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USCG
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
FOR

Stand up and Operations of the Marine Safety and Security Team, Anchorage, Alaska

This USCG environmental assessment was prepared in accordance with Commandant's Manual
Instruction M16475.1D and is in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act of
1969 (P.L. 91-190) and the Council of Environmental Quality Regulations dated November 28,
1978 (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508). '

This environmental assessment serves as a concise public document to briefly provide sufficient
evidence and analysis for determining the need to prepare an environmental impact statement or
a finding of no significant impact.

This environmental assessment concisely describes the proposed action, the need for the
proposal, the alternatives, and the environmental impacts of the proposal and alternatives. This
environmental assessment also contains a comparative analysis of the action and alternatives, a
statement of the environmeptal signifi ance of the preferred alternative, and a list of the agen01es
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In reaChing my decision/recommendation on the USCG’s proposed action, I have considered the

information contained in this n the potential for environmental impacts.
Yppuiloe L) p A het , Gpe
Date Re§/0n31ble Official Title/Position

*The USCG preparer signs for NEPA documents prepared in-house. The USCG environmental project
manager signs for NEPA documents prepared by an applicant, a contractor, or another outside party.

**Signature of the Environmental Reviewer for the Bridge Administration Program may be that of the
preparer's.






USCG
FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT (FONSI)
FOR

U.S. COAST GUARD STAND-UP AND OPERATIONS OF THE MARITIME SAFETY
AND SECURITY TEAM IN ANCHORAGE, ALASKA

~The Proposed Action includes the stand up and operations of one Maritime Safety and Security
Team (MSST) located at the Port of Anchorage, Alaska. The MSST will be homeported
temporarily at the South Transit Shed at the Port of Anchorage, Terminal 1, and permanently in a
new building to be constructed by the Port of Anchorage and leased to the U.S. Coast Guard
(USCG). The MSST will consist of approximately 76 active duty personnel and six Defender
Class Boats. All six Defender Class Boats can, but will not necessarily, operate at once. The
Defender Class Boats will have two 225 horsepower outboard motors, will be 25 feet in length,
will be highly maneuverable, will be capable of quickly reaching and sustaining high speeds (in
excess of 40 knots), and will carry three crewmembers, plus a maximum of seven passengers.
Other requirements will include, but not be limited to, communication equipment, protection for
the crew, and defensive weaponry.

The MSST will normally conduct operations in the Port of Anchorage, and the cities of Seward
and Whittier, but is capable of patrolling from Ketchikan to Anchorage, Alaska. The MSST
Defender Class Boats would be launched primarily from a public boat ramp adjacent to the Port
of Anchorage on Ocean Dock Road. The MSST is intended for domestic operations, in support
of the Group or Captain of the Port (COTP). Operations will closely parallel existing USCG
traditional port security operations, but will provide complimentary, non-redundant capabilities
_ that will be able to-close significant readiness gaps in our nation’s strategic ports. The MSST will

escort a variety of vessels and maintain specific security zones. It will be capable of operating
seven days a week, 24 hours a day, in all weather conditions. It will also operate with, and be
supported by, both military and civilian government organizations and commercial and non-
governmental entities. The MSST will be transportable via land transportation, USCG cutter, and
USCG or other military aircraft.

This project has been thoroughly reviewed by the USCG and it has been determined by the
undersigned that this project will have no significant impact on the human environment.

This finding of no significant impact (FONSI) is based on the attached contractor prepared
environmental assessment (EA) which has been independently evaluated by the USCG and
determined to adequately and accurately discuss the environmental issues and impacts of the
proposed project and provides sufficient evidence and analysis for determining that an
environmental impact statement is not required. The USCG takes full responsibility for the

CHIEE, L& -4 43
Title/Position

I have considered the information contained in the EA, which is the basis for this FONSI. Based
on the information in the EA and this FONSI document, I agree that the proposed action as

described above, and in the EA, will haye no significant impact on the environment.
/it o6 s Che Ctre

Date 7 UAResponsible Official Title/Position
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1. Purpose of and Need for the Action

1.1 Introduction

The United States Coast Guard (USCQG) is proposing to stand up (establish and operate) a Maritime
Safety and Security Team (MSST) at the Port of Anchorage, Alaska. MSSTs provide waterborne, and a
modest level of shoreside, antiterrorism force protection for strategic shipping, high-interest vessels, and
critical infrastructure. MSSTs are a quick response force capable of rapid, nationwide deployment via air,
ground, or sea transportation in response to changing threat conditions and evolving Maritime Homeland
Security (MHLS)' mission requirements. The primary missions of the MSSTs are port safety and
security, and maritime law enforcement. Secondary missions are search and rescue, and naval coastal
warfare (USCG 2004). The MSST would consist of 76 active-duty personnel, interior modifications to an
existing building at the Port of Anchorage, construction of a new MSST support building at the Port of
Anchorage, six Defender Class boats (formerly called Response Boats-Small), and other support

equipment (see Section 2.1 for a detailed description of the Proposed Action).

The USCG, one of the country’s five armed services, is this Nation’s oldest maritime agency, and is a
unique agency of the Federal government. The USCG was formed on August 4, 1790, when the first
Congress authorized the construction of 10 vessels to enforce tariff and trade laws, prevent smuggling,
and protect the collection of the Federal revenue. Known originally as the Revenue Marine and the
Revenue Cutter Service, the USCG expanded in size and responsibilities as the Nation grew. These
added responsibilities included humanitarian duties such as aiding mariners in distress, enforcing laws
against slavery and piracy, protecting the marine environment, exploring and policing Alaska, and

charting the growing Nation’s coastlines, all before the turn of the 20th century.

The service received its present name in 1915 when the Revenue Cutter Service merged with the Life-
Saving Service. The Nation then had a single maritime service dedicated to saving lives at sea and
enforcing the Nation’s maritime laws. The USCG has continued to protect the Nation throughout its long
history and has served proudly in every one of the Nation’s conflicts. National defense responsibilities

remain one of the USCG’s most important functions.

" MHLS is the concerted national effort lead by the U.S. Coast Guard to secure the homeland associated with or in
the U.S. Maritime Domain from terrorist attacks.

Anchorage MSST January 2006
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Today, the USCG operates in all maritime regions:

e Approximately 95,000 miles of U.S. coastlines, including inland waterways and harbors.
e More than 3.36 million square miles of Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) and U.S. territorial seas.

e International waters and other maritime regions of importance to the United States.

The events of September 11, 2001, significantly changed the Nation’s homeland security posture.
Terrorism is a clear and present danger to the United States. On March 1, 2003, in response to growing
national security demands, the newly formed U.S. Department of Homeland Security (DHS) assumed
control of the USCG from the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) in the largest reorganization
of the Federal government since the 1940s (Public Law [P.L.] 107-296). The USCG is the lead Federal
agency for MHLS and has dramatically shifted its mission activity to reflect this role. The USCG’s

heightened maritime security posture will remain in place indefinitely.

1.2 Coast Guard Missions

The USCQG is unique in that it is the only maritime service with regulatory and law enforcement authority,
military capabilities, and humanitarian operations. USCG activities in warfare encompass critical
elements of naval operations in littoral regions, including port security and safety, military environmental
response, maritime interception, coastal control, and force protection. More than two centuries of littoral
warfare operations at home and overseas have honed the USCG’s skills most needed in support of the
Nation’s military and naval strategies for the 21st century. The USCG’s missions include maritime law

enforcement, maritime safety, national defense, and marine environmental protection.

Under the newly formed DHS, one of the USCG’s primary missions is to protect the U.S. Maritime
Domain® and the U.S. Marine Transportation System’ (MTS) and deny their use and exploitation by
terrorists as a means for attacks on U.S. territory, population, and critical infrastructure. The Maritime
Transportation Security Act of 2002 contains several provisions relating to the USCG’s role in MHLS. It
creates a U.S. maritime security system and requires Federal agencies, ports, and vessel owners to take
numerous steps to upgrade security. The Maritime Transportation Security Act required the USCG to

develop national and regional area maritime transportation security plans. It also required ports,

* The U.S. Maritime Domain encompasses all U.S. ports, inland waterways, harbors, navigable waters, Great Lakes,
territorial seas, contiguous waters, custom waters, coastal seas, littoral areas, the EEZ, and oceanic regions of U.S.
national interest, as well as the sealanes to the United States, U.S. maritime approaches, and high seas surrounding
the Nation.

3 The MTS consists of waterways, ports, and their intermodal connections, vessels, vehicles, and system users, as
well as Federal maritime navigation systems.

Anchorage MSST January 2006
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waterfront terminals, and certain types of vessels to submit security and incident response plans to the

USCG for approval.
The USCG has several additional roles:

e Protect ports, the flow of commerce, and the MTS from terrorism.

e Maintain maritime border security against illegal drugs, illegal aliens, firearms, and weapons of
mass destruction.

o Ensure that U.S. military assets can be rapidly deployed and resupplied by keeping USCG units at
a high state of readiness and by keeping marine transportation open for the transit of assets and
personnel from other branches of the armed forces.

e Protect against illegal fishing and indiscriminate destruction of living marine resources.
e Prevent and respond to oil and hazardous material spills—both accidental and intentional.

e Coordinate efforts and intelligence with Federal, state, and local agencies.

