions have had adverse effects on these 
resources because they resulted in direct 
displacement of plant communities and/or 
altered hydrology and habitat value in or 
near wetland areas. The past actions that 
have displaced vegetation include the 
facility development and recreational access 
associated with Brooks Camp over the years 
(e.g., lodge, campground, visitor center, 
restrooms, operations facilities, utilities, 

guest cabins, staff housing, trails, and access 
roads). The past actions that have caused 
disturbances to wetlands primarily relate to 
access road/trail development and main-
tenance. Some of these roads appear to have 
displaced wetland acreage. Others roads 
have altered wetland surface and subsurface 
hydrology. The human presence associated 
with management and recreational use of 
these facilities and roads/trails has also 
caused wetland habitat disturbances in 
various areas through the project area.  
 
Present and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions would also affect vegetation 
communities and wetlands in and around 
the project area. Such actions could include 
additional facility improvements around the 
project area (e.g., the maintenance and 
housing development at Valley Road 
Administrative Area, removal (and site 
restoration) of Lake Brooks maintenance 
and housing facilities, development of an 
alternative trail between the campground 
and Brooks Camp, and overall relocation of 
Brooks Camp and its associated uses to the 
south of Brooks River (near Beaver Pond 
Terrace). Most of these effects would be 
long term. The adverse effects of some of 
these actions could involve displacement of 
vegetation and wetlands by structures and 
roads, altered wetland hydrology, and the 
introduction of human activity near 
wetland habitats. The beneficial effects on 
vegetation would result from the ecological 
restoration associated with the relocation 
projects that would remove park facilities 
from areas along the Brooks River corridor 
(e.g., the Lake Brooks maintenance area and 
Brooks Camp).  
 
Although the present and future actions 
would have notable areas of both vegetation 
restoration and vegetation displacement, 
the overall effects would generally be 
adverse because restored areas often do not 
fully return to their natural condition (e.g., 
due to weeds and altered vegetation 
succession).  
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When the likely adverse effects of 
alternative 1 are added to the effects of 
these other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, there would be a 
long-term, moderate, adverse, and localized 
cumulative impact on vegetation and 
wetlands. Alternative 1 would contribute an 
appreciable, adverse increment to this 
cumulative impact.  
 
Conclusion. Alternative 1 would result in 
the continuation of long-term, minor, 
adverse, and localized impacts on wetlands 
and vegetation. These adverse effects would 
result from continued vegetation trampling 
and social trails from ground level 
pedestrian and vehicle use in the Corner 
area on the north side of the river and 
between the floating bridge and the bus 
parking area on the south side of the river. 
The continued hydrological disturbances to 
wetlands E, F, and G adjacent to the access 
roads along the south bank and between the 
bridge and the bus parking area would also 
contribute to this adverse effect.  
 
 
Alternative 2 

Analysis. The elevated boardwalk on the 
north side of the river would reduce 
vegetation trampling and some social trail 
development from pedestrian and vehicle 
use in the area of the Corner and along the 
north bank of Brooks River. Vegetation in 
the Corner area and along the north bank 
would be rehabilitated and restored, and its 
use would be reserved primarily for bears. 
However, some social trail development 
and vegetation trampling would continue in 
these areas due to other continuing uses 
such as angling. 
 
Undisturbed vegetation would be displaced 
by the support piles of the elevated 
boardwalks to the north and south of river. 
The 1,685 linear ft of elevated boardwalk 
and ramps in this alternative would involve 
single- or double-pile supports spaced 12 ft 
to 24 ft apart along the full length of the 
boardwalks. For most of the boardwalk 

length, the support piles would directly 
displace native vegetation.  
 
The elevated boardwalk on the north side 
of river would follow the edge of and cross 
a portion of delineated wetlands H and I 
area (see wetland delineation report in 
appendix D for descriptions of these and 
other nearby wetlands). This would result 
in reduced wetland habitat value because of 
the proximity of human activity to the 
wetlands. In areas where the boardwalk 
crosses wetlands H and I, the boardwalk 
pilings would displace some limited wetland 
area and functionality. Oils and chemicals 
from vehicular use of the boardwalk could 
drain into the adjacent wetlands.  
 
The elevated boardwalk on the south side 
of river would follow the edge of and cross 
portions of delineated wetlands E and F. As 
with the effects of the boardwalk on 
wetlands H and I, this would result in 
reduced wetland habitat value and displace 
some limited wetland area and 
functionality. The 8-foot-wide boardwalks 
could also introduce oils and chemicals 
from vehicular use into the adjacent 
wetlands.  
 
However, because the elevated boardwalk 
on the south side of the river would remove 
a large volume of ground level pedestrian 
activity between the bridge and the bus 
parking area, it would reduce vegetation 
trampling and some social trail develop-
ment south of the river. The local plant 
communities in this area would benefit 
from this reduction in ground level human 
activity. However, social trail development 
and vegetation trampling would continue 
along the south bank and other areas south 
of the river due to other continuing uses 
such as angling. 
 
The wetland hydrology and plant 
community of delineated wetland G near 
the existing barge landing access road 
would be improved when the road is 
removed and the landscape restored (about 
600 linear ft in length).  
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Under alternative 2, the proposed access 
road that would serve the new barge 
landing (roughly 2,000 ft south along of the 
existing site on Naknek Lake shoreline, 
figure 3) would displace some native 
vegetation and run between a complex of 
small emergent wetlands (delineated 
wetlands A, B, C, D, and J). The roadway 
length would be approximately 1,500 ft. 
Because the access road would bisect this 
wetland complex, wetland continuity could 
be negatively affected. Although the 
proposed access road would be routed to 
avoid crossing the jurisdictional wetlands, a 
culvert would be needed to cross a small 
drainage connecting wetlands D and J. This 
may require a small amount of fill to be 
placed in the wetlands. Assuming about a 2-
foot diameter culvert, around 300 ft² of the 
two wetlands would be lost by the 
construction of the culvert and placement 
of fill. 
 
The construction of a ramp at the barge 
landing site would be in a lacustrine 
wetland, classified as a limnetic, 
unconsolidated bottom, permanently 
flooded wetland (L1UBH) (URS 2009b). 
Although the ramp would not affect 
wetlands vegetation, it would affect hydric 
soils and hydrology—some soils would be 
altered with the placement of the ramp 
below the high water mark and on the lake 
bottom, and shoreline geomorphology and 
possibly shoreline erosion may occur (see 
also the discussion of hydrology impacts). 
However, these adverse effects would be 
very small and localized, given the size of 
the ramp and the abundance of this wetland 
in Naknek Lake. 
 
Throughout the project area, an estimated 
total of 1.6 acres of vegetation (wetland and 
upland) would be directly displaced by the 
actions in this alternative (roughly 0.3 acre 
for bridge and boardwalk development and 
1.3 acres for barge landing access road and 
site development). Conversely, this 
alternative would include the restoration of 
approximately 0.45 acre of vegetation (0.15 
acre for restored trails and 0.3 acre for the 

restored barge landing site and access road 
along the south bank). 
 
The construction of the bridge, elevated 
boardwalk, barge landing, and landing 
access road would have multiple direct and 
indirect effects on the vegetation and 
wetlands near the construction activities. As 
noted above, delineated wetlands D, E, F, 
G, H, I, and J would be directly affected. 
Some examples of construction-related 
impacts include incidental ground 
disturbances to construction site periphery, 
sedimentation resulting from adjacent 
disturbed soils, and wetland habitat 
disturbance from construction activities 
and human presence. Wetland hydrology 
also could be adversely affected by soil 
compaction. However, to minimize or avoid 
these effects on vegetation and wetlands, 
mitigation measures, abatement, and 
construction best management practices 
would be used. These measures would 
include a revegetation plan, erosion/ 
sedimentation controls, maintained 
construction limits, and appropriate 
stockpile locations and containment.  
 
In addition, the construction of the bridge, 
boardwalk, barge landing, and landing 
access road could have some long-term 
impacts on vegetation in the area. The 
ground disturbances associated with the 
construction activities would create areas 
that are suitable for the establishment and 
propagation of nonnative invasive plant 
species. Some areas of restoration would be 
reclaimed with active soil preparation and 
native replanting, while other areas would 
be left for passive, natural restoration over 
time. These passively restored areas would 
be most prone to the spread of nonnative, 
invasive plants. To minimize this effect, 
various weed control and revegetation best 
management practices would be employed 
(e.g., use of weed-free materials, 
construction equipment washing, and 
postconstruction monitoring and weed 
control).  
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Lastly, this alternative includes two utility 
lines (electric and septic pump-out) that 
would be mounted to the bridge and 
elevated boardwalks. The only effect these 
utilities could have on vegetation in the 
project area would be in the areas where the 
lines transition from above the ground 
(attached to boardwalk structure) to being 
buried underground. On the north end of 
the utility lines, a small ground disturbance 
from these lines could occur near the fish 
freezing station at the south end of Brooks 
Camp. On the south end, a small ground 
disturbance could occur from the septic 
pump-out line at the end of the vehicle 
ramp relatively near the south riverbank. 
The electric line would be buried along the 
existing roadbed from the end of the 
boardwalk to the bus parking area (about 
100 ft).  
 
Overall, alternative 2 would result in a 
short- to long-term, moderate, adverse, and 
localized impact to wetlands and upland 
vegetation due to the development of the 
bridge, boardwalk, and barge landing access 
road, and the continuing ground level 
human activities on both sides of Brooks 
River. There would be some direct loss of 
wetlands along the proposed boardwalks 
and access routes for wetlands D, E, F, H, I, 
and J. The effects on upland vegetation 
would cause measurable changes to the 
abundance and distribution of individual 
plant species, and could continue to affect 
the viability of portions of the local 
vegetation communities. These adverse 
effects primarily relate to direct displace-
ment of vegetation and the reduced quality 
of upland vegetation communities from the 
development of the bridge, boardwalks, and 
new barge landing access road. Compared 
to alternative 1, alternative 2 would result in 
an increase in adverse effects to wetlands 
and upland vegetation due to the expanded 
areas of boardwalk and road development. 
However, compared to alternative 1, 
reductions in vegetation trampling from 
park visitors and improved hydrology and 
vegetation cover near wetland G would be 

expected from the restoration of the 
adjacent access road. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. Various other past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects in and near the project area have 
and would continue to affect wetlands and 
upland vegetation. These projects relate to 
facility development, recreation access, site 
restoration, and program development, as 
described in the “Cumulative Impacts” 
section under alternative 1 above. 
 
When the likely effects of alternative 2 
actions are added to the effects of these 
other past, present, and reasonably fore-
seeable future actions, there would be a 
long-term, moderate, adverse, and localized 
cumulative impact on vegetation and 
wetlands. Alternative 2 would contribute an 
appreciable, adverse increment to this 
cumulative impact.  
 
Conclusion. Alternative 2 would result in 
short- to long-term, moderate, adverse, and 
localized impacts on upland vegetation and 
wetlands. Some wetlands would be lost, but 
the total loss would be less than 0.1 acre. 
The adverse effects would primarily result 
from displaced and altered vegetation along 
the alignment of the proposed boardwalks, 
disturbances to wetlands H and I (to the 
west of Brooks Camp) and wetlands E and F 
(between the bridge and the bus parking 
area), vegetation impacts from the proposed 
access road to the new barge landing area, 
loss of some wetlands in D and J due to 
construction of a culvert along the new 
road, and possible impacts from site 
construction activities (e.g., sedimentation 
and propagation of nonnative invasive plant 
species). However, wetlands and vegetation 
would benefit from the reduced potential 
for vegetation trampling and social trails on 
both sides of the river and the restored 
wetland hydrology of wetland G along the 
restored barge landing access road area.  
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Alternative 3 

Analysis. The elevated boardwalk on the 
north side of the river would reduce 
vegetation trampling and social trail 
development from pedestrian and vehicle 
use in the Corner and along the north bank 
of Brooks River. Vegetation in the Corner 
area and along the north bank would be 
rehabilitated and restored. However, some 
social trail development and vegetation 
trampling would continue in these areas 
due to other continuing uses such as 
angling. 
 
Some upland vegetation in the Corner area, 
as well as some undisturbed vegetation near 
the south bank of the river, would be 
displaced by the piling support systems of 
the elevated boardwalks. The 530 linear ft 
of elevated boardwalks in this alternative 
would involve single- and double-pile 
supports spaced at 12 ft to 24 ft apart along 
the full length of the boardwalks. However, 
because much of the proposed boardwalk 
alignment under alternative 3 follows 
existing disturbance corridors (e.g., along 
existing road/trail), the impact on 
vegetation would be relatively minimal.  
 
Under alternative 3, a minor realignment of 
barge landing access road near the mouth of 
the river would displace a limited amount of 
native vegetation. The proposed end of the 
access road would be about 200 ft south of 
the existing barge landing access point 
(figure 5). Because much of the vegetation 
in this realignment area has already been 
displaced by past activities, the 
displacement of vegetation from this action 
would be minimal.  
 
The construction of a ramp at the barge 
landing site would be in a lacustrine 
wetland, classified as a limnetic, 
unconsolidated bottom, permanently 
flooded wetland (L1UBH) (URS 2009b). 
Although the ramp would not affect 
wetlands vegetation, it would affect hydric 
soils and hydrology—some soils would be 
altered with the placement of the ramp 

below the high water mark and on the lake 
bottom, and shoreline geomorphology and 
possibly shoreline erosion may occur (see 
also the discussion of hydrology impacts). 
However, these adverse effects would be 
very small and localized, given the size of 
the ramp and the abundance of this wetland 
in Naknek Lake. 
 
Throughout the project area, an estimated 
total of 0.54 acre of vegetation would be 
directly displaced by the actions in this 
alternative (0.04 acre for bridge and 
boardwalk development and 0.5 acre for 
barge landing site/access road develop-
ment). Conversely, this alternative would 
include the restoration of approximately 
0.25 acre of vegetation (0.07 acre for 
restored trails and 0.18 acre for the restored 
barge landing site and access near the spit). 
 
The construction of the bridge, elevated 
boardwalk, barge landing, and short access 
road segment would have some short-term 
effects on native vegetation near the 
construction activities. Some examples of 
these construction-related impacts include 
incidental ground disturbances of 
construction site periphery; sedimentation 
resulting from adjacent disturbed soils; and 
habitat disturbance from construction 
activities, noise, and human presence. 
However, to minimize or avoid these effects 
on vegetation, mitigation measures, 
abatement, and construction best 
management practices would be used. 
These measures would include a 
revegetation plan, erosion/sedimentation 
controls, maintained construction limits, 
and appropriate stockpile locations and 
containment.  
 
In addition, the construction of the bridge 
and boardwalks could have some long-term 
adverse impacts on vegetation in the area. 
The ground disturbances associated with 
the construction activities would create 
areas that are suitable for the establishment 
and propagation of nonnative invasive plant 
species. Some areas of restoration would be 
reclaimed with active soil preparation and 
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native replanting, while other areas would 
be left for passive, natural restoration over 
time. These passively restored areas would 
be most prone to the spread of nonnative 
invasive plants. To minimize this effect, 
various weed control and revegetation best 
management practices would be employed 
(e.g., use of weed-free materials, 
construction equipment washing, and 
postconstruction monitoring and weed 
control).  
 
Lastly, this alternative also includes two 
utility lines (electric and septic pump-out) 
that would be mounted to the bridge and 
elevated boardwalks. The only effect these 
utilities could have on vegetation in the 
project area would be where the lines 
transition from above the ground (attached 
to boardwalk structure) to being buried 
underground. At the north end of the utility 
lines, a small ground disturbance from these 
lines could occur near the fish freezing 
station at the south end of Brooks Camp. 
On the south end, a small ground 
disturbance could occur from the septic 
pump-out line at the end of the vehicle 
ramp relatively near the south riverbank. 
The electric line would be buried and 
routed along the existing access roadbed 
from the end of the boardwalk ramp to the 
bus parking area (about 1,000 ft).  
 
Overall, alternative 3 would result in a 
short- to long-term, minor, adverse, and 
localized impact to wetlands and upland 
vegetation due to the development of the 
bridge and boardwalk, and the continuing 
ground level human activities on both sides 
of Brooks River. Alternative 3 would only 
have a slight adverse impact on the 
lacustrine wetland in Naknek Lake, and 
also have only slight effects on the 
abundance and distribution of upland 
vegetation species and communities. The 
adverse effects would relate to direct 
displacement of or encroachment on 
vegetation acreage at the fringes of the 
proposed developed area (e.g., boardwalk) 
and temporary effects of construction 
activities. Compared to alternative 1, 

alternative 3 would likely result in in similar 
adverse effects to wetlands and upland 
vegetation because the proposed board-
walks, ramps, and accesses are primarily 
aligned in already disturbed areas. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. Various other past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects in and near the project area have 
and would continue to affect wetlands and 
upland vegetation. These projects relate to 
facility development, recreation access, site 
restoration, and program development, as 
described in the “Cumulative Impacts” 
section under alternative 1 above. 
  
When the likely effects of alternative 3 
actions are added to the effects of these 
other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, there would be a 
long-term, moderate, adverse, and localized 
cumulative impact on vegetation and 
wetlands. Alternative 3 would contribute a 
small, adverse increment to this cumulative 
impact.  
 
Conclusion. Alternative 3 would result in a 
short- to long-term, minor, adverse, and 
localized impact on wetlands and 
vegetation. The adverse effects would 
primarily result from displaced and altered 
vegetation along the alignment of the 
proposed boardwalk, possible impacts from 
site construction activities (e.g., sedimen-
tation, and propagation of nonnative 
invasive plant species), and the effects of the 
barge landing ramp on the Lake Naknek 
lacustrine wetland. However, the proposed 
boardwalks, ramps, and accesses are 
primarily aligned in already disturbed areas, 
so the adverse effects would be minimal. 
The wetlands and upland vegetation would 
also benefit from the reduced potential for 
vegetation trampling and social trails on the 
north side of the river.  
 
Alternative 4  

Analysis. The elevated boardwalk on the 
north side of the river would reduce 
vegetation trampling and some social trail 



CHAPTER 4: ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

178 

development from pedestrian and vehicle 
use in the Corner and along the north bank 
of Brooks River. Vegetation in the Corner 
area and along the north bank would be 
rehabilitated and restored. However, some 
social trail development and vegetation 
trampling would continue in these areas 
due to other continuing uses such as 
angling. 
 
Undisturbed vegetation would be displaced 
by the support piles of the elevated 
boardwalks to the north and south of river. 
The 1,190 linear ft of elevated boardwalk in 
this alternative would involve single- or 
double-pile supports spaced at 12 ft to 24 ft 
apart along the full length of the 
boardwalks. For most of the boardwalk 
length, the support piles would directly 
displace native vegetation.  
 
The elevated boardwalk on the north side 
of river would follow the edge of and cross 
a portion of delineated wetlands H and I 
(see wetland delineation report in appendix 
D for descriptions of these and other 
nearby wetlands). This would result in 
reduced wetland habitat value because of 
nearby human activity. In areas where the 
boardwalk crosses wetlands H and I, the 
boardwalk pilings (spaced at 12 ft to 24 ft) 
would displace some limited wetland area 
and functionality. Oils and chemicals from 
vehicular use of the boardwalk could also 
drain into the adjacent wetlands.  
 
The elevated boardwalk on the south side 
of river would follow the edge of and cross 
a substantial portion of delineated wetlands 
E and F. As with the effects of the 
boardwalk on wetlands H and I, this would 
result in reduced wetland habitat value and 
displace some limited wetland area and 
functionality. The 8-foot-wide boardwalks 
could also introduce oils and chemicals 
from vehicular use into the adjacent 
wetlands.  
 
However, because the elevated boardwalk 
on the south side of the river would remove 
a large volume of ground level pedestrian 

and vehicle activity between the bridge and 
the bus parking area, it would reduce 
vegetation trampling and social trail 
development south of the river. The local 
plant communities in this area would 
benefit from this reduction in ground level 
human activity. However, as on the north 
side of the river, some social trail 
development and vegetation trampling 
would continue due to other continuing 
ground level uses such as angling. 
 
The wetland hydrology and plant 
community of delineated wetland G near 
the existing barge landing access road 
would be improved when the road is 
removed and the landscape restored (about 
600 ft in length).  
 
In addition to restoring the barge landing 
access road area, alternative 4 would 
include the restoration of approximately 
600 ft of the access road that currently 
connects the bridge to the bus parking area 
(see map 6). This portion of the access road 
would no longer be needed because the 
pedestrians and NPS and concessioner 
vehicles would use the proposed elevated 
boardwalk that connects the bridge with the 
bus parking area. This road restoration 
would improve conditions for upland 
vegetation and wetlands along the restored 
road corridor, as well as restore the 
hydrology and habitat conditions of the 
adjacent delineated wetlands F and G 
(which were previously bisected by the 
road).  
 
The proposed access road that would serve 
the new barge landing (roughly 2,000 ft 
south along the existing site on Naknek 
Lake shoreline) (figure 3) would displace 
some native vegetation and run between a 
complex of small emergent wetlands 
(delineated wetlands A, B, C, D, and J). The 
roadway length would be approximately 
1,500 ft. Because the access road would 
bisect this wetland complex, wetland 
continuity could be negatively affected. 
Although the proposed access road would 
be routed to avoid crossing through the 
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jurisdictional wetlands, a culvert would be 
needed to cross a small drainage connecting 
wetlands D and J. This may require a small 
amount of fill to be placed in the wetland. 
Assuming about a 2-foot diameter culvert, 
around 300 ft² of the two wetlands would be 
lost due to construction of the culvert and 
placement of fill. 
 
The construction of a ramp at the barge 
landing site would be in a lacustrine 
wetland, classified as a limnetic, 
unconsolidated bottom, permanently 
flooded wetland (L1UBH) (URS 2009b). 
Although the ramp would not affect 
wetlands vegetation, it would affect hydric 
soils and hydrology—some soils would be 
altered with the placement of the ramp 
below the high water mark and on the lake 
bottom, and shoreline geomorphology and 
possibly shoreline erosion may occur (see 
also the discussion of hydrology impacts). 
However, these adverse effects would be 
very small and localized, given the size of 
the ramp and the abundance of this wetland 
in Naknek Lake. 
 
Throughout the project area, an estimated 
total of 1.5 acres of vegetation (wetland and 
upland) would be directly displaced by the 
actions in this alternative (roughly 0.2 acre 
for bridge and boardwalk development and 
1.3 acres for barge landing access road and 
site development). Conversely, this 
alternative would include the restoration of 
approximately 0.59 acre of vegetation (0.15 
acre for restored trails and 0.44 acre for the 
restored access roads and barge landing). 
 
The construction of the bridge, elevated 
boardwalk, barge landing, and landing 
access road would have multiple direct and 
indirect effects on vegetation and the 
wetlands near the construction activities. As 
noted above, delineated wetlands D, E, F, 
G, H, I, and J would be directly affected. 
Some examples of construction-related 
impacts include incidental ground 
disturbances to construction site periphery; 
sedimentation resulting from adjacent 
disturbed soils; and wetland habitat 

disturbance from construction activities, 
noise, and human presence. However, to 
minimize or avoid these effects on 
vegetation and wetlands, mitigation 
measures, abatement, and construction best 
management practices would be used. 
These measures would include a 
revegetation plan, erosion/sedimentation 
controls, maintained construction limits, 
and appropriate stockpile locations and 
containment.  
 
The construction of the bridge, boardwalk, 
barge landing, and landing access road 
could have some long-term impacts on 
vegetation in the area. The ground 
disturbances associated with construction 
activities would create areas that are 
suitable for the establishment and 
propagation of nonnative invasive plant 
species. Some areas of restoration would be 
reclaimed with active soil preparation and 
native replanting, while other areas would 
be left for passive, natural restoration over 
time. These passively restored areas would 
be most prone to the spread of nonnative, 
invasive plants. To minimize this effect, 
various weed control and revegetation best 
management practices would be employed 
(e.g., use of weed-free materials, 
construction equipment washing, and 
postconstruction monitoring and weed 
control).  
 
Lastly, this alternative also includes two 
utility lines (electric and septic pump-out) 
that would be mounted to the bridge and 
elevated boardwalks. The only effect these 
utilities could have on vegetation in the 
project area would be in the areas where the 
lines transition from above the ground 
(attached to boardwalk structure) to being 
buried underground. At the north end of 
the utility lines, a small ground disturbance 
from these lines could occur near the fish 
freezing station at the south end of Brooks 
Camp. On the south end, a small ground 
disturbance could occur from the septic 
clean-out line at the end of the ramp 
relatively near the bus parking area. The 
electric line would be buried along the 
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existing roadbed from the end of the 
boardwalk ramp to the bus parking area 
(approximately 100 ft).  
 
Overall, alternative 4 would result in a 
short- to long-term, moderate, adverse, and 
localized impact to wetlands (but resulting 
in a total loss of less than 0.1 acre of 
wetlands) and upland vegetation due to the 
development of the bridge, boardwalk, and 
barge landing access road, and the 
continuing ground level human activities on 
both sides of Brooks River. There would be 
some direct loss of wetlands along the 
proposed boardwalks and access routes for 
wetlands D,E, F, H, I, and J. The effects on 
upland vegetation would cause measurable 
changes to the abundance and distribution 
of individual plant species, and could 
continue to affect the viability of portions of 
the local vegetation communities. These 
adverse effects relate to direct displacement 
of vegetation and the reduced quality of 
upland vegetation communities. Compared 
to alternative 1, alternative 4 would likely 
result in an increase in adverse effects to 
wetlands and upland vegetation due to the 
expanded areas of boardwalk and road 
development. However, compared to 
alternative 1, reductions in vegetation 
trampling from park visitors, restored 
vegetation along the existing access road 
corridors, and improved hydrology at 
wetland G would be expected. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. Various other past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects in and near the project area have 
and would continue to affect wetlands and 
upland vegetation. These projects relate to 
facility development, recreation access, site 
restoration, and program development, as 
described in the “Cumulative Impacts” 
section under alternative 1 above. 
 
When the likely effects of alternative 4 
actions are added to the effects of these 
other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, there would be a 
long-term, moderate, adverse, and localized 
cumulative impact on vegetation and 

wetlands. Alternative 4 would contribute an 
appreciable, adverse increment to this 
cumulative impact. 
 
Conclusion. Alternative 4 would result in a 
short- to long-term, moderate, adverse, and 
localized impact on wetlands and upland 
vegetation. Some wetlands would be lost, 
but the total loss would be less than 0.1 acre. 
The adverse effects would primarily result 
from displaced and altered vegetation along 
the alignment of the proposed boardwalks, 
disturbances to wetlands H and I (west of 
Brooks Camp) and to wetlands E and F 
(between the bridge and the bus parking 
area), vegetation impacts from the new 
access road to the new barge landing area, 
loss of some wetlands in D and J due to 
construction of a culvert along the new 
road, and possible impacts from site 
construction activities (e.g., sedimentation 
and propagation of nonnative invasive plant 
species). However, wetlands and vegetation 
would also benefit from the reduced 
potential for vegetation trampling and 
social trails on both sides of the river, 
restored vegetation between along the 
access road between the bridge and bus 
parking area, and the restored wetland 
hydrology of wetland G along the restored 
barge landing access road area.  
 
Alternative 5 

Analysis. The elevated boardwalk on the 
north side of the river would reduce 
vegetation trampling and some social trail 
development from pedestrian and vehicle 
use in the Corner and along the north bank 
of Brooks River. Vegetation in the Corner 
area and along the north bank would be 
rehabilitated and restored. However, some 
social trail development and vegetation 
trampling would continue in these areas 
due to other continuing uses such as 
angling. 
 
Undisturbed vegetation would be displaced 
by the support piles of the elevated 
boardwalks to the north and south of river. 
The 770 linear ft of elevated boardwalk in 
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this alternative would involve single- or 
double-pile supports spaced at 12 ft to 24 ft 
apart along the full length of the 
boardwalks. For most of the boardwalk 
length, the support piles would directly 
displace native vegetation.  
 
The elevated boardwalk on the north side 
of river would follow the edge of and cross 
a portion of delineated wetlands H and I 
(see wetland delineation report in appendix 
D for descriptions of these and other 
nearby wetlands). This would result in 
reduced wetland habitat value because of 
human activity near the wetlands. In areas 
where the boardwalk crosses wetlands H 
and I, the boardwalk pilings (spaced at 12 ft 
to 24 ft) would displace some limited 
wetland area and functionality. Oils and 
chemicals from vehicular use of the 
boardwalk could also drain into the 
adjacent wetlands.  
 
The wetland hydrology and plant 
community of delineated wetland G near 
the existing barge landing access road 
(approximately 600 ft in length) would be 
improved when the road is removed and 
the landscape restored.  
 
Under alternative 5 the proposed access 
road that would serve the new barge 
landing (roughly 2,000 ft south of the 
existing site on Naknek Lake shoreline, 
figure 3) would displace a some native 
vegetation and run between a complex of 
small emergent wetlands (delineated 
wetlands A, B, C, D, and J). The roadway 
length would be approximately 1,500 ft. 
Because the access road would bisect this 
wetlands complex, wetland continuity 
could be negatively affected. Although the 
proposed access road would be routed to 
avoid crossing the jurisdictional wetlands, a 
culvert would be needed to cross a small 
drainage connecting wetlands D and J. This 
may require a small amount of fill to be 
placed in the wetland. Assuming about a 2-
foot diameter culvert, about 300 square feet 
of the two wetlands would be lost due to the 

construction of the culvert and placement 
of fill.  
 
The construction of a ramp at the barge 
landing site would be in a lacustrine 
wetland, classified as a limnetic, 
unconsolidated bottom, permanently 
flooded wetland (L1UBH) (URS 2009b). 
Although the ramp would not affect 
wetlands vegetation, it would affect hydric 
soils and hydrology—some soils would be 
altered with the placement of the ramp 
below the high water mark and on the lake 
bottom, and shoreline geomorphology and 
possibly shoreline erosion may occur (see 
also the discussion of hydrology impacts). 
However, these adverse effects would be 
very small and localized, given the size of 
the ramp and the abundance of this wetland 
in Naknek Lake. 
 
Throughout the project area, an estimated 
total of 1.4 acres of vegetation (wetland and 
upland) would be directly displaced by the 
actions in this alternative (roughly 0.14 acre 
for bridge and boardwalk development and 
1.3 acres for barge landing access road and 
site development). Conversely, this 
alternative would include the restoration of 
approximately 0.45 acre of vegetation (0.15 
acre for restored trails and 0.30 acre for the 
restored barge landing access road and site). 
 
The construction of the bridge, elevated 
boardwalk, barge landing, and landing 
access road would have multiple, direct and 
indirect effects on vegetation and the 
wetlands near the construction activities. As 
noted above, delineated wetlands D, G, H, I, 
and J would be directly affected. Some 
examples of construction-related impacts 
include incidental ground disturbance to 
construction site periphery; sedimentation 
resulting from adjacent disturbed soils; and 
wetland habitat disturbance from 
construction activities, noise, and human 
presence. However, to minimize or avoid 
these effects on vegetation and wetlands, 
mitigation measures, abatement, and 
construction best management practices 
would be used. These measures would 
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include a revegetation plan, erosion/ 
sedimentation controls, maintained 
construction limits, and appropriate 
stockpile locations and containment.  
 
In addition, the construction of the bridge, 
boardwalk, barge landing, and landing 
access road could have some long-term 
impacts on vegetation in the area. The 
ground disturbances associated with the 
construction activities would create areas 
that are suitable for the establishment and 
propagation of nonnative, invasive plant 
species. Some areas of restoration would be 
reclaimed with active soil preparation and 
native replanting, while other areas would 
be left for passive, natural restoration over 
time. These passively restored areas would 
be most prone to the spread of nonnative, 
invasive plants. To minimize this effect, 
various weed control and revegetation best 
management practices would be employed 
(e.g., use of weed-free materials, 
construction equipment washing, and 
postconstruction monitoring and weed 
control).  
 
Lastly, this alternative also includes two 
utility lines (electric and septic pump-out) 
that would be mounted to the bridge and 
elevated boardwalks. The only effect these 
utilities could have on vegetation in the 
project area would be in the areas where the 
lines transition from above the ground 
(attached to boardwalk structure) to being 
buried underground. At the north end of 
the utility lines, a small ground disturbance 
from these lines could occur near the fish 
freezing station at the south end of Brooks 
Camp. On the south end, a small ground 
disturbance could occur from the septic 
clean-out line at the end of the vehicle ramp 
near the south riverbank. The electric line 
would be buried and routed along the 
existing access roadbed from the end of the 
boardwalk ramp to the bus parking area 
(approximately 1,000 ft in distance).  
 
Overall, alternative 5 would result in a 
short- to long-term, moderate, adverse, and 
localized impact to wetlands and upland 

vegetation due to development of the 
bridge, boardwalk, and barge landing access 
road, and the continuing ground level 
human activities on both sides of Brooks 
River. There would be some direct loss of 
wetlands along the proposed boardwalks 
and access routes for wetlands D, H, I, and 
J. The effects on upland vegetation would 
cause measurable changes to the abundance 
and distribution of individual plant species, 
and could continue to affect the viability of 
portions of the local vegetation communi-
ties. These adverse effects relate to direct 
displacement of vegetation and the reduced 
quality of upland vegetation communities. 
Compared to alternative 1, alternative 5 
would likely result in an increase in adverse 
effects to wetlands and upland vegetation 
due to the expanded areas of boardwalk 
and road development. However, com-
pared to alternative 1, reductions in 
vegetation trampling from park visitors on 
the north side of the river and improved 
hydrology and vegetation cover near 
wetland G would be expected from the 
restoration of the adjacent barge landing 
access road. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. Various other past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects in and near the project area have 
and would continue to affect wetlands and 
upland vegetation. These projects relate to 
facility development, recreation access, site 
restoration, and program development, as 
described in the “Cumulative Impacts” 
section under alternative 1 above. 
 
When the likely effects of alternative 5 
actions are added to the effects of these 
other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, there would be a 
long-term, moderate, adverse, and localized 
cumulative impact on vegetation and 
wetlands. Alternative 5 would contribute an 
appreciable, adverse increment to this 
cumulative impact.  
 
Conclusion. Alternative 5 would result in 
short- to long-term, moderate, adverse, and 
localized impacts on wetlands and 
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vegetation. The adverse effects would 
primarily result from displaced and altered 
vegetation along the alignment of the 
proposed boardwalks, disturbances to 
wetlands H and I (west of Brooks Camp, 
vegetation impacts from the proposed 
access road to the new barge landing area, 
loss of some wetlands in D and J due to 
construction of a culvert along the new 
road, and possible impacts from site 
construction activities (e.g., sedimentation 
and propagation of nonnative invasive plant 
species). However, wetlands and vegetation 
would benefit from the reduced potential 
for vegetation trampling and social trails on 
the north side of the river and the restored 
wetland hydrology of wetland G along the 
restored barge landing access road area.  
 
 
HYDROLOGY AND FLOODPLAINS 

Alternative 1 (No Action) 

Analysis. Under alternative 1, river 
geomorphology, floodplains, groundwater 
flow, and channel flow hydraulics of Brooks 
River would continue to function as they 
have in the past. Naturally occurring 
changes to these attributes would continue 
each year because of dynamic nature of a 
meandering river. Because the floating 
bridge would remain in the upper water 
column of the river during visitation 
months, it would continue to affect or 
obstruct river flow hydraulics and 
geomorphology, particularly during periods 
of high runoff or flooding. Likewise, 
riverbank erosion would continue on both 
the north and south banks of Brooks River 
near the floating bridge anchor points, 
necessitating continued bank stabilization 
efforts. Soil erosion near floating bridge 
anchor points and from periodic hauling of 
septic waste across the river would continue 
to result in increases in river turbidity and 
downstream sedimentation. However, the 
turbidity and sedimentation associated with 
the erosion at the bridge anchor points and 
from the hauling operations are negligible 
relative to the sedimentation effects of 

natural processes such as storm events and 
geomorphic shifts in the river.  
 
The barge landing access road along south 
bank of the river would continue to alter 
surface and subsurface hydrology between 
adjacent delineated wetland G and Brooks 
River (i.e., continuing to disrupt 
hydrological connectivity). Similarly, the 
access road that connects the bridge area 
with the bus parking area would continue to 
affect surface and subsurface hydrology 
between delineated wetlands F and G. The 
raised roadbeds of fill material and the 
compaction of native soils below these road 
surfaces are impediments to surface water 
and groundwater movement between these 
wetlands, respectively. 
 
The periodic dredging of the barge landing 
site would continue to result in some 
impacts to the Naknek Lake floodplain. 
Dredging would affect sediments and 
turbidity in the bulkhead area. However, 
only a small amount of lakeshore sediments 
(approximately 20–60 cubic yards) would 
be annually removed from the site. Due to 
the size of the lake, wave action, and 
weather patterns, sediments within the 
bulkhead area reaccumulate in one or two 
years. 
 
The construction of a hardened ramp at the 
barge landing site would not affect the 
hydrology of Naknek Lake. The ramp 
would alter the shoreline geomorphology, 
which in turn could result in some shoreline 
erosion in the wave zone of the lake. 
However, given the size of the ramp (24 ft to 
30 ft wide) a relatively small area of 
shoreline potentially would be affected by 
the ramp. 
 
Overall, the continued annual use of the 
floating bridge and presence of the barge 
landing access road under alternative 1 
would have a long-term, moderate, adverse, 
and localized effect on hydrology and 
floodplains. This continued obstruction to 
upper water column flow and associated 
hydraulic effects would trigger multiple 
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changes to hydrology, channel or bank 
erosion, and river geomorphology. The 
continued presence of the barge landing 
access road would also affect floodplain 
processes to the south of the river. 
Collectively, these impact agents could have 
detectable effects on the overall 
hydrological system of the project area. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. The past management 
actions that expanded recreation access in 
the Brooks Camp area and beyond 
prompted the annual use of the temporary 
floating bridge across Brooks River. This 
past action introduced annual adverse 
effects on river flow hydraulics, which 
contributes to changes in river 
geomorphology and bank erosion, both in 
the mid-channel areas as well as along the 
banks, both upstream and downstream 
from the bridge anchor points on each 
shoreline. In addition, the placement and 
removal of the floating bridge each spring 
and fall has introduced riverbed and bank 
disturbances from the equipment used to 
move the bridge.  
 
Past management actions have involved the 
development of access roads and trails 
along both banks of Brooks River. On the 
north bank, the development and use of the 
trail between Brooks Camp and the floating 
bridge has contributed to the loss of 
vegetation along the north bank over time. 
This lack of vegetation stabilization along 
the river shores has contributed to bank 
erosion in areas downstream of the bridge. 
However, it should be noted that the wave 
action and floodwaters near the river mouth 
(due to high water levels in Naknek Lake 
and/or east winds) is the primary factor 
causing this bank erosion. On the south 
bank, the development of the barge landing 
access road has altered the surface water 
and groundwater hydrology and floodplain 
functions of delineated wetland G (just 
south of the river).   
 
Other present and reasonably foreseeable 
future projects in the project area would 
have no known effect on the hydrology and 

floodplain functions of the Brooks River 
corridor.  
 
When the likely effects of alternative 1 are 
added to the effects of these other past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions, there would be a long-term, 
moderate, adverse, and localized 
cumulative impact on the hydrology and 
floodplains. Alternative 1 would contribute 
a large, adverse increment to this 
cumulative impact.  
 
Conclusion. Alternative 1 would continue 
to have a long-term, moderate, adverse, and 
localized effect on hydrology and 
floodplains. These adverse effects would 
primarily result from the continued use of 
the floating bridge across Brooks River. The 
bridge would continue to alter river flow 
hydraulics and geomorphology (because of 
blocking upper levels of water column), as 
well as contribute to bank erosion in areas 
near the bridge anchor points. 
 
Alternative 2 

Analysis. Alternative 2 would eliminate the 
seasonal floating bridge and associated 
impacts to surface flow hydraulics (and 
their downstream effects) during the spring, 
summer, and fall. Annual bank erosion near 
the bridge anchor points and impacts on 
river hydrology and water quality from the 
annual floating bridge installation and 
removal would no longer occur.  
 
In this alternative the fill that has been 
added over the past several decades to build 
up and support the trail on the north side of 
Brooks River (upstream of the floating 
bridge anchor point) would be removed. 
Minimal, temporary effects to river water 
turbidity and sedimentation during and 
shortly after these construction activities 
would occur. However, overall, this action 
would eliminate an artificial earthen 
obstruction to river flows and the resulting 
geomorphology.  
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Under alternative 2 the foundation for the 
proposed 360-foot steel truss bridge would 
involve two pile systems in the Brooks River 
channel (spaced 120 ft apart). Each pile 
system would include two piles anchored in 
the riverbed. These piles would result in 
altered flow dynamics around the piles, 
which could lead to hydraulic scouring in 
the riverbed around the piles. When 
scouring occurs, sediment deposition 
would likely occur, resulting in sandbar 
development. In addition, the pile 
obstructions in the channel could lead to 
the accumulation of debris and/or ice dam 
buildup. Items such as tree limbs, brush, 
and ice chunks could build up on the 
upstream side of the pile systems. The 
debris buildup itself would further alter the 
dynamics of the river’s flow. The altered 
river hydraulics caused by the debris 
buildup behind the piles could compound 
the riverbed scouring, sediment deposition, 
and sandbar development immediately 
downstream of the pile systems. If this 
happens, more alterations to the river’s 
downstream flow hydraulics would occur. 
Removal of the debris buildup on bridge 
piles would help mitigate some of these 
effects during the times of year when NPS 
staff are present. In addition, because this 
alternative only includes two pile systems in 
the channel, these effects would be limited. 
 
The in-river construction of the bridge 
pilings could affect the river channel’s flow 
hydraulics. To minimize these effects, 
several channel construction mitigation 
measures would be applied, such as 
diversion of river flows around work areas, 
cofferdams, and sediment traps. However, 
depending on the amount of river ice and 
flows during piling installation, the 
construction equipment and mobilization in 
the channel could have an adverse effect by 
disturbing the riverbed and stirring up 
sediment that would be deposited 
downstream.  
 
Alternative 2 includes relocation of the 
barge landing to an area farther south along 
the shores of Naknek Lake. This relocation 

would allow the elimination and restoration 
of the barge landing access road along the 
south bank of the Brooks River, near the 
mouth. The restoration of the access road 
site would help restore the floodplain values 
of wetland G, and the hydrological 
connectivity between the wetland and 
Brooks River.  
 
The construction of a hardened ramp at the 
barge landing site would not affect 
hydrology of Naknek Lake. The ramp 
would alter the shoreline geomorphology, 
which in turn could result in some shoreline 
erosion in the wave zone of the lake. 
However, given the size of the ramp (24 ft to 
30 ft wide) a relatively small area of 
shoreline potentially would be affected by 
the ramp. 
 
Overall, the proposed bridge structure, 
which involves two permanent pile systems 
in the Brooks River channel, would have 
short- and long-term, minor, adverse, and 
localized effect on hydrology and flood-
plains. In addition to construction 
disturbances in the riverbed, these impacts 
would result from the hydraulic effects of 
the piles and the debris caught on the piles 
(e.g., scouring, sedimentation), which could 
result in minimal or isolated changes to 
hydrology, channel or bank erosion, and 
river geomorphology. These changes would 
not have any measurable effect on the 
overall hydrologic system of the area. And, 
compared to alternative 1, alternative 2 
would likely reduce adverse impacts to 
hydrology and floodplains due to the 
elimination of the periodic hauling of septic 
waste across the river and the periodic 
dredging of the barge landing site, removal 
of the temporary floating bridge and barge 
landing access road (and their associated 
negative effects, including maintenance of 
the floating bridge abutments and driving 
vehicles in the riverbed) and the limited 
effects of only two flow obstructions in the 
riverbed.  
 
Cumulative Impacts. Various past projects 
and actions in and near the project area 
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have affected hydrology and floodplains 
along the Brooks River corridor. These past 
effects primarily relate to the development 
of access roads, bank alterations, and the 
floating bridge installation, as described in 
the “Cumulative Impacts” section under 
alternative 1 above. However, under this 
alternative, the annual installation and use 
of the floating bridge would no longer be 
necessary. 
 
Other present and reasonably foreseeable 
future projects in the project area would 
have no known effect on the hydrology and 
floodplain functions of the Brooks River 
corridor. Thus, no cumulative impacts 
would result. 
 
Conclusion. Alternative 2 would have 
short- to long-term, minor, adverse, and 
localized impacts on hydrology and 
floodplains, primarily from the addition of 
two permanent flow obstructions to the 
channel (two bridge pile systems spaced at 
120 ft) and the associated construction 
disturbances in the channel. The support 
piles, and river debris that catches on them, 
would alter flow hydraulics, which could 
also result in riverbed scouring and sandbar 
development. However, the hydrology and 
floodplains would benefit from the removal 
of the floating bridge (that alters river flow 
hydraulics and flooding, and contributes to 
bank erosion near its anchors) and the 
restoration of surface and subsurface flows 
between wetland G and the river (along the 
existing barge landing access road). 
 
Alternative 3 

Analysis. Alternative 3 would eliminate the 
seasonal floating bridge and associated 
impacts to surface flow hydraulics (and 
their downstream effects) during the spring, 
summer, and fall. Annual bank erosion near 
the bridge anchor points and impacts on 
river hydrology and water quality from the 
annual floating bridge installation and 
removal would no longer occur. 
 

The fill that has been added over the past 
several decades to build up and support the 
trail on the north side of Brooks River 
(upstream of the floating bridge anchor 
point) would be removed. Minimal, 
temporary effects to river water turbidity 
and sedimentation during and shortly after 
these construction activities would occur. 
However, overall, this action would 
eliminate an artificial earthen obstruction to 
river flows and the resulting 
geomorphology.  
 
Under alternative 3, the foundation for the 
415-foot wood truss bridge would involve 
six sets of two piles in the Brooks River 
channel (spaced at 50 ft apart). These piles 
would result in altered flow dynamics, 
which could lead to hydraulic scouring in 
the riverbed around the piles. When 
scouring occurs, sediment deposition 
would likely occur, resulting in sandbar 
development. In addition, the pile 
obstructions in the channel could lead to 
the accumulation of debris (tree limbs, 
brush) and/or ice chunks on the upstream 
side of the piles. The debris buildup would 
also alter the dynamics of the flows and 
could compound the riverbed scouring, 
sediment deposition, and sandbar 
development immediately downstream of 
the pile systems. If this happens, more 
changes to the river’s downstream flow 
hydraulics would occur. Removal of the 
debris buildup on bridge piles would help 
mitigate some of these effects during times 
of year when NPS staff are present. 
 
The in-river construction of the bridge piles 
could affect the river channel’s flow 
hydraulics. To minimize these effects, 
several channel construction mitigation 
measures would be applied, such as 
diversion of river flows around work areas, 
cofferdams, and sediment traps. However, 
depending on the amount of river ice and 
flows during piling installation, the 
construction equipment and mobilization in 
the channel could have an adverse effect by 
disturbing the riverbed and stirring up 



Natural Resources 

187 

sediment that would be deposited 
downstream. 
 
The construction of a hardened ramp at the 
new barge landing site would not affect 
hydrology of Naknek Lake. The ramp 
would alter the shoreline geomorphology, 
which in turn could result in some shoreline 
erosion in the wave zone of the lake. 
However, given the size of the ramp (24 ft to 
30 ft wide) a relatively small area of 
shoreline potentially would be affected by 
the ramp. 
 
Overall, the proposed bridge structure, 
which involves six permanent pile systems 
in the Brooks River channel, would have 
short- and long-term, minor, adverse, and 
localized effect on hydrology and 
floodplains. In addition to construction 
disturbances in the riverbed, these impacts 
would result from the hydraulic effects of 
the piles and the debris caught on the piles 
(e.g., scouring, sedimentation), which could 
result in minimal or isolated changes to 
hydrology, channel or bank erosion, river 
geomorphology, or floodplain processes. 
These changes would not have any 
measurable effect on the overall hydrologic 
system of the area. Compared to alternative 
1, alternative 3 would increase some 
impacts to hydrology and floodplains due 
to the installation of six permanent flow 
obstructions (i.e., pile systems). However, 
compared to alternative 1, alternative 3 
would likely reduce some adverse impacts 
to hydrology and floodplains due to the 
elimination of the periodic hauling of septic 
waste across the river and the periodic 
dredging of the barge landing site. This 
alternative would also benefit the Brooks 
River hydrology and floodplains due to the 
elimination of the temporary floating bridge 
and its associated negative effects, including 
maintenance of the floating bridge 
abutments and driving vehicles in the 
riverbed.  
 
