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Commander 
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Staff Symbol: FC-P 
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CGTTP  3-71.7 
3 Sept 2015 

COAST GUARD TACTICS, TECHNIQUES, AND PROCEDURES 3-71.7 

Subj: WATERWAYS MANAGEMENT (WWM): NAVIGATION SAFETY RISK 
ASSESSMENTS 

Ref: (a)  Navigation and Navigable Waters, 33 U.S.C. §§ 320-322 
(b)  National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Title 42 U.S.C. 4231 et. seq. 
(c)  Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899, Section 10 (33 C.F.R. 403) 
(d)  Marine Safety Manual, COMDTINST M16000.7 (series) 
(e)  Guidance on the Coast Guard’s Roles and Responsibilities for Offshore 

Renewable Energy Installations (OREI), NVIC 02-07 

1. PURPOSE.  To provide Coast Guard tactics, techniques, and procedures (CGTTP) on the
safe, effective, and efficient execution of navigation safety risk assessments for federal
permit requests that may impact navigable waterways within a Captain of the Port (COTP)
zone, to include fundamental principles, processes, and documentation.

2. ACTION.  This CGTTP publication applies to personnel responsible for conducting
navigation safety risk assessments in support of waterways management activities and
marine safety missions.  Internet release is authorized.

3. DIRECTIVES/TTP AFFECTED.  None.

4. DISCUSSION.  The United States Coast Guard (USCG) is the Federal government’s
navigation safety expert, and serves as its navigation safety center of excellence.  The
USCG conducts navigation safety risk assessments at the request of, or in response to, a
permitting agency that is considering a project proposal from an applicant that will occur
on or near the navigable waters of the United States (U.S.).  The scope and breadth of
projects associated with these applications range from simple piers at a local marina, to
large waterfront facilities such as liquefied natural gas terminals or offshore wind farms.
The COTP advises the permitting agency of potential impacts to navigation safety that
might result from approval of a proposed project.  The COTP’s advice might include
recommended mitigation to reduce or alleviate hazards to navigation expected because of
the proposed project.  This CGTTP provides novice users with the foundational and
practical knowledge necessary to understand navigation safety risk assessments and how to
conduct them.  It also provides experienced users with a means of referencing best
practices and standardizes common navigation safety risk assessments across the USCG.
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5. DISCLAIMER.  This guidance is not a substitute for applicable legal requirements, nor is
itself a rule.  It provides guidance for Coast Guard personnel and does not impose legally-
binding requirements on any party outside the Coast Guard.

6. ENVIRONMENTAL ASPECT AND IMPACT CONSIDERATIONS.  While developing
this publication, integrated process team (IPT) members examined environmental
considerations under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and determined they
are not applicable.

7. DISTRIBUTION.  FORCECOM TTP Division posts an electronic version of this TTP
publication to the CGTTP Library on CGPortal. In CGPortal, navigate to the CGTTP
Library by selecting References > Tactics, Techniques, and Procedures (TTP).
FORCECOM TTP Division does not provide paper distribution of this publication.

8. RECORDS MANAGEMENT CONSIDERATIONS.  Integrated Process Team (IPT)
members thoroughly reviewed this publication during the TTP coordinated approval
process and determined there are no further records scheduling requirements per Federal
Records Act, 44 U.S.C. Chapter 31 § 3101 et seq., NARA requirements, and Information
and Life Cycle Management Manual, COMDTINST M5212.12 (series). This publication
does not have any significant or substantial change to existing records management
requirements.

9. FORMS/REPORTS.  None.

10. REQUEST FOR CHANGES.  Submit recommendations for TTP improvements or
corrections via email to FORCECOM-PI@uscg.mil or through the TTP Request form on
CGPortal.  In CGPortal, navigate to the TTP Request form by selecting References >
Tactics, Techniques, and Procedures (TTP) > TTP Request.

Send lessons learned applicable to this TTP publication via command email to
FORCECOM TTP Division at CMD-SMB-CG-FORCECOM.

PATRICK J. SHAW 
Commander, U.S. Coast Guard 
Acting Chief, FORCECOM TTP Division (FC-P) 
By Direction of Commander,  
Force Readiness Command 

mailto:FORCECOM-PI@uscg.mil
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Chapter 1:  
Introduction 

Introduction This chapter overviews the contents of this TTP publication.  It also 

defines the use of notes, cautions, and warnings in TTP publications. 

In This Chapter This chapter contains the following sections: 

Section Title Page 

A Introduction 1-2 

B Notes, Cautions, and Warnings 1-3 
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Section A: Introduction 

A.1.  
Introduction 

The purpose of this TTP is to guide users on how to conduct navigation 

safety risk assessments in support of a federal, state, or local permitting 

agency, who has requested an assessment from the captain of the port 

(COTP). 

The United States Coast Guard (USCG) is the Federal government’s 

navigation safety expert, and serves as its navigation safety center of 

excellence.  The USCG conducts navigation safety risk assessments at the 

request of, or in response to, a permitting agency that is considering a 

project proposal from an applicant that will occur on or near the navigable 

waters of the United States (U.S.).  The scope and breadth of projects 

associated with these applications range from simple piers at a local 

marina, to large waterfront facilities such as liquefied natural gas terminals 

or offshore wind farms.  The COTP advises the permitting agency of 

potential impacts to navigation safety that might result from approval of a 

proposed project.  The COTP’s advice might include recommended 

mitigation to reduce or alleviate hazards to navigation expected because of 

the proposed project. 

This TTP publication cannot cover every navigation safety risk assessment 

scenario that might arise.  Circumstances may result in the need to deviate 

from guidance in this publication.  You may deviate from the TTP as 

necessary to accomplish your goal with greater safety, effectiveness, or 

efficiency.  Ensure any deviation considers a complete understanding of 

the mission, capabilities of involved members, and available resources.  

