Meeting Minutes
Homer Navigation Improvements Study, AK
June 30, 2025 & July 11, 2025

Meeting: Homer Navigation Improvements Study — Ecological Model Workshop Follow-up
Meeting (Virtual on Microsoft Team)

Attendance:

June 30

USACE - Todd Swannack, Kayla Campbell

Non-USACE Project Delivery Team Members — Bryan Hawkins, Jenny Carroll

Workshop Participants — Donna Aderhold, Kris Holderied, Lauren Sutton, Ross Whippo, Laurie
Daniel, KC Kent

July 11

USACE — Todd Swannack, Kayla Campbell

Non-USACE Project Delivery Team Members — Jenny Carroll

Workshop Participants — George Matz, KC Kent, Laurie Daniel, Kaitlynn Cafferty
Meeting Notes:

June 30, 2025

+ Todd presented a PowerPoint (attached) that provided a review of the prior workshop and
its conceptual models and the current developed ecological model. This was followed by the
“Next Steps” of the model process.

» Highlighted needed an ecological model that capture the complexity of the system while
showing a response to the changes based on the project and included enough inputs for
forecasting. This is lead to a focus on the submerged aquatic vegetation (kelp/seagrass)
as the predominate/primary producers in Kachemak Bay.

> Included review of the collaborations with NCCOS Dr. Ross Whippo and HDR KC Kent.
NCCOS Kelp model is basis of the ecological model and KC Kent sediment and wave
circulation model will provide inputs for ecological model outputs.

++ Open discussion followed the presentation.

» Lauren Sutton — Liked the model, and asked clarification on what the output will be for
the ecological model.

= Todd provided the outputs will present a map. The baseline model provides the
foundation for scenario modeling that can be used to complete a comparative



analysis between “future without project” and the results of potential alternatives. The
model will provide outputs based on Habitat Suitability Index (HSI) metrics.

Lauren asked if further outputs would inform impacts higher up the chain.

*» Todd and Ross provided that the inference of impacts would come as a cascading
effect. l.e., impacts to submerged aquatic vegetation will infer impacts to high trophic
species.

Lauren asked what would be added to the model (e.g., higher trophic levels not

dependent on eelgrass). Provided something measurable is preferred.

= Ross provided HSI can be applied to any species and that NCCOS is interested in
continuing progressing their model(s).

= Todd provided due to constraints of funding/time with studies, USACE will continue
forward with what is available/prudent to inform the study. l.e., noted that
incorporating further variables is ideal but not necessarily possible.

Lauren provided the model stressor focus on sedimentation is an important one for the
study and SAV is a great way to move forward, but wondered if there is additional
consideration to other stressors.

= KC provided some examples of what will be looked at outside of SAV, and that the
vessel stressor is not a major concern as it is intended to result in the same number
of vessels and not necessarily new vessels.

* Todd provided that the model could be further developed in the future.

Laurie appreciated presentation. She inquired if at this point the project delivery team
has started applying the ecological model to the alternatives.

= KC provided that HDR is working on their modeling piece still and just got some
required variables to run the HDR model for outputs to the ecological model.
However, the Tentatively Selected Plan will continually be reviewed and further
assessed past/through the September release of the draft report.

= Todd provided we have the baseline but have not yet ran the alternatives, which are
pending, but once we have information we can get outputs relatively quickly.

= Kayla provided inputs will continually be updated based on the most recent, available
data and initial outputs will be attained in the next couple/few weeks. Further
provided the analysis will continue beyond the draft release in September and the
level of NEPA will be subject to change continuously throughout the process.

Laurie is concerned with the timeline and release of the draft report. Her concern is the
draft report is the community’s chance to impact the design. Ross

= Kayla provided that the model will be applied to all alternatives for TSP but the only
TSP and LPP will be continually updated/refined to get updated outputs during
refinement processes.



>

Laurie still concerned about September being the only touchpoint for consideration.
Laurie wants the ecological model applied across the alternatives to inform TSP
selection.

= KC acknowledged and provided that a lot of the information is going to address a lot
of the concerns being brought up.

= Kayla reaffirmed TSP will have outputs from model and applied to alternative to be
later captured in the draft and that the schedule was not reduced. The study was
paused but not extended/reduced.

Donna inquired if all comments will be saved/responded to and asked how the
environmental analysis informs alternative selection and design.

= Kayla provided all comments are saved and responded to but how those show up in
the report can vary.