Cumulative Impacts. Various past projects 
and actions in and near the project area 
have affected hydrology and floodplains 

along the Brooks River corridor. These past 
effects primarily relate to the development 
of access roads, bank alterations, and the 
floating bridge installation, as described in 
the “Cumulative Impacts” section under 
alternative 1 above. However, under this 
alternative, the annual installation and use 
of the floating bridge would no longer be 
necessary. 
 
Other present and reasonably foreseeable 
future projects in the project area would 
have no known effect on the hydrology and 
floodplain functions of the Brooks River 
corridor. Thus, no cumulative impacts 
would result. 
 
Conclusion. Alternative 3 would have 
short- to long-term, minor, adverse, and 
localized impacts on hydrology and 
floodplains, primarily from the addition of 
six permanent flow obstructions to the 
channel (i.e., six sets of bridge pile systems 
spaced at 50 ft) and the associated 
construction disturbances in the channel. 
The support piles, and river debris that 
catches on them, would alter flow 
hydraulics, which could also result in 
riverbed scouring and sandbar 
development. However, the hydrology 
would benefit from the removal of the 
floating bridge (that alters river flow 
hydraulics and flooding, and contributes to 
bank erosion near its anchors). 
 
Alternative 4 

Analysis. Alternative 4 would eliminate the 
seasonal floating bridge and associated 
impacts to surface flow hydraulics (and 
their downstream effects) during the spring, 
summer, and fall. Annual bank erosion near 
the bridge anchor points and impacts on 
river hydrology and water quality from the 
annual floating bridge installation and 
removal would no longer occur. 
 
The fill that has been added over the past 
several decades to build up and support the 
trail on the north side of Brooks River 
(upstream of the floating bridge anchor 
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point) would be removed. Minimal, 
temporary effects to river water turbidity 
and sedimentation during and shortly after 
these construction activities would occur. 
However, overall, this action would 
eliminate an artificial earthen obstruction to 
river flows and the resulting 
geomorphology.  
 
Under alternative 4, the foundation for the 
350-foot wooden and steel short span 
bridge would involve up to 14 sets of two 
piles in the Brooks River channel (spaced at 
a minimum of 24 ft apart). These piles 
would result in altered flow dynamics, 
which could lead to hydraulic scouring in 
the riverbed around the piles. When 
scouring occurs, sediment deposition 
would likely occur, resulting in sandbar 
development. In addition, the pile obstruc-
tions in the channel could lead to the 
accumulation of debris (tree limbs, brush) 
and/or ice chunks on the upstream side of 
the piles. The debris buildup would also 
alter the dynamics of the flows and could 
compound the riverbed scouring, sediment 
deposition, and sandbar development 
immediately downstream of the pile 
systems. If this happens, more changes to 
the river’s downstream flow hydraulics 
would occur. Given the many pile systems 
that would be in the channel under this 
alternative, there is a potential for a 
continuous, collective impact to flow, 
scouring, and sediment deposition across 
the width of the channel. Removal of the 
debris buildup on bridge piles would help 
mitigate some of these effects during times 
of year when NPS staff are present. 
However, the altered flow hydraulics would 
likely occur regardless of seasonal debris 
removal because of the large number and 
spacing of piles in the river.  
 
The in-river construction of the bridge piles 
could affect the river channel’s flow 
hydraulics. To minimize these effects, 
several channel construction mitigation 
measures would be applied, such as 
diversion of river flows around work areas, 
cofferdams, and sediment traps. However, 

depending on the amount of river ice and 
flows that exist during piling installation, 
the construction equipment and 
mobilization in the channel could have an 
adverse effect by disturbing the riverbed 
and stirring up sediment that would be 
deposited downstream. 
 
Alternative 4 includes a relocation of the 
barge landing to an area farther south along 
the shores of Naknek Lake. This relocation 
would allow for the elimination and 
restoration of the barge landing access road 
along the south bank of Brooks River, near 
the mouth. The restoration of the access 
road site would help restore the floodplain 
values of wetland G, and the hydrological 
connectivity between the wetland and 
Brooks River.  
 
The construction of a hardened ramp at the 
new barge landing site would not affect 
hydrology of Naknek Lake. The ramp 
would alter the shoreline geomorphology, 
which in turn could result in some shoreline 
erosion in the wave zone of the lake. 
However, given the size of the ramp (24 ft to 
30 ft wide) a relatively small area of 
shoreline potentially would be affected by 
the ramp. 
 
This alternative also calls for the restoration 
of a portion of the access road that connects 
the bridge area to the bus parking area. The 
removal of this north to south road, and the 
soil compaction that results from vehicular 
use, would allow local hydrological 
conditions to become restored (both 
surface water and groundwater flows). 
 
Overall, the proposed bridge structure, 
which involves up to 14 permanent pile 
systems in the Brooks River channel, would 
have short- and long-term, moderate, 
adverse, and localized effect on hydrology 
and floodplains. In addition to construction 
disturbances in the riverbed, these impacts 
would result from the hydraulic effects of 
the piles and the debris caught on the piles 
(e.g., scouring, sedimentation), which could 
result in multiple changes to hydrology, 
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channel or bank erosion, river geo-
morphology, and/or floodplain processes. 
Collectively, these changes could have 
detectable effects on the overall hydro-
logical system of the project area. 
Compared to alternative 1, alternative 4 
would increase overall adverse impact to 
hydrology and floodplains primarily due to 
the installation of several permanent flow 
obstructions in the riverbed. This 
alternative would also benefit the Brooks 
River hydrology and floodplains due to the 
elimination of the periodic hauling of septic 
waste across the river and the periodic 
dredging of the barge landing site, and the 
removal of the of the temporary floating 
bridge and barge landing access road, and 
their associated negative effects, including 
maintenance of the floating bridge 
abutments and driving vehicles in the 
riverbed. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. Various past projects 
and actions in and near the project area 
have affected hydrology and floodplains 
along the Brooks River corridor. These past 
effects primarily relate to the development 
of access roads, bank alterations, and the 
floating bridge installation, as described in 
the “Cumulative Impacts” section under 
alternative 1 above. However, under this 
alternative, the annual installation and use 
of the floating bridge would no longer be 
necessary. 
 
Other present and reasonably foreseeable 
future projects in the project area would 
have no known effect on the hydrology and 
floodplain functions of the Brooks River 
corridor. Thus, no cumulative impacts 
would result. 
 
Conclusion. Alternative 4 would have 
short- to long-term, moderate, adverse, and 
localized impacts on hydrology and 
floodplains, primarily from the addition of 
up to 14 permanent flow obstructions to the 
channel (14 bridge pile systems spaced at 24 
ft) and the associated construction 
disturbances in the channel. The support 
piles, and river debris that catches on them, 

would alter flow hydraulics, which could 
also result in scouring and sandbar 
development. However, the hydrology 
would benefit from the removal of the 
floating bridge (that alters river flow 
hydraulics and flooding, and contributes to 
bank erosion near its anchors) and the 
restoration of surface and subsurface flows 
between wetland G and the river (along the 
existing barge landing access road). 
 
Alternative 5 

Analysis. Alternative 5 would eliminate the 
seasonal floating bridge and associated 
impacts to surface flow hydraulics (and 
their downstream effects) during the spring, 
summer, and fall. Annual bank erosion near 
the bridge anchor points and impacts on 
river hydrology and water quality from the 
annual floating bridge installation and 
removal would no longer occur. 
 
The fill that has been added over the past 
several decades to build up and support the 
trail on the north side of Brooks River 
(upstream of the floating bridge anchor 
point) would be removed. Minimal, 
temporary effects to river water turbidity 
and sedimentation during and shortly after 
these construction activities would occur. 
However, overall, this action would 
eliminate an artificial earthen obstruction to 
river flows and the resulting 
geomorphology.  
 
Under alternative 5 the proposed bridge 
design would be the same as the bridge in 
alternative 4. The foundation for the 350-
foot wooden and steel short span bridge 
would involve up to 14 sets of two piles in 
the Brooks River channel (spaced at a 
minimum of 24 ft apart). These piles would 
result in altered flow dynamics, which could 
lead to hydraulic scouring in the riverbed 
around the piles. When scouring occurs, 
sediment deposition would likely occur, 
resulting in sandbar development. In 
addition, the pile obstructions in the 
channel could lead to the accumulation of 
debris (tree limbs, brush) and/or ice chunks 
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on the upstream side of the piles. The debris 
buildup would also alter the dynamics of 
the flows and could compound the riverbed 
scouring, sediment deposition, and sandbar 
development immediately downstream of 
the pile systems. If this happens, more 
changes to the river’s downstream flow 
hydraulics would occur. Given the many 
pile systems that would be located in the 
channel under this alternative, there is a 
potential for a continuous, collective impact 
to flow, scouring, and sediment deposition 
across the width of the channel. Removal of 
the debris buildup on bridge piles would 
help mitigate some of these effects during 
times of year when NPS staff are present. 
However, the altered flow hydraulics would 
likely occur regardless of seasonal debris 
removal because of the large number and 
spacing of piles in the river.  
 
The in-river construction of the bridge piles 
could affect the river channel’s flow 
hydraulics. To minimize these effects, 
several channel construction mitigation 
measures would be applied, such as 
diversion of river flows around work areas, 
cofferdams, and sediment traps. However, 
depending on the amount of river ice and 
flows that exist during piling installation, 
the construction equipment and 
mobilization in the channel could have an 
adverse effect by disturbing the riverbed 
and stirring up sediment that would be 
deposited downstream. 
 
Alternative 5 includes a relocation of the 
barge landing to an area farther south along 
the shores of Naknek Lake. This relocation 
would allow for the elimination and 
restoration of the barge landing access road 
along the south bank of Brooks River, near 
the mouth. The restoration of the access 
road site would help restore the floodplain 
values of wetland G, and the hydrological 
connectivity between the wetland and 
Brooks River.  
 
The construction of a hardened ramp at the 
new barge landing site would not affect 
hydrology of Naknek Lake. The ramp 

would alter the shoreline geomorphology, 
which in turn could result in some shoreline 
erosion in the wave zone of the lake. 
However, given the size of the ramp (24 ft to 
30 ft wide) a relatively small area of 
shoreline potentially would be affected by 
the ramp. 
 
Overall, the proposed bridge structure, 
which involves up to 14 permanent pile 
systems in the Brooks River channel, would 
have short- and long-term, moderate, 
adverse, and localized effect on hydrology 
and floodplains. In addition to construction 
disturbances in the riverbed, these impacts 
would result from the hydraulic effects of 
the piles and the debris caught on the piles 
(e.g., scouring, sedimentation), which could 
result in multiple changes to hydrology, 
channel or bank erosion, river geo-
morphology, and/or floodplain processes. 
Collectively, these changes could have 
detectable effects on the overall hydro-
logical system of the project area. 
Compared to alternative 1, alternative 5 
would increase overall adverse impact to 
hydrology and floodplains primarily due to 
the installation of the several flow 
obstructions in the riverbed. This alterna-
tive would also benefit the Brooks River 
hydrology and floodplains due to 
elimination of the periodic septic waste 
hauling across the river, periodic dredging 
of the barge landing site, and removal of the 
temporary floating bridge and barge landing 
access road, and their associated negative 
effects, including maintenance of the 
floating bridge abutments and driving 
vehicles in the riverbed. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. Various past projects 
and actions in and near the project area 
have affected hydrology and floodplains 
along the Brooks River corridor. These past 
effects primarily relate to the development 
of access roads, bank alterations, and the 
floating bridge installation, as described in 
the “Cumulative Impacts” section under 
alternative 1 above. However, under this 
alternative, the annual installation and use 
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of the floating bridge would no longer be 
necessary. 
 
Other present and reasonably foreseeable 
future projects in the project area would 
have no known effect on the hydrology and 
floodplain functions of the Brooks River 
corridor. Thus, no cumulative impacts 
would result. 
 
Conclusion. Alternative 5 would have 
short- to long-term, moderate, adverse, and 
localized impacts on hydrology and 
floodplains, primarily from the addition of 
up to 14 permanent flow obstructions to the 
channel (14 bridge pile systems spaced at 24 
ft) and the associated construction 
disturbances in the channel. The support 
piles, and river debris that catches on them, 
would alter flow hydraulics, which could 
also result in scouring and sandbar 
development. However, the hydrology 
would benefit from the removal of the 
floating bridge (that alters river flow 
hydraulics and flooding, and contributes to 
bank erosion near its anchors) and the 
restoration of surface and subsurface flows 
between wetland G and the river (along the 
existing barge landing access road). 
 
 
SOUNDSCAPE 

Alternative 1 

Analysis. Noise can adversely affect the 
natural soundscape in two ways. First, if 
noise is loud enough, it can drown out or 
“mask” the natural sounds that are 
occurring in the area to a point where the 
natural sounds are not discernible. Second, 
the noise might alter the behavior of various 
mammals, birds, and amphibians. This, in 
turn, may preclude these animals from 
contributing their respective natural sounds 
to the surrounding soundscape.  
 
Under alternative 1, the natural soundscape 
of the project area would continue to be 
affected by noise associated with the barge 
landing area (including vehicle loading and 

unloading) at its current location near the 
mouth of Brooks River. During the months 
when Brooks Camp area receives park 
operations use and visitation, the existing 
barge landing would be expected to 
continue accommodating roughly three to 
13 barge landings per month, with the most 
barge activity occurring in August and 
September (T. Kay, pers. comm., April 8, 
2011). Each time a barge docks at the 
landing, the natural soundscape of area is 
subjected to several hours of noise 
disturbances associated with the unloading 
and loading of supplies and material. Noise 
from human activity and motorized vehicles 
would occur at the barge landing, along the 
south bank access road, along other 
adjacent access roads and trails, over the 
floating bridge, and on the trail to Brooks 
Camp.  
 
Collectively, noise would continue to mask 
ambient natural sounds. 
 
In addition, the day-to-day noise from park 
visitation and park operations near Brooks 
Camp, along the floating bridge, at viewing 
platforms, and along access roads would 
continue (e.g., motorized vehicle noise, 
visitor noise, other park operations noise, 
etc.). The light utility vehicles that are used 
to haul supplies across the floating bridge, 
in particular, generate considerable 
amounts of noise. The majority of the noise 
would originate at ground level, which 
would allow some of the noise to be 
reduced or dampened by ground vegetation 
and other natural obstructions. (Refer to 
the “Soundscape” section of “Chapter 3: 
Affected Environment” for additional 
descriptions of noise.)  
 
Overall, the continued annual use of the 
floating bridge, viewing platforms, roads, 
and barge landing in the project area under 
alternative 1 would have a long-term, 
minor, adverse, and localized effect on the 
natural soundscape. The noise from this 
human activity would be greater than 
natural ambient sound levels for a small 
portion of the average day during the 
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visitation season. Substantial periods of 
time between noise events would continue. 
The noise would rarely mask natural 
ambient sounds in the area. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. Past management 
actions in and around the project area have 
had considerable effects on the natural 
soundscape in the area. Most of these past 
actions are associated with the incremental 
development of Brooks Camp as a high use 
area for park visitors and the effects of 
providing for overnight stays, bear viewing, 
and a transportation hub for trips to Valley 
of Ten Thousand Smokes. The majority of 
the effects of these past actions have been 
adverse, by bringing increased noise 
generation to the area that masks natural 
ambient sounds. The short-term, adverse 
effects of these past actions on soundscape 
related to the noise from construction and 
development activities. The long-term, 
adverse effects of past actions relate to the 
noise-generating human activities that have 
been introduced and allowed in the area, 
such as the use of motorboats and 
floatplanes, voices of park visitors and staff, 
motorized vehicles, park operation 
activities, staff and concessioner housing, 
and generators.  
 
In addition, present and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions would also affect 
the natural soundscape in the project area. 
Such actions could include additional 
facility improvements around the project 
area (e.g., the maintenance and housing 
development at Valley Road Administrative 
Area), removal (and site restoration) of 
Lake Brooks maintenance and housing 
facilities, and overall relocation of Brooks 
Camp and its associated uses to the south of 
Brooks River (near Beaver Pond Terrace). 
The short-term effects of these actions 
would relate to the noise disturbances from 
construction and project mobilization 
activities. The adverse, long-term effects of 
some of these actions would involve the 
introduction noise-generating activities and 
uses into new parts of the project area (e.g., 
the future relocation of Brooks Camp to the 

Beaver Pond Terrace area, and the 
development of Valley Road Administrative 
Area). The beneficial, long-term effects 
would result from the removal of noise 
generation from high use areas such as 
Brooks Camp or the Lake Brooks 
maintenance area, including the removal of 
the generator in Brooks Camp. Overall, the 
beneficial and adverse effects of these 
present and future actions would offset 
each other somewhat, because areas of new 
noise disturbance and areas of soundscape 
restoration could be relatively similar. 
However, present and future developments 
and uses would collectively result in noise 
intrusion into a larger geographic area 
(because not all Brooks Camp facilities/uses 
would be relocated to the Beaver Pond 
Terrace area).  
 
When the likely effects of alternative 1 are 
added to the effects of these other past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions, there would be a long-term, 
moderate, adverse, and localized cumu-
lative impact on the natural soundscape. 
Alternative 1 would contribute a small, 
adverse increment to this cumulative 
impact.  
 
Conclusion. The effect of alternative 1 on 
the natural soundscape in the project area 
would continue to be long-term, minor, 
adverse, and localized. These adverse 
effects would primarily result from the 
continued noise generation from human 
activities associated with Brooks Camp (e.g., 
visitors and staff, motorized vehicles, and 
generator noise from NPS/concessioner 
operations). The noise disturbances would 
primarily originate at ground level, occur in 
the summer, and would extend out from 
Brooks Camp, the campground, the Lake 
Brooks area, and along the roads and trails 
that connect these sites.   
 
Alternative 2 

Analysis. Human and motorized vehicle 
noise generated along elevated boardwalk 
and bridge would carry farther than noise 
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on the roads/paths in alternative 1 because 
the noise would originate 10 ft above 
ground (Flemming et al. 1995; K. Fristrup, 
pers. comm., March 29, 2012). The 
exceptions to this effect would occur where 
the boardwalks are routed through heavily 
wooded areas. Alternative 2 would have 
approximately 1,610 linear ft of elevated 
structures from which human pedestrian 
noise could be projected and 995 linear ft 
(part of the 1,610 ft) of elevated structures 
from which motorized vehicle noise could 
be projected. These noise disturbances to 
the natural soundscape, primarily from 
human voices and motorized vehicles, 
would occur intermittently throughout the 
project area on each day of the visitation 
months (generally from 7:00 a.m. through 
10:00 p.m.). The highest occurrence of 
noise projecting from the elevated 
boardwalks and bridge would likely occur 
in July and September (the periods of 
highest visitation and activity in the lower 
Brooks River). 
 
Motorized vehicles climbing elevated 
boardwalk ramps (near the south edge of 
Brooks Camp on the north bank and near 
the bridge on the south bank) would likely 
cause a louder noise than when operating 
on the boardwalk. Higher decibels of 
motorized engine noise could be expected 
from this up-ramp acceleration, with the 
noise propagation being compounded by 
the elevated nature of the ramps (Flemming 
et al. 1995; K. Fristrup, pers. comm., 
March 30, 2012). The natural soundscape 
would also be exposed to increased noise 
from motorized vehicle tires running on the 
wood deck of the bridge and boardwalks 
instead of gravel or soil (for 995 ft) (K. 
Fristrup, pers. comm., March 30, 2012). 
These adverse effects on the soundscape 
from NPS and concessioner vehicle use 
would be expected to occur intermittently 
throughout each day of the Brooks Camp 
visitation season. 
 
Under alternative 2 the barge landing would 
be relocated approximately 2,000 ft to the 
south along the Naknek Lake shoreline. 

The new barge landing location and 
removal of the barge landing access road 
parallel to the south bank would eliminate 
several NPS operations and motorized 
vehicle noise from the vicinity of the river 
corridor, the river mouth, and the Brooks 
Camp area.  
 
Conversely, the 2,000-foot relocation of the 
barge landing would introduce the 
associated NPS operations noise to a new 
area to the south along Naknek Lake. 
Although this operations noise would no 
longer affect the area around the mouth of 
Brooks River, they would affect natural 
soundscape around the new location. 
Similarly, the relocation of the barge 
landing access road would introduce 
motorized vehicle noise and other NPS 
operations noise to several previously 
undisturbed woodland and wetland areas 
south of the river (for a length of approxi-
mately 1,500 ft). However, the dense tree 
and shrub cover in the area of the new road 
and barge landing would help diminish 
noise generated from activities in the area.  
 
The construction of the bridge, elevated 
boardwalks, barge landing, and landing 
access road, and the restoration work on 
the existing barge landing access road 
would have multiple negative impacts on 
the natural soundscape of the project area 
from noise related to heavy construction 
equipment operation, the use of handheld 
construction tools, construction transport 
vehicles, and construction worker voices. 
The intermittent, yet frequent, noise 
disturbances from construction activities 
would vary notably in volume and 
occurrence frequency, depending on the 
type and location of the construction 
activity on each given day. The entire 
project area would be affected at one time 
or another throughout the construction 
periods. To help minimize these effects, 
particularly during July and September, 
several noise mitigation measures would be 
applied, such as work time limits, 
construction noise restrictions, limiting to 
small power tool use at critical times, and 
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maintaining mufflers on construction 
equipment and generators.  
 
Overall, the construction and future use of 
the proposed bridge, elevated boardwalk, 
barge landing, and access road would have a 
long-term, moderate, adverse, and localized 
effect on the natural soundscape. The noise 
from this human activity would often be 
greater than natural ambient sound levels 
for notable parts of the average day during 
the visitation season, and this noise would 
often mask natural ambient sounds. 
Because relatively long periods of time 
between noise events would still occur, 
there would still be many opportunities to 
hear natural ambient sounds in the area. 
When compared to alternative 1, the 
increased noise exposure on the proposed 
bridge and boardwalks and the 
construction activities associated with 
alternative 2 would increase adverse 
impacts to the soundscape in the area. 
However, this alternative would benefit the 
soundscape along the Brooks River 
corridor due to the relocation of the barge 
landing and its access road further to the 
south.  
 
Cumulative Impacts. Various other past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects and actions in and near the project 
area have and would continue to affect the 
natural soundscape of the area. These 
projects relate to facility development, park 
operations, recreation use, and transport 
vehicle use, as described in the “Cumulative 
Impacts” section under alternative 1 above. 
When the likely beneficial and adverse 
effects of alternative 2 actions are added to 
the effects of these other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions, there 
would be a long-term, moderate, adverse, 
and localized cumulative impact on the 
natural soundscape. Alternative 2 would 
contribute a small, adverse increment to this 
cumulative impact.  
 
Conclusion. Alternative 2 would have 
short- and long-term, moderate, adverse, 
and localized impacts on the natural 

soundscape. Adverse impacts would 
primarily result from construction-related 
noise, increasing the audio exposure of 
human activities on the boardwalks/bridge, 
and introducing park operations noise to a 
new access corridor and barge landing area 
to the south. The removal/relocation of two 
notable noise sources along open, exposed 
areas of the Brooks River corridor (barge 
landing and access road) would benefit the 
soundscape along Brooks River, but 
introduce noise sources to a relatively 
undisturbed area to the south. 
 
Alternative 3 

Analysis. Human and motorized vehicle 
noise generated along the elevated 
boardwalk and bridge would carry further 
than the noise on the roads/paths in 
alternative 1 because the noise would 
originate 10 ft above ground (Flemming 
et al. 1995; K. Fristrup, pers. comm., 
March 29, 2012). The exceptions to this 
effect would occur where the boardwalks 
are routed through heavily wooded areas. 
Alternative 3 would have approximately 945 
linear ft of elevated structures from which 
human pedestrian noise and motorized 
vehicle noise could be projected. The 
elevated boardwalks and bridge would be 
shared by both pedestrian visitors and NPS 
and concessioner vehicles. These noise 
disturbances to the natural soundscape, 
primarily from human voices and 
motorized vehicles, would occur 
intermittently throughout the project area 
on each day of the visitation months 
(generally from 7:00 a.m. through 10:00 
p.m.). The highest occurrence of noise 
projecting from the elevated boardwalks 
and bridge would likely occur in July and 
September (the periods of highest visitation 
and activity in the lower Brooks River). 
 
Motorized vehicles climbing elevated 
boardwalk ramps would likely make a 
louder noise than when operating on the 
boardwalk. Higher decibels of motorized 
engine noise could be expected from up-
ramp acceleration, with the noise 
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propagation being compounded by the 
elevated nature of the ramps (Flemming 
et al. 1995; K. Fristrup, pers. comm., 
March 30, 2012). This alternative includes a 
vehicle ramp on north side of river that is 
offset roughly 200 ft from the river, 
providing some noise buffer. The vehicle 
ramp on south side is adjacent to river. The 
natural soundscape would also be exposed 
to increased noise from motorized vehicle 
tires running on the wood deck of the 
bridge and boardwalks instead of gravel or 
soil (for 945 ft) (K. Fristrup, pers. comm., 
March 30, 2012). These adverse effects on 
the soundscape from NPS and concessioner 
vehicle use would be expected to occur 
intermittently throughout each day of the 
Brooks Camp visitation season. 
 
Under alternative 3, the barge landing 
would be relocated approximately 200 ft to 
the south along the Naknek Lake shoreline, 
which would provide a slight relocation of 
NPS operations noise away from the river 
mouth and Brooks Camp areas.  
 
The construction of the bridge, elevated 
boardwalks, and barge landing would have 
multiple negative impacts on the natural 
soundscape of the project area from noise 
related to heavy construction equipment 
operation, the use of handheld construction 
tools, construction transport vehicles, and 
construction worker voices. The 
intermittent, yet frequent, noise 
disturbances from construction activities 
would vary notably in volume and 
occurrence frequency, depending on the 
type and location of the construction 
activity on each given day. The entire 
project area would be affected at one time 
or another throughout the construction 
periods. To help minimize these effects, 
particularly during July and September, 
several noise mitigation measures would be 
applied, such as work time limits, 
construction noise restrictions, limiting to 
small power tool use at critical times, and 
maintaining mufflers on construction 
equipment and generators.  
 

Overall, the construction and future use of 
the proposed bridge and elevated 
boardwalk would have a long-term, 
moderate, adverse, and localized effect on 
the natural soundscape. The noise from this 
human activity would often be greater than 
natural ambient sound levels for notable 
parts of the average day during the 
visitation season, and this noise would often 
mask natural ambient sounds. Because 
relatively long periods of time between 
noise events would occur, there would still 
be many opportunities to hear natural 
ambient sounds in the area. When 
compared to alternative 1, the increased 
noise exposure on the proposed bridge and 
boardwalks and the construction activities 
associated with alternative 3 would increase 
adverse impacts to the soundscape in the 
area. However, this alternative would 
benefit the soundscape along the Brooks 
River corridor due to the slight relocation 
of the barge landing to the south. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. Various other past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects and actions in and near the project 
area have and would continue to affect the 
natural soundscape of the area. These 
projects relate to facility development, park 
operations, recreation use, and transport 
vehicle use, as described in the “Cumulative 
Impacts” section under alternative 1 above. 
 
When the likely effects of alternative 3 are 
added to the effects of these other past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions, there would be a long-term, 
moderate, adverse, and localized 
cumulative impact on the natural 
soundscape. Alternative 3 would contribute 
a small, adverse increment to this 
cumulative impact.  
 
Conclusion. Alternative 3 would have 
short- and long-term, moderate, adverse, 
and localized impacts on the natural 
soundscape. Adverse impacts would 
primarily result from construction-related 
noise and increasing the audio exposure of 
human activities on the boardwalks/bridge. 
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The slight relocation of the barge landing 
away from the Brooks River mouth could 
benefit the soundscape. 
 
Alternative 4 

Analysis. Human and motorized vehicle 
noise generated along the elevated 
boardwalk and bridge would carry further 
than the noise on the roads/paths in 
alternative 1 because the noise would 
originate 10 ft above ground (Flemming 
et al 1995, K. Fristrup, senior scientist, NPS 
Natural Sounds and Night Skies Program, 
pers. comm., 3/29/2012). The exceptions to 
this effect would occur where the 
boardwalks are routed through heavily 
wooded areas. Alternative 4 would have 
approximately 1,540 linear ft of elevated 
structures from which human pedestrian 
noise and motorized vehicle noise could be 
projected. The elevated boardwalks and 
bridge would be shared by both pedestrian 
visitors and NPS vehicles. These noise 
disturbances to the natural soundscape, 
primarily from human voices and 
motorized vehicles, would occur 
intermittently throughout the project area 
on each day of the visitation months 
(generally from 7:00 a.m. through 10:00 
p.m.). The highest occurrence of noise 
projecting from the elevated boardwalks 
and bridge would likely occur in July and 
September (the periods of highest visitation 
and activity in the lower Brooks River). 
 
Motorized vehicles climbing elevated 
boardwalk ramps would likely make a 
louder noise than when operating on the 
boardwalk. Higher decibels of motorized 
engine noise could be expected from up-
ramp acceleration, with the noise 
propagation being compounded by the 
elevated nature of the ramps (Flemming 
et al. 1995; K. Fristrup, pers. comm., 
March 30, 2012). However, alternative 4 
includes vehicle ramps on both the north 
and south sides of river that are offset 
roughly 300 to 400 ft from the river and 
located in wooded areas, which would 
provide some noise buffering for vehicle 

noise. Equally important, the alignment of 
the boardwalk ramps in alternative 4 would 
use the local topography to make the 
boardwalk ramps relatively flat. The natural 
soundscape would also be exposed to 
increased noise from motorized vehicle 
tires running on the wood deck of the 
bridge and boardwalks instead of on gravel 
or soil (for 1,540 ft) (K. Fristrup, pers. 
comm., March 30, 2012). These adverse 
effects on the soundscape from NPS and 
concessioner vehicle use would be expected 
to occur intermittently throughout each day 
of the Brooks Camp visitation season. 
 
Under alternative 4 the barge landing would 
be relocated approximately 2,000 ft to the 
south along the Naknek Lake shoreline. 
The new barge landing location and 
removal of the barge landing access road 
parallel to the south bank would eliminate 
several NPS operations and motorized 
vehicle noise from the vicinity of the river 
corridor, the river mouth, and the Brooks 
Camp area.  
 
Conversely, the 2,000-foot relocation of the 
barge landing would introduce the 
associated NPS operations noise to a new 
area to the south along Naknek Lake. 
Although the operations noise would no 
longer affect the area around the mouth of 
Brooks River, it would affect natural 
soundscape around the new location. 
Similarly, the relocation of the barge 
landing access road would introduce 
motorized vehicle noise and other NPS 
operations noise to several previously 
undisturbed woodland and wetland areas 
south of the river (for a length of 
approximately 1,500 ft). However, the 
dense tree and shrub cover in the area of the 
new road and barge landing would help 
diminish noise generated from activities in 
the area.  
 
The construction of the bridge, elevated 
boardwalks, barge landing, and landing 
access road, and the restoration work on 
the barge landing access road would have 
multiple negative impacts on the natural 
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soundscape of the project area from noise 
related to heavy construction equipment 
operation, the use of handheld construction 
tools, construction transport vehicles, and 
construction worker voices. The 
intermittent, yet frequent, noise 
disturbances from construction activities 
would vary notably in volume and 
occurrence frequency, depending on the 
type and location of the construction 
activity on each given day. The entire 
project area would be affected at one time 
or another throughout the construction 
periods. To help minimize these effects, 
particularly during July and September, 
several noise mitigation measures would be 
applied, such as work time limits, 
construction noise restrictions, limiting to 
small power tool use at critical times, and 
maintaining mufflers on construction 
equipment and generators.  
 
Overall, the construction and future use of 
the proposed bridge, elevated boardwalk, 
barge landing, and access road would have a 
long-term, moderate, adverse, and localized 
effect on the natural soundscape. The noise 
from this human activity would often be 
greater than natural ambient sound levels 
for notable parts of the average day during 
the visitation season, and this noise would 
often mask natural ambient sounds. 
Because relatively long periods of time 
between noise events would still occur, 
there would still be many opportunities to 
hear natural ambient sounds in the area. 
When compared to alternative 1, the 
increased noise exposure on the proposed 
bridge and boardwalks and the 
construction activities associated with 
alternative 4 would increase adverse 
impacts to the soundscape in the area. 
However, this alternative would benefit the 
soundscape along the Brooks River 
corridor due to the relocation of the barge 
landing and its access road further to the 
south. 
 
Cumulative Impacts.  Various other past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects and actions in and near the project 

area have and would continue to affect the 
natural soundscape of the area. These 
projects relate to facility development, park 
operations, recreation use, and transport 
vehicle use, as described in the “Cumulative 
Impacts” section under alternative 1 above. 
 
When the likely beneficial and adverse 
effects of alternative 4 actions are added to 
the effects of these other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions, there 
would be a long-term, moderate, adverse, 
and localized cumulative impact on the 
natural soundscape. Alternative 4 would 
contribute a small, adverse increment to this 
cumulative impact.  
 
Conclusion. Alternative 4 would have 
short- and long-term, moderate, adverse, 
and localized impacts on the natural 
soundscape. Adverse impacts would 
primarily result from construction-related 
noise, increasing the audio exposure of 
human activities on the boardwalks/bridge, 
and introducing park operations noise to a 
new access corridor and barge landing area 
to the south.  The removal/relocation of 
two notable noise sources along open, 
exposed areas of the Brooks River corridor 
(barge landing and access road) would 
benefit the soundscape along Brooks River, 
but would introduce noise sources to a 
relatively undisturbed area to the south. 
 
Alternative 5 

Analysis. Human and motorized vehicle 
noise generated along elevated boardwalk 
and bridge would carry farther than the 
noise on the roads/paths in alternative 1 
because the noise would originate 10 ft 
aboveground (Flemming et al. 1995; K. 
Fristrup, pers. comm., March 29, 2012). The 
exceptions to this effect would occur where 
the boardwalks are routed through heavily 
wooded areas. Alternative 4 would have 
approximately 1,120 linear ft of elevated 
structures from which human pedestrian 
noise and motorized vehicle noise could be 
projected. The elevated boardwalks and 
bridge would be shared by both pedestrian 
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visitors and NPS vehicles. These noise 
disturbances to the natural soundscape, 
primarily from human voices and 
motorized vehicles, would occur 
intermittently throughout the project area 
on each day of the visitation months 
(generally from 7:00 a.m. through 10:00 
p.m.). The highest occurrence of noise 
projecting from the elevated boardwalks 
and bridge would likely occur in July and 
September (the periods of highest visitation 
and activity in the lower Brooks River). 
  
Motorized vehicles climbing elevated 
boardwalk ramps would likely make a 
louder noise than when operating on the 
boardwalk (Flemming et al. 1995; K. 
Fristrup, pers. comm., March 30, 2012). 
Higher decibels of motorized engine noise 
could be expected from up-ramp 
acceleration, with the noise propagation 
being compounded by the elevated nature 
of the ramps. Alternative 5 includes a 
vehicle ramp on the north side of river 
offset roughly 300 ft from the river and 
within the Brooks Camp area (and takes 
advantage of local topography to allow a 
relatively flat ramp). However, the vehicle 
ramp on south side is adjacent to river and 
steeper. The natural soundscape would also 
be exposed to increased noise from 
motorized vehicle tires running on the 
wood deck of the bridge and boardwalks 
instead of gravel or soil (for 1,120 ft) (K. 
Fristrup, pers. comm., March 30, 2012). 
These adverse effects on the soundscape 
from NPS and concessioner vehicle use 
would be expected to occur intermittently 
throughout each day of the Brooks Camp 
visitation season. 
 
Under alternative 5, the barge landing 
would be relocated approximately 2,000 ft 
to the south along the Naknek Lake 
shoreline. The new barge landing location 
and removal of the barge landing access 
road parallel to the south bank would 
eliminate several NPS operations and 
motorized vehicle noise from the vicinity of 
the river corridor, the river mouth, and the 
Brooks Camp area.  

Conversely, the 2,000-foot relocation of the 
barge landing would introduce the 
associated NPS operations noise to a new 
area to the south along Naknek Lake. 
Although the operations noise would no 
longer affect the area around the mouth of 
Brooks River, it would affect the natural 
soundscape around the new location. 
Similarly, the relocation of the barge 
landing access road would introduce 
motorized vehicle noise and other NPS 
operations noise to several previously 
undisturbed woodland and wetland areas 
south of the river (for a length of 
approximately 1,500 ft). However, the 
dense tree and shrub cover in the area of the 
new road and barge landing would help 
diminish noise generated from activities in 
the area.  
 
The construction of the bridge, elevated 
boardwalks, barge landing, and landing 
access road, and the restoration work on 
the existing barge landing access road 
would have multiple negative impacts on 
the natural soundscape of the project area 
from noise related to heavy construction 
equipment operation, the use of handheld 
construction tools, construction transport 
vehicles, and construction worker voices. 
The intermittent, yet frequent, noise 
disturbances from construction activities 
would vary notably in volume and 
occurrence frequency, depending on the 
type and location of the construction 
activity on each given day. The entire 
project area would be affected at one time 
or another throughout the construction 
periods. To help minimize these effects, 
particularly during July and September, 
several noise mitigation measures would be 
applied, such as work time limits, 
construction noise restrictions, limiting to 
small power tool use at critical times, and 
maintaining mufflers on construction 
equipment and generators. 
 
Overall, the construction and future use of 
the proposed bridge, elevated boardwalk, 
barge landing, and access road would have a 
long-term, moderate, adverse, and localized 
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effect on the natural soundscape. The noise 
from this human activity would often be 
greater than natural ambient sound levels 
for notable parts of the average day during 
the visitation season, and this noise would 
often mask natural ambient sounds. 
Because relatively long periods of time 
between noise events would still occur, 
there would still be many opportunities to 
hear natural ambient sounds in the area. 
When compared to alternative 1, the 
increased noise exposure on the proposed 
bridge and boardwalks and the 
construction activities associated with 
alternative 5 would increase adverse 
impacts to the soundscape in the area. 
However, this alternative would benefit the 
soundscape along the Brooks River 
corridor due to the relocation of the barge 
landing and its access road further to the 
south. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. Various other past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects and actions in and near the project 
area have and would continue to affect the 
natural soundscape of the area. These 
projects relate to facility development, park 
operations, recreation use, and transport 
vehicle use, as described in the “Cumulative 
Impacts” section under alternative 1 above. 

When the likely beneficial and adverse 
effects of alternative 5 actions are added to 
the effects of these other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions, there 
would be a long-term, moderate, adverse, 
and localized cumulative impact on the 
natural soundscape. Alternative 5 would 
contribute a small, adverse increment to this 
cumulative impact.  
 
Conclusion. Alternative 5 would have 
short- and long-term, moderate, adverse, 
and localized impacts on the natural 
soundscape. Adverse impacts would 
primarily result from construction-related 
noise, increasing the audio exposure of 
human activities on the boardwalks/bridge, 
and introducing park operations noise to a 
new access corridor and barge landing area 
to the south. The removal/relocation of two 
notable noise sources along open, exposed 
areas of the Brooks River corridor (barge 
landing and access road) would benefit the 
soundscape along Brooks River, but would 
introduce noise sources to a relatively 
undisturbed area to the south. 
 



 

200 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

 
 
ARCHEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Alternative 1 

Analysis. Under the no-action alternative, 
there would be no substantial changes in 
park operations or visitor use. Seasonal 
installation and use of the floating bridge 
across the river would continue at the 
current location. Consequently, other than 
routine maintenance activities, there would 
be little potential for impacts on 
archeological resources except in the case 
of major infrastructure failure. 
Archeological resources, however, would 
continue to be at potential risk of 
disturbance by natural erosional processes 
and by erosion associated with 
concentrated visitor use and NPS and 
concessioner operations. Archeologists 
would continue to monitor the condition of 
known archeological sites within the 
Brooks River Archeological District 
National Historic Landmark and would 
undertake appropriate protection and 
stabilization measures to reduce or avoid 
site impacts.  
 
Potential disturbance resulting from 
erosion or other actions associated with 
visitor use and park/concessioner 
operations would have localized, long-term, 
minor adverse impacts on archeological 
resources. The overall archeological 
integrity of sites contributing to the 
significance of the national historic 
landmark district would not be appreciably 
diminished. Continuation of archeological 
resource protection and management 
actions would benefit the long-term 
preservation of the district’s archeological 
resources.  
 
Cumulative Impacts. Archeological sites in 
the Brooks River Archeological District 
have been disturbed to varying degrees, 

primarily by natural and human-caused 
erosion and by localized ground 
disturbance associated with previous NPS 
and concessioner development activities. 
Brooks Camp buildings and structures are 
typically placed on piers that do not 
penetrate below the upper portion of the 
ash layer deposited by the 1912 Katmai 
volcanic eruption. Although significant 
archeological resources are typically not 
identified above the 1912 ash layer, some 
archeological resources lying below the 
layer have been adversely impacted by 
previous projects that have penetrated 
through the ash layer. Despite these adverse 
impacts, it is believed that more than 90 
percent of the district’s archeological 
resources remain intact with overall 
integrity ranging from good to excellent 
(NPS 1992). 
 
Other recent or foreseeable construction 
projects in the vicinity include improve-
ments to the Brooks Camp picnic area (e.g., 
installation of a picnic shelter, restroom, 
and storage building); construction of a 
maintenance shop and water/septic system 
in the Valley Road Administrative Area; and 
construction of access roads and utilities at 
the Valley Road Administrative Area for 
phased relocation of Brooks Camp housing. 
Projects in the Valley Road Administrative 
Area would be carried out in support of the 
1996 development concept plan, which calls 
for the phased relocation of Brooks Camp 
facilities and operations to a location south 
of the river. Although these projects could 
adversely affect archeological resources 
because of ground disturbance, the adverse 
impacts in the Brooks Camp area would be 
expected to be minor because, in most 
cases, project activities would not be 
anticipated to entail disturbance below the 
1912 ash layer. Buried utility lines may be 
removed if removal would not damage 
archeological resources. The area proposed 
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for the Valley Road Administrative Area has 
been evaluated as having a low potential for 
archeological resources. As appropriate, 
archeological surveys and monitoring 
would precede and accompany construc-
tion for all project areas to ensure that 
resources are avoided or that adverse 
effects are adequately mitigated. Removal of 
facilities and operations from the Brooks 
Camp area has also been previously 
evaluated as having long-term, beneficial 
impacts on sensitive archeological 
resources by removing the threats of 
disturbance associated with development 
and park/visitor use from the area (URS Inc. 
2009a). 
 
The effects of alternative 1, when added to 
the effects identified above from other past 
present and reasonably foreseeable actions, 
would result in a long-term, localized, 
moderate adverse cumulative impact on 
archeological resources. Alternative 1 
would contribute a small adverse increment 
to this cumulative impact. 
 
Conclusion. Alternative 1 would have long-
term, localized, minor adverse impacts on 
archeological resources contributing to the 
significance of the Brooks River Archeo-
logical District. Adverse impacts would 
occur primarily from potential disturbance 
resulting from erosion or other actions 
associated with visitor use and park/ 
concessioner operations.  
 
Alternative 2 

Analysis. Archeological testing conducted 
in July 2010 confirmed the presence of 
intact archeological resources near Brooks 
Camp where the proposed boardwalk and 
vehicle access points to the bridge are 
planned to originate. The resources are 
likely associated with a previously recorded 
prehistoric site that contains human burials 
and associated house features. The site has 
sustained (and continues to be threatened 
by) development impacts (NPS 1992). 
Another site, also partially disturbed by 
previous development, is located to the 

north in the general project area of Brooks 
Camp. Measures to limit possible adverse 
effects on archeological resources include 
avoiding construction activities north of the 
fish freezing station. Archeological remains 
of the original Northern Consolidated 
Airlines camp and a native Sugpiat fish 
camp that predates the concessioner camp 
exist between the fish freezing station and 
the Corner. The boardwalk footings would 
be designed to avoid adversely impacting 
these archeological resources. 
 
No archeological resources are anticipated 
to be affected by boardwalk and bridge 
construction on the south side of the river 
or near the Lake Brooks access road (NPS 
2010a). Archeological investigations along 
the route of the proposed barge landing 
access road led to the discovery of 
significant prehistoric resources in addition 
to positively locating previously known 
historic archeological resources. To avoid 
adverse impacts to these sites by road 
construction, it is recommended that the 
proposed right-of-way be modified to avoid 
subsurface disturbance, particularly the 
final 164 ft (50 meters) to the proposed 
location of the barge landing (NPS 2010b).  
 
It is anticipated that the site avoidance 
measures recommended above can be 
adequately addressed through project 
design modifications that restrict or direct 
ground-disturbing construction activities 
away from areas likely to contain 
archeological resources. Consequently, 
although ground-disturbing construction 
would occur, measures would be imple-
mented to minimize or avoid disturbance of 
identified sites in the Brooks Camp area and 
at other project locations. Archeological 
monitoring would accompany construction 
in all areas where sensitive archeological 
resources have been previously identified or 
could be anticipated based on current 
project surveys. If archeological resources 
are discovered during construction, 
construction would cease in the area of the 
discovery until the resources are adequately 
documented and assessed by NPS staff in 
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consultation with the Alaska SHPO, the 
Council of Katmai Descendants, and/or 
other concerned tribal members and 
individuals. NPS staff would further consult 
on ways to avoid significant sites and/or to 
carry out necessary mitigation and data 
recovery measures if avoidance cannot be 
achieved. 
 
Actions proposed by alternative 2 would be 
expected to have long-term, localized, 
minor adverse impacts on archeological 
resources. The overall archeological 
integrity of sites contributing to the 
significance of the national historic 
landmark district would not be appreciably 
diminished by project undertakings. The 
long-term preservation of archeological 
resources in the Brooks Camp area would 
also benefit following project completion 
because pedestrian and vehicle access to the 
bridge crossing would be directed along the 
boardwalks and ramps, thereby reducing 
the potential for ongoing erosion and 
compaction impacts on buried 
archeological resources by use of existing 
roads and trails. 
 
After applying ACHP criteria of adverse 
effect (36 CFR Part 800.5, Assessment of 
Adverse Effects), the National Park Service 
concludes that implementing alternative 2 
would result in no adverse effect on 
archeological resources.  
 
Cumulative Impacts. Other past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future projects 
and actions have had, or have the potential 
to adversely impact archeological resources 
in the project area. As described in the 
“Cumulative Impacts” section under 
alternative 1 above, these impacts are 
generally attributed to erosion and localized 
ground disturbance associated with NPS 
and concessioner development and 
operations. 
 
The effects of alternative 2, when added to 
the effects identified above from other past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable actions, 
would result in a long-term, localized, 

moderate adverse cumulative impact on 
archeological resources. Alternative 2 
would contribute a small adverse increment 
to this cumulative impact. 
 
Conclusion. Alternative 2 would have long-
term, localized, minor adverse impacts on 
archeological resources contributing to the 
significance of the Brooks River 
Archeological District. Although ground-
disturbing construction activities have the 
potential to adversely impact archeological 
resources, site avoidance and protection 
measures would be implemented to 
minimize or avoid site disturbances. 
 
Alternative 3 

Analysis. Archeological testing conducted 
in July 2010 confirmed the presence of 
intact archeological resources near Brooks 
Camp where the proposed boardwalk and 
vehicle access points to the bridge are 
planned to originate. The resources are 
likely associated with a previously recorded 
prehistoric site that contains human burials 
and associated house features. The site has 
sustained (and continues to be threatened 
by) development impacts (NPS 1992). 
Another site, also partially disturbed by 
previous development, is located to the 
north in the general project area of Brooks 
Camp. Measures to limit possible adverse 
effects on archeological resources include 
avoiding construction activities north of the 
fish freezing station. Archeological remains 
of the original Northern Consolidated 
Airlines camp and a native Sugpiat fish 
camp that predates the concessioner camp 
exist between the fish freezing station and 
the Corner. The boardwalk footings would 
be designed to avoid adversely impacting 
these archeological resources. The limited 
extent of new boardwalks and access roads 
under this alternative would reduce the 
potential for inadvertent disturbance of 
archeological resources. 
 