Consult the chain of command prior to deviating.  Report deviations and 

possible TTP revisions per the Request for Changes paragraph in the letter 

of promulgation. 

A.2. Audience 

and Scope 

This TTP publication is intended as a job aid for use by personnel 

conducting waterways management activities and marine safety missions. 

The processes described in this TTP publication begin when the USCG 

(normally a USCG sector) receives a request from a permitting agency 

(normally the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)) asking the USCG 

to analyze potential impacts to navigation safety relative to a proposal.  

The process ends when a USCG analysis of the proposal is complete and 

forwarded to the permitting agency. 
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Section B: Notes, Cautions, and Warnings 

B.1. Overview The following definitions apply to notes, cautions, and warnings found in 

TTP publications. 

NOTE: An emphasized statement, procedure, or technique. 

CAUTION: 

A procedure, technique, or action that, if not followed, results in 

risk to the safety or security of the port, waterways users, marine 

environment, or the facilitation of commerce. 

WARNING: 

A procedure, technique, or action that, if not followed, carries 

significant risk to the safety or security of the port, waterways users, 

marine environment, or the facilitation of commerce, as well as 

damage to potential or actual prosecutions, defenses, or other 

litigation involving the USCG. 
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Chapter 2:  
Fundamental Principles 

Introduction This chapter discusses the fundamental principles of the USCG navigation 

safety risk assessment process. 

In This Chapter This chapter contains the following sections: 

Section Title Page 

A USCG Navigation Safety Risk Assessment 

Fundamentals 

2-2 

B Roles and Relationships 2-4 

C Considerations 2-7 
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Section A: USCG Navigation Safety Risk Assessment Fundamentals 

A.1. Purpose of a 

Navigation 

Safety Risk 

Assessment 

A navigation safety risk assessment is a tool the COTP uses when 

preparing input for the permitting agency regarding port or waterway 

safety issues associated with a structure or work project located on or near 

the navigable waters of the United States.  The assessment helps the COTP 

identify potential navigation risks and determine if a more extensive 

analysis is necessary, or what recommendations to provide to the 

permitting agency. 

A.2. Navigation 

Safety Risk 

Assessment 

Tools 

The following navigation safety risk assessment tools follow a continuum 

with progressive levels of review: 

1. Initial screenings are a “first look” at applications for a project, done to

identify projects that may have risk and require an assessment.

2. Basic navigation safety risk assessments are for when the COTP

determines from the initial screening that there may be an adverse affect

on safety of navigation, but not enough to require the five-step risk

assessment.  The basic risk assessment is commonly sufficient for minor

projects, but might be appropriate for major projects if the COTP deems

it sufficient.  The basic risk assessment is discussed further in Chapter

3:Section B: Basic Navigation Safety Risk Assessment Tool of this

TTP. 

3. Five-step navigation safety risk assessments are for when the COTP

determines that the initial screening or basic risk assessment suggests a

more qualitative risk assessment is warranted, but not enough for a

formal navigation safety risk assessment.  The five-step risk assessment

is commonly sufficient for major projects, and is discussed in Chapter

3:Section C: 5-Step Navigation Safety Risk Assessment Tool of this

TTP. 

4. Formal navigation safety risk assessments are for when the COTP

determines that the scope of the project or anticipated level of risk is

beyond the capability of the five-step risk assessment.  For these

projects, the COTP recommends that the permitting agency require a

formal risk assessment from the applicant.  The formal risk assessment

is for major projects of unique or extraordinary nature, and is discussed

further in Chapter 3:Section E: Formal Navigation Safety Risk

Assessment Tool of this TTP.

NOTE: 
Formal navigation safety risk assessments are conducted by the 

project applicant, not the USCG. 
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NOTE: 

For the purposes of this TTP, a formal navigation safety risk 
assessment is not a Port and Waterways Safety Assessment (PAWSA), 
Waterways Analysis and Management System (WAMS) study, or 
Waterways Suitability Assessment (WSA). 

A.3. Informal 

Inquiries 

USACE offers pre-application consultations to help a potential applicant 

assess the viability of some of the more obvious potential alternatives in 

the application.  Effort devoted to this process is commensurate with the 

likelihood of a permit actually being submitted and approved. 

USACE or a potential applicant might approach the USCG seeking 

consultation regarding the level of potential or actual navigation safety risk 

associated with a project.  Answer all inquiries as accurately as possible 

with the information available.  The goal is to foster submission of viable 

applications that minimize risk and allow timely processing of requests.  

Encourage the applicant to seek comment also from potentially affected 

waterway users. 

A.4. Outreach Collaboration, communication, and transparency are essential elements of 

the navigation safety risk assessment process.  COTPs engage other 

appropriate USCG units and staffs, port partners (typically through the 

local HSC or similar body), and the public (typically through the 

permitting agency’s public notice process) to solicit and gauge their 

collective input.  COTPs base navigation safety risk assessments on 

substantiated facts. 

A.5.  
Identify the Risk 

A navigation safety risk assessment identifies risks to waterways users 

posed by the proposed project under review, as well as risks to the 

proposed project by waterways users.  The assessment conveys 

understanding of the magnitude, complexity, and dangers (in terms of 

navigation) associated with the proposed project. 

A.6. Mitigations To reduce risks to navigation to a level acceptable to the COTP, or remove 

risk altogether, the navigation safety risk assessment recommends 

mitigation actions as conditions of any permit issued. 

NOTE: 

The USCG role in conducting a navigation safety risk assessment is 

usually in support of a permitting agency.  The USCG rarely serves 

as the permitting agency. 
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Section B: Roles and Relationships 

 

B.1. Definitions Reference (a), § 322.2 (b), defines structure to “include, without limitation, 

any pier, boat dock, boat ramp, wharf, dolphin, weir, boom, breakwater, 

bulkhead, revetment, riprap, jetty, artificial island, artificial reef, 

permanent mooring structure, power transmission line, permanently 

moored floating vessel, piling, aid to navigation, or any other obstacle or 

obstruction.” 