Kayla shared PAO contact information to provide another way to inquire about USACE
policy/process outside of the project delivery team.

Todd offered a touchpoint in September to go over model and describe outputs before
ending the meeting.

July 11, 2025

+» Todd presented a PowerPoint (attached) that provided a review of the prior workshop and
its conceptual models and the current developed ecological model. This was followed by the
“Next Steps” of the model process.

>

Highlighted needed an ecological model that capture the complexity of the system while
showing a response to the changes based on the project and included enough inputs for
forecasting. This is lead to a focus on the submerged aquatic vegetation (kelp/seagrass)
as the predominate/primary producers in Kachemak Bay.

Included review of the collaborations with NCCOS Dr. Ross Whippo and HDR KC Kent.
NCCOS Kelp model is basis of the ecological model and KC Kent sediment and wave
circulation model will provide inputs for ecological model outputs.

+ Open discussion followed presentation:

» Kaitlynn Cafferty asked if she could get the slide show to review and digest for potential

follow-on questions.

= |t was confirmed the PowerPoint and the notes would be shared to the original
participants.

» Laurie asked about other environmental concerns and how they relate to the model

(e.g., acoustic noise and upland impacts) and HDR component of the ecological model.



= Todd confirmed extent of ecological model coverage and data it provides and
variables considered.

= Clarified that the SAV is an indicator across taxonomic groups but the model does
not directly supply data/information to each species that occurs within the study
footprint.

= Kayla clarified the ecological model is a component of the study used to assess
environmental baseline and impacts but not the sole tool and should not be
considered the extent of analysis being conducted by USACE with regards to the
environment and potential impacts.

» Laurie reinforced Mud Bay and its importance throughout the year to various species;
bird and marine mammals, in Kachemak Bay, and the anticipated impacts from the
construction of an alternative under the current array of alternatives.

= Todd brought up that the model will give data for potential impacts to Mud Bay. Just
are not there yet as HDR inputs are a main input for those outputs. HDR outputs are
not yet integrated.

+ Kayla provided the meetings do not show or indicate all the analysis ongoing.
«»+ Laurie gave concern of the timeline and inflexibility of USACE’s study process.

» Todd reinforced this is a 1% step in the process and part of the planning process, but
does not mean there is no potential for modifications or a way to alter an alternative /
supplement analysis to ensure potential are sufficiently addressed.

» KC reinforced community involve on the project has heavily involved stakeholders
compared to other projects for consideration beyond more typical 30-day window
commentary.

% George provided in chat due to mic issues the following: “Thanks for the presentation. How
would all this information be applied to one species on particular, Steller's Eider which use
the projected harbor expansion for winter foraging. For instance, how would dredging
channels to the harbor affect their feeding area.” And : “But the ecological impacts may
require a change in design. So is the cart ahead of the horse in terms of timing.”

» Todd reinforced this model will not address birds specifically but the outputs can be used
to infer potential impacts and how those impacts. Provide the process is iterative for
analyses and design refinement.

% George provided, “benthic organisms will define where they feed.”

» Todd shared that will be a good connection to infer impacts to Steller’s eiders.



Recap of April 2024 Workshop

& Attended by 13 (USACE not included) across different agencies and organizations

® Mediated modeling approach for model development

Identified drivers and stressors




Conceptual Models
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Drafted quantitative index functions
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Model development since workshop

& Focused on refining model

& Needed model that would capture complexity of system, while showing ecological
response to changes based on project and that had enough data to forecast

¢ Decided on using an indicator taxa

& Submerged aquatic vegetation (Kelp and Seagrass)
& Why?
& Respond quickly to change
& Primary producers and foundation of food web
& Located throughout the bay,
& Without it, the system doesn’t function ecologically

& Active studies and monitoring (~5 decades of data)



Collaboration with Dr. Ross Whippo (NCCOS,
Kasitsna Bay Laboratory)

hatps:/ | www. homernéws.con
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Collaboration with Dr. Ross Whippo (NCCOS,
Kasitsna Bay Laboratory)

Canopy curves (seagrass and
understory not shown




Collaboration with Dr. Ross Whippo (NCCOS,
Kasitsna Bay Laboratory)

Inhabitable area in model: 374 km? (144 mi?)



Collaboration with Dr. Ross Whippo (NCCOS,
Kasitsna Bay Laboratory)

Validation data being collected
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Hydrodynamic modeling (KC Kent, HDR Inc

All images: HDR Inc.



Next Steps




Open Discussion