No archeological resources are anticipated 
to be affected by boardwalk and bridge 
construction on the south side of the river 
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or near the Lake Brooks access road (NPS 
2010a). Archeological investigations along 
the route of the proposed barge landing 
access road (for alternatives 2, 4, and 5) led 
to the discovery of significant prehistoric 
resources in addition to positively locating 
previously known historic archeological 
resources. However, under alternative 3 
these resources would be avoided for 
proposed construction of the barge landing 
and access road closer to the mouth of 
Brooks River. 
 
It is anticipated that the site avoidance 
measures recommended above can be 
adequately addressed through project 
design modifications that restrict or direct 
ground-disturbing construction activities 
away from areas likely to contain 
archeological resources. Consequently, 
although ground-disturbing construction 
would occur, measures would be 
implemented to minimize or avoid distur-
bance of identified sites in the Brooks Camp 
area and at other project locations. Archeo-
logical monitoring would accompany 
construction in all areas where sensitive 
archeological resources have been 
previously identified or could be antici-
pated based on current project surveys. If 
archeological resources are discovered 
during construction, construction would 
cease in the area of the discovery until the 
resources are adequately documented and 
assessed by NPS staff in consultation with 
the Alaska SHPO, the Council of Katmai 
Descendants, and/or other concerned tribal 
members and individuals. NPS staff would 
further consult on ways to avoid significant 
sites and/or to carry out necessary 
mitigation and data recovery measures if 
avoidance cannot be achieved. 
 
Actions proposed by alternative 3 would be 
expected to have long-term, localized, 
minor adverse impacts on archeological 
resources. The overall archeological 
integrity of sites contributing to the 
significance of the national historic 
landmark district would not be appreciably 
diminished by project undertakings. The 

long-term preservation of archeological 
resources in the Brooks Camp area would 
also benefit following project completion 
because pedestrian and vehicle access to the 
bridge crossing would be directed along the 
boardwalks and ramps, thereby reducing 
the potential for ongoing erosion and 
compaction impacts on buried 
archeological resources by use of existing 
roads and trails. 
 
After applying ACHP criteria of adverse 
effect (36 CFR Part 800.5, Assessment of 
Adverse Effects), the National Park Service 
concludes that implementing alternative 3 
would result in no adverse effect on 
archeological resources.  
 
Cumulative Impacts. Other past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future projects 
and actions have had, or have the potential 
to adversely impact archeological resources 
in the project area. As described in the 
“Cumulative Impacts” section under 
alternative 1 (above), these impacts are 
generally attributed to erosion and localized 
ground disturbance associated with NPS 
and concessioner development and 
operations. 
 
The effects of alternative 3, when added to 
the effects identified above from other past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable actions, 
would result in a long-term, localized, 
moderate adverse cumulative impact on 
archeological resources. Alternative 3 
would contribute a small adverse increment 
to this cumulative impact. 
 
Conclusion. Alternative 3 would have long-
term, localized, minor adverse impacts on 
archeological resources contributing to the 
significance of the Brooks River Archeo-
logical District. Although ground-
disturbing construction activities have the 
potential to adversely impact archeological 
resources, site avoidance and protection 
measures would be implemented to 
minimize or avoid site disturbances. 
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Alternative 4 

Analysis. Archeological testing conducted 
in July 2010 confirmed the presence of 
intact archeological resources near Brooks 
Camp where the proposed boardwalk and 
vehicle access points to the bridge are 
planned to originate. The resources are 
likely associated with a previously recorded 
prehistoric site that contains human burials 
and associated house features. The site has 
sustained (and continues to be threatened 
by) development impacts (NPS 1992). 
Another site, also partially disturbed by 
previous development, is located to the 
north in the general project area of Brooks 
Camp. Measures to limit possible adverse 
effects on archeological resources include 
avoiding construction activities north of the 
fish freezing station. Archeological remains 
of the original Northern Consolidated 
Airlines camp and a native Sugpiat fish 
camp that predates the concessioner camp 
exist between the fish freezing station and 
the Corner. The boardwalk footings would 
be designed to avoid adversely impacting 
these archeological resources.  
 
No archeological resources are anticipated 
to be affected by boardwalk and bridge 
construction on the south side of the river 
or near the Lake Brooks access road (NPS 
2010a). Archeological investigations along 
the route of the proposed barge landing 
access road led to the discovery of 
significant prehistoric resources in addition 
to positively locating previously known 
historic archeological resources. To avoid 
adverse impacts to these sites by road 
construction, it is recommended that the 
proposed right-of-way be modified to avoid 
subsurface disturbance, particularly the 
final 164 ft (50 meters) to the proposed 
location of the barge landing (NPS 2010b).  
 
It is anticipated that the site avoidance 
measures recommended above can be 
adequately addressed through project 
design modifications that restrict or direct 
ground-disturbing construction activities 
away from areas likely to contain 

archeological resources. Consequently, 
although ground-disturbing construction 
would occur, measures would be imple-
mented to minimize or avoid disturbance of 
identified sites in the Brooks Camp area and 
at other project locations. Archeological 
monitoring would accompany construction 
in all areas where sensitive archeological 
resources have been previously identified or 
could be anticipated based on current 
project surveys. If archeological resources 
are discovered during construction, 
construction would cease in the area of the 
discovery until the resources are adequately 
documented and assessed by NPS staff in 
consultation with the Alaska SHPO, the 
Council of Katmai Descendants, and/or 
other concerned tribal members and 
individuals. NPS staff would further consult 
on ways to avoid significant sites and/or to 
carry out necessary mitigation and data 
recovery measures if avoidance cannot be 
achieved. 
 
Actions proposed by alternative 4 would be 
expected to have long-term, localized, 
minor adverse impacts on archeological 
resources. The overall archeological 
integrity of sites contributing to the 
significance of the national historic 
landmark district would not be appreciably 
diminished by project undertakings. The 
long-term preservation of archeological 
resources in the Brooks Camp area would 
also benefit following project completion 
because pedestrian and vehicle access to the 
bridge crossing would be directed along the 
boardwalks and ramps, thereby reducing 
the potential for ongoing erosion and 
compaction impacts on buried archeo-
logical resources by use of existing roads 
and trails. 
 
After applying ACHP criteria of adverse 
effect (36 CFR Part 800.5, Assessment of 
Adverse Effects), the National Park Service 
concludes that implementing alternative 4 
would result in no adverse effect on 
archeological resources.  
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Cumulative Impacts. Other past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future projects 
and actions have had, or have the potential 
to adversely impact archeological resources 
in the project area. As described in the 
“Cumulative Impacts” section under 
alternative 1 above, these impacts are 
generally attributed to erosion and localized 
ground disturbance associated with NPS 
and concessioner development and 
operations. 
 
The effects of alternative 4, when added to 
the effects identified above from other past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable actions, 
would result in a long-term, localized, 
moderate adverse cumulative impact on 
archeological resources. Alternative 4 
would contribute a small adverse increment 
to this cumulative impact. 
 
Conclusion. Alternative 4 would have long-
term, localized, minor adverse impacts on 
archeological resources contributing to the 
significance of the Brooks River Archeo-
logical District. Although ground-
disturbing construction activities have the 
potential to adversely impact archeological 
resources, site avoidance and protection 
measures would be implemented to 
minimize or avoid site disturbances. 
 
Alternative 5 

Analysis. Archeological testing conducted 
in July 2010 confirmed the presence of 
intact archeological resources near Brooks 
Camp where the proposed boardwalk and 
vehicle access points to the bridge are 
planned to originate. The resources are 
likely associated with a previously recorded 
prehistoric site that contains human burials 
and associated house features. The site has 
sustained (and continues to be threatened 
by) development impacts (NPS 1992). 
Another site, also partially disturbed by 
previous development, is located to the 
north in the general project area of Brooks 
Camp. Measures to limit possible adverse 
effects on archeological resources include 
avoiding construction activities north of the 

fish freezing station. Archeological remains 
of the original Northern Consolidated 
Airlines camp and an Alaska Native fish 
camp that predates the concessioner camp 
exist between the fish freezing station and 
the Corner. The boardwalk footings would 
be designed to avoid adversely impacting 
these archeological resources.  
 
No archeological resources are anticipated 
to be affected by boardwalk and bridge 
construction on the south side of the river 
or near the Lake Brooks access road (NPS 
2010a). Archeological investigations along 
the route of the proposed barge landing 
access road led to the discovery of 
significant prehistoric resources in addition 
to positively locating previously known 
historic archeological resources. To avoid 
adverse impacts to these sites by road 
construction, it is recommended that the 
proposed right-of-way be modified to avoid 
subsurface disturbance, particularly the 
final 164 ft (50 meters) to the proposed 
location of the barge landing (NPS 2010b).  
 
It is anticipated that the site avoidance 
measures recommended above can be 
adequately addressed through project 
design modifications that restrict or direct 
ground-disturbing construction activities 
away from areas likely to contain archeo-
logical resources. Consequently, although 
ground-disturbing construction would 
occur, measures would be implemented to 
minimize or avoid disturbance of identified 
sites in the Brooks Camp area and at other 
project locations. Archeological monitoring 
would accompany construction in all areas 
where sensitive archeological resources 
have been previously identified or could be 
anticipated based on current project 
surveys. If archeological resources are 
discovered during construction, 
construction would cease in the area of the 
discovery until the resources are adequately 
documented and assessed by NPS staff in 
consultation with the Alaska SHPO, the 
Council of Katmai Descendants, and/or 
other concerned tribal members and 
individuals. NPS staff would further consult 
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on ways to avoid significant sites and/or to 
carry out necessary mitigation and data 
recovery measures if avoidance cannot be 
achieved. 
 
Actions proposed by alternative 5 would be 
expected to have long-term, localized, 
minor adverse impacts on archeological 
resources. The overall archeological 
integrity of sites contributing to the 
significance of the national historic 
landmark district would not be appreciably 
diminished by project undertakings. The 
long-term preservation of archeological 
resources in the Brooks Camp area would 
also benefit following project completion 
because pedestrian and vehicle access to the 
bridge crossing would be directed along the 
boardwalks and ramps, thereby reducing 
the potential for ongoing erosion and 
compaction impacts on buried 
archeological resources by use of existing 
roads and trails.  
 
After applying ACHP criteria of adverse 
effect (36 CFR Part 800.5, Assessment of 
Adverse Effects), the National Park Service 
concludes that implementing alternative 5 
would result in no adverse effect on 
archeological resources.  
 
Cumulative Impacts. Other past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future projects 
and actions have had, or have the potential 
to adversely impact archeological resources 
in the project area. As described in the 
“Cumulative Impacts” section under 
alternative 1 above, these impacts are 
generally attributed to erosion and localized 
ground disturbance associated with NPS 
and concessioner development and 
operations. 
 
The effects of alternative 5, when added to 
the effects identified above from other past 
present and reasonably foreseeable actions, 
would result in a long-term, localized, 
moderate adverse cumulative impact on 
archeological resources. Alternative 5 
would contribute a small adverse increment 
to this cumulative impact. 

Conclusion. Alternative 5 would have long-
term, localized, minor adverse impacts on 
archeological resources contributing to the 
significance of the Brooks River Archeo-
logical District. Although ground-
disturbing construction activities have the 
potential to adversely impact archeological 
resources, site avoidance and protection 
measures would be implemented to 
minimize or avoid site disturbances. 
 
 
HISTORIC STRUCTURES AND 
CULTURAL LANDSCAPES 

Alternative 1 

Analysis. Under the no-action alternative, 
there would be no new construction. 
Seasonal installation and use of the floating 
bridge across Brooks River would continue 
at the current location. Consequently, other 
than routine maintenance and other 
park/visitor use activities, there would be 
little potential for impacts on historic 
structures and cultural landscape features. 
NPS staff would continue to monitor the 
condition of historic structures, such as the 
national register-listed ranger station and 
boathouse at Brooks Camp, and would 
undertake necessary preservation main-
tenance, stabilization, or other appropriate 
treatments (e.g., rehabilitation) in 
accordance with the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of 
Historic Properties. As necessary, historic 
structure reports would be completed for 
selected lodge buildings to identify 
appropriate treatments and materials for 
preservation maintenance. Cultural 
landscape features identified as contri-
buting to the significance of the Brooks 
Camp Historic District (e.g., buildings, 
patterns of circulation/spatial organization, 
views and vistas, small-scale features) would 
also be preserved and managed in 
accordance with the Secretary’s Standards 
for the Treatment of Historic Properties with 
Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural 
Landscapes.  
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Because park/visitor use and ongoing 
preservation management actions could 
entail necessary repairs, minor alterations, 
or replacement of deteriorated historic 
fabric or contributing landscape elements, 
these actions would have long-term, 
localized, minor adverse impacts on historic 
structures and cultural landscape features 
that contribute to the significance of the 
Brooks Camp Historic District. The overall 
historical integrity of the district would not 
be diminished. Stabilization and rehabili-
tation of historic structures and cultural 
landscape elements in accordance with the 
secretary’s standards would also benefit the 
long-term preservation of these resources.  
 
Cumulative Impacts. Over the years, 
several historic structures associated with 
the early 1950s–1960s period of NPS 
operations and tourism development at 
Brooks Camp have been removed, 
modified, and/or moved from their original 
sites. Only two of the original concessioner-
built buildings, originally of wall-tent 
construction, remain in Brooks Camp; these 
were later modified by the addition of 
asphalt shingling and were moved off their 
original footings (NPS 1999). These past 
actions have adversely impacted historic 
structures and cultural landscape features 
because of the loss of contributing 
properties/fabric and the alteration of 
character-defining features, including 
changes to Brooks Camp’s historic pattern 
of spatial organization. Ongoing preser-
vation maintenance and rehabilitation of 
remaining historic buildings and structures 
have also resulted in long-term beneficial 
effects.  
 
Other recent or foreseeable construction 
projects in the vicinity include improve-
ments to the Brooks Camp picnic area (e.g., 
installation of a picnic shelter, restroom and 
storage building, and re-erection of the 
original elevated log cache). The 1996 
development concept plan calls for the 
phased relocation of Brooks Camp facilities 
and operations to the Valley Road 
Administrative Area south of the river. 

These projects could potentially result in 
long-term adverse impacts on historic 
structures and cultural landscape features as 
a result of the introduction of new 
constructed elements into the viewshed of 
the Brooks Camp cultural landscape and 
the eventual relocation of structures from 
the site. Final management decisions are 
pending regarding the ultimate disposition 
of national register eligible or listed 
structures such as the ranger station and 
boathouse; both structures were listed on 
the National Register of Historic Places 
following selection of the 1996 develop-
ment concept plan preferred alternative 
that called for removal of all structures from 
Brooks Camp. 
 
The effects of alternative 1, when added to 
the effects identified above from other past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable actions, 
would result in a long-term, localized, 
moderate adverse cumulative impact on 
historic buildings, structures and cultural 
landscape features. Alternative 1 would 
contribute a small adverse increment to this 
cumulative impact. 
 
Conclusion. Alternative 1 would have long-
term, localized, minor adverse impacts on 
historic buildings, structures and cultural 
landscape features contributing to the 
significance of the Brooks Camp Historic 
District. Adverse impacts would occur 
primarily from park and visitor use and 
routine maintenance/preservation activities. 
 
Alternative 2 

Analysis. No historic structures would be 
directly impacted by proposed construction 
activities under this alternative. However, 
the introduction of new constructed 
elements (e.g., the boardwalk and vehicle 
access ramp) into the core area of the 
Brooks Camp Historic District would be 
expected to adversely impact character-
defining features of the cultural landscape, 
altering elements such as views and vistas, 
historic setting and feeling, historic patterns 
of circulation and spatial organization. The 
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new bridge across Brooks River at the same 
location of the seasonal floating bridge 
would be constructed at an increased height 
(10 ft above the river) and would 
consequently be a more intrusive and 
permanent addition to the cultural 
landscape. Because of the relatively level 
topography along the river corridor, the 
large scale and location of the bridge and 
boardwalks/ramps limit the range of 
effective options (e.g., design modifications, 
use of compatible materials, screening) for 
minimizing adverse impacts on the 
viewshed and historic setting of the district.  
 
Long-term localized, moderate adverse 
impacts on the Brooks Camp cultural 
landscape are therefore anticipated from 
the construction of the bridge, elevated 
boardwalks and ramps. After applying 
ACHP criteria of adverse effect (36 CFR 
Part 800.5, Assessment of Adverse Effects), 
the National Park Service concludes that 
implementing alternative 2 would result in 
an adverse effect on the Brooks Camp 
cultural landscape because of the bridge 
and boardwalk construction. Consequently, 
the National Park Service would execute a 
memorandum of agreement documenting 
measures to minimize or mitigate the 
adverse effects of construction in 
consultation with the Alaska SHPO, 
associated Alaska Native groups, and other 
concerned parties.  
 
Cumulative Impacts. Other past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future projects 
and actions have had, or have the potential 
to adversely impact historic structures and 
cultural landscape elements in the project 
area. As described in the “Cumulative 
Impacts” section under alternative 1 
(above), these impacts are generally 
attributed to the loss and alteration of 
historic properties, fabric, and contributing 
landscape features. 
 
The effects of alternative 2, when added to 
the effects identified above from other past 
present and reasonably foreseeable actions, 
would result in a long-term, localized, 

moderate adverse cumulative impact on 
historic buildings, structures and cultural 
landscape features. Alternative 2 would 
contribute a substantial adverse increment 
to this cumulative impact. 
 
Conclusion. Alternative 2 would have long-
term, localized, moderate adverse impacts 
on historic structures and cultural 
landscape features contributing to the 
significance of the Brooks Camp Historic 
District. These adverse impacts are 
attributed to the introduction of new 
constructed elements (bridge, boardwalks, 
and ramps) that would diminish the 
integrity of the Brooks Camp cultural 
landscape.  
 
Alternative 3 

Analysis. No historic structures would be 
directly impacted by proposed construction 
activities under this alternative. However, 
the introduction of new constructed 
elements (e.g., the boardwalk and vehicle 
access ramp) into the southern portion of 
the Brooks Camp Historic District would be 
expected to adversely impact character-
defining features of the cultural landscape, 
altering elements such as views and vistas, 
historic setting and feeling, historic patterns 
of circulation and spatial organization. The 
new bridge across Brooks River at the same 
location of the seasonal floating bridge 
would be constructed at an increased height 
(10 ft above the river) and would conse-
quently be a more intrusive and permanent 
addition to the cultural landscape. Because 
of the relatively level topography along the 
river corridor, the large scale and location 
of the bridge and boardwalks/ramps limit 
the range of effective options (e.g., design 
modifications, use of compatible materials, 
screening) for minimizing adverse impacts 
on the viewshed and historic setting of the 
district.  
 
Long-term localized, moderate adverse 
impacts on the Brooks Camp cultural 
landscape are therefore anticipated from 
the construction of the bridge, elevated 
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boardwalks, and ramps. After applying 
ACHP criteria of adverse effect (36 CFR 
Part 800.5, Assessment of Adverse Effects), 
the National Park Service concludes that 
implementing alternative 3 would result in 
an adverse effect on the Brooks Camp 
cultural landscape because of the bridge 
and boardwalk construction. Consequently, 
the National Park Service would execute a 
memorandum of agreement documenting 
measures to minimize or mitigate the 
adverse effects of construction in 
consultation with the Alaska SHPO, 
associated Alaska Native groups and other 
concerned parties.  
 
Cumulative Impacts. Other past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future projects 
and actions have had, or have the potential 
to adversely impact historic structures and 
cultural landscape elements in the project 
area. As described in the “Cumulative 
Impacts” section under alternative 1 
(above), these impacts are generally 
attributed to the loss and alteration of 
historic properties, fabric and contributing 
landscape features. 
 
The effects of alternative 3, when added to 
the effects identified above from other past 
present and reasonably foreseeable actions, 
would result in a long-term, localized, 
moderate adverse cumulative impact on 
historic buildings, structures and cultural 
landscape features. Alternative 3 would 
contribute a substantial adverse increment 
to this cumulative impact. 
 
Conclusion. Alternative 3 would have long-
term, localized, moderate adverse impacts 
on historic structures and cultural 
landscape features contributing to the 
significance of the Brooks Camp Historic 
District. These adverse impacts are 
attributed to the introduction of new 
constructed elements (bridge, boardwalks, 
and ramps) that would diminish the 
integrity of the Brooks Camp cultural 
landscape.  
 

Alternative 4 

Analysis. No historic structures would be 
directly impacted by proposed construction 
activities under this alternative. However, 
the introduction of new constructed 
elements (e.g., the boardwalk and vehicle 
access ramp) into the core area of the 
Brooks Camp Historic District would be 
expected to adversely impact character-
defining features of the cultural landscape, 
altering elements such as views and vistas, 
historic setting and feeling, historic patterns 
of circulation and spatial organization. The 
new bridge across Brooks River at the same 
location of the seasonal floating bridge 
would be constructed at an increased height 
(10 ft above the river) and would 
consequently be a more intrusive and 
permanent addition to the cultural 
landscape. Because of the relatively level 
topography along the river corridor, the 
large scale and location of the bridge and 
boardwalks/ramps limit the range of 
effective options (e.g., design modifications, 
use of compatible materials, screening) for 
minimizing adverse impacts on the 
viewshed and historic setting of the district.  
 
Long-term localized, moderate adverse 
impacts on the Brooks Camp cultural 
landscape are therefore anticipated from 
the construction of the bridge, elevated 
boardwalks and ramps. After applying 
ACHP criteria of adverse effect (36 CFR 
Part 800.5, Assessment of Adverse Effects), 
the National Park Service concludes that 
implementing alternative 4 would result in 
an adverse effect on the Brooks Camp 
cultural landscape because of the bridge 
and boardwalk construction. Consequently, 
the National Park Service would execute a 
memorandum of agreement documenting 
measures to minimize or mitigate the 
adverse effects of construction in 
consultation with the Alaska SHPO, 
associated Alaska Native groups, and other 
concerned parties. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. Other past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future projects 
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and actions have had, or have the potential 
to adversely impact historic structures and 
cultural landscape elements in the project 
area. As described in the “Cumulative 
Impacts” section under alternative 1 
(above), these impacts are generally 
attributed to the loss and alteration of 
historic properties, fabric and contributing 
landscape features. 
 
The effects of alternative 4, when added to 
the effects identified above from other past 
present and reasonably foreseeable actions, 
would result in a long-term, localized, 
moderate adverse cumulative impact on 
historic buildings, structures and cultural 
landscape features. Alternative 4 would 
contribute a substantial adverse increment 
to this cumulative impact. 
 
Conclusion. Alternative 4 would have long-
term, localized, moderate adverse impacts 
on historic structures and cultural 
landscape features contributing to the 
significance of the Brooks Camp Historic 
District. These adverse impacts are 
attributed to the introduction of new 
constructed elements (bridge, boardwalks, 
and ramps) that would diminish the 
integrity of the Brooks Camp cultural 
landscape.  
 
Alternative 5 

Analysis. No historic structures would be 
directly impacted by proposed construction 
activities under this alternative. However, 
the introduction of new constructed 
elements (e.g., the boardwalk and vehicle 
access ramp) into the core area of the 
Brooks Camp Historic District would be 
expected to adversely impact character-
defining features of the cultural landscape, 
altering elements such as views and vistas, 
historic setting and feeling, historic patterns 
of circulation and spatial organization. The 
new bridge across Brooks River at the same 
location of the seasonal floating bridge 
would be constructed at an increased height 
(10 ft above the river) and would 
consequently be a more intrusive and 

permanent addition to the cultural 
landscape. Because of the relatively level 
topography along the river corridor, the 
large scale and location of the bridge and 
boardwalks/ramps limit the range of 
effective options (e.g., design modifications, 
use of compatible materials, screening) for 
minimizing adverse impacts on the 
viewshed and historic setting of the district.  
 
Long-term localized, moderate adverse 
impacts on the Brooks Camp cultural 
landscape are therefore anticipated from 
the construction of the bridge, elevated 
boardwalks and ramps. After applying 
ACHP criteria of adverse effect (36 CFR 
Part 800.5, Assessment of Adverse Effects), 
the National Park Service concludes that 
implementing alternative 5 would result in 
an adverse effect on the Brooks Camp 
cultural landscape because of the bridge 
and boardwalk construction. Consequently, 
the National Park Service would execute a 
memorandum of agreement documenting 
measures to minimize or mitigate the 
adverse effects of construction in 
consultation with the Alaska SHPO, 
associated Alaska Native groups, and other 
concerned parties.  
 
Cumulative Impacts. Other past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future projects 
and actions have had, or have the potential 
to adversely impact historic structures and 
cultural landscape elements in the project 
area. As described in the “Cumulative 
Impacts” section under alternative 1 
(above), these impacts are generally 
attributed to the loss and alteration of 
historic properties, fabric, and contributing 
landscape features. 
 
The effects of alternative 5, when added to 
the effects identified above from other past 
present and reasonably foreseeable actions, 
would result in a long-term, localized, 
moderate, adverse, cumulative impact on 
historic buildings, structures and cultural 
landscape features. Alternative 5 would 
contribute a substantial adverse increment 
to this cumulative impact. 
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Conclusion. Alternative 5 would have long-
term, localized, moderate adverse impacts 
on historic structures and cultural 
landscape features contributing to the 
significance of the Brooks Camp Historic 
District. These adverse impacts are 
attributed to the introduction of new 
constructed elements (bridge, boardwalks, 
and ramps) that would diminish the 
integrity of the Brooks Camp cultural 
landscape.  
 
 
ETHNOGRAPHIC RESOURCES 

Alternative 1 

Analysis. Under the no-action alternative, 
there would be no new construction in the 
Brooks Camp area other than that necessary 
for routine maintenance activities. Seasonal 
installation and use of the floating bridge 
across Brooks River would continue at the 
present location, and no substantial changes 
in park operations or visitor use activities 
would occur. Because the archeological 
sites and burial locations of the Brooks 
River Archeological District National 
Historic Landmark are also recognized as 
ethnographic resources and important 
elements of the potential Brooks River 
ethnographic landscape, there would be 
little potential for impacts on buried 
ethnographic resources as a result of 
ground-disturbing construction. These 
resources, however, would continue to be at 
potential risk of disturbance resulting from 
the presence, use, and maintenance of 
concentrated development and infra-
structure in Brooks Camp by NPS and 
concession operations. NPS archeologists 
and cultural resource specialists would 
continue to monitor the condition of 
known archeological/ethnographic sites in 
the archeological district and would take 
appropriate protection and stabilization 
measures to reduce or avoid site impacts.  
 
The presence and activities of the National 
Park Service, concession operators, and 
visitors would continue to inhibit 

traditional uses and activities in the Brooks 
River area. However, the National Park 
Service would cooperate, plan, and consult 
with Sugpiat traditional users, the heirs of 
Palakia Melgenak, and others with cultural 
ties to the area in efforts to ensure access is 
appropriately retained to places and 
resources of cultural importance. The 
annual Brooks River redfish harvest would 
continue as a culturally important activity. 
Continuation of NPS resource protection 
measures and retention of access to 
traditionally important resources and places 
would have long-term, minor benefits on 
ethnographic resources and those with 
cultural ties to the area. Potential 
disturbance of ethnographic resources 
resulting from actions associated with 
visitor use and park/concessioner 
operations, along with the continuance of 
actions and conditions that discourage 
traditional use activities would have long-
term, localized, minor adverse impacts on 
ethnographic resources. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. Ethnographic 
resources in the Brooks River area have 
been impacted primarily by the 
establishment, development, and operation 
of Brooks Camp and to a lesser extent by 
natural and human caused erosion and 
localized ground disturbance.  
 
Beginning in the 1950s, development 
associated with operations of the park 
concessioner and the National Park Service 
at Brooks Camp resulted in the disturbance 
of culturally important sites and resources, 
and disrupted the traditional use activities 
of the Sugpiat people. Impacts were 
compounded by increasing numbers of 
anglers and visitors to the area. Develop-
ment actions affecting traditional use of the 
area included construction of the road 
linking Brooks Camp with Valley of Ten 
Thousand Smokes, NPS use of the spit road 
and loading ramp, installation of the 
floating bridge over the river, and 
construction of the bear viewing platform 
and boardwalk on the south side of the 
river. High numbers of bears and visitors, 
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later closing dates for Brooks Camp, and 
regulatory provisions have also discouraged 
the traditional late season redfish harvest. 
These actions have adversely affected 
ethnographic resources and the ability of 
the Sugpiat to carry out traditional activities 
on Brooks River.  
 
Other recent or foreseeable construction 
projects in the vicinity include improve-
ments to the Brooks Camp picnic area (e.g. 
installation of a picnic shelter, restroom and 
storage building); construction of a 
maintenance shop and water/septic system 
in the Valley Road Administrative Area; and 
construction of access roads and utilities at 
Valley Road Administrative Area for phased 
relocation of Brooks Camp housing. 
Projects in the Valley Road Administrative 
Area would be carried out in support of the 
1996 development concept plan, which calls 
for the phased relocation of Brooks Camp 
facilities and operations to a location south 
of the river. Although these projects could 
adversely affect ethnographic resources 
because of reduced access to the lower 
river, the intensity of adverse impacts would 
be expected to be minor because they are 
associated primarily with temporary use of 
the spit area for project activities. Buried 
utility lines may be removed if removal 
would not damage buried archeological 
resources or graves. The area proposed for 
Valley Road Administrative Area has been 
evaluated as having a low potential for 
ethnographic resources. As appropriate, 
surveys and monitoring would precede and 
accompany construction for all project 
areas to ensure that resources are avoided 
or that adverse effects are adequately 
mitigated. Removal of facilities and 
operations from the Brooks Camp area has 
also been previously evaluated as having 
long-term, beneficial impacts on sensitive 
ethnographic resources by removing the 
threats of disturbance associated with 
development and park/visitor use from the 
area (URS Inc. 2009a). 
 
The effects of alternative 1 when added to 
the effects identified above from other past, 

present, and reasonably foreseeable actions, 
would result in a long-term, localized, 
moderate adverse cumulative impact on 
ethnographic resources. Alternative 1 
would contribute a small adverse increment 
to this cumulative impact. 
 
Conclusion. Alternative 1 would have long-
term, localized, minor adverse impacts on 
ethnographic resources associated with 
Brooks River and the Brooks River 
Archeological District. Adverse impacts 
would occur primarily from reduced access 
to the lower Brooks River for native Sugpiat 
people to conduct traditional activities, and 
from erosion or other disturbance 
associated with visitor use and park/ 
concessioner operations. 
 
Alternative 2 

Analysis. Ethnographic resources in the 
project area include natural resources and 
landmark features significant to the 
traditionally associated Sugpiat people as 
well as archeological sites and burial 
locations of the Brooks River Archeological 
District National Historic Landmark. Sites 
comprising the archeological district are 
also potential elements of the Brooks River 
ethnographic landscape. Archeological 
testing conducted in 2008, 2009, and 2010 
confirmed the presence of intact archeo-
logical/ethnographic resources near Brooks 
Camp where the proposed boardwalk and 
vehicle access points to the bridge are 
planned to originate, and at the north bank 
of Brooks River. The resources are part of a 
previously recorded prehistoric site that 
contains human burials and associated 
house features, as well as artifacts and a pit 
exposed in the north bank of the river 
associated with mid-20th century 
traditional use. The sites have sustained, 
and continue to be threatened by, 
development impacts (NPS 1992). Another 
site, also partially disturbed by previous 
development, is located to the north in the 
general project area of Brooks Camp. 
Measures to limit possible adverse effects 
on ethnographic resources include avoiding 
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construction activities north of the fish 
freezing station, and ensuring that 
boardwalk footings avoid resources 
associated with a former Sugpiat fish camp 
between the fish freezing station and the 
Corner. 
 
Boardwalk and bridge construction on the 
south side of the river or near the Lake 
Brooks access road are not anticipated to 
introduce new effects to ethnographic 
resources. Archeological investigations 
along the route of the proposed barge 
landing access road led to the discovery of 
significant prehistoric resources found in 
association with previously known historic 
archeological resources in the form of post-
1912 cabin ruins. Ethnographic survey may 
attribute ethnographic significance to the 
historic cabin ruins. To avoid adverse 
impacts to these sites by road construction, 
it is recommended that the proposed right-
of-way be modified to avoid subsurface 
disturbance, particularly the final 164 ft (50 
meters) to the proposed location of the 
barge landing (NPS 2010b). 
 
The barge road would pass along the 
southern boundary of the conservation 
easement and terminate along the southeast 
edge of the private parcel owned by the 
heirs of Palakia Melgenak. Under this 
alternative, the spit road and barge landing 
would be removed, thereby eliminating 
vehicles and heavy equipment handling 
cargo at the river mouth. Additionally, NPS 
boats currently parked along the spit would 
be parked and stored at the barge landing. 
This would free the river mouth of 
concessioner and NPS activities, which 
would improve access to the spit on the 
south side of Brooks River for those 
conducting traditional activities. Frequent 
bear use of the spit would continue to 
impede traditional activities there. 
 
It is anticipated that the site avoidance 
measures recommended above would be 
adequately addressed through project 
design modifications that restrict or direct 
ground-disturbing construction activities 

away from areas likely to be associated with 
ethnographic resources. Consequently, 
although ground-disturbing construction 
would occur, measures would be imple-
mented to minimize or avoid disturbance of 
identified sites in the Brooks Camp area and 
at other project locations. As necessary, 
monitoring would accompany construction 
in all areas where sensitive archeological/ 
ethnographic resources have been 
previously identified or could be antici-
pated based on current project surveys. If 
ethnographic resources became apparent 
during construction, construction would 
cease in the area of the discovery until the 
resources are adequately documented and 
assessed by NPS staff in consultation with 
the Alaska SHPO, the Council of Katmai 
Descendants, and/or other concerned tribal 
members and individuals. NPS staff would 
further consult on ways to avoid significant 
sites and/or to carry out necessary miti-
gation and data recovery measures if 
avoidance cannot be achieved. 
 
In late summer 2010, the National Park 
Service began an ethnographic resource 
survey to identify the character-defining 
features of a potential ethnographic 
landscape in the general vicinity of the 
mouth of Brooks River. The investigations 
are also anticipated to include an evaluation 
of the landscape as a potential traditional 
cultural property meeting the criteria of 
eligibility for listing in the National Register 
of Historic Places. Information acquired 
from these investigations, together with any 
issues or recommendations imparted by the 
Council of Katmai Descendants, the heirs of 
Palakia Melgenak, and/or other culturally 
associated groups would assist the National 
Park Service in efforts to identify and 
protect ethnographic resources and places 
of cultural importance, and ensure 
continued access to these places and 
resources by associated groups. 
 
Alternative 2 would be expected to have 
long-term, localized, minor adverse impacts 
on ethnographic resources. The impacts 
would not appreciably alter resource 
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conditions or impede traditional access. 
The long-term preservation of ethno-
graphic resources near the Brooks Camp 
area would also benefit following project 
completion because pedestrian and vehicle 
access to the bridge crossing would be 
directed along the boardwalks and ramps, 
thereby reducing the potential for ongoing 
erosion and compaction impacts on buried 
archeological/ethnographic resources by 
use of existing roads and trails. Traditional 
access to the spit would be improved by 
removing vehicular and boat traffic from 
the lower river below the bridge. Measures 
to identify and document ethnographic 
resources in the Brooks Camp area would 
also benefit the long-term preservation of 
these resources.  
 
After applying ACHP criteria of adverse 
effect (36 CFR Part 800.5, Assessment of 
Adverse Effects), the National Park Service 
concludes that implementing alternative 2 
would result in no adverse effect on 
ethnographic resources. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. Other past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future projects 
and actions have had, or have the potential 
to adversely impact ethnographic resources 
in the project area. As described in the 
“Cumulative Impacts” section under 
alternative 1 (above), these impacts are 
generally attributed to the establishment, 
development and operation of Brooks 
Camp and to a lesser extent to natural and 
human-caused erosion and localized 
ground disturbance associated with NPS 
and concessioner development and 
operations. Increases in numbers of bears 
have inhibited human use of the spit on the 
south shore of Brooks River. 
 
The effects of alternative 2, when added to 
the effects identified above from other past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable actions, 
would result in a long-term, localized, 
moderate adverse cumulative impact on 
ethnographic resources. Alternative 2 
would contribute a small adverse increment 
to this cumulative impact. 

Conclusion. Alternative 2 would have long-
term, localized, minor adverse impacts on 
ethnographic resources associated with 
Brooks River and the Brooks River 
Archeological District. Adverse impacts 
would occur primarily from erosion or 
other disturbances associated with visitor 
use and park/concessioner operations, 
operational use of the spit and barge 
landing, and from wildlife conditions that 
discourage native Sugpiat people from 
accessing the lower Brooks River to 
conduct traditional activities. 
 
Moving the spit road, barge landing, and 
boat mooring area from the south bank of 
Brooks River to the proposed barge landing 
and boat storage area on Naknek Lake near 
the Beaver Pond would have a beneficial 
impact on access to the south bank for 
traditional users. However, the high 
numbers of bears on Brooks River and 
application of minimum wildlife distance 
rules would continue to limit traditional use  
Although ground-disturbing construction 
activities have the potential to adversely 
impact ethnographic resources, site 
avoidance and protection measures would 
be implemented to minimize or avoid site 
disturbances.  
 
Alternative 3 

Analysis. Ethnographic resources in the 
project area include natural resources and 
landmark features significant to the 
traditionally associated Sugpiat people as 
well as archeological sites and burial 
locations of the Brooks River Archeological 
District National Historic Landmark. Sites 
comprising the archeological district are 
also potential elements of the Brooks River 
ethnographic landscape. Archeological 
testing conducted in 2008, 2009, and 2010 
confirmed the presence of intact archeo-
logical/ethnographic resources near Brooks 
Camp where the proposed boardwalk and 
vehicle access points to the bridge are 
planned to originate, and at the north bank 
of Brooks River. The resources are 
associated with a previously recorded 
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prehistoric site that contains human burials 
and associated house features, as well as 
artifacts and a pit exposed in the north bank 
of the river associated with traditional use 
in the mid-20th century. The sites have 
sustained (and continue to be threatened 
by) development impacts (NPS 1992). 
Another site, also partially disturbed by 
previous development, is located to the 
north in the general project area of Brooks 
Camp. Measures to limit possible adverse 
effects on ethnographic resources include 
avoiding construction activities north of the 
fish freezing station, and ensuring that 
boardwalk footings avoid resources 
associated with a former Sugpiat fish camp 
between the fish freezing station and the 
Corner. 
 
No ethnographic resources are anticipated 
to be affected by boardwalk and bridge 
construction on the south side of the river 
or near the Lake Brooks access road (NPS 
2010a).This alternative includes 
construction of a new barge landing site 
approximately 200 ft south of the existing 
landing and construction of approximately 
100 ft of new road from the spit road to the 
new barge landing. Moving the barge 
landing south would slightly improve access 
to the spit, but the spit road would continue 
to be used by the NPS and contractors. The 
new landing would be closer to the 
northwest edge of the private Melgenak 
property.  
 
It is anticipated that the site avoidance 
measures recommended above can be 
adequately addressed through project 
design modifications that restrict or direct 
ground-disturbing construction activities 
away from areas likely to contain 
ethnographic resources. Consequently, 
although ground-disturbing construction 
would occur, measures would be 
implemented to minimize or avoid distur-
bance of identified sites in the Brooks Camp 
area and at other project locations. The 
effects due to moving the barge landing 
south would be neutral or of minor 
beneficial impact. As necessary, monitoring 

would accompany construction in all areas 
where sensitive archeological/ ethnographic 
resources have been previously identified or 
could be anticipated based on current 
project surveys. If ethnographic resources 
became apparent during construction, 
construction would cease in the area of the 
discovery until the resources are adequately 
documented and assessed by NPS staff in 
consultation with the Alaska SHPO, the 
Council of Katmai Descendants, and/or 
other concerned tribal members and 
individuals. NPS staff would further consult 
on ways to avoid significant sites and/or to 
carry out necessary mitigation and data 
recovery measures if avoidance cannot be 
achieved. 
 
In late summer 2010, the National Park 
Service began an ethnographic resource 
survey to identify the character-defining 
features of a potential ethnographic 
landscape in the general vicinity of the 
mouth of Brooks River. The investigations 
are also anticipated to include an evaluation 
of the landscape as a potential traditional 
cultural property meeting the criteria of 
eligibility for listing in the National Register 
of Historic Places. Information acquired 
from these investigations, together with any 
issues or recommendations imparted by the 
Council of Katmai Descendants, the heirs of 
Palakia Melgenak, and/or other culturally 
associated groups would assist the National 
Park Service in efforts to protect ethno-
graphic resources and places of cultural 
importance, and ensure continued access to 
these places and resources by associated 
groups. 
 
Alternative 3 would be expected to have 
long-term, localized, minor adverse impacts 
on ethnographic resources. The impacts 
would not appreciably alter resource 
conditions or further impede traditional 
access. The long-term preservation of 
ethnographic resources near the Brooks 
Camp area would also benefit following 
project completion because pedestrian and 
vehicle access to the bridge crossing would 
be directed along the boardwalks and 
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ramps, thereby reducing the potential for 
ongoing erosion and compaction impacts 
on buried archeological/ethnographic 
resources by use of existing roads and trails. 
Measures to identify and document 
ethnographic resources in the Brooks Camp 
area would also benefit the long-term 
preservation of these resources.  
 
After applying ACHP criteria of adverse 
effect (36 CFR Part 800.5, Assessment of 
Adverse Effects), the National Park Service 
concludes that implementing alternative 3 
would result in no adverse effect on 
ethnographic resources. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. Other past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future projects 
and actions have had, or have the potential 
to adversely impact ethnographic resources 
in the project area. As described in the 
“Cumulative Impacts” section under 
alternative 1 (above), these impacts are 
generally attributed to the establishment, 
development, and operation of Brooks 
Camp, and to a lesser extent to natural and 
human-caused erosion and localized 
ground disturbance associated with NPS 
and concessioner development and 
operations. Increases in numbers of bears 
have inhibited human use of the spit on the 
south shore of Brooks River. 
 
The effects of alternative 3, when added to 
the effects identified above from other past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable actions 
would result in a long-term, localized, 
moderate adverse cumulative impact on 
ethnographic resources. Alternative 3 
would contribute a small adverse increment 
to this cumulative impact. 
 
Conclusion. Alternative 3 would have long-
term, localized, minor adverse impacts on 
ethnographic resources associated with 
Brooks River and the Brooks River 
Archeological District. Adverse impacts 
would occur primarily from reduced access 
to the lower Brooks River for native Sugpiat 
people to conduct traditional activities, and 
from erosion or other disturbance 

associated with visitor use and park/ 
concessioner operations. Although ground-
disturbing construction activities have the 
potential to adversely impact ethnographic 
resources, site avoidance and protection 
measures would be implemented to 
minimize or avoid site disturbances. 
Movement of the loading ramp and barge 
landing 200 ft south would have a neutral or 
minor beneficial effect on access to the 
lower river for conducting traditional 
practices. High numbers of bears on Brooks 
River and application of minimum wildlife 
distance rules would continue to limit 
traditional use. 
 
Alternative 4 

Analysis. Ethnographic resources in the 
project area include natural resources and 
landmark features significant to the 
traditionally associated Sugpiat people as 
well as archeological sites and burial 
locations of the Brooks River Archeological 
District National Historic Landmark. Sites 
comprising the archeological district are 
also potential elements of the Brooks River 
ethnographic landscape. Archeological 
testing conducted in 2008, 2009, and 2010 
confirmed the presence of intact archeo-
logical/ethnographic resources near Brooks 
Camp where the proposed boardwalk and 
vehicle access points to the bridge are 
planned to originate, and at the north bank 
of Brooks River. The resources are 
associated with a previously recorded 
prehistoric site that contains human burials 
and associated house features, as well as 
artifacts and a pit exposed in the north bank 
of the river associated with traditional use 
in the mid-20th century. The sites have 
sustained (and continue to be threatened 
by) development impacts (NPS 1992). 
Another site, also partially disturbed by 
previous development, is located to the 
north in the general project area of Brooks 
Camp. Measures to limit possible adverse 
effects on ethnographic resources include 
avoiding construction activities north of the 
fish freezing station, and ensuring that 
boardwalk footings avoid resources 
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associated with a former Sugpiat fish camp 
between the fish freezing station and the 
Corner. 
 
Boardwalk and bridge construction on the 
south side of the river or near the Lake 
Brooks access road are not anticipated to 
introduce new effects to ethnographic 
resources. Archeological investigations 
along the route of the proposed barge 
landing access road led to the discovery of 
significant prehistoric resources found in 
association with previously known historic 
archeological resources in the form of post-
1912 cabin ruins. Ethnographic survey may 
attribute ethnographic significance to the 
historic cabin ruins. To avoid adverse 
impacts to these sites by road construction, 
it is recommended that the proposed right-
of-way be modified to avoid subsurface 
disturbance, particularly the final 164 ft (50 
meters) to the proposed location of the 
barge landing (NPS 2010b). 
 
The barge road will pass along the southern 
boundary of the conservation easement and 
terminate along the southeast edge of the 
private parcel owned by the heirs of Palakia 
Melgenak. The National Park Service 
would consult with the heirs to identify 
their concerns about the project work and 
to seek ways to avoid affecting their land 
rights. Installation of the access road, barge 
landing, and boat storage area will improve 
access to the spit on the south side of 
Brooks River for conducting traditional 
activities. 
 
Under this alternative, the spit road and 
barge landing would be removed, thereby 
eliminating vehicles and heavy equipment 
handling cargo at the river mouth. 
Additionally, NPS boats currently parked 
along the spit would be parked and stored 
at the barge landing, leaving the river mouth 
free of concessioner and NPS activities. 
Frequent bear use of the spit would 
continue to impede traditional activities.  
 
It is anticipated that the site avoidance 
measures recommended above can be 

adequately addressed through project 
design modifications that restrict or direct 
ground-disturbing construction activities 
away from areas likely to contain ethno-
graphic resources. Consequently, although 
ground-disturbing construction would 
occur, measures would be implemented to 
minimize or avoid disturbance of identified 
sites in the Brooks Camp area and at other 
project locations. The effects due to moving 
the barge landing south would be neutral or 
of minor beneficial impact. As necessary, 
monitoring would accompany construction 
in all areas where sensitive archeological/ 
ethno-graphic resources have been 
previously identified or could be antici-
pated based on current project surveys. If 
ethnographic resources became apparent 
during construction, construction would 
cease in the area of the discovery until the 
resources are adequately documented and 
assessed by NPS staff in consultation with 
the Alaska SHPO, the Council of Katmai 
Descendants, and/or other concerned tribal 
members and individuals. NPS staff would 
further consult on ways to avoid significant 
sites and/or to carry out necessary 
mitigation and data recovery measures if 
avoidance cannot be achieved. 
 
In late summer 2010, the National Park 
Service began an ethnographic resource 
survey to identify the character-defining 
features of a potential ethnographic 
landscape in the general vicinity of the 
mouth of Brooks River. The investigations 
are also anticipated to include an evaluation 
of the landscape as a potential traditional 
cultural property meeting the criteria of 
eligibility for listing in the National Register 
of Historic Places. Information acquired 
from these investigations, together with any 
issues or recommendations imparted by the 
Council of Katmai Descendants, the heirs of 
Palakia Melgenak, and/or other culturally 
associated groups would assist the National 
Park Service in efforts to protect ethno-
graphic resources and places of cultural 
importance, and ensure continued access to 
these places and resources by associated 
groups. 
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Alternative 4 would be expected to have 
long-term, localized, minor adverse impacts 
on ethnographic resources. The impacts 
would not appreciably alter resource 
conditions or further impede traditional 
access. The long-term preservation of 
ethnographic resources near the Brooks 
Camp area would also benefit following 
project completion because pedestrian and 
vehicle access to the bridge crossing would 
be directed along the boardwalks and 
ramps, thereby reducing the potential for 
ongoing erosion and compaction impacts 
on buried archeological/ethnographic 
resources by use of existing roads and trails. 
Measures to identify and document 
ethnographic resources in the Brooks Camp 
area would also benefit the long-term 
preservation of these resources.  
 