Per reference (a), § 322.2 (c), work is defined to “include, without 

limitation, any dredging or disposal of dredged material, excavation, 

filling, or other modification of a navigable water of the United States.” 

For this document, permitting agency is the agency with primary permit-

issuing authority over a proposed project, and the agency with primary 

responsibility for complying with reference (b) and preparing the 

environmental impact statement. 

B.2. USCG Roles  The USCG provides the permitting agency with an expert assessment of 

potential impacts to navigation safety that could reasonably result if a 

proposed project is approved and granted a permit. 

B.3. Neutrality The USCG does not recommend, nor object to, approval of any particular 

proposal and has no official position regarding a proposal’s approval or 

disapproval. 

The permitting agency can attach as little, or as much, weight as it chooses 

to a USCG assessment. 

B.4. USACE 

Permitting 

Regulations 

Reference (c) prohibits unauthorized obstruction or alteration of navigable 

waters of the United States.  Constructing a structure in or over a navigable 

water of the United States is unlawful unless recommended by the USACE 

chief of engineers and authorized by the Secretary of the Army. 

Authority to issue a permit for construction of a structure in the navigable 

waters of the United States belongs to the USACE district engineer.  

USACE general regulatory policies for implementing reference (c) are 

contained in reference (a), § 320.  This part includes an overview of the 

public interest review conducted by the USACE district engineer when 

reviewing a permit application.  Specific regulations for constructing 

structures in the navigable waters of the United States are contained in 

reference (a), § 322. 
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The USACE district engineer might add special conditions to a permit in 

order to satisfy the public interest.  Such conditions must be: 

 Directly related to the project.

 Appropriate to the scope and degree of the project’s impact.

 Reasonably enforceable.

The captain of the port (COTP) can recommend to the USACE district 

engineer that conditions to maintain navigation safety be included in a 

permit. 

If a district engineer agrees that special conditions are necessary to ensure 

the proposal is not contrary to the public interest, but those conditions are 

not reasonably implementable or enforceable, he or she denies the permit. 

Permits for a structure or activity of a permanent nature generally do not 

have an expiration date.  Permits for temporary structures or activities are 

of limited duration or have a fixed expiration date. 

B.5.  
Memorandum of 

Agreement 

(MOA) 

The Memorandum of Agreement between the USACE and the USCG, 

dated 2 June 2000 (MOA), provides for increased coordination between the 

two agencies to enable each to fulfill its respective responsibilities better.  

The MOA was amended on 25 January 2002 to include USACE permit 

review policy guidance and the USCG’s role in it.  Together, they establish 

the formal process for the COTP to provide input to USACE reviews of 

new permit applications and periodic re-evaluations of existing permits.  

These are reproduced in Appendix B: Memorandum of Agreement 

between the USACE and the USCG dated 2 June 2000, and Appendix C: 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Section 10 Permit Review Policy Guidance 

dated 25 January 2002. 

The Director of the Maritime Transportation System is responsible for 

coordinating and implementing provisions of the MOA.  This includes 

maintaining liaison with appropriate headquarters staff of the USACE, as 

well as providing policy guidance for COTPs.  COTPs are responsible for 

coordinating and implementing the MOA within their COTP areas of 

responsibility. 

Successfully implementing the MOA depends on the local COTP and 

USACE district engineer working together to establish procedures for 

communicating concerns and resolving differences.  Given the relative 

autonomy of both COTPs and USACE district engineers, local 

coordination addresses local concerns with the project. 
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B.6.  
Harbor Safety 

Committees 

COTPs consult with the local harbor safety committee (HSC) or similar 

body when assessing risks associated with a proposed structure or work 

project affecting a principal waterway or channel. 

If a COTP and the HSC disagree about the risk a structure or work project 

might pose to port or waterway safety, the COTP performs a risk 

assessment independently and encourages HSC members to comment 

directly to the USACE district engineer as part of the standard public 

interest review process. 

B.7. State and 

Local Agencies 

COTPs seek input from state and local agencies to assess risks associated 

with a project proposal.  State and local agencies are unique to each port, 

and might include emergency responders and law enforcement. 
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Section C: Considerations 

C.1. General The USCG is the Federal government’s navigation safety expert.  

Typically, the permitting agency requests the USCG respond to a project 

proposal to determine its impact on navigational safety.  The range and 

scope of projects that affect navigation vary greatly.  These include 

construction and renovation projects within or adjacent to navigable 

waterways, and larger projects offshore that affect port access routes or 

shipping lanes. 

It is important for WWM professionals to understand the level of scrutiny 

necessary for each proposal.  Some projects may be of very narrow scope, 

and require very little review, while others may be quite broad in scope and 

require very intense review. 

C.2. Project 

Classification 

Classify proposed projects as either minor or major.  The classification of a 

project is a subjective decision based on a variety of factors, including but 

not limited to: 

 Size, complexity, or cost of the project.

 Potential or actual affect on the safety of navigation, navigable

waterways, or waterways users.

 Potential or actual affect of waterway users on the project.

 Significant public support or opposition.

 Significant political support or opposition.

C.2.a.  
Minor Projects 

Minor projects, commonly referred to as standard projects, include 

USACE construction permits for piers, bulkheads, and shoreline work.  

Chapter 3:Section A: Navigation Safety Risk Assessment Process provides 

additional information. 

C.2.b.  
Major Projects 

Major projects, commonly referred to as non-standard projects, include 

new liquefied natural gas waterfront import/export terminals, and offshore 

renewable energy facilities (wind farms).  For additional information, see 

Chapter 3:Section E: Formal Navigation Safety Risk Assessment Tool. 
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C.3.  
USCG Actions 

The USCG makes no public interest judgment or recommendation and 

does not recommend, nor object to, approval of any proposed project.  It 

provides the permitting agency with an expert assessment of potential 

impacts to navigation safety that could reasonably result if a proposed 

project is approved and granted a permit. 