In response to the increased homeland security threat level, the USCG is engaged in Operations Liberty
Shield and Iraqi Freedom. Operation Liberty Shield is a multidepartment, multiagency, national team
effort to protect American citizens and infrastructure while minimizing disruption to our economy and
way of life. The USCG is integrating its efforts within DHS and closely coordinating its efforts with
those of the U.S. Department of Defense (DOD); USDOT; the Federal Bureau of Investigation; and other
Federal, state, and local security and law enforcement agencies to ensure the security of national ports,
waterways, and facilities. Hundreds of USCG cutters, aircraft, and small boats manned by thousands of
USCG active-duty and reserve members are guarding coasts, ports, and waterways around the clock

during this heightened state of alert.

Overseas, the USCG is playing a crucial role supporting the other military services in the implementation
of Operation Iraqi Freedom. Several USCG cutters, aircraft, reserve, and active-duty personnel are
currently deployed in the Persian Gulf region and in the Mediterranean to perform waterside security,

maritime force protection, and environmental response duties.

In addition, the USCG and DOD are partners in two major actions: Operation Enduring Freedom and
Operation Noble Eagle. Operation Enduring Freedom generally refers to U.S. military operations
associated with the war on terrorism outside the United States. Operation Noble Eagle generally refers to
U.S. military operations associated with homeland defense and civil support to Federal, state, and local
agencies in the United States, and includes the increased security measures taken after the terrorist attacks

on September 11, 2001. The operation involves joint agency coordination and cooperation to ensure our

Anchorage MSST January 2006
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Nation and its borders are protected from future attacks. The increased USCG maritime security presence

prevents and deters those who would cause harm to innocent Americans.

1.3 Purpose and Need for the Action
1.3.1 Purpose of the Action

The USCG is at a heightened state of alert, protecting more than 361 ports and 95,000 miles of coastline,
the Nation’s longest border. The USCG continues to play an integral role in maintaining the operations
of our ports and waterways by providing a secure environment in which mariners and the American

people can safely live and work (USCG 2002a).

The establishment of additional MSSTs would allow the USCG to perform all of its missions, especially
the newly acquired homeland security missions. The MSSTs are needed to improve existing domestic
port security capabilities. While the MSSTs would be used to augment existing USCG forces in the
United States, the MSSTs would not duplicate existing protective measures. They would provide
complementary, nonredundant capabilities that would be able to close significant readiness gaps in the
Nation’s strategic ports (USCG 2002b, USCG 2002c¢). USCG forces must accomplish this mission

without adversely impacting the environment or unduly interfering with legitimate trade and commerce.

To determine which ports require additional protection, the USCG and other agencies developed a matrix
to assess and “grade” each U.S. port to aid in the selection of the most critical ports. Elements that were

assessed included (USCG 2002b)

e (Cargo Value

e Cargo Volume

e Domestic Cargo
e Hazardous Cargo
e Military Presence

e Population

The first eight MSSTs are in Seattle, Washington; Chesapeake, Virginia; San Pedro, California;
Galveston, Texas; Staten Island, New York; Boston, Massachusetts; St. Marys, Georgia; and San
Francisco, California. The next ports to be assigned MSSTs are New Orleans, Louisiana; San Diego,
California; Honolulu, Hawaii; Miami, Florida; and Anchorage, Alaska. In addition to these ports, the

USCQG is planning to stand up MSSTs in other critical ports around the country. If additional MSSTs are
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established around the country, additional National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) analysis will be

prepared for future stand-ups, as necessary.

1.3.2 Need for the Action

The USCG has a broad range of environmental and geographic responsibilities throughout the EEZ. In
the wake of the events of September 11, 2001, the USCG assumed homeland security duties in addition to
their current missions. Unfortunately, manpower and vessels to perform all missions, including these
additional operations, remained the same. Currently, USCG resources are at maximum capacity and all
missions (e.g., maritime border security, fisheries enforcement, and living marine resources protection)
are suffering, despite the USCG’s attempt to maintain the previous level of effectiveness and efficiency.
In some cases, current detachments of MSSTs have been temporarily assigned to other ports, leaving a
detachment at the homeport to perform “double duty.” When the away detachment returns, neither
detachment has had the ability to rotate through a rest period, resulting in an increased demand on
manpower resources. If implemented, the Proposed Action would increase port security within the Port
of Anchorage and allow other USCG assets to focus on their intended missions more effectively and
efficiently, since the MSST’s primary responsibility would be port security and maritime law
enforcement. The Proposed Action would also allow more MSSTs to remain in their homeports and

maintain a regular work/rest cycle.

In 2002, under P.L. 107-87, an emergency response supplemental enacted by Congress, funds were
appropriated to support USCG antiterrorist activities, including the mandated establishment and operation
of four MSSTs to be completed in Fiscal Year (FY) 2002. The establishment of MSSTs in Seattle,
Washington; San Pedro, California; Galveston, Texas; and Chesapeake, Virginia helped relieve some of
the demand on USCG units. However, a number of ports require further protection. Congress strongly
indicated its desire that the USCG establish MSSTs on a priority basis. P.L. 107-117 provided money for
the express purpose of having the USCG (in consultation with other agencies) establish four MSSTs
before FY 2003. The Senate Appropriations Committee approved a $76 million budget for seven MSSTs
in FY 2004 (Senate Report 108-086).

In August 2004, the DOD designated the Port of Anchorage as a “strategic port of departure.” The DOD
gives commercial ports the “strategic” designation and partners with ports that can support major force

deployments (Richtmyer 2004).
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1.4 Project Scope and Area

The MSST would be permanently homeported at the Port of Anchorage, 1980 Anchorage Port Road,
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 (Figure 1-1 and 1-2). The Port of Anchorage is northwest of the city of
Anchorage, on the Knik Arm of the Cook Inlet. The MSST Defender Class boats would be launched
from a public boat ramp south of the Port of Anchorage on Ocean Dock Road.

The Region of Influence (ROI) for the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative is geographically
defined as the U.S. coastal waters from Ketchikan to the Port of Anchorage, which includes the Cook
Inlet between Eagle River and West Point (Figure 1-3). The MSST is expected to spend the majority of
its operating time patrolling the Port of Anchorage; however, the MSST can be deployed temporarily in
emergencies to protect any port facility or asset outside of the ROI. The location and duration of each
individual event would depend on a number of currently unknown circumstances. There are too many

variables to adequately assess all potential ports to which the MSST might be temporarily assigned.

Therefore, this Environmental Assessment (EA) focuses on the potential environmental impacts within

the ROI.

Figure 1-1. Port of Anchorage
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1.5 Agency and Public Involvement Process

An advertisement published in the Anchorage Daily News on October 25, 2004, announced the USCG’s
intent to prepare an EA, giving information on the proposal and seeking comments. Letters to interested
parties were also mailed to appropriate Federal, state, and local agencies on October 18, 2004 (see
Appendix A [interested party letter with attachments, distribution list, and newspaper announcement],
Appendix B [responses to interested party letter], and Appendix C [agency consultation letters]). The
USCG will continue to accept comments on this Proposed Action throughout the NEPA process
(discussed in Section 1.6.1). An announcement on the availability of the EA and the Draft Finding of No
Significant Impact (FONSI) will also be placed in the Anchorage Daily News.

1.6 Summary of Key Environmental Compliance Requirements

1.6.1 National Environmental Policy Act of 1969

NEPA is a Federal statute requiring the identification and analysis of potential environmental impacts of
proposed Federal actions before those actions are taken. NEPA also established the Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) that is charged with the development of implementing regulations and
ensuring agency compliance with NEPA. CEQ regulations mandate that all Federal agencies use a
systematic interdisciplinary approach to environmental planning and the evaluation of actions that might
affect the environment. This process evaluates potential environmental consequences associated with a
proposed action and considers alternative courses of action. The intent of NEPA is to protect, restore, or

enhance the environment through well-informed Federal decisions.

The process for implementing NEPA is codified in Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR)
Parts 15001508, Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental
Policy Act. The CEQ was established under NEPA to implement and oversee Federal policy in this

process. CEQ regulations specify that the following must be accomplished when preparing an EA:

e Briefly provide evidence and analysis for determining whether to prepare an Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) or a FONSL

e Aid in an agency’s compliance with NEPA when an EIS is unnecessary.

e Facilitate preparation of an EIS when one is necessary.

This document has been prepared to comply with NEPA requirements, the CEQ regulations for
implementing NEPA, and USCG policy (Commandant’s Instruction [COMDTINST] M16475.1D).

Anchorage MSST January 2006
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1.6.2 Integration of Other Environmental Statutes and Regulations

To comply with NEPA, the planning and decisionmaking process for actions proposed by Federal
agencies involves a study of other relevant environmental statutes and regulations. The NEPA process,
however, does not replace procedural or substantive requirements of other environmental statutes and
regulations. It addresses them collectively in the form of an EA or an EIS, which enables the
decisionmaker to have a comprehensive view of major environmental issues and requirements associated
with the Proposed Action. According to CEQ regulations, the requirements of NEPA must be integrated
“with other planning and environmental review procedures required by law or by agency so that all such
procedures run concurrently rather than consecutively.” Resources that will be analyzed in the EA were
those identified as being potentially affected by the Proposed Action, and include applicable critical
elements of the human environment whose review is mandated by Executive Order (EO), regulation, or

policy (see Appendix D).