After applying ACHP criteria of adverse 
effect (36 CFR Part 800.5, Assessment of 
Adverse Effects), the National Park Service 
concludes that implementing alternative 4 
would result in no adverse effect on 
ethnographic resources. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. Other past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future projects 
and actions have had, or have the potential 
to adversely impact ethnographic resources 
in the project area. As described in the 
“Cumulative Impacts” section under 
alternative 1 (above), these impacts are 
generally attributed to the establishment, 
development, and operation of Brooks 
Camp and to a lesser extent to natural and 
human-caused erosion and localized 
ground disturbance associated with NPS 
and concessioner development and 
operations. Increases in numbers of bears 
have inhibited human use of the spit on the 
south shore of Brooks River. 
 
The effects of alternative 4, when added to 
the effects identified above from other past 
present and reasonably foreseeable actions, 
would result in a long-term, localized, 
moderate adverse cumulative impact on 
ethnographic resources. Alternative 4 

would contribute a small adverse increment 
to this cumulative impact. 
 
Conclusion. Alternative 4 would have long-
term, localized, minor adverse impacts on 
ethnographic resources associated with 
Brooks River and the Brooks River Archeo-
logical District. Adverse impacts would 
occur primarily from reduced access to the 
lower Brooks River for native Sugpiat 
people to conduct traditional activities, and 
from erosion or other disturbance 
associated with visitor use and park/ 
concessioner operations. The establishment 
of a barge landing, access road, and boat 
storage area near the Beaver Pond, and 
removal of the spit road and loading ramp 
on the south bank of Brooks River would 
have a beneficial impact on ethnographic 
resources. Although ground-disturbing 
construction activities have the potential to 
adversely impact ethnographic resources, 
site avoidance and protection measures 
would be implemented to minimize or 
avoid site disturbances. 
 
Alternative 5 

Analysis. Ethnographic resources in the 
project area include natural resources and 
landmark features significant to the 
traditionally associated Sugpiat people, as 
well as archeological sites and burial 
locations of the Brooks River Archeological 
District National Historic Landmark. Sites 
comprising the archeological district are 
also potential elements of the Brooks River 
ethnographic landscape. Archeological 
testing conducted in 2008, 2009, and 2010 
confirmed the presence of intact archeo-
logical/ethnographic resources near Brooks 
Camp where the proposed boardwalk and 
vehicle access points to the bridge are 
planned to originate, and at the north bank 
of Brooks River. The resources are 
associated with a previously recorded 
prehistoric site that contains human burials 
and associated house features, as well as 
artifacts and a pit exposed in the north bank 
of the river associated with traditional use 
in the mid-20th century. The sites have 
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sustained (and continue to be threatened 
by) development impacts (NPS 1992).  
 
Another site, also partially disturbed by 
previous development, is located to the 
north in the general project area of Brooks 
Camp. Measures to limit possible adverse 
effects on ethnographic resources include 
avoiding construction activities north of the 
fish freezing station, and ensuring that 
boardwalk footings avoid resources 
associated with a former Sugpiat fish camp 
between the fish freezing station and the 
Corner.  
 
Boardwalk and bridge construction on the 
south side of the river or near the Lake 
Brooks access road are not anticipated to 
introduce new effects to ethnographic 
resources. Archeological investigations 
along the route of the proposed barge 
landing access road led to the discovery of 
significant prehistoric resources found in 
association with previously known historic 
archeological resources in the form of post-
1912 cabin ruins. Ethnographic survey may 
attribute ethnographic significance to the 
historic cabin ruins. To avoid adverse 
impacts to these sites by road construction, 
it is recommended that the proposed right-
of-way be modified to avoid subsurface 
disturbance, particularly the final 164 ft (50 
meters) to the proposed location of the 
barge landing (NPS 2010b). 
 
The barge road will pass along the southern 
boundary of the conservation easement and 
terminate along the southeast edge of the 
private parcel owned by the heirs of Palakia 
Melgenak. The National Park Service will 
consult with the heirs to identify their 
concerns about the project work and to 
seek ways to avoid affecting their land 
rights. Installation of the access road, barge 
landing, and boat storage area will improve 
access to the spit on the south side of 
Brooks River for conducting traditional 
activities.  
 
Under this alternative, the spit road and 
barge landing would be removed, thereby 

eliminating vehicles and heavy equipment 
handling cargo at the river mouth. 
Additionally, NPS boats currently parked 
along the spit would be parked and stored 
at the barge landing leaving the river mouth 
free of concessioner and NPS activities. 
Frequent bear use of the spit would 
continue to impede traditional activities 
there.  
 
It is anticipated that the site avoidance 
measures recommended above can be 
adequately addressed through project 
design modifications that restrict or direct 
ground-disturbing construction activities 
away from areas likely to contain ethno-
graphic resources. Consequently, although 
ground-disturbing construction would 
occur, measures would be implemented to 
minimize or avoid disturbance of identified 
sites in the Brooks Camp area and at other 
project locations. As necessary, monitoring 
would accompany construction in all areas 
where sensitive archeological/ethnographic 
resources have been previously identified or 
could be anticipated based on current 
project surveys. If ethnographic resources 
became apparent during construction, 
construction would cease in the area of the 
discovery until the resources are adequately 
documented and assessed by NPS staff in 
consultation with the Alaska SHPO, the 
Council of Katmai Descendants, and/or 
other concerned tribal members and 
individuals. NPS staff would further consult 
on ways to avoid significant sites and/or to 
carry out necessary mitigation and data 
recovery measures if avoidance cannot be 
achieved. 
 
In late summer 2010, the National Park 
Service began an ethnographic resource 
survey to identify the character-defining 
features of a potential ethnographic 
landscape in the general vicinity of the 
mouth of Brooks River. The investigations 
are also anticipated to include an evaluation 
of the landscape as a potential traditional 
cultural property meeting the criteria of 
eligibility for listing in the National Register 
of Historic Places. Information acquired 
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from these investigations, together with any 
issues or recommendations imparted by the 
Council of Katmai Descendants, the heirs of 
Palakia Melgenak, and/or other culturally 
associated groups would assist the National 
Park Service in efforts to protect ethno-
graphic resources and places of cultural 
importance, and ensure continued access to 
these places and resources by associated 
groups. 
 
Alternative 5 would be expected to have 
long-term, localized, minor adverse impacts 
on ethnographic resources. The impacts 
would not appreciably alter resource 
conditions or impede traditional access. 
The long-term preservation of ethno-
graphic resources near the Brooks Camp 
area would also benefit following project 
completion because pedestrian and vehicle 
access to the bridge crossing would be 
directed along the boardwalks and ramps, 
thereby reducing the potential for ongoing 
erosion and compaction impacts on buried 
archeological/ethnographic resources by 
use of existing roads and trails. Measures to 
identify and document ethnographic 
resources in the Brooks Camp area would 
also benefit the long-term preservation of 
these resources.  
 
After applying ACHP criteria of adverse 
effect (36 CFR Part 800.5, Assessment of 
Adverse Effects), the National Park Service 
concludes that implementing alternative 5 
would result in no adverse effect on 
ethnographic resources.  
 
Cumulative Impacts. Other past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future projects 
and actions have had, or have the potential 
to adversely impact ethnographic resources 
in the project area. As described in the 

“Cumulative Impacts” section under 
alternative 1 above, these impacts are 
generally attributed to the establishment, 
development and operation of Brooks 
Camp and to a lesser extent to erosion and 
localized ground disturbance associated 
with NPS and concessioner development 
and operations. Increases in numbers of 
bears have inhibited human use of the spit 
on the south shore of Brooks River. 
 
The effects of alternative 5, when added to 
the effects identified above from other past 
present and reasonably foreseeable actions, 
would result in a long-term, localized, 
moderate adverse cumulative impact on 
ethnographic resources. Alternative 5 
would contribute a small adverse increment 
to this cumulative impact. 
 
Conclusion. Alternative 5 would have long-
term, localized, minor adverse impacts on 
ethnographic resources associated with 
Brooks River and the Brooks River 
Archeological District. Adverse impacts 
would occur primarily from reduced access 
to the lower Brooks River for native Sugpiat 
people to conduct traditional activities, and 
from erosion or other disturbance 
associated with visitor use and park/ 
concessioner operations. The establishment 
of a barge landing, access road, and boat 
storage area near the Beaver Pond, and 
removal of the spit road and loading ramp 
on the south bank of Brooks River would 
have a beneficial impact on ethnographic 
resources. Although ground-disturbing 
construction activities have the potential to 
adversely impact ethnographic resources, 
site avoidance and protection measures 
would be implemented to minimize or 
avoid site disturbances. 
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VISITOR EXPERIENCE 

 
 
ALTERNATIVE 1 

Recreational Opportunities, 
Crowding, and Quality of 
Experience 

The primary recreational opportunities at 
Brooks Camp are viewing (97 percent) and 
photographing (80 percent) bears, 
according to a study conducted in July 2006 
(Littlejohn and Hollenhorst 2007).Although 
comprising less than 10 percent of annual 
visitation, anglers also come to Brooks 
Camp for its world-class sport fishing 
opportunities. Under the no-action 
alternative, opportunities to view bears and 
to fish in Brooks River would be retained.  
 
Overall visitor use levels have steadily 
increased over the years at Brooks Camp. 
The number of visitors wishing to access the 
bridge and the extended bridge closures 
caused by bears in the area disrupt the 
visitor experience by creating a bottleneck 
of visitors as they wait for the bridge to 
reopen. Eighty-seven percent of visitors in 
the July 2006 study reported experiencing 
bears blocking access to facilities (Littlejohn 
and Hollenhorst 2007).  
 
Consequently, crowding has been noted to 
affect visitor experiences. In the July 2006 
study, 56 percent of visitors to Brooks 
Camp felt “moderately crowded,” “very 
crowded” or “extremely crowded”, and an 
additional 30 percent felt “a little crowded” 
(Littlejohn and Hollenhorst 2007). The 
delays caused by closures can also create 
stress for visitors if they need to make 
transport connections to leave Brooks 
Camp but cannot cross the bridge. The 
lower bear viewing platform on the south 
side of Brooks River can be congested at 
times and is subject to access restrictions 
when bears come too close. The no-action 

alternative would perpetuate these 
conditions. 
 
Even though the closures cause crowding, 
48 percent of visitors in the July 2006 survey 
indicated that bears blocking access to 
facilities added to their experience 
(Littlejohn and Hollenhorst 2007), most 
likely because the closures provide an 
atmosphere of adventure by allowing 
visitors to have close proximity to bears 
while still providing a sense of safety due to 
the presence of rangers. These closures also 
provide additional opportunities for park 
rangers to provide orientation, interpre-
tation, and safety information to a captive 
audience of visitors as they wait for the 
bridge to reopen (NPS 2009f), which also 
contributes to a positive visitor experience.  
 
Transportation, Access, 
and Circulation 

The Brooks Camp area is accessed primarily 
by floatplane, but is also accessed by boat. 
The landing area is located on the south 
side of the river, so visitors and supplies 
must cross the river to reach Brooks Camp. 
 
The floating bridge, which is 320 ft long, is 
periodically closed because of bear 
encounters and is shared between 
pedestrians and light utility vehicles. It 
provides direct access to Brooks Camp 
from the south, and an access trail then 
connects the north end of the floating 
bridge to Brooks Camp. The area of the trail 
known as the Corner is especially subject to 
disruptions from bear encounters, as it is 
close to the riverbank. Similarly, access to 
the barge landing is also periodically subject 
to disruptions from bear encounters. The 
no-action alternative would perpetuate 
temporary disruptions to visitor access in 
these areas. Floatplane access would remain 
the same. 
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Bear viewers use the trail from the camp, 
through the Corner, and over the bridge as 
the access corridor the reach the Brooks 
Falls Viewing Platform upstream of the 
bridge. Anglers, however, have much 
different circulation patterns. A collection 
of social trails is used by anglers to reach the 
prime sport fishing locations on the 
northwest side of the bridge, such as the 
oxbow and the north bank of the river. 
Other popular fishing areas on the south 
bank of the river are near the west side 
bridge and the upper portion of the river 
above the falls. Anglers and bear viewers 
alike enjoy easy access to the riverbank.  
 
Bridge, Boardwalk, and 
Viewing Platform Capacities 

A recommended standard for pedestrian 
capacity on walkways, boardwalks, and 
viewing platforms was developed by Parks 
Victoria in Australia by adapting the U.S. 
Federal Highway Administration highway 
capacity manual to apply to a national park 
setting very similar to that of Brooks Camp. 
The results suggested 15–40 ft2 of space per 
pedestrian for walkways and boardwalks, 
and 15–23 ft2 per visitor for defined viewing 
areas (Itami 2002).  
 
Data collected in September 2011 show that 
the maximum number of people recorded 
in the vicinity of the bridge at any one time 
is 72 people, which includes the number of 
people on the lower platform, the satellite 
platform, the corner, and the bridge, as well 
as the people in the river fishing, below the 
platforms and on the ground below the 
corner to the gravel bar (NPS 2011b). Based 
on this, it is unlikely that the number of 
people that would attempt to cross the 
bridge at any one time would be less than 
72. The square footage of the bridge in 
alternative 1 (2,560 ft2), when using the 
above standard, allows 64 to 171 
pedestrians to travel comfortably across, 
even taking into account the likelihood that 
recreational users will stop briefly to take a 
photo or enjoy the view. This bridge 
capacity, therefore, does not detract from 

visitor experiences because even the highest 
potential visitation level at one time is 
within acceptable parameters.  
 
The existing viewing platform, on the south 
side of the river, is 600 ft2. When using the 
standard of 15–23 ft2 per visitor, the ideal 
capacity for the viewing platform is 26–40 
visitors. While up to 75 visitors may be able 
to physically stand on the platform, any 
number higher than 40 people would 
represent a diminished visitor experience. 
As this is the only viewing platform near the 
bridge and provides a wide view of the river, 
it is the main gathering point for visitors to 
watch bears and is subject to crowding. 
Based on the historic maximum of 72 
people at one time throughout the entire 
area near the bridge, the current capacity of 
the platform would be likely not exceed 
acceptable standards.  
 
Visitor Safety—Human-Bear 
Interaction and Pedestrian- 
Vehicle Conflicts 

Currently, though there have historically 
been very few incidents reported, human-
bear interactions pose a potential risk to 
visitor safety at Brooks Camp. An extensive 
education and monitoring program is in 
place to improve visitor safety. These 
programs notwithstanding, the floating 
bridge and its access trails continue to pose 
risks to visitor safety because human-bear 
interactions cannot easily be avoided. 
Furthermore, there are no emergency exits 
from the floating bridge that would allow 
for evacuation of the area in the event of 
unexpected bear encounters. Consequently, 
the bridge is closed as a precautionary 
measure when bears are present to prevent 
people from accessing it. Similarly, the 
Corner area continues to be a choke point 
of visitor access to the bridge, and bear 
encounters are especially common there. 
Overall, the no-action alternative would 
have adverse impacts on visitor safety 
because of the potential risks associated 
with human-bear interactions that would 
likely continue to occur. 
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Additionally, though no incidents have been 
recorded, risk is inherent in allowing 
pedestrians and vehicles to use the same 
bridge, trail, and access points. This results 
in the potential risk of vehicle-pedestrian 
conflicts. 
 
Crowding, access disruptions, and human-
bear interactions are all caused or 
exacerbated by bears blocking access to 
facilities, which is experienced by 87 
percent of visitors. This results in a 
localized, major, long-term, adverse impact 
on safety, yet creates localized, moderate, 
long-term beneficial impacts to visitor 
experience.  
 
Cumulative Impacts. Past and present 
programs and projects in the Brooks Camp 
area have had an overall effect on the visitor 
experience. In particular, the visitor 
orientation program provides visitors with 
important information about recreational 
and other opportunities at Brooks Camp. 
This program also provides visitors with key 
information about bear and visitor safety. 
Similarly, projects related to facility and 
infrastructure developments and their 
continued maintenance, such as improve-
ments to the picnic area, would be favorable 
to the visitor experience.  
 
Reasonably foreseeable actions that might 
affect the visitor experience include the 
planned relocation of Brooks Camp south 
of the river. For instance, pedestrian-
vehicle conflicts would be reduced because 
fewer vehicles would need to use the bridge 
and boardwalk since boats would dock on 
the same side of the river as the camp and 
their cargo would be transported over land 
to the south, rather than over the bridge to 
the north. Additionally, improvements to 
facilities, such as the picnic area, including 
food storage upgrades and the construction 
of a new trail from the campground to lodge 
area, would also have a positive effect on 
visitor safety by decreasing the likelihood of 
bear encounters. 
 

Additional factors that might affect this 
project in the foreseeable future include 
changes to visitor use patterns. Use has 
risen at Brooks Camp as it has increasingly 
become renowned and popular for bear 
viewing. However, it is not expected that 
visitation would substantially change over 
the time frame being analyzed. 
 
Under the no-action alternative, greater 
pedestrian-vehicle conflicts may occur 
during camp relocation activities because of 
the narrow floating bridge design. After the 
relocation activities have been completed, 
however, they would be reduced because 
the fewer vehicles would need to access the 
north side of the river. 
 
Overall, localized, moderate, beneficial 
cumulative impacts on visitor experiences, 
and especially safety, would occur long-
term when impacts of current conditions 
and operations are added to future 
proposed actions. Short-term impacts, 
however, may be localized, moderate, and 
adverse due to relocation and construction 
activities that create pedestrian-vehicle 
conflicts on the current bridge, as well as 
potential facility closures, increased noise 
levels, and a diminished natural experience. 
The contribution of impacts from 
alternative 1 are minimal to the overall 
scenario since the adverse impacts from the 
no-action alternative would be substantially 
mitigated by cumulative actions.  
 
Conclusion. The no-action alternative 
would affect visitor experience and visitor 
safety differently. There would be localized, 
moderate, long-term beneficial impacts on 
visitor experience because the current 
floating bridge and its closures provide a 
atmosphere of adventure by allowing close 
proximity to bears while still providing a 
sense of safety due to the presence of 
rangers. 
 
Even though visitors perceive safety, and 
despite substantial efforts to educate 
visitors, monitor human-bear interactions 
and staff visitor areas with NPS rangers, the 
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no-action alternative would have localized, 
major, long-term, adverse impacts on visitor 
safety because of the risk associated with 
continued frequent human-bear 
interactions. 
 
 
ALTERNATIVE 2 

Recreational Opportunities, 
Crowding, and Quality 
of Experience 

Under alternative 2 visitors would continue 
to enjoy the range of activities they 
currently participate, including photo-
graphy, camping, hiking, fishing, and bear 
viewing. Actions proposed would also not 
affect overall visitor use levels at the Brooks 
Camp (which may continue to gradually 
increase) but could disperse use to mitigate 
crowding.  
 
Seven new platforms—two on either side of 
bridge at each end, two on the north 
boardwalk, and one on the south board-
walk—and wide boardwalks on both sides 
of the river would be added under 
alternative 2 to improve visitor movement, 
reduce vehicle-pedestrian conflicts, and 
potentially reduce crowding by distributing 
use. Crowding in the Corner area would be 
alleviated since the current trail would be 
removed and the elevated north boardwalk 
would begin adjacent to the lodge, about 
535 ft from the riverbank. The mitigation of 
bridge closures caused by bear jams; 
however, may alter visitor behavior such 
that visitors would now have the ability to 
view bears for a longer period of time 
without being compelled to return to 
Brooks Camp earlier than needed to ensure 
compliance with travel itineraries. This may 
increase crowding and congestion. At 
present, visitors often spend several hours 
on the current platforms (NPS 2009f), 
which might be extended since the 
additional platforms would provide a 
greater diversity of viewing and 
photography perspectives.  
 

The ability to view bears from certain 
locations will affect the popularity level of 
and length of stay at the platforms, and 
those with the best viewing opportunities at 
any given time are likely to be more 
crowded for longer periods of time than 
others. 
 
Alternative 2 would enable visitors and staff 
to travel across the river unimpeded on 
raised boardwalks that still allow visitors to 
view bears without being inconvenienced 
by their proximity. The addition of viewing 
platforms would improve bear viewing 
options by providing more visitors with 
diverse opportunities to watch and 
photograph bears, the most popular visitor 
activities at Brooks Camp. Additionally, 
since bears are less sensitive to human 
presence on a raised bridge/boardwalk 
(NPS 2009f), visitors would be able to 
observe the bears’ more natural behavior 
than if the people were at ground level. The 
quality of anglers’ experience would also be 
enhanced by the unimpeded access 
provided by the raised travel corridor. 
 
Short-term construction and restoration 
activities during project implementation 
would affect visitor experience because of 
noise and visual disruptions to the other-
wise natural setting. These impacts would 
be partially mitigated by scheduling work 
during nonpeak visitor use hours and 
avoiding key access points.  
 
Transportation, Access and Circulation 
The Brooks Camp area would continue to 
be accessed primarily by floatplane under 
this alternative. The barge landing would be 
improved, positively affecting a small 
number of visitors who access Brooks 
Camp by boat.  
 
New elevated bridge and boardwalks would 
provide a safe travel corridor for visitors to 
cross Brooks River without interruption 
from bear interactions and other conflicts.  
 
The north boardwalk would be approxi-
mately 535 ft long, 335 ft of which would be 



Visitor Experience 

225 

solely for pedestrian access and 200 ft 
would be shared with vehicles, which would 
have a separate access ramp to minimize 
pedestrian-vehicle conflicts. This would 
also eliminate the need for the access trail 
through the Corner, an area that has high 
potential for human-bear interaction. There 
would be two locations on the north 
boardwalk for visitors to step off the travel 
corridor into a defined viewing area 
overlooking the wetlands, one on the 
strictly pedestrian section and a second on 
the shared section which would serve a 
dual-purpose as a viewing area and as a 
place for visitors to let a vehicle pass. Two 
additional platforms, one facing east and 
one facing west of the bridge, would allow 
visitors to safely stop and overlook either 
side of the river without interfering with 
vehicles or other pedestrians who are 
crossing the bridge. These additions would 
improve visitor circulation. 
 
On the south end, two more viewing areas 
would overlook the river, one on each side. 
There would also be another pedestrian 
boardwalk, extending a length of 715 ft, 
which would reach to the bus parking area 
and include one viewing area facing the 
wetland. A vehicle ramp would branch off 
at the terminus of the bridge and extend 
approximately 215 ft to meet up with the 
access road, again minimizing pedestrian-
vehicle conflicts and improving circulation. 
 
Bear activity at the boardwalk entry points 
and subsequent closures may continue to 
disrupt visitor opportunities for bear 
watching. This would be mitigated, 
however, by locating access points well 
away from the riverbank, although 
increasing the number of access points by 
separating pedestrian and vehicle access can 
create more potential for human-bear 
interactions (NPS 2009f). Visitors wishing 
to access the riverbank would be able to use 
the short vehicle ramp on the south side of 
the river, which is not only the safer side 
from the standpoint of human-bear 
interactions, but it also has better visibility 

and photography opportunities than the 
north side. 
 
Angler access would continue to be 
provided without restriction. The 
unmaintained social trails to the oxbow area 
of the river and along the north bank would 
be unaffected. After the discontinued 
maintenance of the trail through the 
Corner, it would become an unmaintained 
social trail like the others. Anglers would 
also continue to cross the bridge frequently 
to gain access to the south bank and the 
upper portion of the river above the falls.   
 
Overall, this alternative would improve 
visitor access and circulation because the 
bridge and boardwalk would allow free 
flow and safety of travel across Brooks 
River. 
 
Bridge, Boardwalk, and 
Viewing Platform Capacities 

The square footage of the bridge in 
alternative 2 (2,880 ft2), when using the 
standard described in alternative 1 of 15–40 
ft2 of space per pedestrian, would allow 72 
to 192 pedestrians to travel comfortably 
across unimpeded.  
 
The three viewing platforms overlooking 
the wetlands would each have 150–225 ft2 of 
space. Using the minimum standard of 15 ft2 

per visitor, as few as 10 (if the platform is 
150 ft2) or as many as 15 visitors (if the 
platform is 225 ft2) could comfortably stand 
to take in the view. 
 
The additional four viewing platforms 
overlooking the river would each have areas 
of 225–300 ft2. The capacity for these would 
range from 15 to 20 visitors. 
 
In total, if each of the seven platforms were 
at maximum capacity, 90 to 125 visitors 
(depending on size of platforms) could 
comfortably occupy the designated viewing 
areas and be safely protected from both 
bear and vehicle interactions. Given that the 
greatest number of visitors currently 
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documented to be in the area of the bridge 
at any one time is 72 (NPS 2011b), this 
capacity is sufficient for current use levels 
and also allows for a substantial increase in 
visitation. It must be taken into consider-
ation, however, that the ability to view bears 
from certain locations will affect the 
popularity level of the platforms, and those 
with the best viewing opportunities at any 
given time are likely to be more crowded 
than other locations. 
 
Overall, the visitor capacities of the bridge, 
boardwalks, and viewing platforms are 
enough to support high-quality visitor 
experiences. 
 
Visitor Safety—Human-Bear 
Interaction and Pedestrian- 
Vehicle Conflicts 

Alternative 2 includes numerous measures, 
addressing conflicts between visitors and 
both bears and vehicles, that improve the 
safety of visitors. 
 
The elevation of the bridge would improve 
visitor safety by avoiding unwanted human-
bear interactions in key areas such as the 
Corner and along the riverbanks. The 10-
year average for human-bear interactions 
that may not have occurred if an elevated 
bridge and walkway were constructed 
between Brooks Camp and the south side of 
the river is 48, but the 5-year average is 77. 
This shows an increasing trend of 
potentially dangerous interactions. In 2007, 
a record 125 of such interactions were 
reported (NPS 2009h). The elevation of the 
primary pedestrian travel corridor, 
especially through the Corner, would 
considerably mitigate those potentially 
unsafe interactions.  
 
Anglers would continue to have a greater 
chance to experience a human-bear 
interaction due to the nature of fishing 
taking place along the riverbanks, near areas 
that are frequented by bears. Bear 
orientations and safety instructions would 
remain important, especially for anglers. 

Only a section of the north boardwalk and 
the entire bridge would have shared vehicle 
and pedestrian use. To the south, the 
boardwalk would be only for pedestrians 
and the current access road would be used 
for vehicles. These improvements would 
reduce the risk to visitor safety from 
potential pedestrian-vehicle conflicts.  
 
The continued use of part of the north 
boardwalk and bridge by both user groups, 
however, would still pose some risk to 
visitor safety. Vehicles cross approximately 
six to fourteen times per day, the higher 
number of trips resulting from the arrival of 
floatplanes and the transportation of their 
cargo. The length of the boardwalk and 
reduced line of sight would affect the flow 
of vehicle traffic, but the viewing platforms 
would decrease the tendency of visitors to 
stop along the bridge or boardwalk, which, 
along with good etiquette among user 
groups, would further reduce pedestrian-
vehicle safety conflicts.  
 
Another safety precaution in alternative 2 
would be the installation of an emergency 
ladder on the north side of the bridge that 
would provide increased opportunities for 
entry or exit from the bridge if there is an 
unexpected bear encounter or other 
emergency.  
 
Overall, alternative 2 would result in 
localized, moderate, long-term, beneficial 
impacts to visitor experience and safety. 
There would be, however, localized, 
moderate, short-term adverse impact due to 
effects of construction activities such as 
noise and visual disruptions. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. The past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable actions that have an 
effect on the Brooks Camp area are outlined 
in alternative 1.  
 
When the beneficial effects of the visitor 
orientation program, construction of the 
new inland trail from the campground to 
the lodge, and the eventual relocation of 
Brooks Camp are added to the moderate 
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beneficial impacts of the new bridge and 
boardwalk in alternative 2, there would be 
the potential for a localized, major, long-
term, beneficial cumulative impact on the 
visitor experience overall. The contribution 
of impacts from alternative 2 would 
considerably add to the cumulative impacts. 
 
Conclusion. Alternative 2 would have 
localized, long-term, major, beneficial 
impacts on both visitor experience and 
safety in the Brooks River area associated 
with creating a safe travel corridor that 
would (1) avoid human/bear interactions; 
(2) avoid delays from bear conflicts; and (3) 
provide new bear viewing areas along the 
bridge and boardwalks. Temporary 
construction and potential vehicle-
pedestrian conflicts on the shared access 
corridor, and boardwalk/bridge access 
restrictions due to bear encounters would 
have short- and long-term, respectively, 
minor, adverse impacts. 
 
 
ALTERNATIVE 3 

Recreational Opportunities, 
Crowding, and Quality 
of Experience 

Under alternative 3, visitors would continue 
to enjoy the range of activities they 
currently participate, including photo-
graphy, camping, hiking, fishing, and bear 
viewing. Actions proposed would not affect 
overall visitor use levels in the Brooks Camp 
area (which may continue to gradually 
increase) but could disperse use to mitigate 
crowding.  
 
Four new platforms—two on each end of 
the bridge that face in opposite directions to 
provide a diversity of river views—and wide 
boardwalks would allow for improved 
visitor movement and would have the 
potential to reduce crowding by 
distributing use. Crowding in the Corner 
area would be alleviated since the current 
trail would be removed and the elevated 

north boardwalk would begin near the fish 
freezing station, about 330 ft from the 
riverbank. The mitigation of bridge closures 
caused by bear jams, however, may alter 
visitor behavior such that visitors would 
now have the ability to view bears for a 
longer period of time without being 
compelled to return to Brooks Camp earlier 
than needed. This may increase crowding 
and congestion. At present, visitors often 
spend several hours on the current 
platforms, which might be extended since 
the additional platforms would provide a 
greater diversity of viewing and 
photography perspectives.  
 
The ability to view bears from certain 
locations will affect the popularity level of 
and length of stay at the platforms, and 
those with the best viewing opportunities at 
any given time are likely to be more 
crowded for longer periods of time than 
others. 
 
Alternative 3 would enable visitors and staff 
to travel across the river unimpeded on 
raised boardwalks that still allow visitors to 
view bears without being inconvenienced 
by their proximity. The addition of viewing 
platforms would create additional 
opportunities for bear watching and 
photography, the most popular visitor 
activities at Brooks Camp. Additionally, 
since bears are less sensitive to human 
presence on a raised bridge/boardwalk, 
visitors would be able to observe the bears’ 
more natural behavior than if the people 
were at ground level. The quality of anglers’ 
experience would also be enhanced by the 
unimpeded access provided by the raised 
travel corridor. 
 
As mentioned in alternative 2, construction 
and restoration activities would negatively 
affects the visitor experience in the short 
term, but steps would be taken mitigate 
these effects. 
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Transportation, Access 
and Circulation 

Overall, Brooks Camp would continue to be 
accessed primarily by floatplane. 
Developments at the barge landing would 
also improve access to Brooks Camp for a 
small number of private boaters who use the 
landing area. 
 
The new elevated bridge and boardwalks 
would provide a safe travel corridor for 
visitors to cross Brooks River and access the 
camp area without interruption from bear 
interactions. The length of the bridge would 
increase to 415 ft due to the angle created 
by relocating the north end closer to the 
Corner.  
 
The north boardwalk would be 300 ft long 
and would be completely shared between 
pedestrians and vehicles. No viewing 
platforms/pullouts would be located on this 
boardwalk. This would cause vehicle traffic 
to move slowly since there are no 
opportunities for visitors to completely step 
out of the path of traffic, although if visitors 
were to pause along the railing, the eight-
foot width of the boardwalk would allow 
sufficient space for even the widest vehicle 
in use to pass. Once at the bridge, visitors 
would be able to step off of the travel 
corridor onto one of the two viewing 
platforms, located on either side of the 
bridge, to allow vehicles to pass. 
 
On the south side, two more viewing 
platforms would allow visitors to move out 
of the flow of traffic before the 210-foot-
long south boardwalk would begin. This 
short boardwalk would also be shared by 
pedestrians and vehicles, and connects to 
the access road. 
 
Bear activity at the boardwalk entry points 
and subsequent closures may continue to 
disrupt visitor opportunities for bear 
watching. This would be mitigated on the 
north side, however, by locating the access 
point further away from the riverbank and 
by limiting the number of access points to 

one on each side of the river (NPS 2009f). 
Visitors wishing to access the riverbank 
would be able to do so easily using the short 
boardwalk on the south side of the river, 
which is not only the safer side from the 
standpoint of human-bear interactions, but 
it also has better visibility and photography 
opportunities than the north side.   
 
Angler access would continue to be 
provided without restriction. The 
unmaintained social trails to the oxbow area 
of the river and along the north bank would 
be unaffected. After the discontinued 
maintenance of the trail through the 
Corner, it would become an unmaintained 
social trail like the others. Anglers would 
also continue to cross the bridge frequently 
to gain access to the south bank and the 
upper portion of the river above the falls.   
 
Overall, this alternative would improve 
visitor transportation and access because 
the bridge and boardwalk would allow free 
flow and safety of travel across Brooks 
River. The vicinity of the south boardwalk 
access point to the river, however, would 
maintain the potential for closures due to 
bear jams.  
 
Bridge, Boardwalk, and 
Viewing Platform Capacities 

The square footage of the bridge in 
alternative 3 (3,320 ft2), when using the 
standard described in alternative 1, would 
allow 83 to 221 pedestrians to travel 
comfortably across unimpeded. That 
capacity is well above current visitation 
levels, given that the average of visitors per 
day in July, the peak month, is 188 people 
(NPS 2010g). 
 
The four new viewing platforms on the 
bridge would each have an area of 225–
300 ft2. The capacity for these would range 
from 15 to 20 visitors per platform. 
 
In total, if each of the four platforms was at 
maximum capacity, 60 to 80 visitors could 
comfortably occupy the designated viewing 
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areas and be safely protected from both 
bear and vehicle interactions. This capacity 
is sufficient for current use levels and also 
allows for increasing visitation.  
 
Overall, the visitor capacities of the bridge, 
boardwalks, and viewing platforms are 
enough to support high-quality visitor 
experiences. 
 
Visitor Safety—Human-Bear 
Interaction and Pedestrian- 
Vehicle Conflicts 

Alternative 3 includes numerous measures, 
addressing conflicts between visitors and 
both bears and vehicles, that improve the 
safety of visitors.  
 
This alternative would improve visitor 
safety by elevating the bridge and board-
walks to avoid unwanted human-bear 
interactions in key areas such as the Corner 
and along the riverbanks. Evidence 
presented in the analysis of alternative 2 
suggests that a substantial number of such 
interactions could be prevented with an 
elevated bridge and boardwalk. The 
nearness of the south boardwalk access 
point to the river, however, maintains the 
potential for frequent human-bear 
interactions (NPS 2009f). 
 
The addition of an emergency ladder on the 
north side of the bridge would provide 
increased opportunities for entry or exit 
from the bridge if there is an unexpected 
bear encounter or other emergency.  
 
Anglers would continue to have a greater 
chance to experience a human-bear 
interaction due to the nature of fishing 
taking place along the riverbanks, near 
areas, which are frequented by bears. Bear 
orientations and safety instructions would 
remain important, especially for anglers.  
 
The continued use of the boardwalks and 
bridge by both pedestrians and vehicles 
would still pose some risk to visitor safety. 
The length of the boardwalk and reduced 

line of sight would affect the flow of vehicle 
traffic, but the viewing platforms would 
decrease the tendency of visitors to stop 
along the bridge, which, along with good 
pedestrian-vehicle etiquette, would 
somewhat reduce pedestrian-vehicle safety 
conflicts.  
 
Overall, alternative 3 would result in 
localized, moderate, long-term, beneficial 
impacts to visitor experience and safety. 
There would also be localized, moderate, 
short-term adverse impact due to effects of 
construction activities such as noise and 
visual disruptions. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. The past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable actions that have an 
effect on the Brooks Camp area are outlined 
in alternative 1.  
 
When the beneficial effects of the visitor 
orientation program, construction of the 
new inland trail from the campground to 
the lodge, and the eventual relocation of 
Brooks Camp are added to the moderate 
beneficial impacts of the new bridge and 
boardwalk in alternative 3, there would be 
the potential for a major, long-term, 
beneficial cumulative impact on the visitor 
experience overall. The contribution of 
impacts from alternative 3 would 
considerably add to the cumulative impacts.  
 
Conclusion. Alternative 3 would have 
localized, long-term, major, beneficial 
impacts on the visitor experience and safety 
in the Brooks River area associated with 
creating a safe travel corridor that would (1) 
avoid human/bear interactions; (2) avoid 
delays from bear conflicts; and (3) provide 
new bear viewing areas along the bridge and 
boardwalks. Temporary construction and 
potential vehicle-pedestrian conflicts on the 
shared access corridor, and boardwalk/ 
bridge access restrictions due to bear 
encounters would have short- and long-
term (respectively), minor, adverse impacts. 
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ALTERNATIVE 4 

Recreational Opportunities, 
Crowding, and Quality 
of Experience 

Under alternative 4 visitors would continue 
to enjoy the range of activities they 
currently participate, including photo-
graphy, camping, hiking, fishing, and bear 
viewing. Actions proposed in this 
alternative would not affect overall visitor 
use levels at the Brooks Camp area (which 
may continue to gradually increase), but 
could disperse use to mitigate crowding.  
 
Seven new platforms—two on either side of 
bridge at each end, two on the north 
boardwalk, and one on the south 
boardwalk—and wide boardwalks would 
allow for improved visitor movement and 
would have the potential to reduce 
crowding by distributing use. Crowding in 
the Corner area would be alleviated because 
the current trail would be removed and the 
elevated north boardwalk would begin 
adjacent to the lodge, about 560 ft from the 
riverbank. The mitigation of bridge closures 
caused by bear jams, however, may alter 
visitor behavior such that visitors would 
now have the ability to view bears for a 
longer period of time without being 
compelled to return to Brooks Camp earlier 
than needed. This may increase crowding 
and congestion. At present, visitors often 
spend several hours on the current 
platforms, which might be extended since 
the additional platforms would provide a 
greater diversity of viewing and 
photography perspectives.  
 
The ability to view bears from certain 
locations will affect the popularity level of 
and length of stay at the platforms, and 
those with the best viewing opportunities at 
any given time are likely to be more 
crowded for longer periods of time than 
others. 
 
Alternative 4 would provide an elevated 
travel corridor to permit unrestricted visitor 

movement without interruption from the 
presence of bears. The addition of viewing 
platforms would create additional 
opportunities for bear watching and 
photography, the most popular visitor 
activities at Brooks Camp. Additionally, 
since bears are less sensitive to human 
presence on a raised bridge/boardwalk, 
visitors would be able to observe the bears’ 
more natural behavior than if the people 
were at ground level. 
 
The quality of anglers’ experience would 
also be enhanced by the unimpeded access 
provided by the raised travel corridor.  
 
As mentioned in alternative 2, construction 
and restoration activities would negatively 
affects the visitor experience in the short 
term, but steps would be taken mitigate 
these effects.  
 
Transportation, Access 
and Circulation 

Overall, Brooks Camp would continue to be 
accessed primarily by floatplane. Develop-
ments at the barge landing would also 
improve access to Brooks Camp for a small 
number of private boaters who use the 
landing area. 
 
As in the previous alternatives, the new 
elevated bridge and boardwalks would 
provide a safe travel corridor for visitors to 
cross Brooks River and access the camp 
area without interruption from bear 
interactions. The length of the bridge would 
be increased slightly over the current 
length, to 350 ft, based on the placement of 
the permanent structure. 
 
The north boardwalk would be 560 ft long 
and would be completely shared between 
pedestrians and vehicles. The access point 
would be located adjacent to the lodge; 
therefore, the boardwalk would eliminate 
the need for the walking trail through the 
Corner. There would be two locations on 
the north boardwalk for visitors to step off 
the travel corridor into a defined viewing 
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area overlooking the wetlands, which 
would improve the flow of vehicle traffic. 
Two additional platforms, one facing east 
and one facing west, would allow visitors to 
safely stop and overlook either side of the 
river without interfering with vehicles or 
other pedestrians who are crossing the 
bridge. 
 
On the south side, two more viewing 
platforms would allow visitors to move out 
of the flow of traffic before the 630-foot-
long south boardwalk would begin. This 
long boardwalk would also be shared by 
pedestrians and vehicles, and would include 
one viewing platform/pullout facing the 
wetland. The access point for the south 
boardwalk would be conveniently located 
about 100 ft from the bus parking area.  
 
Bear activity at the boardwalk entry points 
and subsequent closures may continue to 
disrupt visitor opportunities for bear 
watching. This would be mitigated on the 
both sides of the river; however, by locating 
the access points a substantial distance from 
the riverbank and by limiting the number of 
access points to one on each side of the 
river (NPS 2009f). Visitors wishing to access 
the riverbank would be able to use the short 
access ramp on the south side of the river, 
which is not only the safer side from the 
standpoint of human-bear interactions, but 
it also has better visibility and photography 
opportunities than the north side. The 
provision of access ramp is an effective way 
to provide riverbank access to those 
relatively few visitors who desire it while 
still providing a long elevated boardwalk to 
facilitate unimpeded flow of pedestrian and 
vehicle traffic. 
 
Angler access would continue to be 
provided without restriction. The 
unmaintained social trails to the oxbow area 
of the river and along the north bank would 
be unaffected. After the discontinued 
maintenance of the trail through the 
Corner, it would become an unmaintained 
social trail like the others. Anglers would 
also continue to cross the bridge frequently 

to gain access to the south bank and the 
upper portion of the river above the falls.   
 
In general, this alternative would improve 
visitor transportation and access because 
the bridge and boardwalk would allow free 
flow and safety of travel across Brooks 
River.  
 
Bridge, Boardwalk, and 
Viewing Platform Capacities 

The square footage of the bridge in 
alternative 4 (2,800 ft2), when using the 
standard described in alternative 1, would 
allow 70 to 187 pedestrians to travel 
comfortably across unimpeded.  
 
The three viewing platforms overlooking 
the wetlands each would have 150–225 ft2 of 
space. Using the prescribed standard for 
viewing areas, as few as 10 or as many as 15 
visitors could comfortably stand to take in 
the view on each platform. 
  
The new four viewing platforms on the 
bridge would each have an area of 225–
300 ft2. The capacity for these would range 
from 15 to 20 visitors per platform. 
 
In total, if each of the seven platforms were 
at maximum capacity, 90 to 125 visitors 
could comfortably occupy the designated 
viewing areas and be safely protected from 
both bear and vehicle interactions. This 
capacity is sufficient for current use levels 
and allows for a substantial increase in 
visitation.  
 
Overall, the visitor capacities of the bridge, 
boardwalks, and viewing platforms are 
enough to support high-quality visitor 
experiences. 
 
Visitor Safety—Human-Bear 
Interaction and Pedestrian- 
Vehicle Conflicts 

Alternative 4 includes numerous measures, 
addressing conflicts between visitors and 
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both bears and vehicles, that improve the 
safety of visitors.  
 
This alternative would improve visitor 
safety by elevating the bridge and 
boardwalks to avoid unwanted human-bear 
interactions in key areas such as the Corner 
and along the riverbanks. Evidence 
presented in the analysis of alternative 2 
suggests that a considerable number of such 
interactions could be prevented with an 
elevated bridge and boardwalk. 
 
The addition of an emergency ladder on the 
north side of the bridge would provide 
increased opportunities for entry or exit 
from the bridge if there is an unexpected 
bear encounter or other emergency. 
 
Anglers would continue to have a greater 
chance to experience a human-bear 
interaction due to the nature of fishing 
taking place along the riverbanks, near 
areas, which are frequented by bears. Bear 
orientations and safety instructions would 
remain important, especially for anglers.  
 
The continued use of the boardwalks and 
bridge by both user groups would still pose 
some risk to visitor safety. The length of the 
boardwalk and reduced line of sight would 
affect the flow of vehicle traffic, but the 
viewing platforms would decrease the 
tendency of visitors to stop along the 
bridge, which, along with good pedestrian-
vehicle etiquette, would somewhat reduce 
pedestrian-vehicle safety conflicts. 
 
Overall, alternative 4 would result in 
localized, major, long-term, beneficial 
impacts to visitor experience and safety. 
There would also be localized, moderate, 
short-term adverse impact due to effects of 
construction activities such as noise and 
visual disruptions. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. The past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable actions that have an 
effect on the Brooks Camp area are outlined 
in alternative 1.  
 

When the beneficial effects of the visitor 
orientation program, construction of the 
new inland trail from the campground to 
the lodge, and the eventual relocation of 
Brooks Camp are added to the major 
beneficial impacts of the new bridge and 
boardwalk in alternative 4, there would be 
the potential for a major, long-term, 
beneficial cumulative impact on the visitor 
experience overall. The contribution of 
impacts from alternative 4 would 
substantially add to the cumulative impacts. 
 
Conclusion. Alternative 4 would have 
localized, long-term, major, beneficial 
impacts on the visitor experience and safety 
in the Brooks River area associated with 
creating a safe travel corridor that would (1) 
avoid human/bear interactions, (2) avoid 
delays from bear conflicts, and (3) provide 
new bear viewing areas along the bridge and 
boardwalks. Temporary construction and 
potential vehicle-pedestrian conflicts on the 
shared access corridor, and boardwalk and 
bridge access restrictions due to bear 
encounters would have short- and long-
term (respectively), minor, adverse impacts. 
 
 
ALTERNATIVE 5 

Recreational Opportunities, 
Crowding, and Quality 
of Experience 

Under alternative 5 visitors would continue 
to enjoy the range of activities they 
currently participate, including photo-
graphy, camping, hiking, fishing, and bear 
viewing. Actions proposed in this 
alternative would not affect overall visitor 
use levels at the Brooks Camp area (which 
may continue to gradually increase) but 
could disperse use to mitigate crowding.  
 
Six new platforms—two on either side of 
bridge at each end and two on the north 
boardwalk—and wide boardwalks would 
allow for improved visitor movement and 
would have the potential to reduce 
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crowding by distributing use. Crowding in 
the Corner area would be alleviated since 
the current trail would be removed and the 
elevated north boardwalk would begin 
adjacent to the lodge, about 560 ft from the 
riverbank. The mitigation of bridge closures 
caused by bear jams, however, may alter 
visitor behavior such that visitors would 
now have the ability to view bears for a 
longer period of time without being 
compelled to return to Brooks Camp earlier 
than needed. This may increase crowding 
and congestion. At present, visitors often 
spend several hours on the current 
platforms, which might be extended since 
the additional platforms would provide a 
greater diversity of viewing and 
photography perspectives.  
 
The ability to view bears from certain 
locations will affect the popularity level of 
and length of stay at the platforms, and 
those with the best viewing opportunities at 
any given time are likely to be more 
crowded for longer periods of time than 
others. 
 
Alternative 5 would provide an elevated 
travel corridor on the north side of the river 
to permit unrestricted visitor movement 
without interruption from the presence of 
bears. The addition of viewing platforms 
would create additional opportunities for 
bear watching and photography, the most 
popular visitor activities at Brooks Camp. 
Additionally, since bears are less sensitive to 
human presence on a raised bridge/ board-
walk, visitors would be able to observe the 
bears’ more natural behavior than if the 
people were at ground level. The quality of 
anglers’ experience would also be enhanced 
by the unimpeded access provided by the 
raised travel corridor. 
 
As mentioned in alternative 2, construction 
and restoration activities would negatively 
affects the visitor experience in the short 
term, but steps would be taken mitigate 
these effects.  
 

Transportation, Access 
and Circulation 

Overall, Brooks Camp would continue to be 
accessed primarily by floatplane. Develop-
ments at the barge landing would also 
improve access to Brooks Camp for a small 
number of private boaters who use the 
landing area. 
 