NOTE: 

In conducting a navigation safety risk assessment of a project 

proposal submitted by an applicant seeking a Federal permit, the 

USCG is not exercising regulatory authority and generally has no 

jurisdiction except for issuing permits for private aids to navigation 

(PATON).  The USCG is exercising its responsibility  

for waterway safety and is serving as the Federal government’s 

navigation safety expert. 
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Chapter 3:  
Navigation Safety Risk Assessment Process 

Introduction A navigation safety risk assessment is a tool used during the COTP review 

regarding port or waterway safety issues associated with a structure or 

work project located on or near the navigable waters of the United States. 

In This Chapter This chapter contains the following sections: 

Section Title Page 

A Navigation Safety Risk Assessment Process 3-2 

B Basic Navigation Safety Risk Assessment Tool 3-5 

C 5-Step Navigation Safety Risk Assessment Tool 3-8 

D Using the 5-Step Navigation Safety Risk 

Assessment Tool 

3-13 

E Formal Navigation Safety Risk Assessment Tool 3-17 
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Section A: Navigation Safety Risk Assessment Process 

A.1. General A navigation safety risk assessment, regardless of type, typically applies to 

project proposals where USACE serves as the permitting agency reviewing 

a request to issue a “Section 10” permit under reference (c).  The 

assessment follows an initial screening, identifies risks to port or waterway 

safety, and helps make informed decisions about whether a more extensive 

analysis is necessary. 

NOTE: 

The navigation safety risk assessment process described in this TTP 

publication does not apply to permanently moored craft or to 

USCG-led waterway suitability assessments for liquefied natural 

gas (LNG) or liquefied hazardous gas (LHG) proposals.  Conduct 

risk assessments for permanently moored vessels per applicable 

Commandant guidance in reference (d). 

A.2. Initial 

Screening 

Conduct an initial screening when the COTP receives correspondence, or 

public notice, of a permit application under consideration by a permitting 

agency.  This is a “gut check” to aid in readily identifying potential or 

actual risk, and determining whether a navigation safety risk assessment is 

needed.   

If the COTP determines that no further assessment is necessary, notify the 

permitting agency, and monitor as needed. 

A.3. Select the 

Appropriate 

Risk Assessment 

Tool 

If a navigation safety risk assessment is necessary, the COTP selects one 

of the following assessment tools, based on the initial screening and 

recommendation by the WWM staff: 

 A basic navigation safety risk assessment.

 A five-step navigation safety risk assessment.

 A formal navigation risk assessment.

A proposed project can fall anywhere along the navigation safety risk 

assessment continuum.  The depth of the assessment depends on project 

complexity and potential affects it might have on safety of navigation.  

Chapter 2:Section A: USCG Navigation Safety Risk Assessment 

Fundamentals outlines a continuum to select the most appropriate tool for 

the assessment. 



CGTTP 3-71.7 
WWM: Navigation Safety Risk Assessments 

3-3 
Chapter 3:  Navigation Safety 

Risk Assessment Process 

A.4. USACE 

Notification 

Requirements 

The MOA (Appendix B: Memorandum of Agreement between the USACE 

and the USCG dated 2 June 2000) establishes notification requirements so 

USACE district engineers provide timely responses to permit applicants.  

Per the MOA, notify the USACE district engineer, within 10 days of the 

date of public notice, whether a risk assessment is necessary, and who is to 

conduct the assessment.  (See Appendix E: Sample Letter from COTP to 

USACE) 

A.5. Conduct  

the Assessment 

Complete the navigation safety risk assessment using the appropriate tool, 

and communicate the results to the USACE district engineer within 30 

days of the date of public notice. 

A.5.a.  
Consultations 

Consult with knowledgeable bodies or individuals as appropriate while 

performing risk assessments.  Stakeholders include, but are not limited to: 

 Harbor safety committees

 State and local agencies (including response organizations)

 Other federal agencies

 Industry

Ensure HSCs are aware of the process for submitting public comments. 

A.6.  
Recommend 

Permit Action 

After completing the risk assessment, advise the USACE district engineer 

of potential impacts to navigation safety.  Include recommended conditions 

to mitigate anticipated risks.  (See Appendix E: Sample Navigation Safety 

Risk Assessment Using the Model Described in this TTP Publication for a 

sample navigation safety risk assessment.)  The COTP can also 

recommend that the permitting agency require the permit applicant to 

conduct a formal risk assessment before receiving a permit. 

Criteria for a thorough risk assessment conducted by a permit holder are in 

reference (e). 
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A.6.a. Questions 

to Address 

When developing proposed recommendations to the USACE, the COTP 

considers a number of questions.  Some of these questions include: 

 Is potential risk to the structure or project acceptable as designed?

 Is increased potential safety risk to waterway traffic and port operations

due to the structure or project acceptable?

 Have potential increases in risk deemed unacceptable to specific

interests been considered?

 Are interests or concerns of an affected party, or parties, sufficient to

override interests or concerns of another affected party, or parties?

 Are there reasonable, cost-effective means available to mitigate

unacceptable risk?

 Should the permit applicant bear the cost of mitigation, or should costs

be shared?  This question is particularly important when proposed

mitigation measures might potentially reduce the current level of

overall risk to port and waterway safety.

 Are there legal, safety, or environmental considerations that override

consideration of benefits and costs of mitigation?

A.7. Periodic  

Re-evaluation 

When conditions warrant, the USACE district engineer modifies, suspends, 

or revokes a permit.  The USACE district engineer, the permit holder, or a 

third party can initiate this action. 

The COTP periodically re-evaluates the risk to navigation safety for any 

project that has received a Federal permit based in part on USCG input.  

Re-evaluation helps determine whether to recommend to the USACE 

district engineer that a permit be modified, suspended, or revoked.  