1.7 Organization of the EA

Acronyms and abbreviations are used throughout the document to avoid unnecessary length. A list of

acronyms and abbreviations can be found on the inside front covers of this EA.

Section 1: Purpose and Need for the Action. As a NEPA-required discussion, this section provides an
overview of the action and the purpose and need of the action, describes the area in which the Proposed

Action would occur, and explains the public involvement process.

Section 2: Proposed Action and Alternatives. This section describes the Proposed Action, alternatives

considered, and the No Action Alternative.

Section 3: Affected Environment. This section describes the existing environmental conditions in the

area in which the Proposed Action would occur.

Section 4: Environmental Consequences. Using the information in Section 3, this section identifies
potential direct and indirect environmental impacts on each resource area under the Proposed Action and
the No Action Alternative. Direct and indirect impacts that could result from the Proposed Action are

identified on a broad scale as appropriate in an EA.

Section 5: Cumulative Impacts. This section discusses the potential cumulative impacts that might result

from the impacts of the Proposed Action, combined with foreseeable future actions.

Sections 6 and 7. These sections provide a list of this document’s preparers and references.

Anchorage MSST January 2006
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Appendices: This EA includes five appendices that provide additional information. Appendix A is a
copy of the Interested Party distribution list, letter with attachments, and a copy of newspaper
announcements. Appendix B includes responses to the Interested Party Letter. Appendix C includes the
correspondence relating to Endangered Species Act (ESA) consultation, Essential Fish Habitat (EFH)
consultation, National Historic Preservation Act, and Federal Coastal Zone Management Consistency
determination. Appendix D is a list of those regulations, laws, and EOs that might reasonably be
expected to apply to the Proposed Action. Appendix E contains a description of the USCG’s Ocean
Steward Plan and COMDTINSTSs regarding the Protected Living Marine Resources Program (16475.7)
and Participation in the National Marine Sanctuary Program (16004.3A). Appendix F contains detailed
information about protected habitats in the ROI. Appendix G includes the calculations used for the air

quality analysis.
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2. Proposed Action and Alternatives
21 Proposed Action

2.1.1 Overview of the Proposed Action

The USCG proposes to stand up an MSST. The term “stand up” is defined as establishing and operating

a new activity. The Proposed Action consists of the following components:

e Assignment of 76 active-duty personnel to operate the MSST within the Port of Anchorage and
the ROL.

e Standard MSST equipment to include six Defender Class boats and trailers, four pickup trucks,
four stake-bed trucks, three passenger vans, and other minor support equipment.

o Interior modifications to the existing South Transit Shed at the Port of Anchorage, Terminal 1, as
a temporary homeport for the MSST.

e Construction of a new support building at the Port of Anchorage as a permanent homeport for the
MSST.

2.1.2 MSST Personnel and Operations

The MSST would consist mostly of reassigned personnel, although there might be some newly recruited
personnel. MSST personnel would possess the specialized skills, capabilities, and expertise to perform a
broad range of port security and harbor defense missions that might be required. The MSST would be
interoperable with, and supported by, military and civilian government organizations, and commercial

and nongovernmental entities.

The MSST would operate and train within the Port of Anchorage, and the cities of Seward and Whittier.
The Port of Anchorage is defined in this EA as north to Eagle River, west to Buoy 4, and south to West
Point. The MSST would be capable of patrolling from Ketchikan to Anchorage, Alaska. It is estimated
that about one-half of the MSST’s operational hours would be in the Port of Anchorage supporting the
Captain of the Port, and one-half in Valdez and southeast Alaska.

Depending on operational requirements, there could be two to six boats operating at any time. However,
it is anticipated that the Defender Class boats would operate 12 hours per day, 7 days per week, and that
there would be two to three boats operating at any given period. The MSST is capable of operating 24
hours a day, 7 days a week under the certain situations. From approximately November to April, ice
would prevent the MSST from operating in the Port of Anchorage. The MSST would conduct on-shore
administrative activities, operate from an ice-free port in Alaska, or support existing MSSTs at other U.S.

ports. The MSST could also be deployed temporarily in emergencies to other ports as needed. The
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Anchorage MSST would have no aviation assets, but would utilize airlift capabilities from the USCG Air

Station Kodiak, or secondarily from Elmendorf Air Force Base (AFB) in Anchorage.

The Defender Class boats would be launched from a public boat ramp adjacent to the Port of Anchorage
on Ocean Dock Road (see Figures 2-1 and 2-2). The MSST would provide an extensive military
presence. Activities would include patrolling the established ship channels; establishing moving security
zones around specific vessels; providing security to military outloads; and escorting ferries, cargo ships,

and tankers.

USCG personnel would follow procedures already familiar to them: establishing a moving security zone
around specific vessels, establishing port security and port safety zones, moving security zones, and
escorting vessels. The USCG performs these traditional port security operations on a daily basis. The

MSST would have additional responsibilities as follows:

e Enhance port security and security law enforcement capabilities at economic or military
significant ports.

e Deploy for specific episodic events that require an increased security posture of a limited
duration.

e [Exercise security contingency plans in major ports.

e Augment the Captain of the Port capabilities.

The MSST would be prepared to conduct operations through all maritime security levels; be capable of
operating under the threat of chemical, biological, or radiological attack; and be able to evacuate in a
contaminated environment.  The MSST would have the ability to conduct emergency gross
decontamination of personnel and equipment. In the United States, the local emergency response agency
is responsible for mitigating incidents involving chemical, biological, and radiological hazardous
materials. Overseas support is provided through a Memorandum of Understanding with other service

branches.

2.1.3 Standard MSST Boats and Equipment

The MSST would be equipped with six Defender Class boats and standard support vehicles and
equipment. Each Defender Class boat is 25 feet long with an 8-foot beam and a 4-foot navigational draft
and would be equipped with two 225-horsepower (hp) Honda outboard motors, radar, depth sounder,
differential global positioning system (DGPS), and two mounted M240 machine guns (see Figure 2-3).

The Defender Class boats are highly maneuverable, capable of quickly reaching and sustaining high
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Figure 2-1. Public Boat Ramp on Ocean Dock Road

Figure 2-2. Parking Area for Public Boat Ramp on Ocean Dock Road
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speeds (in excess of 40 knots), and can carry three crewmembers, plus seven passengers. MSST
equipment would also include boat trailers, four Ford F-350 pickups and three F-550 stake-bed trucks
with trailers, and three 15-passenger vans. When not in use, the Defender Class boats would be stored on

trailers at their on-shore support facility.

2.1.4 Onshore Homeport Facilities

The Anchorage MSST would be temporarily located at the South Transit Shed, Terminal No. 1 at the Port
of Anchorage, and permanently in a new facility that would be constructed in 2006 or 2007 by the Port of
Anchorage for the USCG.

The USCG would occupy approximately one-third of the South Transit Shed (see Figure 2-4). The Port
of Anchorage’s administrative offices occupy the northern portion of the South Transit Shed.
Establishment of the MSST would involve renovating approximately 15,000 square feet (ft*) of the
interior of the South Transit Shed; constructing a 100-200 ft* weapons vault; and constructing
administrative office space, modular furniture units, and telephone and computer cabling. The only
external modification would be to construct a new stairway to the second floor. The MSST would be
assigned space in an existing parking lot for the boats and trailers. As part of its expansion project, the
Port of Anchorage will eventually demolish the South Transit Shed, requiring the MSST to relocate to the

proposed permanent location within the Port.

The proposed permanent MSST homeport would be on a 2.73-acre parcel approximately 100 yards south
of the South Transit Shed, and north of an existing tank farm on Alaska Railroad Corporation (ARRC)
property (see Figure 2-5). The permanent facility would include approximately 81 parking spots, a small
auxiliary storage area, a fuel tank, and a 30-by-120 foot floating dock for mooring the Defender Class
boats (see Figure 2-6). Access to the floating dock would be through a covered walkway (approximately
220 feet) to a tide ramp (approximately 120 feet). The conceptual design for the permanent MSST
homeport is a two-story, 30,000 ft2 building.

2.2 Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

The USCG considered other homeport locations for the Anchorage MSST before selecting the Port of
Anchorage as its preferred alternative. The USCG considered using available space at Elmendorf AFB or
Fort Richardson while maintaining minimal waterfront facilities at the Port of Anchorage. However, no
excess buildings were identified and both alternatives would have required complete facility build-outs,

which would have been much more expensive than the Proposed Action. In addition, these alternatives
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Figure 2-3. Photographs of Typical Defender Class Boat
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Figure 2-5. Proposed Location of Permanent MSST Homeport

Figure 2-6. Shoreline at Location of Props d loating Dock
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would have required a 7 to 10 mile travel distance to the proposed boat ramp, adding 2 to 3 hours per
shift. For these reasons, locating all or a portion of the MSST at Elmendorf AFB or Fort Richardson was

not considered to be feasible.