The new elevated bridge and boardwalks 
would provide a safe travel corridor for 
visitors to cross Brooks River and access the 
camp area without interruption from bear 
interactions. The length of the bridge would 
be increased slightly over the current 
length, to 350 ft.  
 
The north boardwalk would be 560 ft long 
and would be completely shared between 
pedestrians and vehicles. The access point 
would be located adjacent to the lodge; 
therefore, the boardwalk would eliminate 
the need for the walking trail through the 
Corner. There would be two locations on 
the north boardwalk for visitors to step off 
the travel corridor into a defined viewing 
area overlooking the wetlands, which 
would improve the flow of vehicle traffic. 
Two additional platforms, one facing east 
and one facing west, would allow visitors to 
safely stop and overlook either side of the 
river without interfering with vehicles or 
other pedestrians who are crossing the 
bridge. 
 
On the south side, two more viewing 
platforms would allow visitors to move out 
of the flow of traffic before the 215-foot-
long south boardwalk would begin. This 
short boardwalk would also be shared by 
pedestrians and vehicles, and connects to 
the access road.  
 
Bear activity at the boardwalk entry points 
and subsequent closures may continue to 
disrupt visitor opportunities for bear 
watching. This would be mitigated on the 
north side, however, by locating the access 
point further away from the riverbank and 
by limiting the number of access points to 



CHAPTER 4: ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

234 

one on each side of the river (NPS 2009f). 
Visitors wishing to access the riverbank 
would be able to use the short boardwalk 
on the south side of the river, which is not 
only the safer side from the standpoint of 
human-bear interactions, but it also has 
better visibility and photography 
opportunities than the north side. 
 
Angler access would continue to be 
provided without restriction. The unmain-
tained social trails to the oxbow area of the 
river and along the north bank would be 
unaffected. After the discontinued 
maintenance of the trail through the 
Corner, it would become an unmaintained 
social trail like the others. Anglers would 
also continue to cross the bridge frequently 
to gain access to the south bank and the 
upper portion of the river above the falls.   
Overall, this alternative would improve 
visitor transportation and access because 
the bridge and boardwalk would allow free 
flow and safety of travel across Brooks 
River. The vicinity of the south boardwalk 
access point to the river, however, would 
maintain the potential for closures due to 
bear jams.  
 
Bridge, Boardwalk, and 
Viewing Platform Capacities 

The square footage of the bridge in 
alternative 5 (2,800 ft2), when using 
standard described in alternative 1, would 
allow 70 to 187 pedestrians to travel 
comfortably across unimpeded.  
 
The two viewing platforms overlooking the 
wetlands on the north boardwalk would 
each have 150–225 ft2 of space. Using the 
prescribed standard for viewing areas, as 
few as 10 or as many as 15 visitors could 
comfortably stand to take in the view on 
each platform. 
 
The additional four viewing platforms on 
the bridge would each have an area of 200–
250 ft2. The capacity for these would range 
from 15 to 20 visitors per platform.  
 

In total, if each of the seven platforms were 
at maximum capacity, 80 to 110 visitors 
could comfortably occupy the designated 
viewing areas and be safely protected from 
both bear and vehicle interactions. This 
capacity is sufficient for current use levels 
and allows for a substantial increase in 
visitation. 
 
Visitor Safety — Human-Bear 
Interaction and Pedestrian- 
Vehicle Conflicts 

Alternative 5 would improve visitor safety 
by elevating the bridge and boardwalks to 
avoid unwanted human-bear interactions in 
key areas such as the Corner and along the 
riverbanks. Evidence presented in the 
analysis of alternative 2 suggests that a 
considerable number of such interactions 
could be prevented with an elevated bridge 
and boardwalk. The nearness of the south 
boardwalk access point to the river, 
however, maintains the potential for 
frequent human-bear interactions (NPS 
2009f). 
 
The addition of an emergency ladder on the 
north side of the bridge would provide 
increased opportunities for entry or exit 
from the bridge if there is an unexpected 
bear encounter or other emergency. 
 
Anglers would continue to have a greater 
chance to experience a human-bear 
interaction due to the nature of fishing 
taking place along the riverbanks, near 
areas, which are frequented by bears. Bear 
orientations and safety instructions would 
remain important, especially for anglers.  
 
The continued use of the boardwalks and 
bridge by both user groups would still pose 
some risk to visitor safety. The length of the 
boardwalk and reduced line of sight would 
affect the flow of vehicle traffic, but the 
viewing platforms would decrease the 
tendency of visitors to stop along the 
bridge, which, along with good pedestrian-
vehicle etiquette, would somewhat reduce 
pedestrian-vehicle safety conflicts.  
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Overall, alternative 5 would result in 
localized, moderate, long-term, beneficial 
impacts to visitor experience and safety. 
There would also be localized, moderate, 
short-term adverse impact due to effects of 
construction activities such as noise and 
visual disruptions. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. The past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable actions that have an 
effect on the Brooks Camp area are outlined 
in alternative 1.  
 
When the beneficial effects of the visitor 
orientation program, construction of the 
new inland trail from the campground to 
the lodge, and the eventual relocation of 
Brooks Camp are added to the moderate 
beneficial impacts of the new bridge and 
boardwalk in alternative 5, there would be 

the potential for a major, long-term, 
beneficial cumulative impact on the visitor 
experience overall. The contribution of 
impacts from alternative 5 would 
substantially add to the cumulative impacts. 
 
Conclusion. In general, alternative 5 would 
have localized, long-term, major, beneficial 
impacts on the visitor experience and safety 
in the Brooks River area associated with 
creating a safe travel corridor that would (1) 
avoid human/bear interactions, (2) avoid 
delays from bear conflicts, and (3) provide 
new bear viewing areas along the bridge and 
boardwalks. Temporary construction and 
potential vehicle-pedestrian conflicts on the 
shared access corridor, and boardwalk and 
bridge access restrictions due to bear 
encounters would have short- and long-
term, respectively, minor, adverse impacts. 
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VISUAL OR SCENIC RESOURCES 

 
 
ALTERNATIVE 1 

Analysis 

Under alternative 1 the floating bridge 
would remain. Access to the bridge on the 
north side of Brooks River would be via a 
trail, well masked by vegetation. On the 
south side of the river, the bridge would 
continue to be accessed by the gravel road 
connecting to the barge landing site. The 
bridge itself is a temporary, low-profile 
structure that is easily identifiable against 
the surrounding landscape as it crosses the 
river. However, during winter the bridge is 
removed and no longer presents an 
intrusion to visual resources and scenery. 
 
The barge landing site would remain in its 
current location at the mouth of Brooks 
River. A dirt access road runs to the site 
along the south shore of the river, and 
loading and unloading of boats by park and 
concessioner staff is in full view of visitors. 
Visually the site would continue to exhibit 
impacts on native vegetation and show 
some denuded areas that affect foreground 
views.  
 
Overall, the no-action alternative would 
have a localized, moderate, long-term, 
adverse impact on visual resources and 
scenery because of the low-profile floating 
bridge and vegetation impacts at the barge 
landing site affecting foreground views in 
the largely natural landscape.  
 
Cumulative Impacts. Past and present 
actions that have affected and affect visual 
resources include facility improvements to 
and ongoing maintenance of roads, trails, 
utilities, and housing. Together, these 
buildings, utilities, roads, and trails have 
created a large development footprint in the 
Brooks Camp area over time.  
 

Future actions that would affect visual 
resources and scenery include the 
relocation of Brooks Camp to the south side 
of the river. The new location would shift 
visual resource impacts from the site of 
existing developments to a new, previously 
undisturbed area; however, that new 
location is even more well-screened from 
the river than the current camp.  
 
These actions would have localized, long-
term, major, beneficial impacts on scenic 
resources of the river because all develop-
ment except the necessary bridge access 
would be relocated away from the river. 
Combined with alternative 1, localized, 
long-term, moderate, beneficial cumulative 
impacts would result since the retention of 
the floating bridge would detract somewhat 
from the beneficial impacts of cumulative 
actions.  
 
Conclusion. Though easily identifiable from 
foreground views along the immediate 
shorelines of Brooks River, the floating 
bridge is low upon the overall landscape. 
Similarly, the barge landing, access roads, 
and trails would continue to be noticeable 
within the viewshed. The no-action 
alternative would continue to have 
localized, moderate, long-term, adverse 
impacts on visual resources and scenery.  
 
 
ALTERNATIVE 2 

Analysis 

Alternative 2 proposes a high degree of new 
infrastructure with new elevated board-
walks extending well into the landscape on 
both the north and south sides of the 
bridge. Separate boardwalk and access 
roads south of the bridge would also 
increase the amount of infrastructure and 
development intruding on the landscape 
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from near and distant views. Additionally, 
both the bridge and boardwalks would be 
about 10 ft above grade, blending less into 
the low vegetation in the immediate river 
shoreline area than the floating bridge and 
therefore impacting foreground views. This 
alternative would include a permanent truss 
bridge, but having only two sets of pilings 
supporting the structure would help to 
minimize the visual profile of the bridge. 
Nevertheless, the structure would extend 
visual impacts year-round instead of being 
removed for the winter season.  
 
The elevated bridge and boardwalk, on the 
other hand, would create longer visual 
profiles and the revegetation of the trail 
through the Corner would restore natural 
conditions in that area. In moving the barge 
landing site about 2,000 ft to the south, the 
access road along the south bank of the 
river would also be eliminated and 
reclaimed as part of the riparian 
environment, which would be visible by 
visitors on the bridge and boardwalks. 
 
The barge landing’s new location would be 
more wooded and farther from the main 
visitor corridor, mitigating its intrusion into 
the natural scenery of the Brooks River / 
Brooks Camp area by removing it from 
public view. However, the development of a 
new and longer access road would create a 
new cut in the tree line and vegetation along 
with the development of a new hardened 
beach landing ramp and parking in the area 
of the new barge landing site. 
 
The elevated bridge and boardwalks would 
be highly visible  developments (both from 
land and from floatplanes), but while on 
those structures visitors would enjoy 
improved visual resources due to the 
reclamation of the trail through the Corner 
and access road to the former barge 
landing. Therefore, alternative 2 would 
result in localized, moderate, long-term, 
adverse impacts on the visual resources 
from the perspective of a visitor looking at 
the bridge or new barge landing site, but 
would result in localized, moderate, long-

term, beneficial visual impacts for visitors 
while on the bridge or boardwalks. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. Past, present, and 
future actions affecting visual resources at 
Brooks Camp are outlined in alternative 1.  
 
These actions would have localized, long-
term, major, beneficial impacts on scenic 
resources of the river because all develop-
ment except the necessary bridge access 
would be relocated away from the river. 
The actions in alternative 2 would result in 
localized, moderate, long-term adverse 
impacts on the visual resources from the 
perspective of a visitor looking at the bridge 
or new barge landing site, but would result 
in localized, moderate, long-term, beneficial 
visual impacts for visitors while on the 
bridge or boardwalks. Overall, impacts to 
the visual and scenic resources would be 
localized, moderate, long term, and 
beneficial. The contribution of actions in 
alternative 2 would be marginal compared 
to the cumulative impacts. 
 
Conclusion. Alternative 2 would result in 
localized, moderate, long-term, adverse 
impacts on the visual resources from the 
perspective of a visitor looking at the bridge 
or new barge landing site, but would result 
in localized, moderate, long-term, beneficial 
visual impacts for visitors while on the 
bridge or boardwalks. 
 
 
ALTERNATIVE 3 

Analysis 

Alternative 3 includes minimal development 
of bridge and boardwalks, especially on the 
south bank. Both the bridge and board-
walks would be about 10 ft above grade, and 
the bridge would be realigned and use a 
permanent, medium span design with six 
sets of pilings creating a longer, more 
noticeable profile against the landscape. 
This design would not blend as well into the 
low vegetation in the immediate river 
shoreline area as the current bridge, and 
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foreground views would be impacted to a 
greater extent. The permanent nature of 
this structure would also extend visual 
impacts into the winter season. However, 
the removal of the trail through the Corner 
area would allow that area to be restored to 
natural and more visually appealing 
conditions. 
 
In this alternative, the barge landing site 
would be moved from the largely open river 
mouth area slightly to the south to a 
wooded site and would use most of the 
current access road. This would increase 
the masking of the barge landing, mitigating 
its intrusion into the natural scenery. 
However, the continued use of the current 
access road along the shores of Brooks 
River and the development of a new 
hardened beach landing ramp and parking 
would cause visible signs of human activity 
and detract from the natural scenery. 
 
The elevated bridge and boardwalks would 
be highly visible developments (both from 
land and from floatplanes), but while on 
those structures visitors would enjoy 
slightly improved visual resources due to 
the reclamation of the trail through the 
Corner.  
 
Overall, alternative 3 would result in 
localized, moderate, long-term, adverse 
impact on the visual and scenic resources of 
the area. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. Past, present, and 
future actions affecting visual resources at 
Brooks Camp are outlined in alternative 1.  
 
These actions would have localized, long-
term, major, beneficial impacts on scenic 
resources of the river because all develop-
ment except the necessary bridge access 
would be relocated away from the river. 
The actions in alternative 3 would result in 
localized, moderate, long-term, adverse 
impacts, making the cumulative impacts 
localized, minor, long term, and beneficial. 
 

Conclusion. Alternative 3 would result in 
localized, moderate, long-term, adverse 
impact on the visual and scenic resources of 
the area. 
 
 
ALTERNATIVE 4 

Analysis 

Alternative 4 proposes a high degree of new 
infrastructure with new elevated board-
walks extending well into the landscape on 
both the north and south sides of the 
bridge. Both the bridge and boardwalks 
would be about 10 ft above grade, blending 
less into the low vegetation in the immedi-
ate river shoreline area than the floating 
bridge and therefore impacting foreground 
views. The new bridge would use the 
current floating bridge alignment and 
consist of a permanent, wooden, short-span 
design with 14 sets of pilings giving the 
visual impression of a continuous board-
walk. This design would give the bridge a 
substantially more noticeable year-round 
profile against the landscape than the 
existing floating bridge. 
 
The elevated bridge and boardwalk, on the 
other hand, would create longer visual 
profiles and the revegetation of the trail 
through the Corner would restore natural 
conditions in that area. In moving the barge 
landing site about 2,000 ft to the south, the 
access road along the south bank of the 
river would also be eliminated and 
reclaimed as part of the riparian environ-
ment, which would be visible by visitors on 
the bridge and boardwalks. 
 
The barge landing’s new location would be 
more wooded and farther from the main 
visitor corridor, mitigating its intrusion into 
the natural scenery of the Brooks River / 
Brooks Camp area by removing it from 
public view. However, the development of a 
new and longer access road would create a 
new cut in the tree line and vegetation along 
with the development of a new hardened 
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beach landing ramp and parking in the area 
of the new barge landing site.  
 
The elevated bridge and boardwalks would 
be highly visible developments (both from 
land and from floatplanes), but while on 
those structures visitors would enjoy 
improved visual resources due to the 
reclamation of the trail through the Corner 
and access road to the former barge 
landing. Therefore, alternative 4 would 
result in localized, moderate, long-term, 
adverse impacts on the visual resources 
from the perspective of a visitor looking at 
the bridge or new barge landing site, but 
would result in localized, moderate, long-
term, beneficial visual impacts for visitors 
while on the bridge or boardwalks. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. Past, present, and 
future actions affecting visual resources at 
Brooks Camp are outlined in alternative 1.  
 
These actions would have localized, long-
term, major, beneficial impacts on scenic 
resources of the river because all develop-
ment except the necessary bridge access 
would be relocated away from the river. 
The actions in alternative 4 would result in 
localized, moderate, long-term adverse 
impacts on the visual resources from the 
perspective of a visitor looking at the bridge 
or new barge landing site, but would result 
in localized, moderate, long-term, beneficial 
visual impacts for visitors while on the 
bridge or boardwalks. Overall, impacts to 
the visual and scenic resources would be 
localized, moderate, long term, and 
beneficial. The contribution of actions in 
alternative 4 would be marginal compared 
to the cumulative impacts. 
 
Conclusion. Alternative 4 would result in 
localized, moderate, long-term, adverse 
impacts on the visual resources from the 
perspective of a visitor looking at the bridge 
or new barge landing site, but would result 
in localized, moderate, long-term, beneficial 
visual impacts for visitors while on the 
bridge or boardwalks. 

ALTERNATIVE 5 

Analysis 

Alternative 5 proposes a high degree of new 
infrastructure with new elevated board-
walks extending well into the landscape on 
the north side of the bridge. Both the bridge 
and boardwalks would be about 10 ft above 
grade, blending less into the low vegetation 
in the immediate river shoreline area than 
the floating bridge and therefore impacting 
foreground views. The new bridge would 
use the current floating bridge alignment 
and consist of a permanent, wooden, short-
span design with 14 sets of pilings giving the 
visual impression of a continuous board-
walk. This design would give the bridge a 
substantially more noticeable year-round 
profile against the landscape than the 
existing floating bridge. 
 
The elevated bridge and boardwalk, on the 
other hand, would create longer visual 
profiles and the revegetation of the trail 
through the Corner would restore natural 
conditions in that area. In moving the barge 
landing site about 2,000 ft to the south, the 
access road along the south bank of the 
river would also be eliminated and 
reclaimed as part of the riparian environ-
ment, which would be visible by visitors on 
the bridge and boardwalks. 
 
The barge landing’s new location would be 
more wooded and farther from the main 
visitor corridor, mitigating its intrusion into 
the natural scenery of the Brooks River / 
Brooks Camp area by removing it from 
public view. However, the development of a 
new and longer access road would create a 
new cut in the tree line and vegetation along 
with the development of a new hardened 
beach landing ramp and parking in the area 
of the new barge landing site.  
 
The elevated bridge and boardwalks would 
be highly visible  developments (both from 
land and from floatplanes), but while on 
those structures visitors would enjoy 
improved visual resources due to the 
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reclamation of the trail through the Corner 
and access road to the former barge 
landing. Therefore, alternative 5 would 
result in localized, moderate, long-term, 
adverse impacts on the visual resources 
from the perspective of a visitor looking at 
the bridge or new barge landing site, but 
would result in localized, moderate, long-
term, beneficial visual impacts for visitors 
while on the bridge or boardwalks. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. Past, present, and 
future actions affecting visual resources at 
Brooks Camp are outlined in alternative 1.  
 
These actions would have localized, long-
term, major, beneficial impacts on scenic 
resources of the river because all develop-
ment except the necessary bridge access 
would be relocated away from the river. 
The actions in alternative 5 would result in 

localized, moderate, long-term adverse 
impacts on the visual resources from the 
perspective of a visitor looking at the bridge 
or new barge landing site, but would result 
in localized, moderate, long-term, beneficial 
visual impacts for visitors while on the 
bridge or boardwalks. Overall, impacts to 
the visual and scenic resources would be 
localized, moderate, long term, and 
beneficial. The contribution of actions in 
alternative 5 would be marginal compared 
to the cumulative impacts. 
 
Conclusion. Alternative 5 would result in 
localized, moderate, long-term, adverse 
impacts on the visual resources from the 
perspective of a visitor looking at the bridge 
or new barge landing site, but would result 
in localized, moderate, long-term, beneficial 
visual impacts for visitors while on the 
bridge or boardwalks.
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SOCIOECONOMIC ENVIRONMENT 

 
 
ALTERNATIVE 1  

Analysis 

Under alternative 1 spending, labor, and tax 
receipts to harden the barge landing site 
would minimally benefit the economy for a 
very short period of time. Most of the labor 
force working on this project would 
probably come from outside the local area, 
so only minimal spending would occur in 
the local area. Materials and supplies may 
need to be barged in, which would benefit 
shipping businesses and port laborers. 
Although the local economy would benefit, 
it would be barely detectable given the short 
time period and expected cost.   
 
The provision of commercial services at 
Brooks Camp would continue to contribute 
to the economy by employing a seasonal 
work force and through spending related to 
transporting equipment, materials, and 
supplies. The continued provision of 
services by CUA holders would continue to 
benefit individual businesses and in turn 
benefit the economy by providing jobs, 
local spending, and tax receipts. Visitor 
spending and associated tax receipts would 
remain within the historical range and 
continue to benefit the economy, but 
remain subject to broader economic 
variables and conditions, including tourism 
demand for trips to and within Alaska. 
Benefits tied to visitor spending would 
continue to accrue almost exclusively 
during the summer season. Job creation 
would remain within the historical range.  
 
All of the effects described would continue 
under alternative 1. Overall, economic 
activity would continue to be primarily tied 
to federal and visitor spending, as well as 
the provision of commercial and guide 
services in the park. Actions in alternative 1 
would have long-term, minor, beneficial 

impacts to the regional economy. No 
change in the social character of the area 
would be expected.  
 
Cumulative Impacts. Many past actions 
have had beneficial effects on the local and 
regional economy. The most economically 
beneficial past actions would be the 
creation of Brooks Camp and visitor and 
operational facilities. The construction of 
Brooks Camp itself required large 
purchases of materials and supplies and 
provided business revenue and employ-
ment. The availability of overnight 
accommodations and visitor services made 
it possible for tourists to experience the 
park in a developed setting, which increased 
visitation from levels when park visitors 
could only visit as part of day trips or 
primitive overnight trips. An increase in the 
number of people visiting the park resulted 
in an increased demand for visitor services 
and amenities, which resulted in new 
business and job creation and associated tax 
revenue locally and regionally. Once 
constructed, the facilities and infrastructure 
developments had to be maintained, which 
also benefited the economy over time. 
Economic activity tied directly or indirectly 
to park visitation and spending has 
benefited the local and regional economy 
since Brooks Camp was constructed.   
 
Spending on materials, supplies, and labor 
to finish current improvements to Brooks 
Camp would benefit individual businesses 
and construction crews. Although some 
local construction labor might be used, 
most labor would come from outside the 
local area. Thus, most economic benefits 
associated with finishing improvements at 
Brooks Camp would be at the regional level. 
The benefits would only be a small 
contributor to the regional economy.  
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The eventual relocation of Brooks Camp to 
the south side of the river is a reasonably 
foreseeable future action that would benefit 
the economy. The economic benefit would 
be primarily felt during construction as a 
result of spending and tax receipts. The 
transportation of materials, supplies, and 
laborers would increase revenue to barge 
and floatplane businesses and operators 
and increase tax receipts, which would 
benefit the economy. However, because the 
labor force working on relocation would 
likely come from outside of the local area, 
the economic benefits from business 
purchases, personal employee spending, 
and associated tax receipts would benefit 
economies outside of the local area. For 
example, the purchase of supplies and labor 
for such projects are typically made in 
Anchorage and sometimes in the lower 48 
states, which would increase business sales 
and tax revenue outside of the local area.  
 
Collectively, the other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future projects and 
actions would have long-term, moderate, 
beneficial impacts to the regional economy. 
When the likely effects of actions in 
alternative 1 are added to the effects of 
other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, there would be a 
long-term, moderate, beneficial cumulative 
impact to the regional economy. Alternative 
1 would contribute a very small increment 
to this cumulative impact. 
 
Conclusion. Alternative 1 would have 
minor, long-term beneficial effects to the 
regional economy. These effects would be 
primarily tied to federal and visitor 
spending, as well as the provision of 
commercial and guide services in the park. 
 
 
ALTERNATIVE 2  

Analysis 

Under alternative 2 spending and 
employment related to construction of the 
bridge, boardwalk, viewing platforms, 

vehicle ramps, and power connection and 
septic pump-out would provide some 
short-term benefits to the local economy.  
 
Benefits would primarily accrue during 
construction, which would likely start in 
August of year one and be completed by 
June of year three; most construction 
activity would occur in winter and spring. 
The extent of the construction spending 
benefit would largely depend on where the 
labor force resides and where the materials 
and supplies are purchased. Based on past 
construction jobs in the park, most if not all 
of the approximately 12-person construc-
tion crew working on this project would be 
housed at Brooks Camp during staging and 
construction. The labor force would have 
minimal time to spend money locally, so 
this type of spending would likely be 
beneficial, but very small. Additional 
economic benefit would accrue locally as 
some food and personal supplies for the 
construction crew would be purchased 
locally and flown in. The contractor and 
subcontractors would benefit in the form of 
business revenue and continued employ-
ment. Few, if any new jobs would accrue to 
the local or regional economy. The resulting 
tax revenue would be generated outside of 
the local area.  
 
Construction would require large material 
and supply purchases in the short term and 
smaller purchases to maintain the new 
infrastructure over the long term. Construc-
tion material and supply purchases would 
primarily be made in the region or outside 
of Alaska, benefitting nonlocal businesses 
and tax revenue. Transporting materials, 
supplies, and the construction crews to the 
site would benefit individual businesses, 
including barging businesses and fuel 
suppliers. Barge shipment to Naknek would 
provide work to local port laborers and fuel 
suppliers, which would have a very small 
beneficial impact locally. Local and regional 
floatplane and barging businesses could be 
employed for temporary transport assign-
ments to Brooks Camp at various stages of 
construction, which would benefit their 
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revenues and benefit the local and regional 
economy in the form of tax revenue and 
indirect spending.  
 
The development of a new barge landing/ 
access road and removal of the old access 
road on the south side of the river would 
provide some economic benefit to the local 
economy before the construction of the 
bridge/boardwalk. This work would occur 
during one visitor season and would 
provide a small economic benefit locally 
because the labor force, as well as supplies 
and most materials would come from the 
larger regional market. 
 
The area that includes King Salmon, 
Naknek, and South Naknek is a very small 
business market and is very isolated. As a 
result, the impact of spending in the local 
economy is not as great as it would be in 
larger business markets given that the 
business revenue and personal income 
associated with construction activity is for 
the most part likely to be transferred to 
business owners and laborers outside of the 
area. So although construction of the 
bridge/boardwalk and barge landing / 
access road would benefit the local 
economy, the effect is not as great as it 
would be in a larger market, such as 
Anchorage or Fairbanks. Alternative 2 
would likely have the largest economic 
impact of all the alternatives due to the 
highest construction cost estimate; yet, the 
economic benefits of all construction under 
alternative 2 would still only constitute a 
very small amount of the overall regional 
economy; benefits accruing to the economy 
outside of Alaska would be essentially 
undetectable outside of the economic 
output of specific industries.  
 
The provision of commercial services 
would continue during and after 
construction. No change in tourism and 
related tax receipts would be expected 
during the short term because staging, 
phasing, and timing of construction would 
ensure that the area remains easily 
accessible. In the long term, overnight 

visitation would not change because the 
number of rooms at the lodge and camp-
ground spaces would not change. Day trips, 
however, could possibly increase in the long 
term because some commercial services 
operators may choose to bring clients to 
Brooks Camp because of reduced delays in 
river crossings and the ability to get people 
onboard floatplanes in a timely manner. 
This would likely result in some additional 
concession sales at the Brooks Camp lodge 
and gift shop and additional business 
revenue and taxes generated from contracts 
and commercial use authorizations over the 
long term. Overall, commercial service 
operator revenue would likely remain 
unchanged during construction, but 
increase slightly over the long term.  
 
All of the above effects would continue 
under alternative 2. Overall, the benefits of 
economic activity would be tied to 
construction of the bridge/boardwalk, 
barge landing/access road, and some 
additional commercial activity. No adverse 
impacts are expected. Overall, actions in 
alternative 2 would have minor, beneficial 
impacts to regional economic activity 
during the short and long term. No change 
in the social character of the area would be 
expected.  
 
Cumulative Impacts. Past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable projects and actions 
that would have an effect on economic 
activity in or near the park are described 
and summarized in the socioeconomic 
environment section of alternative 1. 
 
Collectively, the other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future projects and 
actions would have long-term, moderate, 
beneficial impacts to the regional economy. 
When the likely effects of actions in alterna-
tive 2 are added to the effects of other past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions, there would be a long-term, 
moderate, beneficial cumulative impact to 
the regional economy. Alternative 2 would 
contribute a very small increment to this 
cumulative impact. 
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Conclusion. Alternative 2 would result in 
short and long-term, minor, beneficial 
impacts on the regional economy. These 
effects would primarily result from 
construction of the bridge/boardwalk, 
barge landing/access road, and some 
additional commercial activity. 
 
 
ALTERNATIVE 3  

Analysis 

The impacts associated with alternative 3 
are largely the same as the other action 
alternatives. Based on experience, the 
construction contractor would come from 
outside the local area. Thus, economic 
activity tied to employment, business, and 
employee expenditures, and associated tax 
receipts would benefit other areas in the 
region and to a very small degree, some 
businesses in the lower 48 states. Benefits 
from proposed barge landing site modifi-
cations would be slightly greater than those 
in alternative 1. The economic benefits 
from construction would likely be the 
smallest of all the action alternatives 
because this alternative has the lowest 
construction cost estimate. The effects of 
the continued provision of commercial 
services would be the same as those in 
alternative 2.  
 
Overall, the benefits of economic activity 
would be tied to construction of the 
bridge/boardwalk, barge landing/access 
road, and some additional commercial 
activity. No adverse impacts are expected. 
Overall, actions in alternative 3 would have 
minor, beneficial impacts to regional 
economic activity during the short and long 
term. No change in the social character of 
the area would be expected.  
 
Cumulative Impacts. Past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable projects and actions 
that would have an effect on economic 
activity in or near the park are described 
and summarized in the socioeconomic 
environment section of alternative 1. 

Collectively, the other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future projects and 
actions would have long-term, moderate, 
beneficial impacts to the regional economy. 
When the likely effects of actions in 
alternative 3 are added to the effects of 
other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, there would be a 
long-term, moderate, beneficial cumulative 
impact to the regional economy. Alternative 
3 would contribute a very small increment 
to this cumulative impact. 
 
Conclusion. Alternative 3 would result in 
short and long-term, minor, beneficial 
impacts on the regional economy. These 
effects would primarily result from 
construction of the bridge/boardwalk, 
barge landing / access road, and some 
additional commercial activity. 
 
 
ALTERNATIVE 4  

Analysis 

The impacts associated with alternative 4 
are largely the same as the other action 
alternatives. Based on experience, the 
construction contractor would come from 
outside the local area. Thus, economic 
activity tied to employment, business, and 
employee expenditures, and associated tax 
receipts would benefit other areas in the 
region and to a very small degree, some 
businesses in the lower 48 states. The 
economic benefits from construction would 
likely be slightly lower than those in 
alternative 2 based on construction cost 
estimates. The effects of the continued 
provision of commercial services would be 
the same as those in alternative 2.  
 
Overall, the benefits of economic activity 
would be tied to construction of the bridge/ 
boardwalk, barge landing / access road, and 
some additional commercial activity. No 
adverse impacts are expected. Overall, 
actions in alternative 4 would have minor, 
beneficial impacts to regional economic 
activity during the short and long term. No 
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change in the social character of the area 
would be expected.  
 
Cumulative Impacts. Past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable projects and actions 
that would have an effect on economic 
activity in or near the park are described 
and summarized in the socioeconomic 
environment section of alternative 1.   
 
Collectively, the other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future projects and 
actions would have long-term, moderate, 
beneficial impacts to the regional economy. 
When the likely effects of actions in 
alternative 4 are added to the effects of 
other past, present, and reasonably fore-
seeable future actions, there would be a 
long-term, moderate, beneficial cumulative 
impact to the regional economy. Alternative 
4 would contribute a very small increment 
to this cumulative impact. 
 
Conclusion. Alternative 4 would result in 
short and long-term, minor, beneficial 
impacts on the regional economy. These 
effects would primarily result from 
construction of the bridge/boardwalk, 
barge landing/access road, and some 
additional commercial activity. 
 
 
ALTERNATIVE 5  

Analysis 

The impacts associated with alternative 5 
are largely the same as the other action 
alternatives. Based on experience, the 
construction contractor would likely come 
from outside the local area. Thus, economic 
activity tied to employment, business, and 
employee expenditures, and associated tax 
receipts would benefit other areas in the 

region and to a very small degree, some 
businesses in the lower 48 states. The effects 
of the continued provision of commercial 
services would be the same as those in 
alternative 2.  
 
Overall, the benefits of economic activity 
would be tied to construction of the 
bridge/boardwalk, barge landing/access 
road, and some additional commercial 
activity. No adverse impacts are expected. 
Overall, actions in alternative 5 would have 
minor, beneficial impacts to regional 
economic activity during the short and long 
term. No change in the social character of 
the area would be expected.  
 
Cumulative Impacts. Past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable projects and actions 
that would have an effect on economic 
activity in or near the park are described 
and summarized in the socioeconomic 
environment section of alternative 1. 
 
Collectively, the other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future projects and 
actions would have long-term, moderate, 
beneficial impacts to the regional economy. 
When the likely effects of actions in 
alternative 5 are added to the effects of 
other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, there would be a 
long-term, moderate, beneficial cumulative 
impact to the regional economy. Alternative 
5 would contribute a very small increment 
to this cumulative impact. 
 
Conclusion. Alternative 5 would result in 
short and long-term, minor, beneficial 
impacts on the regional economy. These 
effects would primarily result from 
construction of the bridge/boardwalk, 
barge landing / access road, and some 
additional commercial activity.
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OTHER REQUIRED IMPACT ANALYSIS 

 
 
UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS 

Unavoidable adverse impacts are defined as 
impacts that cannot be fully mitigated or 
avoided. All of the alternatives in this 
document would have unavoidable adverse 
impacts. In alternative 1, the no-action 
alternative, without a new elevated bridge 
and boardwalk there would continue to be 
ground level interactions between people 
and brown bears in high use areas, such as 
the mouth of the river and the Corner area, 
with continuing unsafe interactions and 
continual habituation of bears to humans. 
The floating bridge would continue to be an 
obstacle to fish migrations, and the annual 
installation and removal of the bridge 
would regularly disturb the riverbed. The 
floating bridge would also continue to alter 
river flow hydraulics and geomorphology 
(because of blocking upper levels of the 
water column), as well as contribute to bank 
erosion in areas near the bridge anchor 
points. Human activity in the Brooks Camp 
area would continue to have the potential to 
disturb nesting bald eagles. Some trampling 
of vegetation would continue from people 
in the Corner area on the north side of the 
river and between the floating bridge and 
the bus parking area on the south side of the 
river. Finally, the continuation of the 
floating bridge would have unavoidable 
adverse impacts on visitors, with visitors 
being subject to inconveniences when the 
bridge is closed. 
 
In all of the action alternatives there would 
be unavoidable adverse impacts both from 
the construction of the bridge/boardwalk, 
barge landing site, and access road, and 
from the operation of these facilities, 
although the extent of the adverse impacts 
would differ. Even with the application of 
mitigation measures, the construction of the 
facilities would adversely affect the project 
area’s natural resources. Some bear 

behavior probably would be altered during 
construction. After construction is 
completed, the presence and sounds of 
people and vehicles on the bridge and 
boardwalks could alter the behavior of 
some bears in the area. The close proximity 
of bears to people (primarily vertical 
separation) also could contribute to the 
habituation of bears to people, which in 
turn could result in unsafe conditions for 
both bears and people at ground level 
within the Brooks River area and beyond. 
The development of the new barge landing 
access road in alternatives 2, 4 and 5 would 
increase noise and human disturbance in a 
part of the park that has been relatively free 
of disturbance, which could also affect the 
behavior of some bears.  
 
The construction and use of the new access 
road and barge landing area in alternatives 
2, 4, and 5 could adversely affect bald eagles 
nesting and use of Beaver Pond, possibly 
deterring use of this area for nesting.  
 
The bridge in all of the alternatives would 
likely have in varying degrees an unavoid-
able adverse impact on river hydrology, the 
floodplain, and salmon and other fish. The 
adverse impacts would result from the 
addition of pile systems in the river, which 
would act as permanent flow obstructions 
to the channel.  
 
Alternatives 4 and 5 would have the highest 
potential for adverse impacts because of the 
number of piles. The support piles and river 
debris that catches on the piles could 
partially obstruct fish passage and alter flow 
hydraulics, although none of the 
alternatives would block most fish from 
migrating and spawning. 
 
The construction of the boardwalks, access 
road, and barge landing site in the action 
alternatives would result in the loss and 
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alteration of vegetation and disturbance to 
wetlands along the proposed alignments. 
Unavoidable adverse impacts would occur 
to the soundscape in the Brooks Camp area. 
Most of these impacts would be from 
construction activities, but there also would 
be increased noise impacts from subsequent 
use of the elevated bridge and boardwalks. 
Human and motorized vehicle noise from 
the elevated bridge and boardwalks also 
would carry farther. In alternatives 2, 4, and 
5 there would be increased noise along the 
new access road and barge landing site in an 
area that in the past was relatively quiet. 
 
The four action alternatives also could have 
unavoidable adverse impacts on cultural 
resources in the project area even with 
mitigation measures. Ground disturbance 
and construction of the pilings for the 
boardwalks could adversely affect 
archeological resources along the 
alignment, particularly where the pilings 
penetrate the ash layer in the soil. Likewise, 
construction of the new access road in 
alternatives 2, 4, and 5 could also adversely 
affect archeological resources. The 
construction of the new bridge and 
boardwalks also would have adverse effects 
on the cultural landscape that contributes to 
the significance of the Brooks Camp 
Historic District, although the overall 
integrity of the cultural landscape would 
not be diminished to the point that its 
National Register eligibility would be 
jeopardized. Likewise, the ground-
disturbing activities and the presence of an 
elevated bridge in the four alternatives 
could adversely affect ethnographic 
resources and the Brooks River 
ethnographic landscape.  
 
The construction of the bridge and 
boardwalks in the four action alternatives 
would have an unavoidable adverse effect 
on the visual resources/scenery of the area. 
The new infrastructure would be easily 
visible in the natural viewshed. The 
permanent elevated bridge would extend 
visual impacts to be year-round instead of 
only in the summer-fall months.  

IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE 
COMMITMENTS OF RESOURCES 

This question focuses on long-term, 
permanent effects on park resources. The 
bridge, boardwalks, access road, and utility 
connections all are seen as “permanent” 
facilities because they would remain for at 
least the next 20 years. As identified in the 
analysis of the action alternatives, all of the 
alternatives would have long-term effects 
on the area’s natural, cultural, and visual 
resources. For the lifetime of the bridge 
there would be irreversible impacts to 
natural and visual resources, and the 
cultural landscape. Although impacts to 
archeological and ethnographic resources 
would not be expected with careful siting of 
the facilities and mitigation, there still could 
be irreversible impacts to these resources. 
The use of gravel in construction of the 
access roads in the action alternatives also 
would be an irreversible/irretrievable 
commitment of resources. 
 
 
THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN 
SHORT-TERM USES OF THE 
ENVIRONMENT AND LONG-TERM 
PRODUCTIVITY 

This question explores long-term effects of 
an alternative and whether the productivity 
of park resources is being traded for the 
immediate use of land. In all of the 
alternatives, the National Park Service 
would continue to manage the Brooks 
Camp area to maintain ecological processes 
and native biological communities and to 
provide appropriate recreational 
opportunities consistent with preservation 
of cultural and natural resources. Most of 
the project area would continue to be 
protected in its current state and would 
maintain its long-term productivity. The 
primary short-term uses of the Brooks 
Camp area would continue to be 
recreational use. Under the four action 
alternatives, there would be expanded 
development to support recreational use 
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and park operations, resulting in some 
localized loss of ecological productivity. 
Adverse impacts on the area’s vegetation 
from construction of the bridge, 
boardwalks, access road, and barge landing 
site would reduce the productivity of 
natural resources in localized areas over 
time, although overall no measurable effect 
on the area’s long-term productivity would 

be expected. On the other hand, efforts to 
restore native vegetation, such as the 
removal and revegetation of the barge 
landing access road and the existing trail 
from the camp to the north side of the river 
in alternatives 2, 4, and 5 would increase 
long-term productivity of the environment 
in localized areas. 
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CONSISTENCY OF THE ALTERNATIVES WITH THE PURPOSES 
OF THE NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT 

 
 
The National Environmental Policy Act in 
section 101(b) provides policy goals to 
improve and coordinate federal plans, 
functions, programs, and resources to the 
end that the nation may 
 
 fulfill the responsibilities of each 

generation as trustee of the 
environment for succeeding 
generations 

 assure for all Americans safe, 
healthful, productive, and 
esthetically and culturally pleasing 
surroundings 

 attain the widest range of beneficial 
uses of the environment without 
degradation, risk of health or safety, 
or other undesirable and 
unintended consequences 

 preserve important historic, 
cultural, and natural aspects of our 
national heritage and maintain, 
wherever possible, an environment 
that supports diversity and variety 
of individual choice 

 achieve a balance between 
population and resource use that 
will permit high standards of living 
and a wide sharing of life’s 
amenities 

 enhance the quality of renewable 
resources and approach the 
maximum attainable recycling of 
depletable resources 

 
The Council on Environmental Quality has 
promulgated regulations for federal agency 
implementation of the National Environ-
mental Policy Act, section 1500.2, states that 
federal agencies shall, to the fullest extent 
possible, interpret and administer the 
policies, regulations, and public laws of the 
United States in accordance with the 

policies set forth in the act (sections 101[b] 
and 102[1]); therefore, other acts and NPS 
policies are referenced, as appropriate, in 
the following discussion. 
 
All alternatives considered in this draft 
environmental impact statement, including 
the no-action alternative, comply with NPS 
laws and policies (e.g., NPS Organic Act, 
NPS Management Policies 2006). 
 
Management of park resources under the 
provisions of the NPS Organic Act and NPS 
policies would assure safe, healthful, and 
pleasing surroundings. Safety of visitors and 
staff would continue to be a high priority 
under all alternatives. The elevated bridge 
and boardwalk systems and elimination of 
barge landing operations at the river’s 
mouth under each action alternative would 
reduce the risk of human-bear conflicts in 
areas where brown bears concentrate. 
 
The action alternatives support diversity 
and variety of individual choice and 
opportunities to experience the Brooks 
River area of Katmai National Park and 
Preserve. The alternatives would improve 
the visitor experience when compared to 
the no-action alternative through improved 
access across Brooks River and elimination 
of barge landing operations at the mouth of 
the river that can detract from the visitor 
experience. 
 
All alternatives meet the obligations of the 
National Park Service to protect the 
historic, cultural, and natural aspects of the 
Brooks River area. Each alternative meets 
this goal, although alternatives 2, 4, and 5 
would enhance the natural environment 
through elimination of existing resources 
conflicts at the mouth of Brooks River. 
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PUBLIC AND AGENCY INVOLVEMENT 

 
 
The National Park Service consulted with 
various agencies, organizations, and 
interested persons in preparing this 
document. The process of consultation and 
coordination is an important part of this 
project. The public had three primary 
avenues for participation during the 
development of the plan—participation in 
public meetings; responses to newsletters; 
and comments submitted by regular mail 
and electronically through the NPS 
Planning, Environment, and Public 
Comment (PEPC) system website. 
 
 
PUBLIC MEETINGS 
AND NEWSLETTERS 

The notice of intent to prepare an 
environmental impact statement for the 
Brooks River project was published in the 
March 30, 2009, Federal Register (vol. 74 
[59, p.14155]). The notice was also posted 
on the NPS PEPC website. 
 
Public meetings and newsletters were used 
to keep the public informed on the planning 
process. A mailing list was compiled of 
members of governmental agencies, 
organizations, businesses, legislators, local 
governments and tribal councils, and 
interested citizens. 
 
Public Scoping Meetings 

Public scoping meetings were held on 
September 28, 2009, in Anchorage, and on 
September 29, 2009, in King Salmon. The 
meetings were announced via newsletters 
(see below), advertisements in the 
September 24 issue of The Bristol Times and 
the September 25 issue of The Anchorage 
Daily News, public service radio 
announcements (sent to KSKA, KBFX, 
KMXS, KBRJ, and KDLG), and through 
online advertisements submitted to the 

“What’s Up” list serve and the “Anchorage 
Community Datebook.” The purpose of 
these public meetings was to disseminate 
information about the proposed project and 
to identify issues and concerns that should 
be addressed in the document. The 
meetings combined an open house with a 
brief, formal presentation, followed by a 
public comment opportunity.  
 
Four individuals attended the Anchorage 
meeting, and seven attended the King 
Salmon meeting. Much of the discussion 
focused on the design and alignment of the 
various proposals and the relationship to 
other projects in the park. Oral comments 
were received at both meetings. In addition, 
14 comments were received by e-mail or 
through the PEPC system. 
 
Public comments fell into 11 categories 
(NPS 2009b). The primary issues and 
concerns that were raised included the 
following:  
 
 purpose and need for the project  
 relationship of the proposed project 

to the 1996 development concept 
plan 

 access to the Brooks River area 
 impacts on cultural, visual, water, 

and wildlife resources and park 
operations 

 design of the proposed action 
alternatives (including bridge span 
distances, viewing platforms, costs, 
clearance for bears, protection from 
bears, and provision for floatplane 
landings) 

 notification of the public about the 
project 

 
Newsletters 

Two newsletters with project information, 
public scoping meeting announcements, 
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and information on how to submit 
comments were mailed June 18, 2009, and 
September 18, 2009, to agencies, organi-
zations, and individuals identified on the 
project mailing list. The September news-
letter included preliminary alternative 
design concepts for the north and south 
boardwalks and the bridge. 
 
A third (alternatives) newsletter was 
distributed and posted on the PEPC website 
in summer 2010. This newsletter described 
five alternatives (including the no-action 
alternative) that the planning team was 
considering. The descriptions of the 
alternatives covered the boardwalks, bridge, 
and a barge landing site. Similar elements 
shared by all of the action alternatives were 
identified.  
 
 
CONSULTATION WITH OTHER 
AGENCIES/OFFICIALS AND 
ORGANIZATIONS 

Section 106 Consultations 

On multiple occasions beginning in 2006, 
the National Park Service consulted with 
concerned Alaska Native groups/families, 
i.e., Council of Katmai Descendants, heirs 
of Palakia Melgenak, and the Alaska state 
historic preservation office regarding 
general project activities in the Brooks 
Camp area. In 2006, the council expressed 
support for relocating the operations at 
Brooks Camp in accordance with the 1996 
development concept plan and did not 
support additional development in the area. 
A meeting was held at the NPS regional 
office in Anchorage, Alaska, on 
February 27, 2009, among NPS and council 
representatives with a discussion of the 
proposal to construct a permanent bridge 
across Brooks River. Following this initial 
meeting, an NPS archeologist met with 
council representatives in February 2009 to 
discuss traditional uses of the Brooks River 
area and to arrange subsequent interviews 
with knowledgeable council members.  
 

At a meeting in December 2009, council 
representatives again expressed that the 
bridge project went against their under-
standing that development would be 
removed from Brooks Camp and that their 
traditional access and activities are 
impacted by too many people in the area. 
Similar sentiments were expressed in a 
letter to U.S. Senator Lisa Murkowski in 
March 2010 by the attorney representing 
the heirs. The National Park Service went 
over schematic bridge designs and alterna-
tive alignments with council members at a 
meeting in May 2010. The National Park 
Service advised the group that cultural 
resources (e.g., archeological resources, 
cultural landscapes, and ethnographic 
resources) could be potentially affected by 
the project. An agreement was reached to 
hold subsequent meetings in King Salmon 
and Brooks Camp during July 2010; these 
meetings did not occur; however, primarily 
because of NPS emergency operations in 
Valley of Ten Thousand Smokes that 
curtailed staff availability at the time. In 
June 2010, an NPS anthropologist inter-
viewed Alaska Native, Vera Angasan, in 
King Salmon (transcripts of the interview 
are on file at the Katmai National Park and 
Preserve cultural resources office, 240 West 
5th Avenue, Anchorage, AK 99501). 
 
An on-site visit was conducted June 9–10, 
2010, with an NPS archeologist and 
representatives of the Alaska state historic 
preservation office to discuss potential 
project effects on cultural resources in 
accordance with section 106 requirements. 
The state historic preservation office 
representatives noted potential project 
effects on the cultural landscape. 
 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

The planning team checked the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service’s  Alaska Region 
endangered species consultation website 
(http://alaska.fws.gov/fisheries/endangered
/consultation.htm) on September 22, 2010. 
Based on the website map, no federally 
listed species are present in the project area. 
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Therefore, section 7 consultation with the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is not 
necessary. 
 