Conduct a re-evaluation upon request from the permitting agency, or if 

there is a change in conditions resulting in potential or actual unacceptable 

risk to safety of navigation. 

A.7.a. After  

Re-evaluation 

After completing a re-evaluation of the risk to navigation safety, inform the 

USACE district engineer of any actual or anticipated impact to navigation 

safety.  The COTP can recommend that USACE require the permit holder 

to conduct a more extensive risk assessment before the USACE district 

engineer decides whether to modify, suspend, or revoke an existing permit. 

NOTE: 
See 33 CFR 64.31 for other factors to consider when determining 

whether an obstruction constitutes a hazard to navigation. 
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Section B: Basic Navigation Safety Risk Assessment Tool 

B.1. Purpose The basic assessment uses six criteria to explore risk associated with a 

particular USACE permit application: 

 Location.

 Vessel traffic

 Response.

 Anticipated environmental factors.

 Severe and sudden environmental factors.

 Hydrological effects to waterway.

Evaluate each criterion for low or high levels of risk.  (see Appendix D: 

Basic Navigation Safety Risk Assessment) 

B.2. Inputs Data necessary to complete a navigation safety risk assessment is most 

often contained in the proponent’s permit application to the permitting 

agency, along with nautical charts, local knowledge, and the COTP’s 

WWM staff expertise.  For some projects, it might be appropriate to 

consult with the local HSC or similar body to ensure consideration of all 

relevant information, which is at minimum: 

 Name of permit project.

 Permitting agency.

 Public notice reference number.

 Location.

 Proposed project information.

B.3. Risk Criteria 

and Ratings 

Determine whether the risk is low or high based on each criterion as 

described below.  The preparer makes a determination based on various 

sources, including, but not limited to: 

 Knowledge of the local area.

 An on-scene investigation of the proposed project.

 Marine casualty data.

 Discussions with local stakeholder groups.

 A review of existing documentation for other projects in the area.
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B.3.a. Location Determine risk based on the proposed permit location in terms of risk to 

which a collision or allision exposes the area. 

B.3.b. Vessel 

Traffic 

Determine risk based on the amount/type/activities of vessel traffic 

adjacent to the proposed permit location.  Factors to consider include, but 

are not limited to: 

 Amount and frequency of traffic.

 Speed of traffic/current.

 Maneuvering constraints/limitations.

 Locations of facilities that traffic is transiting to/from.

B.3.c. Response Determine risk based on the ability of the local maritime response 

community (including federal, state, and local governments) to provide 

timely, adequate assistance to proposed permit location. 

B.3.d. Anticipated 

Environmental 

Factors 

Determine risk based on a project's susceptibility to environmental factors 

such as fog, floods, storms, ice., etc. 

B.3.e. Severe  

and Sudden 

Environmental 

Factors 

Determine risk based on the location's frequency of risk due to sudden and 

severe environmental factors such as hurricanes, flash floods, or tornados. 

B.3.f. Hydrological 

Effects to 

Waterway 

Determine risk based on probability of hydrological issues having negative 

effects to proposed permit location and waterway.  Consider whether the 

project will cause problems in this area at certain water stages, and whether 

the project will impact shoaling, silting, etc. 

B.4. Notes For each criterion, explain your determination and any steps taken based on 

the assessment outcome.  These notes assist personnel drafting responses to 

the USACE while documenting decisions for future reference. 
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B.5.  

Determination 

If this basic risk assessment remains sufficient, identify risks and determine 

what mitigations to recommend as conditions of a permit.  Provide those 

recommendations to the permitting agency. 

 If low levels of risk are associated with each of the six criteria, no

comments to the lead permitting agency are required.  Provide a letter

to the permitting agency expressing the COTP's determination.

 If there is a high level of risk associated with any of the six criteria,

convey the COTP’s concerns documented in this basic risk assessment

to the permitting agency.  If appropriate, recommend conditions for the

permitting agency to include in the Federal permit to reduce risk to an

acceptable level.

 If PATON are required to lower the risk level, contact District (dpw)

for specific marking requirements.

If a more in-depth risk assessment is necessary, convey that finding to 

the permitting agency. 
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Section C: 5-Step Navigation Safety Risk Assessment Tool 

C.1. Purpose If the COTP determines from the initial screening that the project 

requires a five-step navigation safety risk assessment, use Risk-Based 

Decision-Making Guidelines, on CG-NAV’s Web page http://

www.uscg.mil/hq/cg5/cg5211/docs/RBDM/V1.pdf, to identify 

sources of risk and mitigating strategies. 

The model highlights how different factors relate to a project’s potential 

affect on navigation safety.  The risk model provides an initial 

assessment of navigation safety risk.  It does not replace an extensive 

risk assessment based on complete analysis of all available data. 

Results of the assessment form the basis for recommendations the COTP 

makes to the USACE district engineer. 

Consider using the additional tools described in Risk-Based Decision-

Making Guidelines to assess a particular project adequately. 

NOTE: 
The model maximizes flexibility to accommodate differences among 

COTP zones, while providing consistency throughout the USCG. 

C.2. Inputs Data necessary to complete a navigation safety risk assessment is most 

often contained in the proponent’s permit application to the permitting 

agency, along with nautical charts, local knowledge, and the COTP’s 

WWM staff expertise.  For some projects, it might be appropriate to 

consult with the local HSC or similar body to ensure consideration of all 

relevant information. 

C.3. Areas of 

Concern 

The risk model is in three broad categories related to: 

 Location.

 Activity (is this economic as outlined below).

 Environmental conditions associated with the proposed project.

These categories ensure a risk assessment is not too narrowly focused. 

http://www.uscg.mil/hq/cg5/cg5211/docs/RBDM/V1.pdf
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C.4. Location, 

Public Safety 

Impact 

Determine whether the geographic area is appropriate for the type of 

hazard.  Assess how the physical location of a structure might contribute to 

risk.  A structure’s physical location includes its proximity to the navigable 

channel, whether it is located on the inside or outside bank of a bend, its 

proximity to population centers, and its location relative to other waterfront 

structures or projects. 