The Port of Anchorage was selected due to its proximity to the public boat ramp off Ocean Dock Road,
which is the only practical existing boat ramp in Anchorage from which to launch the MSSTs. The
USCG also considered other locations within the Port of Anchorage. The Port of Anchorage proposed to
locate the USCG on Parcel 9A, a narrow strip of land east of the proposed permanent MSST location.
That site was found not to be feasible due to the high cost of moving existing utilities. The USCG
requested to be located in the northeast portion of the Port of Anchorage, adjacent to Elmendorf AFB or
Fort Richardson. The Port of Anchorage denied that request because it would be within the footprint of

their proposed road and rail expansion project.

Other agencies besides the USCG could have been considered for the Proposed Action. However,
domestic port security has been a core mission of the USCG for more than 200 years. A Memorandum of
Agreement, signed in October 1995 by the Secretaries of Transportation and Defense, the Chief of Naval
Operations, and the Commandant of the USCG, identified those unique national defense capabilities of
the USCG as a force provider. In addition, the USCG is the only U.S. maritime agency with regulatory
and law enforcement authority that also has military capabilities. The USCG already uses the same
tactics for harbor defense and port security that the MSSTs would be using. This recognition of the
USCG’s unique capabilities, coupled with the long-time advantage of providing security for U.S. ports,
makes the USCG the natural choice to fulfill this mission.

2.3 No Action Alternative

NEPA implementing regulations require that a No Action Alternative be analyzed to provide a baseline
for comparison with the action alternatives. The No Action Alternative identifies and describes the
potential environmental impacts if the proponent agency does not implement the Proposed Action or one
of the other action alternatives, if applicable. The continuation of the existing conditions without

implementation of the Proposed Action is referred to as the No Action Alternative.

For the purposes of this EA, the No Action Alternative is defined as not establishing an MSST at the Port
of Anchorage. The No Action Alternative serves as the benchmark against which Federal actions can be
evaluated. Inclusion of the No Action Alternative is prescribed by CEQ regulations and, therefore, will

be carried forward for further analysis in this EA.
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Selection of the No Action Alternative would not meet Congressional intent for increased homeland
defense. Congress strongly indicated its desire that the USCG establish MSSTs on a priority basis. As
stated previously, P.L. 107-117 provided money for the USCG (in consultation with other agencies) to
establish four MSSTs before FY 2003. The Senate Appropriations Committee approved a $76 million
budget for seven MSSTs in FY 2004 (Senate Report 108-086).

2.4 Comparison of Alternatives

The Proposed Action to stand up an MSST in Anchorage, Alaska, has the potential for beneficial impacts
on security and safety. First, the MSST would provide added security from terrorist attacks for ships
entering or leaving the Port of Anchorage, numerous commercial interests, and the general population
who work and live in and near the port. Second, the Proposed Action would provide additional protection
from potentially significant environmental damage resulting from infrastructure damaged or destroyed in
a terrorist attack. While the addition of six boats in the ROI might appear to be a large increase, this is
actually a small number when compared to the number and size of vessels that visit the Port of
Anchorage. Furthermore, it is unlikely that all six boats would be in use at any one time. The boats
would normally cruise at 10 to 12 knots, resulting in a small wake that should not negatively impact the
surrounding shores. Furthermore, the USCG has existing measures in place, such the Ocean Steward
Program, to guard against adverse vessel impacts on marine protected species (see Appendix E). The
purpose of these measures is to help the recovery and maintenance of marine protected species to achieve

healthy, sustainable populations.

The MSST would improve existing USCG security capabilities throughout the ROI. The MSST would
not duplicate existing protective measures, but would provide complementary capabilities that would be

able to close significant readiness gaps in our Nation’s strategic ports.

Under the No Action Alternative, the added safety and security provided by the MSST would not be
available. While the USCG would continue with their current level of protection, this level has already
been determined to be inadequate for the Port of Anchorage. The potential environmental damage from a

terrorist attack might be adverse.

If the No Action Alternative was selected, as described above, it would not fulfill the USCG’s purpose
and need to provide additional port security. Under current operations, vessels and manpower are being
diverted from other missions to provide additional security for the Nation’s ports. Under the No Action
Alternative, this disruption of other missions would continue. The result would be further demand on

manpower and current assets. This scenario of vessels and manpower at maximum capacity could

Anchorage MSST January 2006
2-9



Final Environmental Assessment

facilitate an attack at one of the “critical” ports. The result might be a potential for significant adverse
environmental impacts. Terrorists could strike at military or commercial facilities in these ports, creating
health and safety hazards for the surrounding populace and impacting appropriate emergency responses,
employment and trade, and marine life. The impacts could be immediate (loss of life) or long-lasting
(disruption of commerce activities) and could affect the long-term economy. Recovery time would

depend on the severity and extent of the loss.

Other consequences would result from the USCG being unable to fully perform enforcement missions.
For example, the USCG is responsible for drug and alien interdiction and protection of the Nation’s EEZ.
Without adequate vessels and manpower, the USCG would not be able to maintain its high level of
effectiveness in stopping illegal aliens and drugs from reaching the Nation’s shores. Similarly, the USCG
would not be able to adequately protect fisheries resources from illegal catches, as directed by its Ocean
Guardian Program. Ocean Guardian is a long-range fisheries law enforcement strategy that supports
national goals for fisheries resource management and conservation. In addition, adverse impacts on
threatened and endangered species could occur if the USCG is unable to maintain its current level of
effectiveness in enforcing the ESA and associated regulation in U.S. waters as directed by its Ocean
Steward Program. Ocean Steward is the USCG’s national strategy to help the recovery and maintenance

of healthy populations of marine protected species (Appendix E).
2.5 Comparison of Environmental Effects of All Alternatives
Table 2-1 summarizes the impacts of the Proposed Action and No Action Alternative.

Table 2-1. Impact Summary Matrix

Resource Area Proposed Action No Action Alternative

Biological Implementation of the Proposed Action Under the No Action Alternative, it would

Resources would have minor adverse impacts on be easier for a terrorist attack to occur.
biological resources in the Anchorage Short-term significant adverse impacts
ROI. Current USCG environmental from a successful terrorist attack could
policies, regulations, and programs occur, and might be more likely to occur,

designed to protect living marine species | should this alternative be selected since
(e.g., Ocean Steward in Appendix E and | existing conditions are not sufficient to

speed guidance designed to avoid adequately protect against terrorist attack.
collisions with marine mammals) would | Recovery time would depend on the extent
continue to be followed. Additionally, of loss.

these boats are designed to be highly

maneuverable.

Therefore, the stand-up and operations of
the MSST would not have major adverse
impacts on biological protected marine
resources or habitats.
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Table 2-1. Impact Summary Matrix (continued)

Resource Area

Proposed Action

No Action Alternative

Water The Proposed Action would have a Under the No Action Alternative, ambient

Resources negligible impact on water quality due to | water quality conditions would not be
emissions from Defender Class boat impacted. Short-term significant adverse
engines during normal operations. Short- | impacts from a successful terrorist attack
term, minor adverse impacts on surface could occur, and might be more likely to
water quality could occur during occur, should this alternative be selected
construction, but these would be minimal | since existing conditions are not sufficient
because the proposed project area is to adequately protect against terrorist
already paved. attack. Recovery time would depend on

the severity and extent of the impact.

Air Quality Under the Proposed Action, minor Under the No Action Alternative, existing
adverse impacts on air quality would conditions would remain as is and the
occur. Calculations of air pollutant MSST would not be stood up. Short-term
emissions from the proposed MSST significant adverse impacts from a
operations were performed based on successful terrorist attack could occur, and
transporting boats from the Port of might be more likely to occur, should this
Anchorage approximately 1.5 miles to alternative be selected since existing
the public boat ramp, and operating two | conditions are not sufficient to adequately
boats 24 hours a day, 365 days a year. protect against terrorist attack. Recovery
The net change in nitrogen oxide (NOy) time would depend on the severity and
and volatile organic compounds (VOC) extent of the impact.
emissions would be well below the de
minimis threshold requirements and the
regional significance requirements of the
General Conformity Rule.

Noise Implementation of the Proposed Action Under the No Action Alternative, existing
would result in minor adverse impacts. conditions would remain as is and the
However, due to low-speed approach and | MSST would not be stood up. Short-term
that most operations would be conducted | significant adverse impacts from a
at 10 to 12 knots, the potential noise from | successful terrorist attack could occur, and
the addition of six Defender Class boats | might be more likely to occur, should this
would have minor adverse impacts on alternative be selected since existing
humans or marine life. Sound levels conditions are not sufficient to adequately
created by the Defender Class boats protect against terrorist attack.
would be well below sound intensities
associated with disturbance to marine
animals.