The planning team contacted the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service’s Alaska Region 
Permitting Branch on August 19, 2010, 
requesting coordination assistance for a 
possible incidental take of a bald eagle nest 
near Beaver Pond, as required under the 
Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act. The 
agency responded by providing an eagle 
permit fact sheet and information on how 
to avoid and minimize eagle disturbances. 
Based on the information provided, a 
project-specific decision tree was 
developed to aid in determining if a permit 
is needed. 
 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Agency Fisheries Service 

No endangered or threatened species under 
the management of the National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration 
(NOAA)—National Marine Fisheries 
Service are in the Brooks River area. 
Therefore, no consultation is required. 
 
The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery 
Conservation and Management Act (16 
USC 1855(b)) requires federal agencies to 
consult with the National Marine Fisheries 
Service if essential fish habitat may be 
adversely affected. Essential fish habitat 
(salmon spawning areas) is present in 
Brooks River and Naknek Lake in the 
project area. The effects of the alternatives 
on essential fish habitat are addressed in 
appendix C. The National Marine Fisheries 
Service concurred with the NPS finding that 
the adverse effects on essential fish habitat 
would be minor.  
 

Environmental Protection Agency 

The Environmental Protection Agency 
reviewed the DEIS in accordance with their 
responsibilities under the National 
Environmental Policy Act and section 309 
of the Clean Water Act. The Environmental 
Protection Agency assigned a rating of Lack 
of Objections to the draft EIS. The EPA 
review did not identify any potential 
environmental impacts requiring substantial 
changes to the proposal. 
 
Public Review of Draft Plan 

The Brooks River Visitor Access Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement was 
released to the public on June 22, 2012. The 
Notice of Availability for the draft environ-
mental impact statement was published in 
the Federal Register on that date (77 FR 
37707). The public comment period ran 
from June 22 through August 20, 2012. 
Three public meetings were held in Alaska 
to review the draft EIS and receive public 
comment: July 31, 2012, in Homer; August 1 
in Anchorage; and August 2 in King Salmon, 
Alaska. Sixteen individuals attended the 
public meetings.  
 
During the 60-day comment period, 
comments were received via mail, e-mail, 
and through the NPS Planning, Environ-
ment, and Public Comment (PEPC) site. In 
total, 22 comment letters were received via 
these means. The 22 comment letters 
included two environmental organizations 
(National Parks and Conservation, and 
Sierra Club), state and federal agencies 
(State of Alaska, Environmental Protection 
Agency, and National Marine Fisheries 
Service), the State of Alaska, Bristol Bay 
Native Corporation, Katmailand, Inc., and 
14 individuals. Letters from agencies are 
included in appendix D. Letters from 
organizations and individuals are on file at 
the NPS Alaska regional office. 
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COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE DRAFT PLAN / 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

 
This section summarizes the comments 
received following the release of the Brooks 
River Visitor Access Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement on June 22, 2012. All 
written comments were considered during 
the preparation of the final environmental 
impact statement in accordance with the 
requirements of the Council on Environ-
mental Quality’s regulations for imple-
menting the National Environmental Policy 
Act (40 CFR 1503).   
 
 A total of 127comments were derived from 
the 22 pieces of correspondence received. 
 
These comments were classified as 
substantive or nonsubstantive. A substantive 
comment is defined in the “Director’s Order 
12 Handbook” (section 4.6A) as one that 
does one or more of the following: 
 
 Question, with a reasonable basis, the 

accuracy of information presented in 
the EIS.  

 Question, with reasonable basis, the 
adequacy of the environmental 
analysis. 

 Present reasonable alternatives other 
than those presented in the EIS. 

 Cause changes or revisions in the 
proposal.  

 
As further stated in the Handbook, 
substantive comments “raise, debate, or 
question a point of fact or policy. Comments 
in favor of or against the proposed action or 
alternatives, or comments that only agree or 
disagree with NPS policy, are not considered 
substantive.” The NPS prepared responses to 
all comments determined to be substantive. 
In addition, the NPS elected to respond to 
some nonsubstantive comments when they 
represented common questions or 

misunderstandings among the public or other 
stakeholders.  
 
Comments were grouped by similar themes, 
and summarized with an issue summary 
statement. Following each issue statement are 
one or more “representative quotes,” which 
are comments taken directly from the 
correspondence to illustrate the issue, 
concern, or idea expressed by the comments 
grouped under that issue statement. 
 
 
BROOKS CAMP RELOCATION 

Comment 1 

The elevated bridge and boardwalk will 
provide little incentive to relocate Brooks 
Camp Lodge and Campground, therefore 
making it unlikely that the eventual 
relocation will occur. 
 
Representative Quote 

The availability of a permanent structure that 
improves the operations for Katmailand and 
helps the experience of visitors at the Brooks 
Lodge will likely result in making it LESS 
likely that the concession operation moves 
across the Brooks River. With disruptions 
removed from anglers & bus riders crossing 
the river, the incentive to move operations is 
greatly reduced. 
 
NPS Response 

The relocation of Brooks Camp Lodge and 
the campground are outside the scope of this 
EIS. The 1996 Brooks River Area – Final 
Development Concept Plan EIS and Record 
of Decision (ROD) address lodge and 
campground relocation to the Beaver Pond 
terrace area. A phased relocation of facilities 
would be enhanced by a bridge to provide 
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improved access across the river for people, 
supplies and equipment. 
 
Comment 2 

Moving Brooks Camp after the construction 
of the bridge is a misallocation of public 
funds and should therefore not be 
considered. The large cost of the bridge is a 
tiny fraction of the cost to move Brooks 
Camp. The massive cost associated with 
relocation of all facilities is unreasonable and 
counterproductive. 
 
Representative Quote 

According to the DEIS, the estimated cost of 
the elevated bridge described in Alternative 4 
will be $7.4 million, which is considerable, 
even for a federal agency. However, the cost 
of the proposed bridge is a tiny fraction of the 
funding that would be necessary to move all 
of the existing facilities. I feel that the 
predicted major disturbances and massive 
costs associated with relocation of virtually 
all facilities are unreasonable, counter-
productive, and will result in still more 
impacts at the proposed new site. All-in-all, 
this action is a waste of federal money. 
 
NPS Response 

The NPS currently does not have funding to 
relocate all of Brooks Camp. The feasibility, 
including costs, of future relocation of the 
remaining facilities will be evaluated as the 
DCP is implemented. 
 
Comment 3 

The 1996 Development Concept Plan (DCP) 
is not being followed accurately with the 
implementation of this plan. This plan fails to 
accomplish the people free zone found in the 
DCP by allowing buildings to remain on the 
north side of the river. The DCP calls for the 
relocation of Brooks Camp to occur in one 
step rather than in many steps over a period 
of time. 
 

Representative Quote 

However, a major alternative is being 
disregarded given that the 1996 DCP and 
current NPS guidance states that Brooks 
Lodge & all NPS/visitor operations will move 
to the South side of the River.  
 
The most environmentally preferable 
alternative would be simply to move 
everything en masse in the near future, 
without building a new bridge. Once (or, 
more likely, if) the move across the river 
occurs we will be left with a somewhat 
imposing and permanent structure left across 
the river. If the DCP's people free zone is 
implemented it will be a proverbial "Bridge to 
nowhere, in the middle of nowhere." 
 
NPS Response 

The 1996 Development Concept Plan (DCP) 
defined a large-scale concept. As specific 
plans for implementation have evolved and 
funding appropriated, minor modifications 
have been made to the DCP. The DCP was 
not funded in its entirety. The NPS is 
proposing some modifications to the DCP to 
continue its phased implementation. The 
NPS proposes to remove the proposed 
floatplane access and the breakwater 
required for floatplane access to the south 
side of Brooks River from the DCP. The NPS 
proposes to construct a elevated bridge and 
boardwalk system to facilitate movement of 
visitors and staff and transport supplies in the 
Brooks River area.  The NPS also proposes to 
relocate the existing barge landing site.  
  
The environmental effects of these proposed 
changes on park resources have been 
evaluated in this EIS.  The proposed access 
will lessen the environmental impacts of 
implementing the DCP by negating the need 
to build a large breakwater in Naknek Lake 
and by moving the barge landing access road 
away from the south bank of the Brooks 
River. Although the DCP envisioned a 
“people-free zone” on the north side of the 
river, the proposed elevated bridge and 
boardwalk system would reroute and 
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vertically separate people from bears, 
allowing people to traverse the area with 
minimal impact to bears.   
 
Comment 4 

The DCP should be withdrawn in favor of a 
Day Use plan. 
 
Representative Quote 

The DCP should be withdrawn in favor of a 
Day Use plan. 
 
NPS Response  

A day use plan is outside the scope of this 
EIS, as is the suggestion that the DCP be 
withdrawn. The DCP considered an 
alternative that removed Brooks Camp 
facilities from the park and managed the site 
as a day use area.  This alternative was not 
selected by the NPS.  
 
Comment 5 

The campground should remain in its current 
location. The current camp is located in an 
ideal place and provides a breezy, less buggy, 
more enjoyable camping experience. The 
lodge and campground are within ideal 
walking distance for a day of fishing. 
 
Representative Quote 

More specifically, we request the Service 
leave the campground in its existing location. 
The campground's proximity to Naknek 
Lake provides a breezier, less buggy, more 
enjoyable camping experience. The 
campground's separation from the lodge 
buildings and its setting along a smaller trail 
add to the camper's rustic experience. 
Additionally, its location adjacent to the start 
of the Dumpling Mountain trail is especially 
convenient considering campers often must 
relocate from the campground to camp along 
the trail if the campground is at capacity. The 
campground does not require significant 
infrastructure, and what infrastructure is 
needed is already in place. 

NPS Response 

Issues concerning the campground are 
outside the scope of this EIS. The 1996 
Brooks River Area – Final Development 
Concept Plan EIS and Record of Decision 
(ROD) address lodge and campground 
relocation to the Beaver Pond terrace area.  
 
Comment 6 

There is a need to reassess the benefits of 
alternative facility and programmatic 
approaches for Brooks Camp as a whole 
before committing significant funds to these 
incremental yet expensive improvements. 
 
Representative Quote 

We believe there is a need to re-assess the 
benefits of alternative facility and 
programmatic approaches for Brooks Camp 
as a whole before committing significant 
funds to these incremental yet expensive 
improvements.  
 
We share with the Park Service the goal of 
improving facilities at Brooks Camp for 
visitors, the Park Service, the concessioner, 
and the bears. We would like to work with 
the Park Service and other stakeholders to 
develop a better vision for the future of the 
Park. This vision would encompass the 
following characteristics: 
 
 Revisit key DCP-proposed facility 

changes. 
 Utilize improved bear management 

techniques to minimize adverse 
human-bear interactions. Accept that 
occasional delays while walking 
through Brooks Camp are part of the 
experience of the place, and not 
necessarily entirely negative.  

 Work with the Council of Katmai 
Descendants, BBNC and other local 
Native entities to develop a new, 
more active program to tell the story 
of the thousands of years of native life 
along the river. We recognize that 
cultural resources will likely always 
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be secondary to bears and fish as a 
reason to travel to Katmai. But we 
believe the cultural dimensions of the 
Brooks River experience are grossly 
underdeveloped. Brooks River is one 
of the most important, concentrated 
cultural sites in Bristol Bay if not in all 
of Alaska. Much more could and 
should be done to share and celebrate 
these traditions. 

 
NPS Response 

The NPS is continuing to implement the DCP 
as funding becomes available. Consideration 
of a different bridge has emerged as a critical 
link between the north and south sides of the 
river.  If an action alternative is selected, 
visitor access to the south side of the river, 
the lower viewing platform and Brooks Falls 
would be improved for those arriving by 
floatplane on Naknek Lake north of the river. 
 
The NPS considered an alternative that 
focused on management of bears and people 
to address safety concerns rather than 
proposing a bridge and boardwalk system.  
This alternative was dismissed because it is 
not certain that such management would 
increase human safety.   
 
The NPS agrees that more can be done to tell 
the public about the fantastic cultural 
resources at Brooks Camp and will continue 
to work with the Council of Katmai 
Descendants, Bristol Bay Native Corporation, 
and local native groups to do so.  
 
Comment 7 

The EIS lacks evidence to support a bridge to 
provide continued operations during the 
relocation of Brooks Camp. The EIS should 
consider other options for continued 
operations during the relocation, such as a 
combination of boat access and management 
of the floating bridge. 
 

Representative Quote 

In the Need Statement and throughout this 
EIS it states that dependable access is needed 
to provide for continued operations during 
the relocation of Brooks Camp to the south 
side of the Brook River. What analytical or 
scientific data do you have that would 
indicate that continued operations would not 
be possible if elevated walkways and bridge 
were not built? As a foremost expert in this 
matter I would disagree. Isn't it in fact just a 
degree of convenience instead of necessity? 
What is this need? Is it so that supplies and 
equipment can be transported from the barge 
landing on the south side of the river to 
Brooks Camp side? This EIS makes the 
assumption that barge landings only occur on 
the south side of the river but isn't it a fact 
and a common practice to land the barge and 
associated supplies and equipment on the 
north side of the river? Just today (August 15, 
2012) those activities on the north side of the 
river occurred including pumping out 
outhouses at the Visitor Center into a tank 
for transportation to the disposal pit on the 
valley road. So isn't it possible and 
environmentally safer to pump and transport 
sewage at the end of the season in this 
manner and avoid having it pumped across 
the proposed boardwalks and bridge or 
hauling it across the river mouth at the 
beginning of the season? Is the Need so NPS 
and concession employees can access the 
north side of the river from the new housing 
area being constructed on the valley road? 
Couldn't the movement of the housing be 
done in a manner that would allow enough 
housing be left on the north side of the river 
till the majority of facilities are functional on 
the south side of the river? Isn't access across 
the river for the most part only impacted for 
the month of July and the last 7-10 days of the 
lodge's season in September? Doesn't this EIS 
in fact state that " a 2011 study found that the 
bridge was open more often than closed in 
July." (page103)? So isn't this EIS in part 
justifying the building of a $4.2 to $8.9 million 
elevated boardwalks and bridge to allow for 
access of employees and visitors for a period 
of at most six weeks and in reality mostly 7-10 
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days? Couldn't other means be used to allow 
for dependable access? Couldn't a 
combination of boat transport and 
management of the bridge allow for sufficient 
crossings? Aren't they for a large part being 
utilized at the present including the use of 
bridge escorts? 
 
NPS Response 

Despite the best efforts of NPS staff, delays of 
an hour or more to cross the river occur due 
to bear activity. The current system does not 
provide reliable access across the river. 
 
NPS plans to remove existing housing as new 
housing is developed to avoid an increase in 
facility footprints inside the park. Because 
relocation of housing facilities is currently 
underway, it is not an option to retain 
housing on the north side of the river until 
most of the facilities are functional on the 
south side of the river. Once the panabodes 
are completed on the south side, NPS plans 
to remove the tent frames from the north 
side. 
 
 
BROOKS CAMP CARRYING CAPACITY 

Comment 8 

The EIS should discuss the DCP visitor use 
limits or carrying capacity as a means of 
meeting the purpose and need of this project. 
 
Representative Quote 

When will visitor use limits be implemented 
and why haven't they been implemented 
already? Wouldn't they go a long way toward 
addressing some of the purposes and needs 
associated with this proposal? 
 
NPS Response 

Brooks Camp carrying capacity is outside the 
scope of this EIS. In addition, the visitor use 
limits in the DCP have no bearing on the 
need for the bridge and boardwalk proposed 
in this EIS—regardless of how many people 

are at Brooks Camp during the peak bear 
viewing and sportfishing periods, the 
proposed bridge and boardwalk will help 
reduce human-bear encounters, improve 
visitor and employee safety, enhance 
resource protection, improve the visitor 
experience in the Brooks River area, and 
meet operational needs for Brooks Camp 
facilities. 
 
 
BEAVER POND ACCESS 

Comment 9 

The EIS is unclear as to whether a road would 
access facilities (lodge and campground) 
relocated to the Beaver Pond Terrace as per 
the 1996 DCP. 
 
Representative quote 

We are glad to see that this EIS changes the 
plans in the 1996 GMP for a new access road 
and shuttle bus system to the Beaver Pond 
Terrace and they will now not be 
constructed. We do have a question, 
however, about a potential conflict between 
the decision not to construct that new access 
road and a statement on page 11 that reads, 
subject to available funding, the lodge and 
campground would be relocated to the 
Beaver Pond Terrace in 15+ years. If this EIS 
makes the decision that no road or shuttle 
system will be built to support the Beaver 
Pond Terrace site, why is it still listed as 
something that could happen 15+ years from 
now? And if the Beaver Pond Terrace is not 
the location for those facilities, when will the 
decision be made on where those facilities 
should/could be relocated? 
 
NPS Response 

As indicated in the 1996 DCP, the lodge and 
campground would be relocated to an area 
south of the Brooks River at the Beaver Pond 
terrace. An access road would be constructed 
to connect these facilities to the Valley of Ten 
Thousand Smokes Road. The text on pages 
10 and 11 of the DEIS will be revised to 
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clarify proposed access to the relocated 
facilities at the Beaver Pond terrace. 
 
 
OTHER ALTERNATIVES TO  
THOSE PRESENTED IN THE DEIS 

Comment 10 

The EIS should include an alternative with 
the barge landing moved 2,000 feet south on 
Naknek Lake and no elevated bridge. 
 
Representative Quote 

We recommend the adoption of Alternative 
1, No Action, revised to eliminate the $1.54 
million hardened ramp at the current site at 
the mouth of Brooks River. We agree with the 
NPS's plan in Alternatives 2, 4, and 5 of the 
DEIS to move the existing barge landing out 
of the prime bear habitat and salmon feeding 
area at the mouth of the river. 
 
NPS Response 

While the commenter’s suggested alternative 
would address the barge landing, it does not 
address the other elements identified in the 
DEIS’ “Purpose and Need.” This suggested 
alternative would not address such issues as 
river/wetland restoration, visitor and 
employee (both NPS and lodge) access across 
the river, bear/human interactions, cultural 
resource concerns (sensitive archeological 
sites, cultural landscape), management of 
sewage, and electrical connectivity between 
both sides of the river. 
 
Comment 11 

A multi-million dollar bridge is not necessary 
because reliable visitor and employee access 
can be provided through a combination of 
increased staffing levels and by modifying 
existing policy. 
 

Representative Quote 

Dependable access could be provided 
through a combination of increased staffing 
levels and by modifying existing policy to 
allow both visitors and employees more 
reliably access to work and bear viewing 
areas during July and September when bears 
most often impede human traffic flow across 
the floating bridge. It is not necessary to build 
a multi-million dollar bridge to provide more 
reliable access. For example, currently many 
Brooks Lodge employees have early work 
shifts that, in September, start well before 
sunrise. The bridge is not necessary to 
provide concession staff (who will in the near 
future presumably be living in the new 
housing areas near the Valley Road 
Administrative Area) access to work. 
 
NPS Response 

To date, the NPS has not been able to provide 
dependable access across the river and 
between the fish freezing building and the 
Corner despite numerous adjustments in 
staffing levels and human-bear management 
approaches. The presence and number of 
bears in the lower river area make this 
especially difficult. Bear management at 
Brooks Camp has been evaluated and 
improved. In addition, increased staff and 
additional housing for that staff is expensive. 
While the safety record at Brooks Camp is 
remarkable, the NPS desires to take a 
proactive approach. An elevated bridge and 
boardwalks would provide effective, safe 
vertical separation between bears and people. 
 
Comment 12 

The EIS should include an alternative with an 
elevated bridge but no relocation of Brooks 
Camp or removal of Brooks Camp facilities 
from the Brooks River Area. 
 
Representative Quote 

The campground move and lodge move are 
referenced as next steps if a bridge is built on 
page 4. 
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The bridge would facilitate these ill-
conceived plans, and the cost, at a time of 
scarce federal money, seems unjustified. The 
cost could be limited with an "Alternative" 
that allows building of a bridge, but no 
expensive camp and lodge relocation 
following bridge construction. That is an 
"Alternative" that hasn't been included in the 
Draft EIS, and should be added...The current 
camp is located in an ideal place.  Fishermen 
who camp and lodge users can congregate 
together, and camp or overnight at a lodge, 
which leaves them within ideal walking 
distance for a day of fishing. 
 
NPS Response 

The relocation of the Brooks Camp lodge and 
campground is outside the scope of this EIS. 
The 1996 Brooks River Area – Final 
Development Concept Plan EIS and Record 
of Decision (ROD) address lodge and 
campground relocation to the Beaver Pond 
terrace area.  
 
Comment 13 

The EIS should include an alternative that 
implements the 1996 DCP preferred 
alternative of relocating Brooks Camp to the 
south side of the river, moves the barge 
landing 2000 feet to south on Naknek Lake, 
but does not include an elevated bridge. 
 
Representative Quote 

Wouldn't a reasonable alternative be simply 
move the Barge landing/access road from the 
site in the DCP to the site proposed in the 
Preferred Alternative of this EIS, and retain 
all other aspects of the DCP with or without a 
phased relocation (CEQ regulations 1500.2 
(e), 1502.14 (a), 1508.25 (a) (1) (iii))? 
Wouldn't with this alternative there be many 
of the positive effects stated in Implementing 
the Preferred Alternative of the DCP above 
compared to the Preferred Alternative of this 
EIS but also 1) cost much less by not having 
to expend resources on building the elevated 
boardwalks and bridge (between $8,948,500 
and $4,244,000, differences between building 

the elevated boardwalks and bridge and not 
building the bridge), and also save money 
compared to building the access road 
identified in the DCP, then the cost savings 
could be put toward finishing the new 
housing area and/or building a new lodge 
complex and access road from the Valley 
road 2) reduce the time needed to relocate 
Brooks Camp since 3 years would not be 
needed to build the elevated boardwalks and 
bridge? 
 
NPS Response 

The NPS has determined that the current 
floatplane and boat access north of Brooks 
River to be more dependable than the access 
south of the river as described in the DCP.  
Maintaining floatplane and boat access on 
the north side of the river would require 
dependable access across the river.  The DCP 
is being implemented in phases because of 
budgetary considerations. NPS has elected to 
maintain a fully functioning operation at 
Brooks Camp as the DCP is implemented. 
The proposed bridge would facilitate 
continued operations of Brooks Camp during 
the phased relocation.  
 
Funding is obtained for a specific project, to 
be built within certain constraints. Federal 
funds specifically appropriated by Congress 
can only be used for the purposes stated. 
 
 
BROWN BEAR 

Comment 14 

The EIS presents no objective scientific data 
to support the hypothesis that a 10-foot 
elevated bridge will "decrease adverse effects 
on brown bears due to elimination of the 
floating bridge". The EIS contention that 
bears will move more freely with an elevated 
bridge is mere speculation. 
 
Representative Quote 

However, the NPS presents no objective 
scientific data to support their hypothesis 
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that a 10-foot elevated bridge will “decrease 
adverse effects on brown bears due to 
elimination of the floating bridge” (p. 45 in 
DEIS). Importantly, there is at least some 
published information from research 
conducted by DeBruyn et al. (2004; Wildlife 
Society Bulletin 32:1132-1140; cited in the 
DEIS on p. 140} that showed negative 
responses by Brooks River bears to the 
elevated structures near the falls. The DEIS 
cites no experimental studies that examine 
bear behavior and or quantifies bear 
movements when confronted with a bridge. 
Therefore, I suggest that the NPS contention 
that bears will move more freely with an 
elevated bridge is mere speculation, and that 
the opposite bear response may occur as 
indicated in the work of DeBruyn et al. 
(2004). 
 
NPS Response 

A comparison of bear movements before and 
after the construction of the falls boardwalks 
provides an example of bear behavior when 
confronted with an elevated structure. 
DeBruyn’s observations showed a short-term 
change in bear activity along bear trails under 
the current falls boardwalk after its 
construction (DeBruyn et al. 2004). The 
presence of a newly people-free zone on the 
ridge where the ground-level foot trail had 
been may have attracted more bear activity to 
that alternate location, but this was not 
studied. However, bear activity in the Brooks 
River, including at Brooks Falls, continued to 
increase after construction of the boardwalk, 
and human-bear interactions of a significant 
nature declined to near zero in the area of the 
boardwalk and have remained low since, 
despite the highest bear counts in the history 
of the monitoring program. Based on 
observed changes in human-bear interactions 
in the falls boardwalk area, we assume that 
elevating human activity reduces the direct 
human confrontation. 
 
Comment 15 

The DEIS (pp. 66-67) inaccurately 
characterizes the increase of brown bear 

activity. The conclusory statement on p. 67 
implies that the increasing trend in brown 
bear activity may be due to protections from 
hunting. Based on the list of potential factors 
discussed in this paragraph, the final EIS 
should at least acknowledge that this increase 
may be due to a combination of factors. 
 
Representative Quote 

Page 66 and 67, brown bear activity. While we 
agree that brown bear activity has increased 
in the vicinity, we disagree with the 
characterization of this increase. Specifically, 
bear hunting did not end due to "increased 
NPS presence" - it was Congress that ended 
brown bear hunting in Katmai National Park. 
Additionally, we request modification of the 
last sentence. As currently written, this 
conclusion implies that the increasing trend 
in brown bear activity may be due to 
protections from hunting. Based on the list of 
potential factors discussed in this paragraph, 
the final EIS should at least acknowledge that 
this increase may be due to a combination of 
factors. In fact, a case could be made that the 
brown bear population has been high for well 
over the last decade, and that any recent 
increases in brown bear densities at Brook's 
Camp are attributed to a change in bear 
distribution resulting from a change in the 
strength of fish runs and habituation to 
people. 
 
NPS Response 

The text of the EIS has been modified  to 
address this comment. 
 
Comment 16 

There is a lack of precision with the summary 
of information regarding bear use of Brooks 
River. For example, the information on bear 
numbers appears to refer specifically to 
independent bears rather than all bear 
including dependent offspring. This 
information should be revised to represent 
the referenced reports and data accurately. 
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Representative Quote 

There is a lack of precision with the summary 
of information regarding bear use of Brooks 
River. For example, the information on bear 
numbers appears to refer specifically to 
independent bears rather than all bear 
including dependent offspring. This 
information should be revised to represent 
the referenced reports and data accurately. 
 
NPS Response 

The text of the EIS has been changed to refer 
to independent bears rather than to all bears 
including dependent offspring. 
 
Comment 17 

There is a lack of a thorough discussion of the 
relationship of the preferred alternative to 
the Park's Bear-Human Conflict 
Management Plan, which is a step-down plan 
from the Park's General Management Plan. 
 
Representative Quote 

There is a lack of a thorough discussion of the 
relationship of the preferred alternative to 
the Park's Bear-Human Conflict 
Management Plan, which is a step-down plan 
from the Park's General Management Plan. 
 
NPS Response 

The “Katmai Bear/Human Conflict 
Management Plan” is an internal guide for 
employees to implement law, regulation, and 
policy pertaining to Katmai while managing 
bear and human activity. Documents 
developed through public processes, such as 
the current EIS, inform any decisions made 
that may change current bear management 
practices.  Any changes would be reflected 
when the BHCMP is revised. 
 
Comment 18 

The EIS states that autumn bears had a low 
tolerance for human activity. The north 

boardwalk along the outside of the treed area 
would create a significant visual and noise 
disturbance that would impact all parts of the 
lower river, thus impacting most of the bears 
in the fall. 
 
Representative Quote 

P. 68 par. 5 and 6. It states the fall feeding 
pattern of bears in the lower river and that 
"the autumn bears generally had a low 
tolerance for human activity" so I think that 
the north boardwalk along the outside of the 
treed area would create a significant visual 
and noise disturbance that would impact all 
part of the lower river, thus impacting most 
of the bears in the fall. 
 
NPS Response 

Bratten and Gilbert (1987) indicated that in 
the 1980s, when bear and visitor activity was 
much lower, bears that came to Brooks Camp 
in the fall appeared to be less tolerant of 
human activity. In the intervening time, bear 
and human activity have both increased, and 
subsequent studies have not observed this 
behavior. This has been clarified in the final 
document. 
 
 
FISH, FISHING, AND REDFISH FISHERY 

Comment 19 

NPS has not provided adequate data and 
analysis on current effects of the floating 
bridge on fish migration and spawning 
habitats. Without proof that fish are being 
negatively impacted, the need for the elevated 
bridge is not justified. 
 
Representative Quote 

Significantly, the DEIS offers no objective 
scientific evidence that any of these species of 
fish have been negatively affected by the 
existing floating bridge. Equally perplexing is 
the NPS contention that a permanent, 
elevated bridge as proposed in Alternatives 2-
5 "would eliminate ... the associated impacts 
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to fish migration and spawning (e.g., impeded 
passage and spring riverbed disturbances, 
turbidity, and sedimentation}." If the NPS 
has not documented any impacts of the 
existing floating bridge on fish migration 
behavior and spawning habitats through 
experimental research, then how can there be 
an improved situation with an elevated 
bridge? This whole section of the DEIS 
(pp.148-157) is little more than anecdotal and 
apparently intended only to enhance the 
argument in favor of constructing a bridge. 
 
NPS Response 

While no formal studies have been 
conducted on the impact of the floating 
bridge on fish migration,  driving tracked 
vehicles in the river to install and remove the 
bridge, as well as to transport waste across 
the river in early spring, is the most damaging 
to fish migration of all river crossing 
alternatives. The impact analysis has been 
revised to reflect this and to address the 
uncertainty of the other impacts. 
 
Comment 20 

The EIS does not mention catch and release 
fishing. Catch and release fishing should be 
retained under all alternatives so long as 
healthy populations of fish are assured. 
 
Representative Quote 

Finally, although there is no mention of any 
changes in areas open to catch-and-release 
fishing on Brooks River in either the EIS 
(1996) or the DEIS (2012), I recommend that 
this historic use activity be retained and 
unaffected by any future developments as 
long as healthy populations of rainbow trout, 
Dolly Varden, and Arctic grayling are 
assured. Indeed, this fishery and these fish 
species, as well as the all-important sockeye 
salmon run, have been sustained since sport 
fishing began on the Brooks River in the 
1950's. 
 

NPS Response 

The NPS is not proposing any changes to 
catch and release fishing on the Brooks River.  
Recreational fishing is highly valued by both 
the NPS and the public. The NPS recognizes 
the historic importance of catch and release 
fishing to the Brooks River area as part of the 
living history and cultural fabric of the park.  
 
Comment 21 

The EIS suggests that angler access on north 
side of the Brooks River may be restricted. 
 
Representative Quote 

The State strongly supports continued 
uninhibited access to the Brooks River for 
fishing. 
 
Though the DEIS states that angler access 
would continue to be provided without 
restriction, it does not describe angler access 
in detail, nor is angler access easily identified 
on the diagrams. Other statements in the 
DEIS suggest that general access, including 
angler access, will eventually be restricted in 
the area referred to as "the Corner."  
 
To alleviate the impression that the new 
elevated bridge and viewing platforms are the 
only areas people may travel and that access 
may be reduced or eliminated from the 
Corner, we request the final EIS clearly 
identify angler access. 
 
NPS Response 

It is not the intent of the NPS to limit or 
inhibit angler access to the Brooks River. The 
NPS values this activity and is committed to 
protecting it while simultaneously conserving 
fishery resources. Anglers may continue to 
access the river by traveling down existing 
footpaths from the Lodge to the north side 
beach; traveling across the boardwalk to the 
south side of the river; or by walking upriver 
from the Lodge to the oxbow to fish. No foot 
travel restrictions are contemplated; 
however, the trail that currently exists from 
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the Lodge to the Corner would not be 
maintained, and would be revegetated. 
 
Comment 22 

NPS should consider how to best manage 
angler access, including sight distance, at the 
restored areas of the current barge landing 
and barge landing access road and the trail to 
the Corner. 
 
Representative Quote 

In addition, the current barge landing, barge 
landing access road, and the trail to the 
Corner, which the Service proposes to 
remove and restore to natural conditions, are 
areas used by anglers to access the Brooks 
River. One unintended consequence of 
restoring these areas to natural conditions 
may be reduced sight distance for anglers en 
route to fishing spots. We request the Service 
consider how best to maintain angler access 
to these areas while minimizing social trails 
and the potential for negative human-bear 
encounters. 
 
NPS Response 

It is not the intent of the NPS to limit or 
inhibit angler access to the world-class 
Brooks River fishery. The NPS values this 
activity and is committed to protecting it 
while simultaneously conserving fishery 
resources. The NPS will work with anglers to 
understand their needs and desires for access 
and to best minimize human-bear 
encounters.  
 
Comment 23 

The EIS should discuss the impacts of 
alternatives on the authorized red fish fishery 
activities at the mouth of the Brooks River. 
 
Representative Quote 

Similarly, we encourage the Service to 
accommodate the traditional red fish fishery 
during construction, and to consider and 
minimize impacts to the fishery. According to 

the Actions Common to All Action 
Alternatives, the work is largely scheduled for 
late fall, when the red fish fishery takes place, 
and early spring to avoid peak bear and 
visitor periods. We suggest contacting 
participants to discuss ways to reduce 
impacts to the fishery well in advance of 
construction. 
 
While we recognize the Service does not 
consider this a subsistence fishery under Title 
VIII of ANILCA, the authorized red fish 
fishery takes place at the mouth of the Brooks 
River within the project area. The final EIS 
should specifically describe the anticipated 
effects, both during and after construction, of 
the viewing platforms, elevated bridge, and 
relocation of the barge access road on the red 
fish fishery. Currently, the draft EIS only 
makes generic statements about subsistence 
in general within the preserve, while briefly 
mentioning that the red fish fishery occurs. 
 
NPS Response 

The traditional harvest of redfish would 
continue to be authorized under all of the 
alternatives, so it was not developed as an 
impact topic. We have clarified this by adding 
the redfish fishery as an impact topic that was 
considered and dismissed in the Final EIS. 
 
 
HYDROLOGY AND STREAMBANK 
RESTORATION 

Comment 24 

The short-term and long-term effects of the 
pilings used for the elevated bridge have not 
been adequately analyzed. The EIS lacks an 
assessment of hydraulic impacts to fish 
habitat. 
 
Representative Quote 

Equally troublesome is the very casual 
evaluation of potential impacts associated 
with placement of piles in the river bed. I see 
no evidence in the DEIS of a rigorous 
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hydraulic assessment of the proposed action, 
nor is it evident that fisheries ecologists have 
been consulted in determining potential 
impacts of the pilings on fish habitats. 
 
NPS Response 

Bridges, including those with pilings, are 
generally accepted as the least impact to fish 
passage of any manner of crossing 
streambeds. The floating bridge design 
incorporates a need to drive tracked vehicles 
in the water for installation of the bridge each 
year as well as for hauling waste across the 
river in the spring before the bridge is 
installed, and repeatedly operating vehicles in 
a river is generally considered to be the 
highest potential impact of any crossing 
method. The floating bridge also requires 
management of a riverbank abutment on 
each side, which are elements of poor bridge 
design that impact the hydrologic function. 
These points have been clarified in the 
document. 
 
Comment 25 

The EIS does not provide quantitative 
evidence to support conclusions that 
retention of the floating bridge would have 
adverse effects on hydrology and floodplans 
or that hydrology would benefit from the 
removal of the floating bridge. 
 
Representative Quote 

The conclusion in the DEIS (p. 176) that 
Alternative 1 (retention of the floating bridge) 
"would continue to have a long-term, 
moderate, adverse and localized effect on 
hydrology and floodplains" is not supported 
by any quantitative evidence presented in the 
DE IS. Further, the DEIS (p. 181) concludes 
under Alternative 4 that "the hydrology 
would benefit from the removal of the 
floating bridge (that alters river flow 
hydraulics and flooding, and contributes to 
bank erosion near its anchors} ... " Again, 
there is no meaningful documentation of 
negative impacts of the floating bridge, just 
conjecture. 

NPS Response 

The abutments are constructed of boulders 
and artificially constrain channel movement. 
Erosion of the corner downstream of the 
bridge requires well over one yard of material 
per year to maintain the location and 
function of the trail at the corner (some years 
more than 12 yards). Maintenance of the spit 
road limits the hydrologic connection to the 
wetland behind the road, which has to be 
actively maintained by adding material in 
high water years. 
 
Comment 26 

Removing the floating bridge will negate the 
need to stabilize the riverbank on the north 
side and the riverbank will return to a more 
natural condition. This benefit is missing in 
the EIS. 
 
Representative Quote 

Similarly we understand that removing the 
floating bridge will negate the need to 
stabilize the riverbank on the north side. 
With the floating bridge removed, the 
riverbank will return to a more natural 
condition. We didn't see this benefit 
expressed in any of the alternatives 
discussions and suggest that it might be 
included. 
 
NPS Response 

The text of the EIS has been modified to 
address this comment. 
 
Comment 27 

The NPS could improve the streambank 
conditions near the floating bridge and the 
Corner regardless of the alternative chosen. It 
would be possible to retain the floating 
bridge while also rehabilitating the 
streambank. 
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Representative Quote 

We note that the Service could improve the 
streambank conditions near the floating 
bridge and the Corner regardless of the 
alternative chosen. It would be possible to 
retain the floating bridge while also 
rehabilitating the streambank. 
 
NPS Response 

The current human traffic flow to the corner 
area necessitates maintaining the corner. The 
river is naturally eroding this feature, and any 
effort to stabilize this bank is contrary to the 
natural movement of the river. The NPS has 
attempted to use vegetative erosion 
prevention, but bears have dug up the 
materials before they have taken root. 
 
 
VISITOR USE AND EXPERIENCE 

Comment 28 

The EIS lacks evidence that visitor 
experience suffers because of bear-caused 
delays, and does not provide justification that 
the bridge would substantially improve the 
visitor experience beyond what could be 
accomplished through increased staffing 
levels and policy modification. 
 
Representative Quote 

However, can the NPS provide any evidence 
that the visitor experience suffers because of 
delays to visitors' movements that bears 
cause? If so, it should be included in the EIS 
and the park should provide justification that 
the bridge would substantially improve the 
experience in a way that increase staffing 
levels and policy modification cannot. 
 
NPS Response 

The preferred alternative will provide visitors 
increased and enhanced bear-viewing 
opportunities along the length of the 
boardwalks and while crossing the bridge. 

For some, the current situation with waiting 
periods to approach the Corner or cross the 
river are at first a new and interesting part of 
their experience, but for many, after 45 
minutes or an hour, the novelty begins to 
wear off. Some will retain their fascination 
with the wait and this will become a part of 
the story of their trip to Brooks Camp. For 
others, their frustration may be compounded 
by a missed meal or flight. 
 
Comment 29 

The EIS does not include data on the length 
of bear-caused bridge closures, even though 
NPS has been gathering statistics on the 
length of bear delays. 
 
Representative Quote 

Delays caused by bears across the current 
floating bridge, in some instances, are long in 
duration, but the vast majority of these delays 
are short even during peak times of bear use 
along the lower Brooks River in July and 
September. The park has been gathering 
some statistics on the length of bridge 
closures. Does this data support the need for 
an elevated bridge? If so, why is not included 
in the EIS? 
 
NPS Response 

At the time of preparation of the DEIS, bear 
delay data was not available. Since then, we 
have collected and compiled data from 2011. 
That data shows that bridge closures are 
frequent, with more than 20 per day most 
days in July and more than 30 per day in 
September. Most closures are brief, less than 
10 minutes long, but most days in July and 
September for which we have data had 
closures of more than 30 minutes length, 
some more than 60 minutes. Staff experience 
indicates that the length and frequency of 
delays is strongly affected by the salmon run 
and water levels, and multiple years of data 
would be needed to assess the specific 
numbers more appropriately. This new data 
has been added to chapter 3 of the EIS. 
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Comment 30 

Moving Brooks Camp will negatively impact 
pedestrian experience by creating a mile-long 
sprawling complex requiring a vehicle shuttle 
system resulting in increased vehicular traffic. 
 
Representative Concern 

First and foremost, the area north of the river 
is already disturbed and would be 
permanently connected to the south side via 
the proposed elevated walkway and bridge. 
Moving the camp while maintaining the 
visitor contact station at its current location, 
and building the new infrastructure would 
result in a sprawling complex over a mile 
long, as well as necessitate a vehicle shuttle 
system for visitors. Currently, visitors walk 
easily between Brooks Camp and the viewing 
platforms, whereas if the Camp is relocated, 
pedestrians would share the road with 
frequent vehicle shuttles, or be forced to ride 
in a vehicle to access the viewing platforms, 
which would significantly alter the visitor 
experience. 
 
NPS Response 

The 1996 Brooks River Area – Final 
Development Concept Plan EIS and Record 
of Decision (ROD) address lodge and 
campground relocation to the Beaver Pond 
terrace area. This comment is outside the 
scope of this EIS. 
 
Comment 31 

The conditions at the Beaver Pond Terrace, 
the relocation site for Brooks Camp, are 
uncomfortable for visitors. The current site 
has fewer bugs and is more conveniently 
located to the river. 
 
Representative Quote 

There has been talk of moving the camp into 
the woods, off the river, which would make 
camping miserable. The current site is the 
windiest possible site, which is good because 
the bugs at Brooks Camp are thick 

(mosquitoes and white socks). The Naknek 
Lake wind keeps camping comfortable and 
enjoyable. Brooks Lake, or worse, a camp in 
the woods away from either lake, are both 
less windy, and would be very uncomfortable 
for visitors. 
 
NPS Response 

The 1996 Brooks River Area – Final 
Development Concept Plan EIS and Record 
of Decision (ROD) address lodge and 
campground relocation to the Beaver Pond 
terrace area. This comment is outside the 
scope of this EIS. 
 
Concern 32 

Last year Brooks Camp received 100% visitor 
satisfaction rating. How can the cost of an 
elevated boardwalk and bridge be justified to 
improve visitor experience when the visitor 
experience can be considered exceptional? 
 
Representative Quote 

Isn't this EIS in part justifying this proposal 
by improving visitor experience? Didn't 
Brooks Camp get an unprecedented 100% 
visitor satisfaction rating from its visitor 
survey last year? What is the significant 
overriding need to improve visitor 
experience in light of this fact? How can a 
$4.2 to $8.9 million dollar elevated 
boardwalks and bridge be justified to 
improve visitor experience when the visitor 
experience can be considered exceptional? 
Isn't overcrowding by far the element that 
impacts visitor experience most? Doesn't this 
EIS's own data indicate this to be so with 
56% of visitors rating overcrowding as 
moderate, very or, extreme (page 103)? 
 
NPS Response 

Visitor satisfaction is one concern, and the 
NPS’s goal is to keep visitor satisfaction high 
while addressing the other goals identified in 
the purpose and need section of the EIS. 
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Comment 33 

On page 99, paragraph 4, the EIS states that 
"[t]he Corner is a site of high bear activity, 
and consequently 'bear jams' occur 
frequently in this area." This is a very general 
statement, where is the data to support this 
statement? 
 
Representative Quote 

P.99 par. 4, "The Corner is a site of high bear 
activity, and consequently 'bear jams' occur 
frequently in this area." This is a very general 
statement, where is the data to support this 
statement? 
 
NPS Response 

See response to concern 30 above. 
 
 
SAFETY 

Comment 34 

The EIS lacks data on human-bear conflicts 
to demonstrate the need to improve visitor 
and employee safety by building an elevated 
bridge and boardwalk. 
 
Representative Quote 

The purpose of and need for the preferred 
alternative, in particular the need, are largely 
not supported sufficiently by the background 
information and analysis of environmental 
consequences....The draft EIS states that one 
of the needs for the preferred alternative is to 
"… improve visitor and employee safety, 
reducing the risk of human-bear conflicts." 
However, no data are presented in the draft 
EIS that clearly demonstrate this need. 
Statements about suggested increases in 
human-bear interactions in the lower river 
near the bridge, for example, are not 
adequately supported with actual data. 
 

NPS Response 

Human-bear conflicts data at Brooks Camp 
appears on page 104 of the DEIS. Brooks 
Camp, and the lower river in particular, have 
been intensively managed with pressures, 
subtle and direct, to move people past bears. 
Bluff charges and more aggressive bear 
behavior pose risks to visitors and staff 
because brown bears are highly unpredict-
able, even in carefully managed settings. A 
structural solution (elevated bridge and 
boardwalks) can reduce the risk of bear-
human conflicts through vertical separation.  
Safety is one of many reasons the NPS 
proposes to construct an elevated bridge and 
boardwalks. In addition to safety, these 
proposed structures address the multiple 
resource concerns raised in the “Purpose and 
Need” of this EIS. Also see response to 
comment 11. 
 
Comment 35 

The EIS implies the need for increased hazing 
of bears in Brooks Camp in the fall. This is a 
reflection of a shift in management policy 
rather than an actual change in bear use or 
human-bear interactions. 
 
Representative Quote 

The draft EIS implies that there has been 
some sort of need for increased hazing of 
bears near camp in the fall and that this 
approach is somehow an important aspect to 
managing the area. The report referenced for 
this information actually discusses concerns 
related to park management' relatively recent 
push to haze bears outside of the camp for 
human convenience. Also, the implied trend 
of increased hazing of bears near the camp is 
clearly primarily a reflection of a shift in 
management policy versus an actual change 
in bear use and/or human-bear interactions 
there. 
 
NPS Response 

The increased bear activity in the fall over the 
past two decades has led to longer and longer 
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periods when the bridge is not passable due 
to bear activity. At times the NPS  attempts to 
move bears with methods such as air horn or 
shouting to facilitate people movement 
across the bridge in order to allow businesses 
to have a reasonable ability to schedule meal 
service, bus tours, and passenger pickup. 
 
Comment 36 

Failure to enforce current human-bear 
distance requirements contradicts the need 
to improve visitor and employee safety 
through an elevated bridge and boardwalk. 
 
Representative Quote 

It is unclear how many of the details included 
regarding research on bear behavior at 
Brooks relate to assessing the consequences 
of the alternatives considered. 
The park currently takes a lax approach to 
implementing and enforcing the existing 
distance regulations at Brooks River - for 
example, management has recently elected to 
limit enforcement of a 50 m minimum 
distance standard between people and bears 
only to the very narrow subset of situations 
involving a bear actively eating a fish. Failure 
to enforce a more broad distance 
requirement clearly contradicts the 
suggestion in the purpose and needs section 
of the Draft EIS that there is a need to 
improve visitor and employee safety. 
 
NPS Response 

The NPS enforces regulations in a considered 
and careful manner. We are always looking 
for ways to improve and welcome 
suggestions either informally or through the 
annual compendium process. 
 
 

OTHER NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL 
POLICY ACT (NEPA) COMMENTS 

Comment 37 

The timing of the EIS comment period during 
the Alaska field season did not allow 
sufficient time for comments from some 
interested parties. The comment period 
should be extended or reopened. 
 
Representative Quote 

I respectfully request that the NPS extend or 
reopen the comment period on the Brooks 
River Visitor Access Draft EIS for an 
additional 30 days. The 60-day comment 
period is not sufficient to fully analyze the 
draft EIS and provide useful information to 
the NPS. Importantly, the comment period 
overlapped with much of the field season in 
Alaska, which for many potential 
commenters, severely reduced the effective 
time period for preparing meaningful 
comments. 
 
NPS Response 

All commenters that requested an extension 
to the 60-day public comment period 
submitted comments on the draft EIS within 
that time frame. No individuals or groups 
indicated that they could not comment on 
the DEIS due to the length or seasonality of 
the comment period. The comment period 
was not extended for these reasons. 
 
Comment 38 

The use of tiering in the EIS is not consistent 
with NPS guidance. 
 
Representative Quote 

The application of the concept of "tiering" in 
the new draft EIS is not consistent with NPS 
guidance... The DO-12 handbook indicates 
tiering from an existing EIS is applicable only 
when doing so from "… a large scale plan 
that determines broad direction, such as the 
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GMP, [when] information can be less 
detailed and site-specific, because decisions 
are made on a gross scale (NPS, DO-12 
Handbook; 73 CFR 61292, October 15, 2008). 
Even if one were to argue that this guidance 
could apply to specific elements of a large 
project, this argument clearly does not apply 
in the case of this draft EIS. The elevated 
bridge and indefinite period of camp 
operation on the north side (among other 
elements) are outside the scope of the 
preferred alternative identified in the 1996 
EIS. 
 