Public safety concerns apply to any waterway user who might be affected.  

Examples of risks to public safety include potential for a vessel allision or 

collision, structural damage due to environmental factors, or exposure to 

hazardous materials. 

Another factor to include is composition and speed of existing vessel 

traffic in the adjacent waterway. 

C.5.  
Environmental 

and Weather 

Impact 

This category includes threats to the marine environment, including 

potential or actual releases of hazardous materials or physical damage to 

sensitive or critical habitats.  This includes damage to shorelines resulting 

from the wakes of passing vessels. 

Weather factors include prevalent weather conditions for the area such as 

fog, storms, high winds, etc.  It also includes expected severe and sudden 

weather conditions such as hurricanes, tornadoes, and unusually high or 

low water levels.  Account for factors such as tidal range, currents, 

seasonal river flood stages, ice, earthquakes, tsunamis, etc.  

C.6.  
Waterway and 

Port Operations 

This category accounts for damage to structures in the immediate vicinity 

of the project as well as any others affected by the project or vessels, and 

disruption of port operations, which includes vessel traffic on the waterway 

or safety fairway.  Damage to structures in, on, or adjacent to, a waterway 

includes damage that results from allisions and wake wash from passing 

vessels.  “Structures” also include submerged pipelines, cables, and water 

intakes. 

Vessel damage can result from mishaps such as collisions and groundings.  

Incidents potentially involve commercial vessels, recreational vessels, or 

both.  Consider the effect of the project on safety of navigation in the 

waterway or safety fairway. 

C.7. Mishaps The model allows selection of up to four mishaps for each area of concern. 

For each area of concern above, identify the most probable mishaps 

reasonably expected to occur.  Mishaps not included in the list can be 

entered.  A type of mishap, e.g. allision or flood damage, can be selected 

under more than one area of concern. 
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C.8. Risk Factors Identify risk factors that could contribute to a particular type of mishap.  

Consider three broad categories of factors:  physical location, effect on 

waterways and port operations, and weather and other environmental 

factors.  When assessing risk associated with a particular project, identify 

factors within each category that increase or decrease the level of risk. 

C.9. Severity 

Categories 

The model is based on three degrees of severity associated with the 

outcome of a potential mishap.  Categories are defined on the potential 

safety, environmental and economic impact of a mishap.  It is not 

necessary to meet all criteria in each impact area to assign a category.  

Similarly, if a significant number of criteria are met, consider assigning the 

next higher severity category.  Table 3-1 provides a description of each 

category.  The model includes a range of potential outcomes, not just the 

worst case, of a given mishap.  However, for some mishaps, such as 

drowning, it would not be appropriate to consider a category I or II 

outcome.  Although this adds a level of complexity to the analysis, include 

it to provide the COTP a more complete understanding of risks associated 

with the proposed project.  An additional benefit is that results of the first 

order assessment are more defensible insofar as they realistically reflect 

events reasonably expected to occur. 

Mishap Severity 
Category 

Safety Impact Environmental Impact Economic Impact 

category I Injuries that require 
more than first aid, 
i.e., might require
hospitalization or 
result in lost work 
days 

Minor releases that 
result in reversible 
environmental damage 

Structure sustains some 
structural damage; vessel 
seaworthy but requires 
some temporary repairs; 
or, port operations 
delayed 

category II Injuries that result in 
permanent disability 

Medium releases that 
result in moderate 
disruption of the 
ecosystem 

Structure cannot be 
occupied due to 
structural damage; vessel 
not seaworthy; port 
operations disrupted up 
to 24 hours 

category III One or more deaths Large releases that 
result in catastrophic 
disruption of the 
ecosystem 

Structure must be 
rebuilt; vessel declared 
total constructive loss; 
port operations disrupted 
for more than 24 hours 

Table 3-1:  Consequence categories 
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C.10. Likelihood 

Score 

This score represents the likelihood, relative to the current likelihood, that 

an event of a given magnitude might reasonably be expected to occur.  

Enter likelihood scores only for severity categories reasonably expected to 

occur.  Assign likelihood scores using criteria from Table 3-2. 

Score Description 

-4 Likely reduction (1 or more less occurrences per year) 

-3 Occasional reduction (1 less occurrence every 1 – 10 years) 

-2 Probable reduction (1 - 5 less occurrences every 10 – 50 years) 

-1 Possible reduction (less occurrences are unlikely) 

0 No change from current likelihood 

1 Possible increase (additional occurrences are unlikely) 

2 Probable increase (1 - 5 more occurrences every 10 – 50 years) 

3 Occasional increase (1 more occurrence every 1 – 10 years) 

4 Likely increase (1 or more additional occurrence per year) 

 Table 3-2:  Likelihood scores 

C.11. 

Calculation 

The model calculates a risk index number (RIN) for each area of concern 

and each mishap using the formula: 

1110

101010
)3()2()1( 321 LSLSLS

RIN





xLS is the likelihood score for each consequence category.  The likelihood 

scores for more severe impacts are weighted.  To simplify application of 

the model by field units, the RIN calculates automatically.  The model 

calculates the RIN only upon entry of a mishap.  Derivation of equations 

used to calculate the RIN is in Risk-Based Decision-Making Guidelines. 
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C.12. Risk Index 

Number 

The RIN provides the COTP an indication of the degree of risk associated 

with a structure or work project relative to the existing level of risk.  A 

value of 1 reflects no change in the level of risk.  Values less than 1 

represent a reduced level of risk.  Values greater than 1 represent an 

increased level of risk.  The range of values is 0.0001 to 10,000.  Insofar as 

the RIN is a relative term, it is not possible to assign a threshold value 

above or below where there is an acceptable degree of risk.  However, 

because there is correlation between RIN values and the likelihood of an 

event occurrence (see Table 3-3), use it to target efforts to mitigate 

increased risk associated with the structure or project. 