Anchorage MSST January 2006




Final Environmental Assessment

Table 2-1. Impact Summary Matrix (continued)

Resource Area Proposed Action No Action Alternative
Land Use It is not anticipated that the Proposed Under the No Action Alternative, existing
Action would adversely impact or change | conditions would remain as is and the
the surrounding land use. The Port of MSST would not be stood up. Short-term
Anchorage is surrounded by military or significant adverse impacts from a
industrial land uses. Therefore, operation | successful terrorist attack could occur, and
of the MSST would be compatible with might be more likely to occur, should this
existing land use. alternative be selected since existing
conditions are not sufficient to adequately
protect against terrorist attack. Recovery
time would depend on the severity and
extent of the impact.
Hazardous Minor adverse impacts might be Under the No Action Alternative, existing
Substances expected from the Proposed Action. conditions would remain as is and the
During construction, short-term, MSST would not be stood up. Short-term
negligible adverse impacts would be significant adverse impacts from a
expected from hazardous materials successful terrorist attack could occur, and
usage. Long-term, negligible adverse might be more likely to occur, should this
impacts would occur from operations of | alternative be selected since existing
the MSSTs because more hazardous conditions are not sufficient to adequately
materials and wastes, such as fuel, would | protect against terrorist attack. Recovery
be stored and used at the Port of time would depend on the severity and
Anchorage. However, no new hazardous | extent of the impact.
materials or wastes or new risks would
be introduced as a result of the Proposed
Action, and existing management plans
would continue the management,
procurement, handling, storage, and
disposal of all hazardous substances.
Minor adverse impacts from
encountering petroleum-contaminated
subsoil and groundwater might occur. If
this were to happen, construction would
immediately cease until contamination
could be characterized and managed in
accordance with the site-specific health
and safety plan.
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Table 2-1. Impact Summary Matrix (continued)

Resource Area

Proposed Action

No Action Alternative

Public Safety

Beneficial impacts might be expected
from the Proposed Action. The Proposed
Action would increase the USCG’s
ability to protect critical domestic ports
and the MTS from warfare and terrorist
attacks. While the MSST’s operations
would closely parallel USCG traditional
port security operations, they would also
provide complementary, nonredundant
capabilities that would be able to close
significant readiness gaps in our Nation’s
strategic ports. The MSST would escort
a variety of vessels and maintain specific
security zones.

Under the No Action Alternative, existing
conditions would remain as is and the
MSST would not be stood up. The USCG
would maintain the current level of
protection, which has been determined to
be insufficient. Increased demand on
vessels and manpower and disruption to
other missions would continue. Short-
term significant adverse impacts from a
successful terrorist attack could occur, and
might be more likely to occur, should this
alternative be selected since existing
conditions are not sufficient to adequately
protect against terrorist attack. Terrorists
could strike at military or commercial
facilities in the ROI creating health and
safety hazards for the surrounding
populace. The impacts could be
immediate or long-lasting. Recovery time
would depend on the severity and extent
of the impact.
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3. Affected Environment
3.1 Introduction

3.1.1 Resources for Analysis

This section describes the environmental and socioeconomic conditions most likely to be affected by the
Proposed Action and serves as a baseline from which to identify and evaluate potential impacts from
implementation of the Proposed Action. In compliance with NEPA, CEQ, and USCG regulations and
guidelines, the description of the affected environment focuses on those conditions and resource areas that
are potentially subject to impacts. These resources include water resources, soils and land use,
socioeconomics, environmental justice, cultural and historic resources, hazardous materials and hazardous
wastes, biological resources, air quality and climate, noise, and public safety. Some environmental
resources and conditions that are often analyzed in an EA have been omitted from this analysis. The

following paragraphs identify the omitted resource areas and the basis for such exclusions:

e Soils. The Proposed Action would involve the construction of a new facility. However, the
construction would occur on an area that is currently a parking lot. Therefore, the Proposed
Action would not result in any significant soil disturbances or earth moving. Potential subsurface
soil contamination is discussed in Sections 3.7.2, and potential impacts are addressed in Section
4.6.2.

e Socioeconomics. The Proposed Action would not involve any activities that would contribute to
changes in socioeconomic resources. Approximately 42.5 percent of the State’s population lives
in the Municipality of Anchorage. It is unlikely that the reassignment of 76 personnel would
impact area economic or social conditions. Accordingly, the USCG has omitted detailed
examination of socioeconomics.

o  Environmental Justice. Implementation of the Proposed Action would not result in adverse
impacts in any environmental resource area that would, in turn, be expected to affect minority or
low-income populations disproportionately. There are no residences near the ROI. Therefore, no
significant impacts would be expected. Accordingly, the USCG has omitted detailed examination
of environmental justice.

e Cultural and Historic Resources. The Proposed Action would not involve any activities that
would impact cultural resources. MSST personnel, vessels, vehicles, and supplies would be
temporarily located in existing buildings or permanently located in an area at the Port of
Anchorage that is not eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. The onshore
construction of the permanent proposed facility would occur on previously disturbed land.
Accordingly, the USCG has omitted detailed examination of cultural and historic resources. The
USCG sent a letter to the Alaska State Historic Preservation Office regarding the Proposed
Action on October 18, 2004; a response dated November 30, 2004, concurred that no historic
properties would be affected (see Appendix C).

o Coastal Zone Management Act. The Federal Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 requires
Federal agency activities to be consistent with the state’s federally approved Coastal Management
Program. Under Alaska’s Coastal Management Program Statute (Title 46 Section 39.010), “the

Anchorage MSST January 2006
3-1



Final Environmental Assessment

Department of Natural Resources shall render, on behalf of the state, all federal consistency
determinations and considerations authorized by 16 United States Code (U.S.C.) 1456 (Section
307, Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972).” As assessed in this EA, no significant impacts on
coastal resources are anticipated as a result of the Proposed Action. As such, the Proposed Action
is deemed consistent with the guidelines that are provided under the 23 Alaska statutes
administered by Alaska’s Coastal Management Program Statute. Additionally, the Proposed
Action is consistent with Subsection 6 Alaska Administrative Code 80.040 in that it is a water
dependent use, as its specific purpose is to enhance port security. Based upon the preceding
information, data, and analysis, the USCG finds that the stand-up and operation of MSST
Anchorage, Alaska, is consistent to the maximum extent practicable with the enforceable policies
of the Alaska Coastal Management Program. The USCG sent its Federal Consistency
Determination to the Alaska Department of Natural Resources on October 18, 2004 (Appendix
C). The USCG did not receive a response on the 60th day from receipt of this Determination;
therefore the State’s concurrence was presumed. Since the Proposed Action is consistent with the
state’s Coastal Management Program, the USCG has omitted further detailed examination.

3.1.2 Region of Influence

The MSST would be permanently homeported at the Port of Anchorage, 1980 Anchorage Port Road,
Anchorage, Alaska 99501. The MSST Defender Class boats would be launched from a public boat ramp
south of the Port of Anchorage on Ocean Dock Road.

The ROI for the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative is geographically defined as the U.S.
coastal waters from Ketchikan to the Port of Anchorage, which include the Cook Inlet between Eagle
River and West Point. The MSST is expected to spend the majority of its operating time patrolling the
Port of Anchorage; however, the MSST can be deployed temporarily in emergencies to protect any port
facility or asset outside of the ROI. The location and duration of each individual event would depend on a
number of currently unknown circumstances. There are too many variables to adequately assess all
potential ports to which the MSST might be temporarily assigned. Therefore, this EA focuses on the

potential environmental impacts within the ROI.

3.1.3 Environmental Regulations, Laws, and Executive Orders

A table containing examples of regulations, laws, and EOs that might reasonably be expected to apply to
the Proposed Action is included in Appendix D. It is not intended to be a complete description of the
entire legal framework under which the USCG conducts its missions.

3.2 Biological Resources

3.2.1 Definition of the Resource

Biological resources include native or naturalized plants and animals, and the habitats (e.g., wetlands,

forests, and grasslands) in which they exist. Sensitive and protected biological resources include plant
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and animal species listed as threatened or endangered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS),
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) National Marine Fisheries Service
(Fisheries), or a state regulatory agency; or otherwise protected under Federal or state laws. Determining
which species or habitats occur in an area affected by a proposed action can be accomplished through
literature reviews and coordination with appropriate Federal and state regulatory agency representatives,

resource managers, and other knowledgeable experts.

The USCG has a number of long-standing initiatives and programs relating to Living Marine Resource

Protection, a primary mission of the USCG:

e National Marine Sanctuary Law Enforcement Program. Among other activities, this program
provides routine surveillance of marine sanctuaries concurrently with other USCG operations and
provides specific, targeted, or dedicated law enforcement, as appropriate.

e Ocean Guardian. This long-range fisheries law enforcement strategy supports national goals for
fisheries resource management and conservation (see Appendix E).

e Ocean Steward. This is the USCG’s national strategy to help the recovery and maintenance of
healthy populations of marine protected species (see Appendix E).

e Sea Partners. This environmental and outreach program is designed to develop community
awareness of maritime pollution issues and to improve compliance with marine environmental
protection laws and regulations (USCG 2002d).

o COMDTINSTs. This is the USCG’s implementation and guidance document for policy and
procedures.

e Conservation Program. This program promotes USCG involvement with other Federal and state
agencies, and public and nongovernmental organizations to conserve and protect living marine
resources (USCG 1996).

Protected and Sensitive Habitats

Protected habitats are biologically sensitive marine habitats that are managed by Federal, state, or local
agencies. Protected habitats in the Anchorage region include National Estuarine Research Reserves,
Federal Fishery Management Zones, National Wildlife Refuges, National Parks, State Parks, coral reefs,
and critical habitat. These habitats are offered varying degrees of protection from agencies such as
NOAA Ocean Services, NOAA Fisheries, the Department of the Interior, the USFWS, the National Park

Service, the USCG, state agencies, and, in some cases, local jurisdictions.