NPS Response 

The Brooks River Visitor Access DEIS is not 
tiering from the 1996 Brooks River 
Development Concept Plan but amending the 
access portion of that plan through this EIS. 
The NPS has used tiering in conjunction with 
the 1996 DCP for the maintenance facility 
and utilities replacement and housing 
relocation projects that were conceptually 
considered and approved through the DCP. 
The maintenance facility and utilities 
replacement and housing relocation project 
EAs tiered from the DCP and were used to 
site facilities in the DCP's designated 
development area. 
 
Comment 39  

In the cumulative impact analysis section it is 
expected that visitation at Brooks Camp 
would not substantially change over the time 
frame analyzed. This statement cannot be 
justified because the bridge and increased 
commercial operations will likely encourage 
more visitation and because of increased 
exposure of Brooks Camp in the media. 
 
Representative Quote 

In the Cumulative Impact Analysis section of 
this EIS it states "For the cumulative impact 
analysis it is expected that visitation at Brooks 
Camp would not substantially change over 
the time frame being analyzed." What is this 
time frame? How can this statement be 
justified since for 1) the proposed elevated 

boardwalks and bridge would most likely 
encourage visitation due to ease of access, 2) 
during the 2012 season a web cam was 
installed and its web site has had remarkable 
visitation and interest by the public, 3) during 
the 2012 season the British Broadcasting 
Corporation (BBC) has been producing a 
production about the brown bears of Katmai, 
and in particular at Brooks Camp with a 
release date within the next year,4) this EIS's 
own statements about the increased visitation 
since the passing of the DCP and its 
statements that increased commercial 
operations are likely to occur? 
 
NPS Response 

It is unclear what effect the new bridge will 
have on visitation. Overnight use is not 
expected to increase. Currently, both the 
lodge and the campground are booked nearly 
a year in advance and are full. Day use is 
weather-dependent and often unpredictable. 
More viewing opportunities along the 
elevated boardwalks may alleviate pressure to 
get to the lower platform at the mouth of the 
river or to Brooks Falls to view bears.  
 
The new webcam installed this year through a 
partnership with the Annenberg Foundation 
through www.explore.org has reached tens 
of thousands of virtual park visitors who have 
enthusiastically welcomed this opportunity to 
view bears feeding on salmon at Brooks Falls 
and in the Brooks River. The overwhelming 
response the park has received is of the 
nature of “I know I may never make it to 
Katmai, but I really appreciate being able to 
see the bears.” Whether the webcam will 
increase visitation remains uncertain, but it 
certainly has generated a profound 
appreciation for bears and for the NPS 
mission. 
 
Comment 40 

The NPS inconsistently claimed in a previous 
NEPA document that unfunded projects are 
outside the scope of a NEPA analysis, but in 
this EIS consider moving the camp in an 
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unspecified time frame as a foreseeable future 
action within the scope of the EIS. 
 
Representative Quote 

In fact, in responding to public comments on 
the Brooks Lake Maintenance Facility EA 
(FONSI, 2007) that expressed concern about 
a likely future proposal to construct an 
elevated bridge, the NPS stated that "There 
are no current plans to construct a new 
bridge across the Brooks River, so this 
speculation was left out of the EA section on 
reasonably foreseeable future actions and is 
considered beyond the scope of the EA." The 
rationale provided at the time for this claim 
was that no funding had yet been obtained 
for a bridge and it thus not foreseeable. It is 
clearly inconsistent, at the least, for the NPS 
to claim in a previous NEPA document that 
unfunded projects are outside the scope of a 
NEPA analysis, but then claim in this draft 
EIS that moving the camp in an unspecified 
time frame is a foreseeable future action 
within the scope of the EIS. 
 
NPS Response 

The elevated bridge and boardwalk system 
for the Brooks River area were not included 
as a reasonable foreseeable future action in 
prior environmental assessments because 
NPS had not considered a bridge and 
boardwalk system through a NEPA process. 
The NEPA criterion for including projects or 
activities in a cumulative analysis is that they 
be reasonably foreseeable future actions. The 
incremental impacts of past, present and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions 
determine the cumulative analysis on any 
individual resource or activity. The NPS has 
not been inconsistent in its approach for 
including specific projects in a cumulative 
analysis. The NPS considers projects 
reasonably foreseeable when a decision is 
made through a NEPA process to select a 
project or action for implementation.  
 

Comment 41 

Alternatives in this EIS differ from the DCP 
preferred alternative by continuing aircraft 
and boat access on the north side of the river 
rather than managing the north side for bear 
use only. If the NPS continues to contemplate 
an elevated bridge, then NPS must prepare an 
EIS that fully evaluates this action. 
 
Representative Quote 

In addition, there are other changes in the 
new draft EIS from the preferred alternative 
identified in the 1996 EIS that are quite 
substantial and warrant more comprehensive 
analysis. Specifically, the draft EIS indicates 
that the NPS is now proposing to continue 
aircraft and boat access on the north side of 
the river long-term rather than managing the 
north side as an area predominantly for bear 
use only. 
 
If the NPS continues to contemplate an 
elevated bridge and indefinite time frame for 
operation of a substantial portion of the camp 
in its current location, then the Service must 
prepare an EIS that fully evaluates this action, 
along with a reasonable range of alternatives 
(versus just a new elevated bridge not 
previously contemplated in the preferred 
alternative of the 1996 EIS). 
 
NPS Response 

The Brooks River Visitor Access EIS proposes 
to amend the access portion of the 1996 
Brooks River Development Concept Plan EIS 
and  Record of Decision. The NPS has 
provided a thorough analysis of the access 
modifications in this EIS. 
 
The NPS realizes that the ultimate impact to 
the Brooks River area includes 
implementation of the DCP plus any 
potential modifications to the plan resulting 
from this EIS process including maintaining 
aircraft and boat access on the north side of 
the river. The cumulative impact analysis for 
the no-action alternative (and action 
alternatives) includes implementation of the 
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decisions resulting from the 1996 Brooks 
River Area DCP and analysis of their 
environmental effects. These cumulative 
analyses inform how the Brooks River 
environment would be affected under the no-
action alternative with full DCP 
implementation and action alternatives with 
an amended DCP resulting from this NEPA 
process. 
 
Comment 42 

This EIS and previous compliance 
documents segment connected projects. If 
the NPS believes that conditions have 
changed such that the preferred alternative 
from the DCP is no longer viable, then the 
NPS must prepare a single EIS that analyzes 
the preferred action for future development 
and management at Brooks River along with 
a reasonable range of alternatives. 
 
Representative Quote 

The NPS has inappropriately segmented 
connected projects into several separate EAs 
and this draft EIS. For example, the draft EIS 
discusses that the proposed bridge and 
boardwalk "… would serve to provide an 
electric connection between Brooks Camp 
and the Valley Road Administrative Area." 
and that "… some of the utility systems on 
the north side of the river need to be 
connected until the phased relocation is 
complete." By inappropriately segmenting 
aspects of the larger overall action into 
smaller pieces that were and continue to be 
analyzed in separate NEPA documents, the 
potential impacts have not been adequately 
assessed. The draft EIS is clearly another case 
of inappropriate segmenting of connected 
projects, rather than a tiered NEPA analysis 
as the NPS claims. If the NPS believes that 
conditions have changed such that the 
preferred alternative identified in the 1996 is 
no longer viable, then the NPS must prepare 
a single EIS that analyzes the Service's 
preferred action for future development and 
management at Brooks River along with a 
reasonable range of alternatives (rather than a 
number of piecemeal connected NEPA 

analyses of limited components of an overall 
and changing larger action). 
 
NPS Response 

The NPS has not inappropriately segmented 
connected action into separate NEPA 
documents. This EIS proposes an 
amendment only to the access portions of the 
1996 DCP. The NPS has used tiering in 
conjunction with the 1996 DCP for the 
maintenance facility and utilities replacement 
and housing relocation projects that were 
conceptually considered and approved 
through the DCP. The maintenance facility 
and utilities replacement and housing 
relocation project EAs tiered from the DCP 
and were used to site facilities in the DCP's 
designated development area. 
 
Comment 43 

Alternatives that seek to minimize the 
potential impacts of an elevated bridge 
through design are missing from this plan. 
 
Representative Quote 

Also, none of the alternatives considered 
seeks to minimize the potential impacts of a 
potential elevated bridge. For example, none 
of the alternatives seeks to minimize the size 
of the structure and components that could 
result in increased human presence and 
potential impacts due to presence of people 
and vehicles overhead (for example 
minimizing turnouts/potential "viewing" sites 
along the proposed bridge). 
 
NPS Response 

The impacts of an elevated bridge have been 
considered in all of the EIS action 
alternatives. Some alternatives that were 
considered, but dismissed, were eliminated 
from further consideration specifically 
because of their negative impacts. The 
proposed preferred alternative was selected 
in part because it is believed to have the least 
visual impact. Other mitigation measures that 
will be considered to reduce potential 
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impacts due to the presence of people and 
vehicles include making the 42" high 
guardrail partially solid in some locations 
instead of an open rail and using bridge 
decking material and installation details to 
reduce the noise from vehicles. The EIS has 
assessed the potential impacts from the 
pullouts and viewing nodes as shown on the 
alternative drawings, though the final design 
may include fewer pullouts and viewing 
areas. 
 
Comment 44 

The preferred alternative of the DCP needs 
to be analyzed as a reasonable alternative as 
required by CEQ regulations. The no-action 
alternative in this EIS identifies future 
conditions in the Brooks River area if no 
major changes to facilities or management 
occur. The no-action alternative should 
reflect that the DCP is being implemented. 
 
Representative Quote 

Doesn't the Preferred Alternative of the DCP 
need to be analyzed as a reasonable 
alternative as required by CEQ regulations 
1500.2 (c), 1502.14 (a), 1508.25 (a) (1)(iii), (a) 
(2), (a)(3), (c) (2)? Wouldn't including 
implementation of the DCP Preferred 
Alternative as the No-Action Alternative or as 
a reasonable alternative be the best way to 
analysis the environmental consequences of 
the proposed action and is required due to 
CEQ regulation 1502.16 (c)? 
 
NPS Response 

Evaluating the action alternatives against the 
environment as it exists today provides a 
benchmark for impact analysis. The no-
action alternative in the DEIS represents a 
continuation of the existing situation that 
includes maintaining seasonal use of the 
floating bridge across the Brooks River. The 
no action alternative sets the baseline of 
existing impacts against which to compare 
impacts of the action alternatives. It does not 
include the selected alternative from the 1996 
Brooks River Development Concept Plan 

(DCP) because specific elements of the DCP 
are scheduled to occur over a 15+ year 
timeframe with the relocation of Brooks 
Camp (lodge, campground, and housing) 
anticipated to occur at the end of this 
timeframe. The major element of the action 
alternatives (elevated bridge and boardwalk 
system) would occur well in advance of the 
relocation. Prior to relocation, impacts of the 
elevated bridge and boardwalk will occur to 
conditions as they exist today. 
 
Comment 45 

The NPS is prejudicing alternative selection 
before making a decision by including an 
elevated boardwalk / bridge and floatplane 
access on north side of Brooks River in all 
action alternatives. 
 
Representative Quote 

Wouldn't the sections on the Need that says 
"Provide dependable access…" (in other 
words dependable access for NPS and lodge 
employees from the new housing area on the 
valley road) and "Operations - connect 
infrastructure utilities" be a violation of CEQ 
regulation 1502.2 (f) "Agencies shall not 
commit resources prejudicing selection of 
alternatives before making a final decision 
(1506.1)." Wouldn't since all Action 
Alternatives include an elevated boardwalks 
and bridge wouldn't there be prejudice in 
selection of an Action Alternative? 
 
Isn't retention of floatplane and boat access 
on the north side of Brooks River common to 
all Action Alternatives, the No-Action 
Alternative and even both alternatives 
considered but rejected? As such doesn't it 
violate CEQ regulation 1502.2 (g) 
"Environmental impact statements shall serve 
as a means of assessing the environmental 
impacts of proposed agencies actions rather 
than justifying decisions already made."? 
 
NPS Response 

The NPS has considered potential access 
alternatives and has proposed a bridge/ 
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boardwalk with floatplane access on the 
north side of the Brooks River  as the  
approach that best meets the project’s 
purpose and need as identified in chapter 1 of 
the EIS. Other alternatives were considered 
(intensive bear management and a suspension 
bridge) but were dismissed from further 
consideration. 
 
Comment 46 

The impacts of Alternative 1 (no action) on 
bears should be compared to the impacts of 
Alternative 4 on bears in the Brown Bears 
impact topic. 
 
Representative Quote 

In the Brown Bears impact topic it states in 
part that alternative 4 when compared to 
alternative 1 would benefit brown bears from 
the removal of the floating bridge and a 
reduced potential for ground level human-
bear interaction. In this case shouldn't it be 
stated that alternative 1 when compared to 
alternative 4 would benefit brown bears 
because there would be no elevated 
boardwalks and bridge, and no impact from 
notable distance reduction of overhead 
human activity above bears and bear habitat, 
no increase in visual and audio exposure of 
human activities, and no disturbance to bear 
habitat in the project area with construction 
related activities and noise? Shouldn't there 
be mention of the impacts on bears from 
alternative 4 that would result from all the 
viewing pullouts on the elevated boardwalks 
and bridge that would not occur in 
alternative 1? Shouldn't there be mention of 
the impacts on bears from alternative 4 that 
would occur due to more or less continual 
crossings when bears are present close by 
compared to the very structured controlled 
crossings of the floating bridge when bears 
are close by? Because of these adverse 
impacts related to alternative 4 compared to 
alternative 1 wouldn't the adverse impacts 
associated with alternative 4 compared to 
alternative 1 be greater or at least equal? 
Shouldn't alternative 1 be considered the 

Preferred Alternative in light of the above 
facts and if not why? 
 
NPS Response 

The no-action alternative must be fully 
analyzed in all EAs and EISs. The no-action 
alternative is usually a viable alternative, but 
even when it is not, it sets a baseline for 
comparing the impacts of existing actions 
with those of proposed alternatives. This 
method indicates how the environment will 
change from existing conditions with the 
potential implementation of an alternative 
and provides a means to compare impacts 
across alternatives. The reverse comparison 
(no-action to the proposed alternatives) does 
not provide a useful impact comparison. 
 
 
OTHER TECHNICAL COMMENTS 

Comment 47 

The EIS does not contain sufficient details 
about the boardwalk system, such as how 
many piles are needed to support the 
boardwalk and whether support wires similar 
to those on the current boardwalk be used. 
 
Representative Quote 

When it states that the "bridge would be built 
using techniques similar to the boardwalk 
system" there are not very specific details 
about the boardwalk system. How many piles 
are needed to support the boardwalk? Are 
there wires going into the ground to support 
the boardwalk and bridge similar to the 
current boardwalk to the falls platform? 
 
NPS Response 

The boardwalk spans are projected to be 12 
feet, but may be increased to 24 feet, if 
feasible. There would likely be two piles at 
the end of each span. The piles supporting 
the boardwalk and the bridge would be 
driven into the ground, which is anticipated 
to eliminate the need for cable cross bracing 
as now occurs on the existing boardwalks 
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that are constructed with post and pad 
foundations. If cross bracing is determined to 
be structurally necessary it would only occur 
between the paired piles at each bay and 
would not be parallel to the bridge or 
boardwalk. 
 
Comment 48 

The purpose statement incorrectly states that 
the 1996 DCP calls for a phased relocation of 
Brooks Camp facilities when construction 
occurs in one phase in the DCP preferred 
alternative. 
 
Representative Quote 

In the Purpose Statement it incorrectly says 
"This project is intended to facilitate the 
phased relocation of Brooks Camp facilities 
and operations to the south side of Brooks 
River as called for in the 1996 Brooks River 
Area-Final Development Concept Plan and 
Environmental Impact Statement (NPS 
1996). In fact the DCP states in Table A-6: 
Alternative 5: Proposed Action "…that most 
of the construction would occur in one 
phase…" 
 
NPS Response 

The Record of Decision for the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement, 
Development Concept Plan for the Brooks 
River area indicates that implementation of 
the proposed action (alternative 5) will be 
phased as funding becomes available. The 
DEIS text in the purpose statement (page 3, 
paragraph 1) is revised to provide the 
appropriate citation. 
 
Comment 49 

The EIS states that bears often climb onto the 
floating bridge when this is a very rare 
occurrence. 
 
Representative Quote 

This EIS state that bears often climb onto the 
floating bridge, but in fact isn't it true that this 

is a very rare occurrence (Katmai Bear 
Management Report Forms)? 
 
NPS Response 

Bears regularly climb onto the ramps that are 
the ends of the bridge. This has been clarified 
in the text. 
 
Comment 50 

The EIS incorrectly states that Brooks Camp 
Policy requires people to maintain a distance 
of 50 yards from bears. 36 CFR sec. 13.1206 
requires humans maintain 50 yards from 
bears in the entire park, not only Brooks 
Camp. 
 
Representative Quote 

P. 3 “The NPS Brooks Camp policy requires 
people maintain a distance of 50 yards from 
brown bears” This is incorrect, the 50 yards 
comes from a regulation that applies to the 
entire park and is not specific to Brooks 
Camp. It also states that people cannot 
approach a bear within 50 yards.  
 
NPS Response 

The text of the EIS has been revised to 
address this comment. 
 
Comment 51 

The EIS implies that alternative 4 will reduce 
human-bear interactions along the Brooks 
River corridor when the alternative only 
applies to a small section of the lower river 
where the bridge is located. 
 
Representative Quote 

P. 53 "However, when compared to 
alternative 1, brown bears would benefit 
from the removal of the floating bridge, a 
reduced potential for ground level human-
bear interactions along the Brooks River 
corridor?" This statement is misleading and 
implies that this will reduce ground level 
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interactions along the Brooks River corridor 
and in fact this only applies to a small section 
of lower river where the bridge is. There is 
and will continue to be ground level human 
bear interactions in the rest of the river 
corridor and Brooks camp area. 
 
NPS Response 

The text of the EIS has been revised to 
address this comment. 
 
Comment 52 

The EIS overstates the frequency of bears 
climbing on the floating bridge and the ratio 
of human-bear conflicts at the corner area to 
the rest of the Brooks River corridor. 
 
Representative Quote 

On P. 7 under Need and then Improve safety, 
it states that "Visitor and employee safety 
needs to be improved to reduce the risk of 
human-bear conflicts where brown bears 
concentrate near the mouth of Brooks River-
the center of bear viewing activity. Bears 
often swim along and climb onto the floating 
bridge, barge road, and docking area. The 
human-bear conflicts with visitors accessing 
the floating bridge, landing the barge, and 
trucking materials along the barge road are 
numerous, dangerous, and time consuming 
for NPS and lodge employees, contractors, 
and the public."  
This statement contain things that not 
accurate. Bears do not "often" climb onto the 
floating bridge, it has occurred but very 
infrequently. The lower river is the center of 
bear viewing activity in the fall and the Falls 
in July. I would disagree that the human-bear 
conflicts are more numerous in the lower 
river than elsewhere in the area, especially 
between anglers and bears in the river. The 
"corner" area may have more documented 
cases merely because that is where the 
rangers are and are able to see and document 
such things. There is much less ranger 
presence on the river, on the falls trail, on the 
roads and at Brooks Lake so that human-bear 
incidents may not be recorded or reported in 

those areas. I would also disagree that the 
area is any more dangerous than any other 
area in the Brooks River corridor. The entire 
area has a high density of brown bears and I 
have seen much closer encounters between 
bears and humans on the falls trail, with 
anglers in the river, on Naknek beach and 
people are less likely to abide by the distance 
regulation in areas with a lower presence of 
rangers. Whereas the area around the bridge 
is managed by rangers and so people are 
generally further away from bears and also in 
larger groups (arguably safer).  
 
NPS Response 

Bears regularly climb onto the ramps that are 
the ends of the bridge. This has been clarified 
in the text. The bridge and lower river area 
are where most visitors with limited mobility 
will encounter bears at ground level. While 
NPS records are more complete for the lower 
river area, it is clear that the number of 
people crossing and the concentration of 
bears along the river make this an area with 
high potential for human-bear conflicts. The 
text has been modified to reflect the 
uncertainty of the information. 
 
Comment 53 

The heavy concentration of bear trails and 
bedding sites existing in the proposed 
elevated bridge and boardwalk (page 67) 
seems largely overlooked and is not 
mentioned when evaluating the impacts of 
the boardwalks into these areas. 
 
Representative Quote 

Ground survey results indicate heavy 
concentration of bear trails and bedding sites 
existing in the proposed elevated bridge and 
boardwalk This seems largely overlooked and 
is not mentioned when evaluating the 
impacts of the boardwalks into these areas. 
 
NPS Response 

The alignments were designed to pass 
through any areas with bear bed 
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concentrations as quickly as possible, and are 
mostly routed through open areas because 
this reduces the amount of intrusion into 
bedding areas. It is expected that areas along 
the spit and the corner would see increased 
bed use with lower human activity under the 
alternatives that abandon those locations. A 
figure identifying bear beds and heavily worn 
bear trails in the lower river area has been 
added to the FEIS.  
 
Comment 54 

In contrast to the statement on page 103, the 
floating bridge does not contribute to 
human-bear interactions more than other 
portions of the Brooks River Corridor. 
 
Representative Quote 

P. 103 "The fact that the floating bridge is at 
ground level also contributes to higher 
opportunities for human-bear interactions." I 
do not see how this contributes to higher 
opportunities for human bear interaction that 
is different than any other areas where people 
are on the ground like the falls trail, the river 
itself. I think there are far more dangerous 
and close interactions between bears and 
anglers on the river as mentioned on P. 104 
"Another major safety concern involves 
recreational anglers coming into contact with 
bears in the waters of Brooks River or on its 
banks." The rest of the river is also an 
"important feeding ground for bears" 
 
NPS Response 

The text of the EIS has been modified to 
address this comment. 
 
Comment 55 

The EIS incorrectly states that pilots are 
prohibited from inadvertently disturbing 
bears within 50 yards. The CUA stipulation 
prohibiting pilots from operating within 100 
yards of a bear was removed in 2007, leaving 
pilots subject only to the regulation that 
visitors not approach bears within 50 yards. 
 

Representative Quote 

P. 72. "To help minimize such impacts, all 
floatplane pilots are prohibited from 
inadvertently disturbing bears within 50 
yards." This statement is incorrect, there is 
no regulation prohibiting this. As mentioned 
previously, through 2006, there was a 
stipulation included in the Commercial Use 
(CUA) stipulations that "Landing, taking off 
or taxiing within 100 yards of visible bears, 
moose or caribou is not permitted" and this 
was removed in 2007. The distance regulation 
can be applied but again only to approaching 
bears, so planes can technically taxi away 
from the beach with a bear behind them. 
 
NPS Response 

The text has been revised to indicate that 
floatplane pilots are prohibited from 
approaching bears within 50 yards. 
 
Comment 56 

The EIS incorrectly states the allowable 
distance between humans and bears. 
 
Representative Quote 

P. 71 par. 3 "Like all other visitors, anglers 
too must maintain the 50-yard separation 
from bears." This is incorrect, (see comments 
P. 3) 
 
NPS Response 

The text has been revised to indicate that to 
continuing to engage in fishing within 50 
yards of a bear is prohibited. 
 
Comment 57 

Page 71 of the EIS incorrectly states that NPS 
rangers use rubber bullets to haze bears along 
pedestrian routes. Rangers most commonly 
haze bears in the corner area and do not use 
rubber bullets. 
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Representative Quote 

P. 71 par. 1 "When bears cause substantial 
delays along pedestrian travel routes, NPS 
staff resorts to the use of hazing techniques 
(e.g., rubber bullets). "This in inaccurate, bear 
management staff most commonly hazes 
bears in the corner area and rubber bullets 
are not used and this is also a relatively new 
policy change. 
 
NPS Response 

In response to this comment, we have 
removed the reference to rubber bullets. 
 
Comment 58 

Lighting on the bridge could potentially alter 
the behavior of bears and limit their access to 
the food source. 
 
Representative Quote 

P. 17 par. 1 Do you mean "by designing and 
installing the minimum level of light sources 
needed for staff safety" that there will be 
lighting on the bridge and boardwalk? Is this 
included in the impact analysis on wildlife? I 
disagree with putting lights on a structure 
over an area where bears feed especially since 
I have observed bears that are not habituated 
to humans come to the river late in the 
evening. Having lights could potentially alter 
the behavior of bears and limit their access to 
the food source. 
 
NPS Response 

No lighting would be installed on the 
elevated bridge. The text of the EIS has been 
modified to address this comment. 
 
Comment 59 

The EIS incorrectly states that lodge supplies 
arrive by boat or barge when almost all lodge 
supplies arrive by plane. 
 

Representative Quote 

Doesn't this EIS incorrectly state that lodge 
supplies arrive by boat or barge when in fact 
doesn't almost all lodge supplies arrive by 
plane? 
 
NPS Response 

Lodge supplies do arrive primarily by plane. 
The text in the EIS has been corrected to 
reflect this comment.  
 
Comment 60 

The EIS implies that boats and barges can 
only land on the south side of Brooks River. 
However, the NPS barge and other boats 
land on the north shore when needed. 
 
Representative Quote 

P.3 Intro: "Supplies for the concession 
operation and park administrative facilities 
arrive via barge or boat to a landing site at the 
mouth of Brooks River, on the south shore 
just 750 ft. along a riverside access route from 
the bridge." This statement implies that boats 
and barges can only land on the south side. 
The NPS barge lands on the north shore 
when needed, as do many other boats. Also, I 
have seen the concession bring in supplies 
predominantly by plane. 
 
NPS Response 

The EIS text has been revised to address this 
comment. 
 
Comment 61 

The EIS incorrectly states that emergency 
response time is delayed because the 
emergency boat is stored further from the 
camp area. A zodiac boat has been stored in 
Brooks Camp for emergency response. 
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Representative Quote 

P. 56 Alternative 4. "delays in emergency 
response time associated with the storage of 
emergency boat access further from the camp 
area" This is not entirely true as there has 
been a zodiac boat stored in brooks camp for 
emergency response for the last couple of 
years. 
 
NPS Response 

The text of table 4 and chapter 4 has been 
revised to address this comment. When the 
total move of Brooks Camp is completed 
limited emergency equipment (i.e., rescue 
skiff and medical supplies) would remain on 
the north side of the river. 
 
Comment 62 

The EIS does not analyze the impact of 
floatplanes, boats, or barges in the visual 
resource section. 
 
Representative Quote 

P. 105 Visual resources/scenery. Why is there 
is no mention of float planes and boats that 
affect visual resources? Float planes, 
sometimes 15 or more, line Naknek beach 
and there are several boats (predominantly 
NPS) in the boat cove. The large NPS barge, 
the Q'tirvik is also stored in the current barge 
landing site over winter and is moved, 
dependent on lake levels, in the 
spring/summer. 
 
NPS Response 

Large numbers of float planes are rarely 
present for long periods of time at Brooks 
Camp and their visual impact is intermittent 
and expected, which is different than the 
visual impact of a permanent structure in this 
setting. Furthermore, no actions in any of the 
alternatives would have an effect on the level 
of visual intrusion from the float planes, since 
the planes can only be seen from the bridge 
during take-off and landing and that would 
not change if the bridge was raised. In the 

action alternatives, NPS boats would be 
moved away from the cove area.  For these 
reasons, no text was added to address the 
visual effect of floatplanes and boats in the 
impact analysis of the alternatives. A sentence 
was added to the “Visual Resources/Scenery” 
section of the Affected Environment, 
however, to acknowledge the presence of 
floatplanes on the beach of Naknek Lake and 
boats at the cove. 
 
Comment 63 

The EIS states on page 27 that a purpose of 
ramps from the elevated bridge would be to 
provide anglers and other visitors access to 
Brooks River, then contradicts this statement 
by stating that the Corner would be 
rehabilitated and restored and its use 
reserved primarily for bears. 
 
Representative Quote 

P. 27 "A secondary purpose of these ramps 
would be to provide anglers and other visitors 
access to Brooks River." This contradicts the 
implication that the "corner" area will become 
an "undisturbed and buffered area for bear 
resting or movement near the river mouth" 
 
P. 27, last par., states "the Corner would be 
rehabilitated and restored and its use would be 
reserved primarily for bears" and yet in other 
parts of the document, its states that there will 
be emergency ladders to provide anglers and 
other visitors access to the Brooks River in this 
same area. This "corner" area is currently a 
popular fishing area for both visitors and 
employees and its proximity to Brooks camp 
also means people frequently walk down the 
beach towards the point and corner area so I do 
not see how it will be reserved primarily for 
bears unless it is closed to human traffic. 
 
NPS Response 

The trail to the Corner would be rehabilitated 
and vegetation management in the corner 
area would cease. Anglers would most likely 
access the north side of the river by walking 
the Naknek Lake beach, by entering the river 
at the oxbow overlook and working their way 
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downriver, or by accessing the river from the 
south side via egress ramps. 
 
Comment 64 

There is not enough information in the 
construction schedule (page 26) or elsewhere 
in the EIS on how long each phase of the 
construction project will take, what 
equipment will be needed, number of crew 
and timing of projects to fully evaluate the 
impacts of each alternative. 
 
Representative Quote 

P. 26 There is not enough information in the 
construction schedule or anywhere in the EA 
on how long each phase of the construction 
projects will take, what equipment will be 
needed and utilized, number of crew and 
timing of projects (late fall is not specific) to 
fully evaluate the impacts of each alternative.  
Specifically "Any work that needs to occur 
during the summer season would be 
scheduled for the periods of lowest bear and 
visitor activity" does not give sufficient 
information to evaluate the environmental 
impacts of the construction activity. Does this 
imply that no construction will take place in 
July and September to mid Oct? Also, p. 26 
par. 3 states "Much of the construction is 
scheduled for late fall and early spring to 
avoid periods of peak bear numbers, (peak 
bear use in the fall is generally September to 
mid-October) and then prior to that in par. 2 
it states "construction of the barge landing, 
road, and parking area would most likely start 
in fall (September)". These are contradictory 
statements. 
 
NPS Response 

The construction proposed in the EIS would 
be performed as individual projects and 
would be subject to available funding.  
 
The construction of the barge landing and 
access road would likely begin in the summer 
with mobilization of equipment and materials 
and processing of gravel at the 5-mile pit. On-
site work on the road or landing area would 

be performed after or before the visitor 
season when the lodge and campground are 
closed. It is expected that construction, 
including mobilization and demobilization, 
would occur over two calendar years. The 
contractor would be allowed to establish a 
temporary construction camp at Squirrel 
Camp. Anticipated construction equipment 
would include heavy construction vehicles as 
is typically required for road building. 
 
The construction of the bridge and 
boardwalk would likely occur some years 
after completion of the barge landing project. 
The anticipated construction schedule for the 
bridge and boardwalk would include 
mobilization of equipment and material in 
the summer when lake levels are sufficient 
and most of the work would occur outside of 
the visitor season. Onsite work may 
commence after the end of the visitor season; 
however, work near the river would not 
begin until mid-October when bear activity 
along the Brooks River is substantially lower. 
Work would proceed as weather permits. 
Heavy construction work (pile driving, etc.) 
would not occur during the visitor season or 
periods of high bear activity. Light 
construction may proceed through the visitor 
season, but would be limited to activities that 
generate little noise and may include 
construction of guardrails, ladders, etc. It is 
expected that construction, including 
mobilization and demobilization, would 
occur over three calendar years. The 
contractor would be allowed to establish a 
construction camp at Squirrel Camp. 
Anticipated construction equipment would 
include heavy construction vehicles including 
pile driving equipment.  
 
The EIS has been revised to address the 
schedule. 
 
Comment 65 

Figure 14 does not adequately explain the 
visitor use increase. The EIS should replace 
the term "visitors" with "visitor days." 
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Representative Quote 

The increase in visitor use suggested in Fig. 
13 of the draft EIS beginning in 2003 is not 
adequately explained and appears to be likely 
an artifact of data collection, management, 
and analysis. In fact, the "increase" beginning 
in 2003 coincided with a change in 
supervision of the interpretive division at 
Brooks River, which maintains records of 
visitor days associated with contacts through 
the visitor center and campground stays. 
Also, the EIS should be revised to refer to 
"visitor days" versus "visitors", as this is the 
actual metric that has been documented. 
 
NPS Response 

The NPS has not documented a reason for 
the increase in visitation in 2003; however, 
the circumstance presented in the comment 
is a plausible contributing factor for this 
observed change. The text has been revised 
to correct the references to figure 14. The 
bars represented in this graphic are “visitor 
days,” and the red line above represents total 
visitors. 
 
Comment 66 

The final EIS should include a smaller scale 
map depicting the proposed barge landing 
site and elevated bridge/walkway in relation 
to the current Brooks Camp site, Beaver 
Pond, the Beaver Pond terrace proposed 
development site, and the mouth of the 
Brooks River. 
 

Representative Quote 

Page 36, Barge Landing and Access Road. We 
request the final EIS include a smaller scale 
map depicting the proposed barge landing 
site and elevated bridge/walkway in relation 
to the current Brooks Camp site, Beaver 
Pond, the Beaver Pond terrace proposed 
development site, and the mouth of the 
Brooks River. 
 
NPS Response 

Figure 3 has been replaced with a new 
graphic with a smaller scale map. 
 
Comment 67 

On Map 1 (p. 5) park lands need to be 
corrected to include all islands within five 
miles of the mainland and that the park 
boundary should not depicted waters beyond 
the mean high tide as being owned by the 
NPS. 
 
Representative Quote 

Page 5, Map 1. Please note that all islands 
within 5 miles of the mainland are included in 
the park. The water and submerged lands 
seaward of the coasts, beyond the mean high 
tide line, are not included. We request this be 
depicted on the map. 
 
NPS Response 

Map 1 has been revised as suggested.
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APPENDIX A: ALASKA NATIONAL INTEREST LANDS 
CONSERVATION ACT (ANILCA) SECTION 810 

SUMMARY EVALUATION AND FINDINGS 

 
 
Readers should note that in this appendix 
Katmai National Park only refers to the 
park, not to the park and preserve. 
 
 

BACKGROUND 

Subsistence uses, as defined by the Alaska 
National Interest Land Conservation Act, 
section 803, defines subsistence uses as 
follows: 
 

[T]he customary and traditional uses 
by rural Alaska residents of wild, 
renewable resources for direct 
personal or family consumption as 
food, shelter, fuel, clothing, tools or 
transportation; for the making and 
selling of handicraft articles out of 
nonedible byproducts of fish and 
wildlife resources taken for personal 
or family consumption; for barter, or 
sharing for personal or family 
consumption; and for customary 
trade. 

 
Subsistence activities include hunting; 
fishing; trapping; and collection of berries, 
edible plants, and wood or other materials. 
 
 

I. INTRODUCTION 

This appendix complies with title VIII, 
section 810 of the Alaska National Interest 
Land Conservation Act. It summarizes the 
evaluation of potential restrictions to title 
VIII federal subsistence uses that could 
result from implementing the NPS 
preferred alternative to improve visitor and 
employee access within the Brooks River 
Camp area of Katmai National Park and 

Preserve. The National Park Service has 
developed this document for the proposed 
project. 
 
 

II. EVALUATION PROCESS 

Section 810(a) of the Alaska National 
Interest Land Conservation Act states, 
 

In determining whether to 
withdraw, reserve, lease, or 
otherwise permit the use, 
occupancy, or disposition of public 
lands . . . the head of the federal 
agency . . . over such lands . . . shall 
evaluate the effect of such use, 
occupancy, or disposition on 
subsistence uses and needs, the 
availability of other lands for the 
purposes sought to be achieved, and 
other alternatives which would 
reduce or eliminate the use, 
occupancy or disposition of public 
lands needed for subsistence 
purposes. No such withdrawal, 
reservation, lease, permit or other 
use, occupancy or disposition of 
such lands which would 
significantly restrict subsistence 
uses shall be affected until the head 
of such Federal agency 

 
(1)     gives notice to the appropriate 

State agency and the 
appropriate local committees 
and regional councils 
established pursuant to Section 
805; 

 
(2)          gives notice of, and holds, a 

hearing in the vicinity of the 
area involved; and determines 
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that (A) such a significant 
restriction of subsistence uses is 
necessary, consistent with 
sound management principles 
for the utilization of the public 
lands, (B) the proposed activity 
will involve the minimal amount 
of public lands necessary . . . and 
(C) reasonable steps will be 
taken to minimize adverse 
impacts upon subsistence uses 
and resources resulting from 
such actions. 

 
A proclamation by President Woodrow 
Wilson in 1918 created Katmai National 
Monument from a reservation of 
approximately 1,700 square miles. Three 
major purposes of the monument 
designation were (1) to preserve an area 
important to the study of volcanism; (2) to 
preserve Valley of Ten Thousand Smokes; 
and (3) to conserve an area potentially 
popular with persons seeking unique 
scenery and those with scientific interest. 
Increased in 1931 to include Lake Brooks, 
Grosvenor Lake, Lake Colville, and part of 
Naknek Lake, again in 1942 to include 
offshore islands within 5 miles of the 
monument coastline, and again in 1969 to 
include the remainder of Naknek Lake, the 
monument grew to contain 4,361 square 
miles. 
 
With the passage of the Alaska National 
Interest Land Conservation Act in 1980, the 
designation of 3.7 million acres of the 
monument was changed to a national park 
and an additional 308,000 acres was 
included as a national preserve. 
Furthermore, 3.4 million acres of the park 
and preserve were designated as wilderness. 
Katmai Preserve was created by the Alaska 
National Interest Land Conservation Act 
section 202(2) for the following purposes 
(among others): 
 

[T]o protect habitats for, and 
populations of, fish and wildlife 
including, but not limited to, high 
concentrations of brown/grizzly bears 

and their denning areas; to maintain 
unimpaired the water habitat for 
significant salmon populations; and to 
protect scenic, geological, cultural, and 
recreational features. 
 

The taking of fish and wildlife for 
subsistence uses is allowed by the Alaska 
National Interest Land Conservation Act in 
Katmai National Preserve pursuant to 
section 203; however, subsistence activities 
are not authorized within Katmai National 
Park.  
 
 

III. PROPOSED ACTION ON FEDERAL 
PUBLIC LANDS 

The proposed action involves the 
installation of two primary boardwalks on 
the north and south sides of the Brooks 
River within Katmai National Park each 
connected by an elevated bridge across the 
river. The boardwalks would contain a 
number of viewing/pullout areas, each 
capable of accommodating between 20-25 
people. The existing barge landing would be 
relocated to an area approximately 2,000 ft 
south of the existing site and would require 
the construction of a new access road 
approximately 1,500 ft in length. 
 

North Boardwalk 

The north boardwalk would start adjacent 
to the lodge and then continue south 
through the wetlands for approximately 560 
ft. The boardwalk would be at least 10 ft 
above grade once it clears the area around 
the lodge. This boardwalk would be 8 ft 
wide and designed to accommodate both 
pedestrians and vehicles simultaneously. 
 
The north boardwalk would consist of four 
viewing/pull out areas. Two would face 
west and overlook the wetland and Brooks 
River. Two would be placed on the each 
side of the north end of the bridge to 
provide upriver and downriver viewing 
opportunities. 
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Bridge 

The bridge would follow the existing 
alignment of the floating bridge. This bridge 
would be a wooden short-span bridge, 
approximately 350 ft in length, with a 
minimum distance of 24 ft between piles. 
There would be up to 14 sets of piles in the 
riverbed. The bridge would be built using 
the same techniques as the boardwalk 
system. This bridge would be a minimum of 
10 ft above the river. 
 

South Boardwalk 

An 8-foot-wide pedestrian-vehicle 
boardwalk would cross a wetland south of 
the southern bridge terminus and then cut 
west through a wooded area. The 
boardwalk would follow the edge of the 
western wetland before ending 
approximately 100 ft from the existing bus 
parking area. This boardwalk would be 10 ft 
above grade and would ramp down to grade 
as it approaches the bus parking area. This 
section of boardwalk has an estimated 
length of 630 ft. 
 
The south boardwalk would consist of three 
primary viewing/pullout areas. Two would 
be placed on the each side of the south end 
of the bridge to provide upriver and 
downriver viewing opportunities. One 
would face east and overlook the wetland. 
Because of the length of the south 
boardwalk, one to two additional smaller 
pullout areas may be installed to allow for 
the safe passage of pedestrians and vehicles.  
 

Barge Landing and Access Road 

A barge landing would be located on the 
shore of Naknek Lake approximately 
2,000 ft south of the existing barge landing. 
There would be a hardened beach landing 
ramp (24 ft to 30 ft wide and 170 ft to 240 ft 
long) and parking for miscellaneous small 
boats / trailers during the summer operating 
season. The boat parking area would also be 
used to overwinter the park’s landing craft. 

A new access road, approximately 1,500 ft 
in length, would replace the one proposed 
in the development concept plan that went 
around the south side of Beaver Pond. The 
existing barge landing site and the access 
road on the south side of the river would be 
removed and the landscape restored. 
 
 

IV. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

The preferred alternative would affect a 
total area of approximately 12 acres as is 
described in this document. Concerning 
subsistence resources within the project 
area, adverse moderate impacts would 
occur on wildlife and wildlife habitat during 
project implementation, and a beneficial 
moderate impact on these resources from 
elevating pedestrian and small vehicle 
access across Brooks River and the adjacent 
wetlands and relocating the barge access 
away from the mouth of the river. 
 
Naknek Lake and Brooks River provide 
spawning habitat primarily for sockeye 
salmon that migrate from Bristol Bay to 
Naknek Lake and Brooks River. Most of the 
salmon harvested in the Naknek River 
system have been produced within Katmai 
National Park, and many have been 
produced in the Brooks River / Lake Brooks 
section of this system. Harvest of salmon 
generally occurs in Naknek River 
downstream of the park boundary; 
however, a limited fishery for “red fish,” or 
spawned-out sockeye salmon, is permitted. 
This activity is authorized under separate 
legislation, subsequent to the Alaska 
National Interest Land Conservation Act at 
36 CFR 13.1204 to local residents who are 
descendants of Katmai residents who lived 
in the Naknek Lake and River drainage. 
Other subsistence activities are not 
permitted in Katmai National Park in 
accordance with title II section 203, title 
VIII section 816(a), and title XIII section 
1314(c) of the Alaska National Interest 
Land Conservation Act. However, brown 
bears, moose, salmon, and other subsistence 
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resources migrate in and around the Brooks 
River area to other geographic places that 
permit subsistence activities outside of the 
park. 
 
Subsistence uses are allowed in Katmai 
National Preserve in accordance with title II 
section 203 and provisions of title VIII of 
the Alaska National Interest Land 
Conservation Act. Katmai National 
Preserve, encompassing 308,000 acres, is on 
the northern end of the Alaska Peninsula in 
Game Management Unit 9C, and it contains 
geologic features, scenery, wildlife, and 
cultural resources of national significance. 
The Alaska National Interest Land 
Conservation Act also authorized 
subsistence uses on adjacent federal public 
lands managed by the Bureau of Land 
Management and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service. 
 
Subsistence activities in Katmai National 
Preserve include hunting, trapping, fishing, 
gathering firewood, picking berries and 
wild plants, and gathering bird eggs. The 
area is used for subsistence by residents of 
Kokhanok, Igiugig, Levelock, Naknek, and 
King Salmon to harvest caribou, brown 
bear, moose, beaver, snowshoe hare, fox, 
lynx, mink, wolf, wolverine, ptarmigan, 
waterfowl, salmon, trout, berries, wild 
edible plants, and other wood resources.  
 
Regional subsistence activities include 
seasonal gathering of wild edible plants and 
berries, hunting, trapping, and fishing. The 
main subsistence species are moose, 
caribou, furbearers, and fish. Subsistence 
fish include coho, king, and sockeye 
salmon; northern pike; burbot; Dolly 
Varden; arctic grayling; lake trout; rainbow 
trout; and whitefish. Beaver, coyote, red 
fox, gray wolf, wolverine, river otter, 
weasel, lynx, marten, mink, and muskrat are 
important furbearer resources. Subsistence 
birds include rock and willow ptarmigan, 
grouse, ducks, and geese. 
 
The National Park Service recognizes that 
patterns of subsistence use vary from time 

to time and from place to place depending 
on the availability of wildlife and other 
renewable natural resources. A subsistence 
harvest in a given year may vary 
considerably from previous years because 
of weather, migration patterns, and natural 
population cycles. 
 
 

V. SUBSISTENCE USES AND NEEDS 
EVALUATION 

To determine the potential impact on 
subsistence activities by the proposed 
installation, upgrade, and maintenance of 
the bridge, boardwalk, and barge landing 
site in Katmai National Park, three 
evaluation criteria were analyzed relative to 
current subsistence resources that could be 
impacted. 
 
The evaluation criteria are as follows: 
 

1.     The potential to reduce important 
subsistence fish and wildlife 
populations by (a) reductions in 
abundance; (b) redistribution of 
subsistence resources; or (c) loss of 
habitat. 

2. Potential impacts the action may have 
on access for subsistence hunters and 
anglers. 

3. The potential for the action to increase 
competition among hunters and anglers 
for subsistence resources. 

 
1. Potential to Reduce Populations 
 
(a) Reduction in Numbers. The proposed 
project within Katmai National Park is not 
expected to reduce wildlife species 
populations. Although about 0.5 acre of 
wetland habitat and some riparian habitat 
would be lost because of the construction of 
the bridge, boardwalks, and barge landing 
access road in the preferred alternative, 
with the application of the mitigation 
measures included in chapter 2 of this 
document it is expected there would be 
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minimal losses of wildlife that move outside 
the park and are harvested for subsistence. 
Natural wildlife population and migratory 
cycles would continue, and the ongoing 
regional subsistence pattern would remain 
unchanged.  
 
(b) Redistribution of Resources. The 
preferred alternative is not expected to 
redistribute, displace, or stress subsistence 
wildlife resources. Some individual animals 
probably would be temporarily displaced 
during the construction period, but most 
would be expected to stay in the general 
area. For example, some individual bears 
may not use the area during the 
construction period, but they would still 
likely stay in the park and preserve. Any 
such changes would not affect subsistence 
harvests outside the park.  
 
(c) Habitat Loss. The preferred alternative 
is not expected to cause the loss of 
beneficial or critical habitat for subsistence 
species such as salmon, caribou, moose, 
furbearers, grouse, and waterfowl. The 
construction of the bridge, boardwalks, and 
barge landing road in the preferred 
alternative would result in the loss of 
approximately 0.5 acre of wetland habitat. 
However, such impacts would be minor to 
moderate and localized and would not 
result in the loss of key habitat. Provisions 
of the Alaska National Interest Land 
Conservation Act, the Federal Subsistence 
Board, and NPS and ADF&G regulations 
and policies provide for the adequate 
protection of fish and wildlife populations 
within Katmai National Preserve while 
ensuring a subsistence priority for local 
rural residents. 
 
 
2. Restriction of Access for Subsistence 
Hunters and Anglers 
 
Under all alternatives, access to subsistence 
uses in Katmai National Preserve is not 

expected to be limited or restricted. None 
of the alternatives propose changes to 
access regulations. 
 
3. Increase in Competition for 
Subsistence Resources 
 
The preferred alternative is not anticipated 
to result in increased competition for fish, 
wildlife, and other subsistence resources on 
federal public lands. Provisions of the 
Alaska National Interest Land Conservation 
Act, the Federal Subsistence Board, and 
NPS and ADF&G regulations provide the 
tools for adequate protection of fish and 
wildlife populations while ensuring a 
subsistence priority for local rural residents.  
 
 

VI. AVAILABILITY OF OTHER LANDS 

The preferred alternative is site-specific to 
Katmai National Park and requires the use 
of federally managed lands within the 
Brooks River area. Subsistence users have 
access to and use other lands within the 
region for subsistence activities. 
 
 

VII. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

Descriptions of other alternatives 
considered are in chapter 2 of this 
document. 
 