RIN Value Likelihood 

-10000 Likely reduction (1 or more less occurrences per year) 

-1000 Occasional reduction (1 less occurrence every 1 – 10 years) 

-100 Probable reduction (1 - 5 less occurrences every 10 – 50 years) 

-10 Possible reduction (less occurrences are unlikely) 

1 No change from current likelihood 

10 Possible increase (additional occurrences are unlikely) 

100 Probable increase (1 - 5 more occurrences every 10 – 50 years) 

1000 Occasional increase (1 more occurrence every 1 – 10 years) 

10000 Likely increase (1 or more additional occurrence per year) 

Table 3-3:  RIN values and likelihood 

C.13. Percent 

Cumulative Risk 

Provide the percentage of cumulative risk to assist the COTP’s analysis of 

the risk assessment results. 
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Section D: Using the 5-Step Navigation Safety Risk Assessment Tool 

D.1. General Information required to complete the risk assessment is normally contained 

in the public notice of the permit application, the appropriate charts, and 

the WWM staff expertise.  For additional necessary information, contact 

the project officer from the lead Federal agency. 

D.2. Step 1, 

Open the Risk 

Model 

Open the risk model from the following link, and enable macros if 

necessary to use the spreadsheet: 

Navigation Risk Assessment Matrix 

After opening, save the spreadsheet locally.  When saving, rename the file 

to include some reference to the structure or project evaluated. 

D.3. Step 2, 

Project 

Information 

Complete the project information, including the COTP zone and the 

USACE district engineer office.  For new structures or projects, enter the 

permit application number and date the public notice was published.   

For existing structures or projects, enter the issue date of the original 

USACE permit.  This information maps over to the summary report. 

http://go.usa.gov/38vMd
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D.4. Step 3, 

Complete the 

Worksheets 

Complete the risk assessment worksheets.  These worksheets are in the 

summary report.  Complete this worksheet as follows: 

 For each area of concern, identify mishaps that might reasonably be

expected to occur.

 Identify risk factors associated with project location, effect on vessel

traffic and port operations, as well as weather and other environmental

conditions that could either increase or reduce the likelihood of a

mishap.  Link risk factors to particular mishaps by including the letter

identifying a particular mishap in parentheses after the risk factor, e.g.,

cross-current (A, B), ice (A, C).

 For each mishap, assign a likelihood score from Table 3-2 for each

severity category reasonably expected to occur.
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D.5. Step 4, 

Recommend a 

Permit Action 

Select one of the options in the drop down box to recommend a permit 

action.  Enter comments that support the recommended permit action 

whenever recommending that a permit be issued with conditions.  Ensure 

recommendations are consistent with guidance contained in paragraph 6.d 

of reference (f).  Also, enter comments when recommending that an 

existing permit be modified, suspended, or revoked. 

D.5.a.  
Recommendation 

to the USACE 

Ensure the COTP recommendation is: 

 Warranted based on the initial risk assessment.

 Related to the effects of the project.

 Appropriate to the scope and degree of those effects.

 Reasonably enforceable.

 Within the scope of COTP public interest factors for reducing the

possibility of:

 Personnel injury or loss of life.

 Damage or loss of vessels, cargo, or structures in, on, or

immediately adjacent to navigable waters of the U.S.

 Damage to the marine environment.
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Address the following questions when developing proposed 

recommendations: 

 Is potential risk to the structure or project as designed acceptable?

 Is the potential increased risk to port or waterway safety due to effects

of the structure or project on waterway traffic and port operations

acceptable?

 Are their specific interests to whom potential increases in risk are not

acceptable, and has the COTP fairly considered their concerns?

 Are interests or concerns of an affected party, or parties, sufficient to

override interests or concerns of another affected party, or parties?

 Are there reasonable means available to mitigate unacceptable risk?

 Should the permit applicant bear the cost of mitigation, or share it?

 Do any legal, safety, or environmental considerations override

consideration of the benefits and costs of mitigation?

D.6. Step 5, Print Review information on the “Summary” sheet, save the file, and print the 

report. 



CGTTP 3-71.7 
WWM: Navigation Safety Risk Assessments 

3-17 
Chapter 3:  Navigation Safety 

Risk Assessment Process 

Section E: Formal Navigation Safety Risk Assessment Tool 

E.1. Purpose A formal navigation safety risk assessment is an in depth analysis of a 

project that is completed by the applicant. 

NOTE: 
For the purposes of this TTP, a formal navigation safety risk 

assessment is not a WAMS study, PAWSA, or WSA. 

If the USCG recommends that USACE require the permit applicant to 

conduct a formal risk assessment, ensure this recommendation is: 

 Warranted, based on the initial screening or re-evaluation.

 Related to impacts of the project and appropriate to the scope and

degree of those impacts.

 Reasonably enforceable.

In addition, keep recommendations within the scope of public interest 

factors that the COTP has statutory and regulatory authority to protect.  

Consider public interest factors that are limited to reducing the possibility 

of: 

 Injury or loss of life.

 Damage or loss of vessels, cargo, or structures in, on, or immediately

adjacent to the navigable waters of the United States.

 Damage to the marine environment from navigation incidents

reasonably expected to result if the project is approved.

E.2. Socialize  

the Assessment 

Socialize the availability of the navigation safety risk assessment for public 

review and comment. 

The permitting agency announces the availability of the navigation safety 

risk assessment (normally included as part of the applicant’s application, or 

submitted with NEPA documentation) through the Federal Register and/or 

another form of public announcement. 