Wetlands, Floodplains, and Seagrasses

Biological resources also include wetlands. Wetlands are an important natural system and habitat because
of the diverse biologic and hydrologic functions they perform. These functions include water quality

improvement, groundwater recharge and discharge, pollution mitigation, nutrient cycling, wildlife habitat
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provision, unique flora and fauna niche provision, storm water attenuation and storage, sediment
detention, and erosion protection. Wetlands are protected as a subset of the “waters of the United States”
under the Clean Water Act (CWA). The term “waters of the United States” has a broad meaning under
the CWA and incorporates deepwater aquatic habitats and special aquatic habitats (including wetlands).
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) defines wetlands as “those areas that are inundated or
saturated with ground or surface water at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under
normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted to life in saturated soil

conditions. Wetlands generally include swamps, marshes, bogs, and similar areas” (33 CFR Part 328).

Section 404 of the CWA authorizes the Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers, to
issue permits for the discharge of dredged or fill materials into the waters of the United States, including
wetlands. In addition, Section 404 of the CWA also grants states with sufficient resources the right to
assume these responsibilities. The Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation (ADEC) is
responsible for certifying compliance with applicable state water quality standards for Section 404

permits issued by the USACE.

Section 401 of the CWA authorizes states to use their water quality standards to protect wetlands. The
permit provided by the state under Section 401 is generally referred to as a 401 Water Quality
Certification. The ADEC issues 401 Water Quality Certifications for the state of Alaska.

EO 11988, Floodplain Management, requires Federal agencies to determine whether a proposed action
would occur within a floodplain. The determination of whether a proposed action occurs within a
floodplain typically involves consultation of appropriate Federal Emergency Management Agency Flood
Insurance Rate Maps, which contain enough general information to determine the relationship of the
project area to nearby floodplains. EO 11988 directs Federal agencies to avoid floodplains unless the
agency determines that there is no practical alternative to undertaking the action in a floodplain. Where
the only practicable alternative is to site in a floodplain, a specific step-by-step process must be followed
to comply with EO 11988. A review of Federal Emergency Management Agency flood maps indicates
that the Port of Anchorage is not within a floodplain.

Seagrass ecosystems are among the most productive benthic habitats in estuarine and nearshore waters.
Seagrass meadows provide food and important spawning, foraging, and refuge habitat for numerous
species of recreationally and commercially important fish. They also allow for the attachment of
epiphytes and benthic organisms, and they support threatened and endangered species such as sea turtles

(Handley 1995). As such, seagrass beds are often designated as EFH or critical habitat.
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Marine Mammals and Sea Turtles

Protection of marine protected species, such as mammals, sea turtles, or other threatened or endangered
marine, is an important USCG mission. Biotic and environmental factors, as well as human impacts,
influence the distribution of marine mammals and sea turtles. Environmental factors include chemical,
climate, or physical (those related to the characteristics of a location) factors. Biotic factors include the
distribution and abundance of prey, competition for prey, reproduction, natural mortality, catastrophic
events (e.g., die-offs), and predation. Human impacts include noise, hunting pressure, pollution, oil spills,
habitat loss and degradation, shipping traffic, recreational and commercial fishing, oil and gas
development and production, and seismic exploration. The interrelationships between environmental and
biotic factors and human impacts can affect the location and distribution of prey species which, in turn,

influences the diversity, abundance, and distribution of marine mammals and sea turtles.

The USCG plays an important role in protecting marine mammals, sea turtles and other threatened and
endangered marine species because it enforces all U.S. laws within the EEZ. Several of these laws
protect marine species, including the ESA, the Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA), the National
Marine Sanctuaries Act, a number of maritime EOs, and various Federal and international laws. The
USCG’s Protected Living Marine Resources Program (COMDTINST 16475.7) includes a number of
USCG policies, directions, and procedures that establish specific rules to ensure that impacts on marine
protected species are avoided whenever possible. The USCG’s Ocean Steward and Ocean Guardian
initiatives and guidance regarding vessel speed also support these goals (USCG 2002a). Additionally, the
Ocean Steward initiative protects marine mammals from being harassed by nearby or repetitively
approaching vessels. Information about Ocean Steward, Ocean Guardian, and the Protected Living

Marine Resources Programs is presented in Appendix E.

The ESA of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531-1534) establishes protection and conservation of threatened and
endangered species and the ecosystems upon which they depend. The ESA is administered by USFWS
and NOAA Fisheries. Under the ESA, an “endangered species” is defined as any species in danger of
extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its range. A “threatened species” is defined as any
species likely to become an endangered species in the foreseeable future. Section 7 of the ESA requires
that all Federal agencies consult with the USFWS or NOAA Fisheries, as applicable, before initiating any
action that could affect a listed species. “Critical habitat” includes geographic areas “on which are found
those physical or biological features essential to the conservation of the species and which require special
management consideration or protection.” Section 7 of the ESA states that any project authorized,

funded, or conducted by any Federal agency should not “... jeopardize the continued existence of any
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endangered species or threatened species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of habitat of

such species which is determined to be critical.”

Under the MMPA of 1972 (16 U.S.C. 1361 et seq.), the Secretary of Commerce is responsible for the
protection of all cetaceans (whales, porpoises, and dolphins) and pinnipeds (seals and sea lions) except
walruses, and has delegated authority for implementing the MMPA to NOAA Fisheries. The Secretary of
the Interior is responsible for walruses, polar bears, sea otters, manatees, and dugongs and has delegated
the responsibility of conservation and protection of these marine mammals to the USFWS. These
responsibilities include providing overview and advice to regulatory agencies on all Federal actions that

might affect these species.

The MMPA prohibits the “take” of marine mammals, with certain exceptions, in waters under U.S.
jurisdiction and by U.S. citizens on the high seas. Under Section 3 of the MMPA, “take” of marine
mammals is defined as “harass, hunt, capture, or kill or attempt to harass, hunt, capture, or kill any marine
mammal” and “harassment” is defined as any act of pursuit, torment, or annoyance that has the potential
to injure marine mammal stock in the wild; or has the potential to disturb a marine mammal or marine
mammal stock in the wild by disrupting behavioral patterns, including migration, breathing, nursing,
breeding, feeding, and sheltering. In cases where U.S. citizens are engaged in activities, other than
fishing, that result in “unavoidable,” incidental take of marine mammals, the Secretary of Commerce can
issue a “small take authorization.” The authorization can be issued, after notice and opportunity for

public comment, if the Secretary of Commerce finds negligible impacts.

Fish

Under their Protected Living Marine Resources Program mission, the USCG undertakes activities, such
as enforcing domestic fisheries laws and ensuring the development of practical enforcement plans, to
protect, conserve, and manage these resources. Examples of laws pertaining to fish and fisheries

management that the USCG enforces are

e Atlantic Coastal Fisheries Cooperative Management Act (16 U.S.C. 2431 et seq.)
e Atlantic Salmon Convention Act (16 U.S.C. 971 et seq.)
e Lacey Act Amendments of 1981 (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.)

e Magnuson-Stevens Fisheries Conservation and Management Act (MSFCMA) (16 U.S.C. 1801, et
seq.)

o Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Compliance Act of 1995 (16 U.S.C. 5001 et seq.)

e Tuna Conventions Act (16 U.S.C. 973 et seq.)
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Additionally, the Ocean Guardian initiative includes the Fisheries Enforcement Strategic Plan to support

national goals for fisheries resource management and conservation.

Pursuant to Section 303(a) of MSFCMA, regional fishery management councils must identify EFH used
by all life history stages of each managed species in fishery management plans (FMPs). EFH is defined
as habitats that are necessary to the species for spawning, breeding, feeding, or growth to maturity. EFH
that is judged to be particularly important to the long-term productivity of populations of one or more
managed species, or to be particularly vulnerable to degradation, should be identified as habitat areas of
particular concern (HAPCs) to help provide additional focus for conservation efforts. Pursuant to Section
305(b)(2) of the MSFCMA, Federal agencies shall consult with NOAA Fisheries regarding any action
federally authorized, funded, or undertaken, or proposed to be authorized, funded, or undertaken, by such

agency that might adversely affect EFH.

Coastal and Other Birds

In enforcing the ESA, the USCG also protects threatened and endangered bird species. Additionally, the
USCG must comply with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and EO 13186, Responsibilities of Federal
Agencies to Protect Migratory Birds.

3.2.2 Affected Environment

The ROI for the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative encompasses all U.S. coastal waters from
Ketchikan to the Port of Anchorage, including Cook Inlet between Eagle River and West Point
(Figure 1-3).

Protected and Sensitive Habitats

The protected habitats in the coastal area of the ROI include the Alaska Maritime, Alaska Peninsula,
Becharof Lake, Kenai and Kodiak National Wildlife Refuges; the Kachemak Bay National Estuarine
Research Reserves; and Katmai, Kenai Fjords, and Lake Clark National Parks; as well as numerous state

refuges, sanctuaries, and parks. These areas are further described in Appendix F.