 

VIII. FINDINGS 

This analysis concludes that the NPS 
preferred alternative (alternative 4) would 
not result in a significant restriction of 
subsistence uses. 
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1.0     INTRODUCTION 

Executive Orders 11988, “Floodplain 
Management” and 11990, “Protection of 
Wetlands” require the National Park Service 
and other federal agencies to evaluate the 
likely impacts of actions in floodplains and 
wetlands. NPS Director’s Order #77-1: 
Wetland Protection and Procedural Manual 
#77-1 provides NPS policies and procedures 
for complying with Executive Order 11990, 
and NPS Special Directive 93-4, “Floodplain 
Management Guideline” provides NPS 
procedures for complying with Executive 
Order 11988. This “Statement of Findings” 
(SOF) documents compliance with these NPS 
wetland protection and floodplain 
management procedures. 
 
The National Park Service is proposing to 
improve visitor access and resource 
protection within the Brooks River area of 
Katmai National Park. The project would 
involve the replacement of the Brooks River 
floating bridge and access trails with an 
elevated bridge and boardwalk system. The 
National Park Service is also proposing to 
relocate the existing barge landing site and 
access road to a location away from the 
mouth of the Brooks River. 
 
 

2.0     NPS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

The preferred alternative involves the 
installation of two primary boardwalks on the 
north and south sides of the Brooks River 
within Katmai National Park and Preserve, 
each connected by an elevated bridge across 
the river. The boardwalks would contain a 
number of viewing/pullout areas, each 
capable of accommodating 20–25 people. The 
barge landing would be relocated to an area 
approximately 2,000 ft south of the existing 
site and would require the construction of a 
new access road, approximately 1,500 ft in 
length.   
 
North Boardwalk: The north boardwalk 
would start adjacent to the lodge and then 

continue south through the wetlands for 
approximately 560 ft. The boardwalk would 
be at least 10 ft above grade once it clears the 
area around the lodge. This boardwalk would 
be 8 ft wide and designed to accommodate 
both pedestrians and vehicles simultaneously. 
 
The north boardwalk would consist of up to 
four viewing/pullout areas. Two would face 
west and overlook the wetland and Brooks 
River. Two would be placed on the each side 
of the north end of the bridge to provide 
upriver and downriver viewing opportunities. 
 
Bridge: The bridge would follow the existing 
alignment of the floating bridge. This bridge 
would be a wooden short-span bridge, 
approximately 350 ft in length, with a 
minimum distance of 24 ft between piles. 
There would be up to 14 sets of piles in the 
riverbed. The bridge would be built using the 
same techniques as the boardwalk system. 
This bridge would be a minimum of 10 ft 
above the river. 
 
South Boardwalk: An 8-foot-wide 
pedestrian-vehicle boardwalk would cross a 
wetland south of the southern bridge 
terminus and then cut west through a 
wooded area. The boardwalk would follow 
the edge of the western wetland before 
ending approximately 100 ft from the bus 
parking area. This boardwalk would be 10 ft 
above grade and would ramp down to grade 
as it approaches the bus parking area. This 
section of boardwalk has an estimated length 
of 630 ft. 
 
The south boardwalk would consist of up to 
three primary viewing/pullout areas. Two 
would be placed on the each side of the south 
end of the bridge to provide upriver and 
downriver viewing opportunities. One would 
face east and overlook the wetland. Because 
of the length of the south boardwalk, one to 
two additional smaller pullout areas may be 
installed to allow for the safe passage of 
pedestrians and vehicles. 
 
Barge Landing and Access Road: A new 
barge landing would be located on the shore 
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of Naknek Lake about 2,000 ft south of the 
existing barge landing. There would be a 
hardened beach landing ramp (24 ft to 30 ft 
wide and 170 ft to 240 ft long) and parking 
for miscellaneous small boats / trailers during 
the summer operating season. The boat 
parking area would also be used to 
overwinter the park’s landing craft. A new 
access road, approximately 1,500 ft in length, 
would replace the one that went around the 
south side of the Beaver Pond as proposed in 
the 1996 development concept plan. The 
existing barge landing site and the access 
road on the south side of the river would be 
removed and the landscape would be 
restored. 
 
 

3.0     FLOODPLAIN 

3.1     Site Description 
 
Brooks Camp is part of the Katmai National 
Park and Preserve and is on the lower Brooks 
River near Naknek Lake. The Brooks River is 
roughly 1.5 miles long, and flows from Lake 
Brooks into Naknek Lake (figure B-1). The 
proposed activities would be within the 
estimated 100-year floodplain. Brooks Camp, 
on the north side of Brooks River, appears to 
be situated above the 100-year floodplain 
(NPS 2009). 
 
3.2     Floodplain Values 
 
Values associated with floodplain use include 
recreation, such as hiking and sightseeing, as 
well as wildlife habitat for a diversity of 
species. Floodplains also play a necessary 
function in the overall adjustment of a river 

system. Floodplains influence the hydrology 
of a watershed by dissipating floodwater 
energy, and they serve as a temporary storage 
component for sediment eroded from the 
watershed. 
 
3.3     Nature of Flooding and 
Associated Floodplain Processes 
 
Lake Brooks accounts for approximately 20 
percent of the total Brooks River watershed 
area. Flooding along Brooks River can result 
from rain, snow, and spring breakup. A U.S. 
Geological Survey (USGS) gauging station is 
on Brooks River at the outlet of Lake Brooks. 
The gauging station is a partial record station, 
with only eight discharge measurements on 
record. There are also no historical flood data 
available for Brooks River. 
 
Brooks River is characterized as an alluvial 
river. Brooks River transitions from a 
relatively steep, confined boulder and cobble 
bedded channel to a meandering 
sand/gravel/cobble river as it flows into 
Naknek Lake. The hydraulics of the flow is 
generally slowing from a relatively swift, 
turbulent flow condition in the upper half of 
the channel to a lower gradient, slower flow 
condition near Naknek Lake. Flooding 
would likely cover a wider area in the lower 
half of Brooks River because the topographic 
slope is less steep and wider alluvial valley. 
The Brooks River response to normal 
hydrologic and geomorphic forces, such as 
wind waves from Naknek Lake, includes 
progression of meandering in the lower reach 
causing some channel migration and 
riverbank erosion.
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FIGURE B-1
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3.4     Justification for Floodplain Use 
 
3.4.1     Rationale for Location in the 
Floodplain 
 
The proposed bridge and associated 
boardwalk, as well as the barge landing site 
and associated access road would have to be 
in the floodplain. There are no alternative 
upland sites associated with the river crossing 
or barge landing.  
 
3.4.2     Investigation of Alternative Sites 
 
All alternative sites investigated would also 
involve facilities being in the floodplain. 
 
 
3.5     Site-Specific Flood Risk 
 
3.5.1     Recurrence Interval  
 
Much of the lower Brooks River valley is in 
the 100-year floodplain. A 100-year flood is 
defined as the flood elevation that has a 1 
percent chance of being equaled or exceeded 
in any given year. The rate at which flooding 
occurs would be related to the rate of 
precipitation and would also be influenced by 
the presence or absence of ice in the river 
channel. Flooding associated with 
precipitation would likely be attenuated 
because of the size of Lake Brooks and 
related storage capacity. 
 
3.5.2     Hydraulics of Flooding at the Site 
 
Because of the surface roughness (trees, 
brush, surface undulations) of the floodplain, 
it is predicted that floodplain velocities will 
typically be less than 1 foot per second; 
however, main channel velocities are likely to 
be as high as 8 ft/s in the upper portion of the 
reach to as low as 2 ft/s near Naknek Lake. 
Channel bottom and banks are likely to 
erode, altering channel patterns and shapes in 
some areas. 
 
Water depths near the proposed Brooks 
River bridge and boardwalk during a 100-
year flood would range from about 2 ft to 5 ft. 

Floodplain water depths in near the 
proposed road and barge landing site would 
likely be less than 2 ft. Given the relatively 
wide area inundated across the lower Brooks 
River valley during a 100-year event, and the 
small footprint of the proposed 
improvements, construction of the proposed 
improvements would likely not affect the 
base flood elevation. 
 
3.5.3     Time Required for Flooding to 
Occur 
 
Floods are more likely when the water level 
of Naknek Lake is at its highest. This usually 
occurs in August and September from spring 
snowmelt. Although extended rains lasting 
three or more weeks in August and 
September may raise the water level of 
Naknek Lake and Brooks River, the time 
required for flooding to occur would be at 
least 24 hours. This is because Naknek Lake, 
Lake Brooks, and adjacent wetlands have the 
capacity to temporary store additional water. 
 
3.5.4     Opportunity for Evacuation 
 
Depending upon the rate of rainfall for a 
given event, it is likely that the natural 
attenuation effect of Lake Brooks would 
allow sufficient time for evacuation provided 
that visitors are near the road and trail system 
in the Brooks River and Camp area. In the 
event of a 100-year or larger flood, the lower 
portion of the road between Lake Brooks and 
the Brooks River footbridge would likely be 
under water and closed to vehicular traffic 
after evacuation for public protection. 
Evacuation would occur by boat to higher 
ground in the Brooks River area or by 
floatplane or boat to communities outside the 
park. 
 
3.5.5     Geomorphic Considerations 
 
Brooks River is characterized as an alluvial 
river that widens in the lower portion near 
Naknek Lake. Increased bank erosion and 
channel migration would likely occur during 
a 100-year flood. Depending upon the 
occurrence of debris and/or ice jams during a 
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flood, channel and bank erosion could 
increase. 
 
 
3.6     Floodplain Mitigation 
 
Construction activities in the estimated 100-
year floodplain include a new Brooks River 
bridge and boardwalk, and a new barge 
landing site and associated access road 
(figure B-1). It is not anticipated that these 
facilities would have an impact on the 
floodplain base elevation. Mitigation and 
compliance with regulations and policies to 
prevent impacts to water quality, floodplains, 
and loss of property or human life would be 
adhered to during and after the construction. 
If required, permits with other federal and 
cooperating state and local agencies would be 
obtained prior to construction activities. 
After construction activities are completed, 
the sites would be returned as close as 
possible to natural contours; floodplain fill 
and grading requirements would be 
minimized. If a flood notification is issued, 
people within the affected flood area would 
be evacuated. The area would be closed until 
the flood event had subsided and authorities 
deem the area safe for the public to return. 
The structures and facilities are designed to 
be consistent with the intent of the standards 
and criteria of the National Flood Insurance 
Program (44 CFR Part 60). 
 
 
3.7     Summary 
 
Based on the preliminary floodplain 
assessment, the Brooks Camp area 
improvements are within the 100-year 
floodplain of the lower Brooks River (figure 
B-1). The estimated water surface elevations 
associated with the 100-year recurrence 
interval should be considered preliminary 
and approximate. The assessment is based on 
limited available hydrologic and hydraulic 
data and does not take into account the 
influence of Naknek Lake storm surge. 
 
Although the location of proposed structures 
in the flood zone would result in risks from 

the possibility of flooding, methods to 
minimize flood damage would be 
incorporated into the overall design of the 
facilities. In addition, efforts to protect 
vegetation in the floodplain would be 
undertaken as standard procedure during site 
preparation and construction. Therefore, 
floodplains would be protected to the 
maximum extent possible, and potential 
flood hazards would be minimized. 
 
In accordance with Executive Order 11988 
for the protection of floodplains, mitigation 
and compliance with regulations and policies 
to prevent impacts on water quality, 
floodplains, and loss of property or human 
life would be strictly adhered to during the 
design, construction, and operation of the 
proposed improvements to the Brooks Camp 
area. The National Park Service finds that no 
long-term adverse impacts on the 100-year 
designated floodplain would occur from the 
preferred alternative. 
 
 

4.0     WETLANDS 

4.1     Description of Affected 
Wetlands 
 
Thirteen individual wetlands were delineated 
in the project vicinity in 2009 and 2012 
(figures B-2 and B-3) (URS 2009, NPS 2012). 
The 2012 wetlands delineation focused on 
determining the extent of wetlands within the 
footprint of the proposed road route to a new 
barge landing facility and turnaround/storage 
area near Naknek Lake, approximately 0.5 
mile south of Brooks Camp (NPS 2012). This 
survey mapped the wetland boundaries more 
accurately than the 2009 survey. One small 
wetland (wetland X) also was identified in the 
2012 survey that wasn’t included in the 2009 
survey. 
 
Nonvegetated wetlands in the project area 
include (1) Brooks River, which is classified 
as a riverine, lower perennial, unconsolidated 
bottom, permanently flooded wetland 
(R2UBH); (2) Naknek Lake; and (3) the 
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beaver pond, which are classified as a 
lacustrine, limnetic, unconsolidated bottom, 
permanently flooded wetlands (L1UBH). 
These water bodies often have aquatic and/or 
emergent vegetation along the shorelines. 
 
Wetland A 
 
This wetland is a wet herbaceous meadow in 
a long, narrow (22 ft) depression between 
two forested ridges paralleling the proposed 
barge landing access road route. The 
vegetation in this wetland is dominated by 
bluejoint reedgrass (Calamagrostis 
canadensis), followed by marsh horsetail 
(Equisetum palustre). There were individual 
balsam poplar (Populus balsamifera) and 
white spruce (Picea glauca) in the slightly 
elevated features in the wetland, and they 
were not considered representative of the 
wetland vegetation. The only shrub was Bebb 
willow (Salix bebbiana). Soils consist of a 6-
inch horizon of fibrous peat, a 6-inch horizon 
of fine-grained volcanic ash with redox 
concentrations, and then 9-inch horizon of 
fibrous organics below the ash layer. Gravel 
was encountered at the bottom of the test pit 
The two surveys found saturated soil at 8 to 
12 inches below the surface, and standing 
water was measured at 8 to 16 inches. All 
three jurisdictional wetland criteria were met. 
The area was classified as a palustrine 
emergent persistent, saturated wetland 
(PEM1B). 
 
Wetland B 
 
The second wetland along the barge landing 
access road route was located in the same 
long, narrow depression as Wetland A, but it 
is separated from Wetland A by a stretch of 
uplands. Dominant species included 

bluejoint (Calamagrostis canadensis) and 
Northwest Territory sedge (Carex 
utriculata). The criteria for hydrophytic 
vegetation were met. Soils consist of a 6-inch 
mat of fibrous peat over a 10-inch horizon of 
volcanic ash. The upper 6 inches of ash had 
faint redox concentrations, whereas the 
lower 4 inches did not, suggesting minimal 
fluctuation in the water level 12 inches below 
the surface. The primary indicator of 
wetlands hydrology was saturation of the soil 
within 12 inches of the surface. There were 
also small areas of standing water within the 
observation point. All three jurisdictional 
wetland criteria were met. The area was 
classified as a palustrine emergent persistent, 
saturated wetland (PEM1B) in the 2009 and 
2012 surveys. 
 
Wetland C 
 
Wetland C is a narrow depression on the 
south side of the proposed barge landing 
access road route and near an active eagle 
nest adjacent to the beaver pond. Vegetation 
in this depression was dominated by 
Northwest Territory sedge (Carex utriculata) 
and water hemlock (Cicuta virosa). The soil 
profile shows a 4-inch mat of fibrous organics 
over a 10-inch horizon of fine-grained 
volcanic ash. Below the ash, the fibrous 
organics continued to the bottom of the soil 
test pit. The primary indicator of wetland 
hydrology was saturation to the surface. 
There was also standing water in low areas 
approximately 0.5 inches deep within the 
area. All three jurisdictional wetland criteria 
were met for this site. The area was classified 
as a palustrine emergent persistent, saturated 
wetland (PEM1B) in the 2009 and 2012 
surveys. 
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FIGURE B-2
Source: URS Group, Inc. 2009b 
Note: Aerial photograph was recorded in 2002, before the floating bridge was relocated to its current location; the location of the 
barge landing access road in this figure is approximate.
 
 



Appendix B: Statement of Findings for Floodplains and Wetlands 

303 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Source: NPS 2012 

Figure B-3 
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Wetland D 
 
This wetland is a long, narrow depression 
west of the proposed barge landing access 
road route. This depression did not appear to 
connect directly with the beaver pond. The 
perimeter of the wetland had thick emergent 
vegetation, and there was open water with 
aquatic vegetation in the center. Standing 
water occurred in portions of the wetland but 
was not continuous. Vegetation was 
dominated by longawn sedge (Carex 
macrochaeta), Northwest Territory sedge 
(Carex utriculata), and marsh fivefinger 
(Comarum palustre). Aquatic vegetation in 
areas of open water consisted mostly of 
burreed (Sparganium angustifolium). Other 
species included water horsetail (Equisetum 
fluviatile) and water hemlock (Cicuta virosa). 
At the northern end of the wetland the 
vegetation is dense bluejoint (Calamagrostis 
canadensis) in the lowest parts of the 
depression with small amounts of Bebb 
willow (Salix bebbiana) and birch (Betula 
spp.) present. The soil profile shows a 3-inch 
mat of fibrous organics over an 8-inch 
horizon of volcanic ash with redox 
concentrations. Below the ash, soils turn to 
gravel. Wetland hydrology was evident from 
the standing water in the center of the 
depression in several areas along the 
wetland’s length. Saturated soil was also 
documented at 10 inches below the surface 
where surface water was not present. All 
three jurisdictional wetland criteria were met 
at the southern end of the wetland. The area 
was classified as a combination of palustrine, 
emergent persistent, semi-permanently 
flooded wetland (PEM1F) and saturated 
wetland (PEM1B). The northern end of the 
area lacked one or more of the criteria for a 
jurisdictional wetland due to lack of hydric 
soils and wetlands hydrology. 
 
Wetland E 
 
This wetland is in a low depression extending 
from the edge of Brooks River; it is west of 
the bear viewing platform, and south of 
Valley of Ten Thousand Smokes access road. 

Bluejoint (Calamagrostis canadensis) was the 
only dominant species. Longawn sedge 
(Carex macrochaeta) made up only 5 percent 
of the total, and Northwest Territory sedge 
(Carex utriculata) was only 1 percent. 
Diamondleaf willow (Salix planifolia) 
occurred as a few individual plants. Other 
shrubs included Bebb willow (Salix bebbiana) 
and Barclay’s willow (Salix barclayi). Small 
individual specimens of white spruce (Picea 
glauca) and paper birch (Betula papyrifera) 
were also present in the slightly elevated area 
but showed signs of stress. Soils have a 3.5- to 
4-inch mat of organic material over a 3.5- to 
8-inch horizon of volcanic ash. The layer 
below the ash varies between fibrous peat, silt 
loam over sand and gravel, or sandy loam. 
The primary indicator of wetland hydrology 
was saturation within 7 to 12 inches of the 
surface. All three jurisdictional wetland 
criteria were met. The southern portion of 
the wetland was classified as palustrine 
emergent persistent, saturated (PEM1B). The 
northern portion was classified as palustrine 
scrub-shrub/emergent persistent, saturated 
(PSS1/EM1B). 
 
Wetland F 
 
Wetland F is a large wet meadow in a long, 
narrow depression that extends south from 
Brooks River near the elevated bear viewing 
platform and parallels Valley of Ten 
Thousand Smokes access road on the west 
side. There were no sizable areas of standing 
water in this wetland at the time of the 
survey. The vegetation in this wetland is 
mostly all herbaceous. Dominants include 
longawn sedge (Carex macrochaeta) and 
bluejoint (Calamagrostis canadensis). The 
only other common species is the Northwest 
Territory sedge (Carex utriculata). The soil 
profile at the northern end of the wetland 
had a 4-inch surface horizon of fibrous 
organics over a 7-inch horizon of volcanic 
ash. Below the ash was a dark brown sandy 
loam mixed with a high percentage of fibrous 
organics. Below this layer, the soil transitions 
to a dark gray sand and gravel matrix. The 
soil profile at the southern end of the wetland 
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had a 3-inch organic mat over a 7-inch ash 
horizon with faint redox concentrations. 
Beneath the ash layer, there was a 1-inch 
horizon of fibrous peat. The lowest horizon is 
gravel. Surface water in the northern end of 
the wetland was about 1 inch deep. 
Subsurface saturation was observed at a 
depth of 5 inches. Saturation at the northern 
end of the wetland was documented at 10 
inches below the surface. Standing water was 
found at 20 inches from the surface. All three 
jurisdictional wetland criteria were met. The 
area was classified as a palustrine emergent 
persistent, saturated wetland (PEM1B) with a 
small fringe scrub-shrub wetland. 
 
Wetland G 
 
This wetlands complex consists of both 
emergent wetlands and open water areas with 
aquatic vegetation. Vegetation was heavily 
dominated by the Northwest Territory sedge 
(Carex utriculata) and bluejoint 
(Calamagrostis canadensis). Other emergent 
species included pendantgrass (Arctophila 
fulva), water hemlock (Cicuta virosa), 
common mare’s-tail (Hippuris vulgaris), and 
longawn sedge (Carex macrochaeta). The 
wetland also contains diamondleaf willow 
(Salix planifolia) (FACW) and Barclay’s 
willow (Salix barclayi). Aquatic vegetation 
was primarily burreed (Sparganium spp.). 
Wetland hydrology was evident from the 
abundance of standing water. All three 
jurisdictional wetland criteria were met. The 
wettest areas with emergent vegetation is 
classified as a palustrine emergent persistent, 
semi-permanently flooded (PEM1F). The 
remainder of the wetland is classified as 
palustrine emergent persistent, saturated 
(PEM1B). 
 
Wetland H 
 
This large grass/sedge wet meadow is in a 
depression on an elevated river terrace just 
west of Brooks Camp. The plant cover is very 
uniform over most of the wetland and grades 
into shrub habitats on three sides. The 
vegetation is heavily dominated by bluejoint 

(Calamagrostis canadensis), with only a small 
amount of Northwest Territory sedge (Carex 
utriculata). The soil profile showed a 12-inch 
fibrous peat organic horizon over a 17-inch 
horizon of volcanic ash. There was only 
coarse gravel below the ash layer. Saturation 
was to the surface of the ground. Some small 
areas within the observation point had 
standing water up to 1 inch deep. All three 
jurisdictional wetland criteria were met. The 
area was classified as a palustrine emergent 
persistent, saturated wetland (PEM1B). 
 
Wetland I 
 
This wetland is a large emergent marsh on the 
northern shoreline of Brooks River. Much of 
this wetland is flooded during high water 
periods, and the lower portions of the marsh 
were inundated during this survey. A portion 
of this marsh was filled to create the northern 
access to the floating bridge on Brooks River. 
Vegetation in the higher portions of the 
wetland was dominated by bluejoint 
(Calamagrostis canadensis). Other minor 
species included water horsetail (Equisetum 
fluviatile), yellow willowherb (Epilobium 
luteum), bog yellowcress (Rorippa palustris), 
Northwest Territory sedge (Carex 
utriculata), and longawn (Carex 
macrochaeta) sedge. Soils contained at least 
16 inches of fibrous organic peat. The 
wetland had saturation to the surface. All 
three criteria for jurisdictional wetlands were 
met. The area was classified as a palustrine 
emergent persistent, seasonally flooded 
wetland (PEM1C). 
 
Wetland J 
 
The wetland consists of a large emergent 
marsh around the perimeter with an area of 
open water in the center. This wetland is not 
directly connected to Wetland G to the 
north. However, the 2012 survey found a 
drainage connection between the northern 
portion of wetland D and wetland J, which 
the proposed access road would need to 
cross (see photograph).
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DRAINAGE CONNECTING WETLANDS D AND J;  

WETLAND J IS IN THE BACKGROUND 
 
 
The emergent vegetation around the 
perimeter of the marsh was dominated by 
bluejoint reedgrass (Calamagrostis 
canadensis), longawn sedge (Carex 
macrochaeta), and Northwest Territory 
sedge (Carex utriculata). Soil was a 6-inch 
mat of fibrous organic material over a 
horizon of volcanic ash. Fibrous organic 
material continued below the ash horizon. 
The primary indicator for wetlands 
hydrology along the perimeter of the wetland 
was saturation to the surface. Standing water 
was evident in the center of the wetland. All 
three jurisdictional wetland criteria were met 
for this site. The area near the observation 
point, along the perimeter of the wetland, 
was classified as a palustrine emergent 
persistent, saturated wetland (PEM1B), and 
the pond in the center of the wetlands was 
classified as palustrine open water 
permanently flooded (POWH) in the 2009 
and 2012 surveys. 
 

Wetlands K and L 
 
Two small wetlands were delineated between 
Brooks Camp and the northern shoreline of 
Brooks River by NPS employees in 2008 
(Rice 2008). All three criteria for 
jurisdictional wetlands were met for both 
sites. Wetland K was classified as a palustrine 
emergent persistent saturated (PEM1B). 
Wetland L was classified as palustrine scrub-
shrub/emergent persistent saturated 
(PSS1/EM1B). 
 
Wetland X 
 
The 2012 survey mapped a very small 
wetland depression immediately south of 
wetland A (see figure 3). This area had Balsam 
poplar, highbush cranberry and fireweed 
growing along the elevated margins of the 
site, but the lower portions of the depression 
had bluejoint reedgrass, marsh horsetail, and 
Barclay’s willow )(Salix barclayi). The soil 
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consisted of a 6-inch horizon of fibrous peat, 
a 6-inch horizon of fine-grained volcanic ash, 
and then a 14-inch horizon of loamy sand 
below the ash layer. Gravel was encountered 
at the bottom of the test pit. A sulfidic odor 
emanated from the freshly opened soil pit. 
The soil was determined to have high organic 
content in the surface layer of a sandy soil, as 
indicative of a histic epipedon. Saturated soil 
occurred within 12 inches of the surface and 
standing water was found within 12 inches of 
the surface. The area met all three 
jurisdictional wetland criteria and therefore 
was classified as a palustrine emergent 
persistent, saturated wetland (PEM1B). 
 
4.2     Functional Assessment of 
Affected Wetlands 
 
Palustrine wetlands are known to provide a 
variety of ecological functions depending on 
the location and type of wetland (Larson 
1989). Some of the major ecological functions 
of wetlands include the following: 
 
 discharge of groundwater 
 flood control or moderation 
 water quality control and 

improvement 
 stabilization of sediments 
 retention, removal, and 

transformation of nutrients 
 fish and wildlife habitat 
 biomass production and export 

 
Wetlands in the study area provide several of 
these functions to some degree, and the 
major functions are discussed below. 
However, because of the small size of some of 
the wetlands in the project area, the 
ecological functions provided by some of 
these habitats are limited.  
 
Discharge of groundwater is an important 
function of wetland habitats; however, 
because of the location of many of these 
wetlands, adjacent to Brooks River, the 
opportunity to provide this function is 
limited. Wetland G could potentially perform 

this function to some degree, but the lack of 
an outlet suggests discharge is not substantial. 
 
Flood control or moderation is a function 
performed by the large wetlands adjacent to 
Brooks River—wetlands E, F, G, H, I, and J. 
This function could be considered one of the 
more important for these wetlands as a 
whole. These wetlands provide areas for 
floodwater storage so the excess water can 
spread out and moderate the velocity of the 
floodwaters. Reducing the velocity of the 
floodwaters in the river can limit scouring of 
the riverbed.  
 
Wetland I is the only wetland in the surveyed 
area that provides any substantial functions 
as habitat for fish. The southern portions of 
this wetland are within the floodway portion 
of Brooks River and provide food and cover 
for small fish in the river. This wetland also 
provides the function of bank stabilization, 
which protects habitat in other areas in the 
river. These riparian wetlands also support 
insects and aquatic invertebrates that wash 
down river to Naknek Lake to serve as food 
for fish in the lake. 
 
All of these wetlands also provide some level 
of wildlife habitat for waterfowl and 
shorebirds as well as moose and brown bear 
and a variety of small mammals. Waterfowl, 
such as the common merganser, can use open 
water areas in Wetlands B, D, G, I, and J for 
feeding and rearing. The early emerging 
grasses and sedges in the large wetlands along 
Brooks River and other smaller wetlands can 
provide spring foraging habitat for brown 
bear after emerging from their dens. The 
willow habitats along the perimeters of the 
wetlands can provide winter forage habitat 
for moose, nesting habitat for songbirds in 
the summer, and habitat for small mammals 
such as snowshoe hare.  
 
Maintenance of water quality is an important 
function of wetlands, particularly in this area. 
Runoff from roads and paths can carry 
sediment into the Brooks River and Naknek 
Lake. Wetlands E, F, G, and I are in positions 
for retaining, removing, and transforming 
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nutrients, retaining inorganic sediments, and 
acting as a filter system and maintaining 
water quality in the adjacent water bodies.  
 
Wetlands are known for their production of 
biomass. This biomass is exported to adjacent 
areas in the form of dissolved or particulate 
organic carbon from the wetland through 
leaching, flushing, erosion, and other 
mechanisms or through the aquatic and 
terrestrial food webs. All of the wetlands in 
the area provide this function to some degree. 
 
Wetlands have benefit and provide benefits 
for humans, such as open space areas and 
places for recreational activities such as 
birding, wildlife viewing, photography, 
general nature appreciation, and esthetics. 
The wetlands adjacent to Brooks Camp and 
Brooks River provide the best areas for these 
functions because of their location and the 
numbers of visitors that come to enjoy the 
scenic nature of the river and its wildlife and 
fish. 
 
Overall, wetlands in the surveyed area 
provide a wide variety of important 
ecological functions and enhance the 
experience of people visiting Brooks Camp 
and Katmai National Park and Preserve. 
 
4.3     Adverse and Beneficial Impacts 
on Wetlands 
 
Table 1 provides a summary of wetland 
impacts resulting from the preferred 
alternative, including acreages affected by 
wetland type. The preferred alternative 
would adversely impact less than  0.1 acre of 
wetlands within the Brooks River area. 

Impacts would be from the installation of 
pilings for the elevated bridge and boardwalk 
and the construction of a new barge access 
road. Because the boardwalk would be 
elevated at least 10 ft above the ground, no 
indirect impacts on wetlands from boardwalk 
shading would be anticipated. 
 
The preferred alternative would have a 
beneficial impact on approximately 0.11 acre 
of wetlands from the restoration of natural 
wetland functions when the barge road is 
removed. Overall, the preferred alternative 
would have a net gain of approximately 0.04 
acre of wetlands. 
 
4.3.1     Biotic Functions 
 
The preferred alternative would have a 
negligible adverse impact on wetland biotic 
functions, such as fish and wildlife habitat, 
floral and faunal productivity, and native 
species and habitat diversity. Biotic functions 
would be adversely affected if wetland areas 
are modified through the placement of a 
culvert and fill to accommodate the proposed 
barge landing access road near the beaver 
pond (figure 3—Wetlands J and D). 
 
4.3.2     Hydrologic Functions 
 
The preferred alternative would likely not 
adversely impact the hydrologic functions of 
the wetlands within the surveyed area. 
Standard erosion and sediment control 
measures would be used during the 
installation of the proposed bridge and 
boardwalk and construction of the proposed 
barge landing access road. 
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SUMMARY OF WETLAND IMPACTS RESULTING FROM THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

Wetland 
(see figures B-2 

and B-33) 
Code Total Acres 

Wetland Area 
Impacted 

Description 

A PEM1B 0.2 0 
No direct loss of wetlands. 

B PEM1B 0.3 
0 No direct loss of wetlands. 

C PEM1B 0.3 
0 No direct loss of wetlands. 

D 
 

PEM1B 0.2 -150 ft2 Impacts due to construction of a culvert 
along the access road 

PEM1F 0.3 0 No direct loss of wetlands. 

E 
 

PEM1B 4.1 –18 ft2 
Impacts from boardwalk pilings (two 8-
inch diameter pilings spaced 12 ft apart 
for a length of approximately 300 ft.  

PSS1B/EM1B 0.6 0 No direct loss of wetlands. 

F PEM1B 1.0 –8 ft2 
Impacts from boardwalk pilings (two 8-
inch diameter pilings spaced 12 ft apart 
for a length of approximately 130 ft. 

G 
 

PEM1B 2.7 +5,040 ft2 Restoration of wetland function by 
removal of barge access road. PEM1F 1.3

H PEM1B 0.7 –14 ft2 
Impacts from boardwalk pilings (two 8-
inch diameter pilings spaced 12 ft apart 
for a length of approximately 240 ft. 

I PEM1C 2.7 –14 ft2 
Impacts from boardwalk pilings (two 8-
inch diameter pilings spaced 12 ft apart 
for a length of approximately 240 ft. 

J 
 

PEM1B 2.4 -150 ft2 Impacts due to construction of a culvert 
along the access road 

POWH 0.7 0 No direct loss of wetlands. 

K PEM1B 0.1 0

L PSS1B/EM1B 0.1 0

X PEM1B 0.1 0 No direct loss of wetlands. 

Brooks River R2UBH  –24 ft2 
Impacts from up to 14 sets of bridge 
piles in river. Bridge piles are estimated 
to be 12 inches in diameter. 

Naknek Lake L1UBH  –2,600 ft2 Impacts from the installation of a 
hardened barge ramp on Naknek Lake 

   

  
Total Negative  
Wetland Impact 

–2,978ft2 (-0.07 ac) 

Total Positive  
Wetland Impact 

+5,040 ft2 (+0.11 ac.) 

Total Overall  
Wetland Impact 

+2,062 ft2 (+0.04ac) 
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Removal of the barge landing access road on 
the south side and pedestrian trail on the 
north side of the Brooks River and restoring 
the areas’ predevelopment elevations could 
provide additional flood attenuation and 
detrital export to Wetlands G and I (figure 2) 
within the lower part of Brooks River. Other 
hydrologic functions, such as stream flow 
maintenance, groundwater recharge and 
discharge, water supply, and water 
purification would not be adversely affected. 
 
4.3.3     Cultural Functional Resources 
 
The preferred alternative would have a minor 
to moderate adverse impact on the cultural 
resources of the Brooks River area. 
Specifically, the installation of a bridge over 
Brooks River would affect the historic 
cultural landscape and 
archeological/ethnographic resources of the 
Brooks River and its floodplain in the project 
area.  
 
The preferred alternative would have a 
positive impact on visitors experiencing the 
wetlands in the Brooks River area. Park 
visitors would be able to experience wetland-
specific exhibits and ranger-led programs. 
The installation of ramps and emergency 
egress stairs/ladders from the 
bridge/boardwalk would ensure that 
recreational access to Brooks River and 
adjacent wetlands would not be adversely 
affected. 
 
4.3.5     Research and Scientific Values 
 
Because the wetlands in the project area are 
not classified as nonimpacted wetland 
reference sites, the preferred alternative 
would not adversely impact wetland research 
and scientific values. The wetlands in the 
project area have not been used for studies or 
long-term monitoring, and do not have 
documented research and scientific values.  
 
4.3.6     Economic Values 
 
The preferred alternative would not have an 
adverse effect on flood protection for Brooks 

Camp facilities, on fisheries resources within 
the river and adjacent Naknek Lake and Lake 
Brooks, or on tourism.  
 
4.4     Investigation of Alternative 
Sites 
 
The National Park Service investigated 
alternative elevated bridge and boardwalk 
alignments in addition to the no-action and 
preferred alternative.  
 
Alternative 2 would have similar impacts on 
wetlands as the preferred alternative 
(alternative 4) (see section 4.3). In this 
alternative, the north boardwalk would be 
installed over a wetland between the lodge 
and Brooks River and the south boardwalk 
would be installed over two wetlands 
between the river and the bus parking area.  
 
Alternative 3 would have the least impact on 
wetlands. In this alternative, the north 
boardwalk would be installed over the 
upland trail corridor between the lodge and 
the river. Approximately six sets of piles 
would be placed in the Brooks River riverbed 
to accommodate the bridge span. The south 
boardwalk would be placed over a previously 
disturbed upland area. The barge landing site 
would be relocated to an area approximately 
200 ft south of the existing site and would use 
all but a small portion of the existing access 
road, which may currently affect a wetland 
immediately south of the road. A hardened 
beach landing ramp would be installed at the 
new landing site within Naknek Lake. 
 
Alternative 5 would have similar impacts on 
wetlands as alternative 3 with two exceptions: 
(1) the north boardwalk would be installed 
over a wetland between the lodge and Brooks 
River; and (2) the barge landing site and 
access road would be relocated to a new 
location approximately 2,000 ft south of the 
existing site. The construction of the new 
barge access road and removal of the existing 
barge access road would have the same 
impacts on wetlands as the preferred 
alternative.  
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The no-action alternative and alternatives 2, 
3, and 5 would not fully meet the purpose and 
need of the project, which is to improve 
visitor access and resource protection within 
the Brooks River area. The area contains a 
high concentration of brown bears during the 
summer, especially in July and September. To 
travel between the lodge on the north side of 
the river and the bus parking area on the 
south side of the river without being delayed 
by bears, the boardwalk would need to 
start/end near Brooks Lodge and the bus 
parking area. Using several years of bear 
monitoring data, the National Park Service 
has learned that the forested upland area 
between the lodge and the river (this area is 
commonly called the Corner) provides 
suitable habitat for bears to rest, away from 
park visitors. Removing the trail and 
restoring this upland area would improve 
bear habitat. In addition, relocating the barge 
landing site and access road away from the 
mouth of the river would improve barge 
operation.  
 
4.5     Wetland Mitigation 
 
Construction activities in wetlands would be 
limited to the minimum area needed to install 
the boardwalk and bridge pile supports. The 
installation of the boardwalk supports would 
occur during the winter season(s) when the 
ground is frozen to reduce soil compaction 
and avoid injuring wetland vegetation 
growth.  
 
Equipment servicing and refueling would not 
be conducted within wetlands. Equipment 
leaking fuel, oil, hydraulic fluid, or other 
pollutants would not be operated within 
wetlands. 
 
The rehabilitation of former trail and road 
areas would use local native plants. 
Discontinued trails and roads would be 
removed and the areas would be revegetated 
with local native plant species. 
 

4.6     Wetland Compensation 
 
The preferred alternative would result in 
adverse impacts to 0.07 acre of wetlands. It is 
anticipated that the removal of the existing 
barge access road in the preferred alternative 
would restore wetland function and 
compensate for any wetland loss from the 
installation of the elevated bridge and 
boardwalk and construction of the new barge 
landing site and access road (Wetland G in 
figure 2). Removing the road and grading the 
area to its natural elevation would enable 
surface water from Brooks River and Naknek 
Lake to flow into the adjacent wetland during 
flood events. It is expected that this would 
increase the size of the wetland by 
approximately 0.11 acre. The overall wetland 
gain would be approximately 0.04 acre. 
 
 

5.0     CONCLUSION 

The National Park Service finds that the 
preferred alternative is consistent with the 
policies and procedures of NPS Special 
Directive 93-4, “Floodplain Management 
Guideline” and Director’s Order #77-1: 
Wetland Protection including the “no net loss 
of wetlands” policy. 
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APPENDIX C: ESSENTIAL FISH HABITAT 
ANALYSIS AND DETERMINATION 

 
 
BACKGROUND 

Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and 
Management Act, as amended by the 
Sustainable Fisheries Act of 1996 (PL 104-
267), refined the focus of fisheries 
management by emphasizing the need to 
protect fish habitat. Specifically, the act 
requires that fishery management plans 
identify “essential fish habitat” (EFH), which 
are areas that are necessary for fish to carry 
out their basic life functions. Essential fish 
habitat is defined as “those waters and 
substrate necessary to fish for spawning, 
breeding, feeding, or growth to maturity.” In 
this case, waters include aquatic areas and 
their associated physical, chemical, and 
biological properties that are used by fish. 
Substrate includes sediment, hard bottom, 
structures underlying the waters, and 
associated biological communities. The term 
necessary means the habitat required to 
support a sustainable fishery and the 
managed species’ contributions to a healthy 
ecosystem. Spawning, breeding, feeding, and 
growth to maturity cover the full life cycle of 
fish. 
 
The overall intent of the amended 
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and 
Management Act is to conserve and enhance 
essential fish habitat and focus conservation 
efforts on areas that are important to the life 
cycles of federally managed fish and shellfish. 
The act requires federal agencies such as the 
National Park Service (NPS) to consult with 
the National Marine Fisheries Service 
(NMFS) regarding any action they authorize, 
fund, or undertake that may adversely affect 
essential fish habitat. The National Marine 
Fisheries Service must provide conservation 
recommendations to federal and state 
agencies regarding any action that would 
adversely affect essential fish habitat. 
 

In Alaska, the National Marine Fisheries 
Service uses information from the Alaska 
Department of Fish & Game (ADF&G) to 
help identify essential fish habitat in the state. 
Important anadromous fish habitat areas in 
Alaska are compiled and described in the 
ADF&G Catalog of Waters Important for the 
Spawning, Rearing, or Migration of 
Anadromous Fishes, which is updated on an 
annual basis. The term anadromous refers to 
fish that migrate from marine aquatic habitat 
to inland freshwater aquatic habitat during 
different points of their life cycles. 
 
 
ESSENTIAL FISH HABITAT 
IDENTIFICATIONS 

Given the ADF&G’s identification of 
important anadromous fish habitat in the 
Brooks River, the National Marine Fisheries 
Service also considers the river as essential 
fish habitat. According to the ADF&G 
Catalog of Waters Important for the Spawning, 
Rearing, or Migration of Anadromous Fishes 
2010 update, Brooks River provides aquatic 
habitat for the following species of 
anadromous fish and their respective life 
stages:  
 
 Chum salmon: “spawning” 

(freshwater larvae and juveniles and 
freshwater adults)  

 Coho salmon: “present” (possibility 
of multiple life stages) 

 King salmon: “present” (possibility of 
multiple life stages) 

 Pink salmon: “spawning” (freshwater 
larvae and juveniles and freshwater 
adults) 

 Sockeye salmon: “spawning” 
(freshwater larvae and juveniles and 
freshwater adults) 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The National Park Service is proposing to 
improve visitor access and resource 
protection within the Brooks River area of 
Katmai National Park and Preserve. The 
proposed project would involve replacing the 
floating bridge and trails with a permanent 
elevated bridge and elevated boardwalks and 
relocating the existing barge landing site and 
access road away from the mouth of the 
Brooks River. A detailed description of the 
various action alternatives for the proposed 
project (including the NPS preferred 
alternative) is provided in the first five 
chapters this document. 
 
The proposed bridge would involve the 
placement of multiple pile system supports in 
the channel of the Brooks River. Each pile 
support system would include two piles 
anchored in the riverbed. The spacing and 
separation of each pile system varies from 
alternative to alternative. Under the NPS 
preferred alternative, each set of piles would 
be spaced at a minimum of 24 ft. 
 
The proposed bridge would also eliminate 
the need for the annual placement and 
removal of a temporary floating bridge across 
the Brooks River and associated bank 
stabilization efforts by NPS maintenance 
staff. 
 
 
PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES 
FOR FISH HABITAT 

To protect fish populations and habitat in 
Brooks River, the following mitigations 
would be followed within the project area: 
 
 Fuel, lubricants, or other hazardous 

substances would not be stored 
below the ordinary high water 
(OHW) of Brooks River or Naknek 
Lake. 

 Equipment servicing and refueling 
would not be conducted below the 

OHW level of Brooks River or 
Naknek Lake. 

 Equipment leaking fuel, oil, hydraulic 
fluid, or other pollutants would not 
be operated or moved below the 
OHW level of Brooks River or 
Naknek Lake. 

 Work below the ordinary high water 
within Brooks River and the shoreline 
of Naknek Lake would occur during 
the winter and spring when water 
levels are low and spawning fish are 
less likely to be impacted. 

 During equipment operation and the 
construction of the barge ramp and 
bridge pilings and abutments, 
displaced riverbed and lakebed 
materials important for fish spawning 
habitat would be redistributed to 
adjacent areas within Brooks River 
and Naknek Lake. Materials would 
not be completely removed from the 
project areas. 

 After construction activities have 
been completed, areas below 
ordinary high water would be graded 
to match near preconstruction slopes 
and contours. 

 The use of riprap and nonvegetation 
bank stabilization methods would be 
avoided or greatly minimized. 
Riverbanks would be rehabilitated 
using native vegetation and natural 
materials, such as coir logs, willow 
stakes, and downed trees for 
stabilization. 

 To minimize some of the effects of in-
river construction for the bridge, 
various turbidity and sedimentation 
mitigation measures would be 
applied, such as diversion of river 
flows around work areas, cofferdams, 
and sediment traps. 
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PROJECT EFFECTS ON THE BROOKS 
RIVER ESSENTIAL FISH HABITAT 

Under all action alternatives, the proposed 
elevated bridge would eliminate the need for 
the temporary floating bridge, which is an 
obstacle to fish migration across the full 
width of the Brooks River. The permanent 
bridge would also eliminate the riverbed 
disturbances (e.g., stirring up riverbed 
sediment, turbidity) each spring and fall from 
placement and removal of the floating bridge. 
These effects would result in localized 
beneficial impacts on essential fish habitat. 
 
Under the various action alternatives, the 
proposed bridge would have varying span 
lengths between pile support systems. The 
bridge for the NPS preferred alternative 
would have up to 14 sets of pile supports in 
the channel (at a minimum of 24-foot spans). 
Although the piles themselves would not 
pose any substantial threats to spawning fish 
migration up Brooks River, the piles would 
(1) affect flow hydraulics, which could lead to 
some riverbed scouring and downstream 
sediment deposition; and (2) obstruct the 
flow and passage of debris in the river, which 
could directly block fish passage and 
compound the hydraulic scouring and 
sediment deposition effect in the river 
channel. Riverbed scouring and sediment 
deposition could affect the hatch rate of fish 
eggs that have been deposited downstream of 
the bridge by certain fish species. In addition, 
sandbar development downstream of the 
bridge could reduce the channel’s cross-
section area. The shallower water near the 
sandbars could obstruct some fish migration 
upstream. However, this sandbar effect 
would likely be limited. Park staff would 
mitigate some of these effects by removing 
debris buildup when staff members are 
present at Brooks Camp. Overall, these 
effects of the bridge support piles would have 
some adverse impacts on essential fish 
habitat. However, the effect would be 
localized in the waters immediately upstream 
and downstream of the proposed bridge.   
 

The construction of the bridge foundation 
would involve the installation of multiple sets 
of piles in the river channel (up to 14 sets of 
piles in the NPS preferred alternative). This 
construction work would generate 
disturbance areas in the Brooks River 
channel during the construction phrase 
(winter/spring), from pile driving and 
construction equipment access in the 
channel. The installation would stir up 
sediment in the riverbed, which could lead to 
increases in water turbidity and sedimen-
tation downstream of the bridge. Pile systems 
would also be installed on each shoreline 
relatively near the river, which could also 
generate turbidity and sedimentation in the 
area. Although the construction would not 
occur during the times of year when fish 
migration and spawning occurs in Brooks 
River, the sedimentation could negatively 
affect the hatch rate of the fish eggs that were 
deposited in the spawning beds downstream 
of the bridge during the previous autumn. 
Overall, these construction effects would 
have a temporary, minor effect on essential 
fish habitat.  
 
Cumulative Impacts. Because other present 
and reasonably foreseeable future projects in 
and near the project area would have no 
known effects on essential fish habitat in 
Brooks River, no cumulative impacts would 
result. 
 
Conclusion. Direct adverse effects on 
essential fish habitat in Brooks River would 
be localized and limited to the addition of up 
to 14 sets of permanent bridge support piles 
in the river channel (spaced at a minimum of 
24 ft) and the associated construction 
disturbances for these piles in the channel. 
The support piles, and river debris that 
catches on them, could obstruct fish passage 
and alter flow hydraulics, which may result in 
scouring and sediment deposition in the 
river. However, these adverse effects on 
essential fish habitat would be offset by 
various mitigation measures and the 
beneficial effects of no longer using the 
temporary floating bridge every year (i.e., 
riverbed disturbances every spring and fall, 
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bank erosion, and obstruction in upper flow 
column during migration periods). As a result 
of the limited and localized potential effects 

of this project, the National Park Service 
concludes there will be only minor adverse 
impacts on essential fish habitat

. 
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most of our nationally owned public lands and natural and cultural resources. This includes 
fostering the wisest use of our land and water resources, protecting our fish and wildlife, preserving 
the environmental and cultural values of our national parks and historical places, and providing for 
enjoyment of life through outdoor recreation. The department assesses our energy and mineral 
resources and works to assure that their development is in the best interests of all. The department 
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live in island territories under United States (U.S.) administration. 
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