The COTP forwards announcements to port partners, maritime community, 

HSCs, area committees, etc.  Accomplish this through marine safety 

information bulletins, email distribution systems, announcements as HSC, 

and other meetings, etc. 
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E.3. Attend 

Public Meetings 

Attend public hearings and other outreach efforts sponsored by the 

permitting agency.  COTP attendance at public hearings and other outreach 

efforts sponsored by the permitting agency is advisable, though not 

mandatory.  Attendance helps ensure that unfiltered feedback provides the 

COTP with a clearer, more comprehensive sense of public concerns. 

It is important, however, that the COTP remain aligned with the permitting 

agency and not sponsor its own public hearings or outreach efforts absent a 

clear and compelling requirement that the permitting agency cannot or will 

not meet. 

If a sector is considering sponsoring a public hearing or outreach effort to 

address navigation safety issues, it first consults with the permitting agency 

and both the applicable program manager and servicing legal 

representative. 

E.4.  
Review Public 

Comments 

Evaluate all public comments, and all comments and feedback submitted 

by Federal, state, and local agencies. 

Systematically review comments.  The review process normally begins by 

cataloging comments.  See Appendix G: Sample Comment Catalog. 

Address comments in the analysis provided to the permitting agency 

individually, or collectively grouped in appropriate categories.  Include a 

synopsis of comments, along with the COTP analysis of those comments 

and any conditions recommended to the permitting agency. 
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E.5. Prepare the 

Formal 

Navigation 

Safety Risk 

Assessment 

To prepare a navigation safety risk assessment submitted by an applicant to 

a permitting agency, the applicant addresses the following: 

 A marine traffic survey near the proposed location that includes:

 Types, sizes, and drafts of vessels.

 Typical routes.

 Traffic density.

 Seasonal traffic variances.

 Marine events in the area.

 Analysis of expected weather conditions, water current directions and

velocities, water depths, and sea states that might aggravate or mitigate

the likelihood of collision with the project and navigational safety in

general.

 Evaluation of the risk of collision between vessels and the project that

includes:

 Likely frequency of collision.

 Likely consequence for collision (“what if” analysis).

 The ability of a tower to withstand collision damage without

toppling for a range of vessel speeds and vessel sizes.

 Analysis of likely changes in vessel movements resulting from the

project.

 Analysis of constraints imposed by the installation upon local

navigation and anchoring.

 Analysis of any increased danger of vessels colliding with each other or

grounding due to the installations.

 Analysis of the likelihood of floating ice build-up around and between

the towers and its possible effect on vessel navigation.

 Analysis and discussion of the effect on the ability of all classes of

vessels to anchor within the vicinity of the tower field.

 Analysis of the potential impact on radar aboard vessels that typically

frequent the area.

 Analysis of the potential impact on marine communications between

vessels that typically frequent the area.

 Analysis of the potential impact to create acoustic noise that could

mask navigational sound signals.
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Acronyms 

CFR Code of Federal Regulations. 

COTP Captain of the port. 

HSC Harbor safety committee. 

LS Likelihood score. 

MOA Memorandum of agreement. 

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act. 

PATON Private aid to navigation. 

PAWSA Ports and Waterways Safety Assessment. 

PWA Port Waterways Assessment. 

RIN Risk index number. 

TTP Tactics, techniques, and procedures. 

USACE United States Army Corps of Engineers. 

USC United States Code. 

USCG United States Coast Guard. 

WAMS Waterways Analysis and Management System. 

WWM Waterways Management. 
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Appendix B:  MOA between USACE and 
USCG dated 2 June 2000 

 

Appendix B:  
Memorandum of Agreement between the 
USACE and the USCG dated 2 June 2000 
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Appendix C: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Section 10 
Permit Review Policy Guidance dated 25 January 2002 
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Appendix C:  U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
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Appendix C:  U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Section 10 Permit Review Policy Guidance 
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Appendix C:  U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
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Basic Navigation Safety Risk Assessment for (name of permit project)  

Lead permitting agency:   

Public Notice reference number:   

Location:   

Criteria 
Low 
Risk 

High 
Risk 

Notes  
(discuss reason for risk determination) 

Location 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Determine risk based on the proposed permit location in terms of risk to which a collision 
or allision exposes the area. 

Traffic 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Determine risk based on the amount/type/activities of vessel traffic adjacent to the 
proposed permit location.  Factors to consider include, but are not limited to amount and 
frequency of traffic, speed of traffic and current, maneuvering constraints/limitations, and 
locations of facilities that traffic is transiting to/from. 

Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Determine risk based on the ability of the local maritime response community (including 
federal, state, and local governments) to provide timely, adequate assistance to proposed 
permit location. 

Anticipated 
environmental 

factors 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Determine risk based on a project's susceptibility to environmental factors such as fog, 
floods, storms, ice., etc. 
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Criteria 
Low 
Risk 

High 
Risk 

Notes  
(discuss reason for risk determination) 

Severe and 
sudden 

environmental 
factors 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Determine risk based on the location's frequency of risk due to sudden and severe 
environmental factors such as hurricanes, flash floods, or tornados. 

Hydrological 
effects to 
waterway 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Determine risk based on probability of hydrological issues having negative effects to 
proposed permit location and waterway.  Consider whether the project will cause problems 
in this area at certain water stages, and whether the project will impact shoaling, silting, etc. 

Determination 

If this basic risk assessment remains sufficient, identify risks and determine what mitigations to recommend as 
conditions of a permit.  Provide those recommendations to the permitting agency. 
If low levels of risk are associated with each of the six criteria, no comments to the lead permitting agency are 
required.  Provide a letter to the permitting agency expressing the COTP's determination. 
If there is a high level of risk associated with any of the six criteria, convey the COTP’s concerns documented in this 
basic risk assessment to the permitting agency.  If appropriate, recommend conditions for the permitting agency to 
include in the Federal permit to reduce risk to an acceptable level. 
If PATON are required to lower the risk level, contact District (dpw) for specific marking requirements. 
If a more in-depth risk assessment is necessary, convey that finding to the permitting agency 
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Appendix F:  Sample Navigation Safety Risk 
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