Coral reefs are complex marine ecosystems characterized by high productivity and biodiversity.
Globally, coral reefs account for only 0.2 percent of the ocean’s area, but they support one-third of all
marine fish species and tens of thousands of other species (i.e., invertebrate crustaceans, mollusks,
echinoderms, etc.). Coral reefs provide essential fish habitat and yield 6 million metric tons of fish each

year, while supporting protected marine mammals, sea turtles, and endangered and threatened species.
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Additionally, coral reefs protect coastlines from storm damage, erosion and flooding by reducing wave

action (NOAA 2004a).

Gorgonian corals (suborder Gorgonacea) are small, soft corals that thrive in high-energy areas with
strong currents, tides, and storms. They are typically tree-or fan-shaped and often position themselves
across currents to better feed on nutrients in the water. In Alaska, Gorgonian corals such as the red tree
coral (Primnoa resedaeformis) provide the habitat substrate for commercially important rockfish species
such as the yelloweye (Sebastes ruberrimus) (NOAA-AFSC 2004a; NOAA 2003). As a result, the North
Pacific Fishery Management Council (NPFMC) has identified Gorgonian coral stands as HAPC. Since
Gorgonian corals have been shown to be easily damaged by fishing gear, and slow to recover from such
damage, the NPFMC has also proposed to either prohibit directed fishing for Gorgonian corals, or
establish several marine protected areas where Gorgonian corals are found in abundance. Within the
ROI, Gorgonian corals are found in indiscrete patches throughout the Gulf of Alaska (NOAA-AFSC
2004b).

Critical habitat is designated under the ESA as “a specific geographic area that is essential for the
conservation of a threatened or endangered species and that may require special management or
protection.” Critical habitat can include an area that is not currently occupied by a species, but is needed
for the recovery of that species. Within the ROI, critical habitat has been designated for the Steller sea
lion (Eumetopias jubatus). The designated areas encompass a 20-nautical-mile buffer zone around all
major haulouts and rookeries, as well as associated terrestrial, air and aquatic zones, and three large

offshore foraging areas.

Wetlands, Floodplains, and Seagrasses

Alaska has an estimated 175,000,000 acres of wetlands, comprising approximately 43 percent of the
surface area of the state. By comparison, the contiguous 48 states contain about 103,000,000 acres,
comprising approximately 5 percent of their total surface area. Alaska’s wetlands include a diverse mix
of moist and wet tundra, palustrine emergent marshes, black spruce wetlands, riparian shrub communities,
lacustrine littoral wetlands, and temperate rainforest. They also include about 360,000 acres of vegetated,
intertidal estuarine wetlands that serve a variety of ecological functions and contribute substantially to the
Nation’s economy and well-being. These areas provide valuable habitat to wildlife and fisheries,
including a number of threatened and endangered species, and represent the foundation of Alaska’s
salmon industry, the state’s largest nongovernmental employer. They are also vital to migratory

waterfowl and shorebirds, raptors, other migratory birds, marine mammals, moose, otters, and many other
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wildlife species. Additionally, these estuarine wetlands support subsistence fisheries for Native and rural

non-Native Alaskans, and recreational activities such as hunting and bird watching (USEPA 1994).

In the past 200 years, wetlands in the lower 48 states have declined from about 200 million acres to about
103 million acres. Alaska’s wetland loss of 200,000 acres has been significantly lower, but the past 40
years have seen an increased rate of loss, particularly in more heavily developed coastal areas such as
Anchorage and Juneau (USEPA 1994). The vast majority of Alaska’s coastal wetlands are presumed to
be in relatively pristine condition due to the state’s size, low population and general remoteness; however,
according to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) National Coastal Condition Report,
water quality has been impaired in coastal areas surrounding Alaska’s major port, cruise ship, and seafood

processing facilities (USEPA 2001).

Eelgrass (Zostera marina) is broadly distributed throughout intertidal and subtidal areas, and can be found
abundantly in Alaskan waters from the U.S.—Canada border north to the Seward Peninsula. Eelgrass is an
important component of nearshore habitats because it provides food and physical structure for biological
communities, and it serves as critical nursery habitat for several commercial fish species (Murphy et al.

2000).

Marine Mammals

Several species of marine mammals are known to inhabit the ROI. Cetaceans occurring in the ROI
include five baleen whales, or mysticetes, and eight toothed whales, or odontocetes. The mysticetes are
the fin whale (Balaenoptera physalus), gray whale (Eschrichtius robustus), humpback whale (Megaptera
novaeangliae), Minke whale (B. acutorostrata), and northern right whale (Fubalaena glacialis). The
odontocetes are the Baird’s beaked whale (Beradius bairdii), beluga whale (Delphinapterus leucas),
Cuvier’s beaked whale (Ziphius cavirostris), Dall’s porpoise (Phocoena dalli), killer whale (Orcinus
orca), Pacific white-sided dolphin (Lagenorhynchus obliquidens), sperm whale (Physeter
macrocephalus), and Stejneger’s beaked whale (Mesoplodon stejnegeri). Other marine mammals
occurring in the ROI include the Steller sea lion (Eumetopias jubatus), northern sea otter (Enhydra lutris
kenyoni), harbor seal (Phoca vitulina), harbor porpoise (Phocoena phocoena), and northern fur seal
(Callorhinus ursinus). The fin, humpback, northern right, and sperm whales are federally listed as
endangered under the ESA. The Steller sea lion is listed as endangered west of 144° W longitude, and as
threatened east of this line. Table 3-1 a summary of threatened and endangered species occurring in the

ROL
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Table 3-1. Threatened and Endangered Species Occurring in the ROI

Common Name Scientific Name l;i(;iflil Occurrence
Mammals Fin whale Balaenoptera physalus Endangered Occasional
Humpback whale Megaptera novaeangliae Endangered Common
Northern right whale Eubalaena glacialis Endangered Uncommon
Sperm whale Physeter macrocephalus Endangered Uncommon
Steller sea lion Eumetopias jubatas Threatened Common
Reptiles Leatherback sea turtle | Dermochelys coriacea Endangered Common
Loggerhead sea turtle | Caretta caretta Threatened Uncommon
Green sea turtle Chelonia mydas Threatened Uncommon
Birds Marbled murrelet Brachyampus marmoratus Threatened Occasional
marmoratus
Short-tailed albatross | Phoebastria albatrus Endangered Occasional
Stellar’s eider Polysticta stelleri Threatened Uncommon

Source: ADFG 1994, NAS 2002, NPFMC 1999

Fin Whales. Fin whales are found in every ocean in the world, but are rarely found in inshore waters.
They migrate to colder polar regions in summer to feed, and return to warmer tropical regions in winter to
breed and calve (USEPA 1994). In the North Pacific Ocean, fin whales range from above the Arctic
Circle to lower latitudes of approximately 20° N (Angliss and Lodge 2004).

Reliable estimates of current and historic population size for the Alaska (Northeast Pacific) fin whale
stock are not available. Recent studies provide limited information about the presence of fin whales in the
Bering Sea and around the Aleutian Islands; however, there is no information about abundance trends and
there is no indication of whether stock recovery has or is taking place (Angliss and Lodge 2004). The fin
whale has been federally listed as endangered throughout its entire range since 1970, and is further

protected under the MMPA. No critical habitat for fin whales has been designated in the ROI.

Humpback Whales. Humpback whales are distributed worldwide in all ocean basins, but they are less
common in Arctic waters. Humpback whales in the North Pacific are seasonal migrants that feed on
zooplankton and small fishes in the cool, coastal waters of the western United States, western Canada,
and the Russian Far East. Their historic summer feeding range extends from Point Conception,
California, north to the Gulf of Alaska and the Bering Sea, and west along the Aleutian Islands (Angliss
and Lodge 2004). In the winter, they move south to breeding grounds in the coastal waters off Mexico

and Hawaii (USEPA 1994, ADFG 1994).
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The entire central North Pacific humpback whale stock is estimated to contain 3,698 individuals.
Additionally, an estimated 868 to 961 individuals reside in the coastal waters off Southeast Alaska.
Although the exact number of humpback whales residing in Alaska is not known, data suggest that the
stock has increased since the early 1980s (Angliss and Lodge 2004). Humpback whales have been
federally listed as endangered throughout their range since 1970, and are further protected under the

MMPA. No critical habitat has been designated for humpback whales in the ROI.

Northern Right Whale. Small concentrations of right whales can be found in the polar and subpolar
waters of the North Pacific. Migratory patterns for the North Pacific right whale stock are unknown, but
individuals are thought to spend the summer feeding in high-latitude areas and the winter in more

temperate waters, where they calve in coastal waters (Angliss and Lodge 2004).

Prior to whaling, more than 11,000 individuals comprised the North Pacific right whale stock; however,
only 100 to 200 are thought to be alive today. Most right whale sightings in Alaskan waters occur in the
southeastern portion of the Bering Sea, but one individual was spotted south of Kodiak Island in 1998,
prompting increased survey efforts throughout the Gulf of Alaska (Angliss and Lodge 2004). The
northern right whale has been federally listed as an endangered species since 1973; no critical habitat has

been designated for the northern right whale in the ROI.

Sperm Whale. Sperm whales are one of the most widely distributed marine mammal species and, in the
summer, can be found feeding throughout the North Pacific in the Bering Sea, Gulf of Alaska, and waters
surrounding the Aleutian Islands. The northernmost boundary of their summer range extends from Cape
Navarin to the Pribilof Islands. In the winter, sperm whales move south of 40° N and west to the waters
off Japan and the Bonin Islands (Angliss and Lodge 2004). They often gather together and travel as a unit
in groups of hundreds to thousands. Sperm whales are the deepest and longest diving of all cetaceans,
and can remain below the surface for around 90 minutes at depths of 1,100 to 3,200 meters (m) (USEPA
1994).

Approximately 2 million sperm whales are thought to exist worldwide (USEPA 1994), but a reliable
estimate of sperm whale abundance in Alaska is not available. However, reliable estimates of minimum
population, population trends, potential biological removal, and stock status relative to optimum size
suggest that the stock is relatively stable (Angliss and Lodge 2004). Sperm whales have been federally
listed as endangered throughout their range since 1970, and are further protected under the MMPA. No

critical habitat has been designated for sperm whales in the ROL.
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Steller Sea Lion. Steller sea lions range throughout the North Pacific Rim from northern Japan to
California, but their centers of abundance and distribution occur in the Gulf of Alaska and the Aleutian
Islands, respectively. They are not known to migrate, but juveniles and adult males disperse broadly
during the nonbreeding months (late July to early May). During a 2002 stock assessment survey, 26,602
non-pups were counted at 259 rookeries and haul-out sites. Approximately half of these were in the Gulf
of Alaska, within the ROI. A composite survey conducted in 2001 and 2002 counted 3,727 pups in the
Gulf of Alaska.

In 1990, the unprecedented decline in the western U.S. stock of Steller sea lions prompted the USFWS to
change its listing status as threatened to endangered, and to designate critical habitat areas around
important rookeries, haul-out sites, and foraging areas. Although the causes of the decline are still
unknown, possible factors include overfishing, environmental change, disease, killer whale predation, and
competition for food, perhaps in conjunction with commercial fishery species. Since 1990, the stock’s
population decline does not appear to have slowed or stopped. As a result, NOAA Fisheries, in
cooperation with the NPFMC and the State of Alaska, has developed a suite of management measures,
including the prohibition of various groundfish fishing activities in designated critical habitat areas.

These protection measures are outlined in the Alaska Groundfish FMPs.

Sea Turtles and Other Protected Marine Reptiles

The green (Chelonia mydas), leatherback (Dermochelys coriacea), and loggerhead (Caretta caretta) sea
turtles have all been recorded in Alaskan waters, but only the leatherback is commonly found in the ROL.
The green and loggerhead sea turtles are considered to be warm water species that rarely stray into colder,
northern waters. All three species are federally listed as threatened or endangered, but no critical habitat
has been designated for sea turtles in the ROI. A summary table of threatened and endangered species

occurring in the ROl is in Table 3-1.

Leatherback Sea Turtle. Leatherback sea turtles, distinctive because their firm, leathery shells, are
typically black with white, pink, or blue splotches and have seven ridges running down them. Averaging
5 feet (155 centimeters) in length and 400 to 1,500 pounds (200 to 700 kilograms) in weight (NOAA
2004Db), leatherbacks are the largest, deepest diving, most migratory, widest ranging, and most pelagic of
the sea turtles (USFWS 2002). They undergo extensive migrations from feeding grounds to nesting
beaches and, once they nest, they move offshore and use both coastal and pelagic waters. Nesting
grounds are found around the world and approximately 20,000 to 30,000 female leatherbacks are thought
to exist worldwide (NOAA 2004b).
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Sea turtle navigation methods have been intensely studied, but little is known about the cues or sensory
systems involved. Leatherback sea turtles probably reach Alaskan waters by following the warm Japan
and North Pacific currents, which takes them to the Alexander Archipelago, where they arc northwest
across the Gulf of Alaska and then flow southwest along the Aleutian chain. Leatherback sea turtles have

been federally listed as endangered throughout their range since 1970.

Loggerhead Sea Turtle. Named for their massive, block-like heads, loggerheads adults weigh an average
of 275 pounds (125 kilograms) (FFWCC 2004). Loggerheads occur circumglobally, inhabiting
continental shelves, bays, estuaries, and lagoons in temperate, subtropical, and tropical regions. In the
eastern Pacific, they have been reported as far north as Alaska and as far south as Chile. Loggerheads
reach sexual maturity between 16 and 40 years of age; mating takes place between late March and early
June, and eggs are laid throughout the summer (NOAA 2004b). Southern Japan is the only known
breeding area in the North Pacific. Loggerhead sea turtles have been federally listed as threatened
throughout their range since 1978.

Green Sea Turtle. Named for the color of their body fat, green sea turtles weigh an average of 350
pounds (159 kilograms) and have streamlined, oval-shaped shells about 3.3 feet in length. Adult green
turtles are unique among sea turtles in that they are primarily herbivorous, feeding on seagrasses and
algaec (NOAA 2004b). Green sea turtles are found throughout the world’s oceans and, in the North
Pacific, can range as far north as Admiralty Island, near Juneau, Alaska. Like the leatherbacks, green sea
turtles probably follow warm water currents into these colder, northern areas, but sighting are rare, as they
prefer warmer tropical and subtropical waters (NOAA 2004b). Green sea turtles have been federally

listed as threatened throughout their range since 1978.

Fish

The NPFMC and NOAA Fisheries Alaska Regional Office manage fisheries in the ROI. Commercial
fishery landings in Alaska totaled 5 billion pounds and were valued at $812 million in 2002 (O’Bannon
2003). Five FMPs exist for fisheries in Alaska: Gulf of Alaska groundfish, Bering Sea and Aleutian
Island groundfish, Bering Sea and Aleutian Island crab, salmon (statewide), and scallops (statewide).
Federally managed finfish and shellfish (crustaceans and mollusks) species that have EFH in Alaska are
presented in Table 3-2. Table 3-1 presents a summary of threatened and endangered species occurring in

the ROL.
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Table 3-2. Fish Species with EFH in the ROI

Fishery Management Plan

Common Name

Scientific name

Alaska Salmon

Chinook salmon

Oncorhynchus tshawytscha

Alaska Scallops Alaskan weathervane scallops Patinopecten caurinus

Alaska Scallops Alaskan pink scallops Chlamys rubida

Alaska Scallops Alaskan spiny scallops Chlamys hastate

Alaska Scallops Alaskan rock scallops Crassadoma gigantea

BSAI Groundfish Walleye pollock Theragra chalcogramma

BSAI Groundfish Pacific cod Gadus macrocephalus

BSAI Groundfish Yellowfin sole Limanda aspera

BSAI Groundfish Greenland turbot Reinhardtius hippoglossoides

BSAI Groundfish Arrowtooth flounder Atheresthes stomias

BSAI Groundfish Rock sole Lepidopsetta bilineata

BSAI Groundfish Alaska plaice Pleuronectes quadrituberculatus

BSAI Groundfish Flathead sole Hippoglossoides elassodon

BSAI Groundfish Sablefish Anoplopoma fimbria

BSAI Groundfish Pacific Ocean perch Sebastes alutus

BSAI Groundfish Shortraker and Rougheye Sebastes borealis and Sebastes
rockfish aleutianus

BSAI Groundfish Northern rockfish Sebastes polyspinis

BSAI Groundfish Dusky rockfish Sebastes ciliatus

BSAI Groundfish Atka mackerel Pleurogrammus monopterygius

BSAI Groundfish Sculpins Various species

BSAI Groundfish Sharks Various species

BSAI Groundfish Eulachon Thaleichtys pacificus

BSAI Groundfish Capelin Mallotus villosus

BSAI Groundfish Sand lance Ammodytes hexapterus

BSAI Groundfish Sand fish Various species

BSAI Groundfish Euphausiids Various species

BSAI Groundfish Pholids and Stichaeids Various species

BSAI King and Tanner Crab Red King crab Paralithodes camtschaticus

BSAI King and Tanner Crab Blue King Crab Paralithodes platypus

BSAI King and Tanner Crab Golden King Crab Lithodes aequispina

BSAI King and Tanner Crab Scarlet King Crab Lithodes couesi

BSAI King and Tanner Crab Tanner Crab C. bairdi

BSAI King and Tanner Crab Snow crab C. opilio

BSAI King and Tanner Crab Grooved crab C. Tanneri

BSAI King and Tanner Crab

Taiangle crab

C. angulatus
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Table 3-2. Fish Species with EFH in the ROI (continued)

Fishery Management Plan Common Name Scientific name
GOA Groundfish Walleye pollock Theragra chalcogramma
GOA Groundfish Pacific cod Gadus macrocephalus
GOA Groundfish Dover sole Mircostomas pacificus
GOA Groundfish Yellowfin sole Limanda aspera
GOA Groundfish Rock sole Lepidopsetta bilineatus
GOA Groundfish Flathead sole Hippoglossoides elassodon
GOA Groundfish Arrowtooth flounder Atheresthes stomias
GOA Groundfish Sablefish Anoplopoma fimbria
GOA Groundfish Pacific Ocean perch Sebastes alutus
GOA Groundfish Shortraker and Rougheye Sebastes borealis and Sebastes

rockfish aleutianus
GOA Groundfish Dusky rockfish Sebastes ciliatus
GOA Groundfish Yelloweye rockfish Sebastes ruberrimus
GOA Groundfish Atka mackerel Various species
GOA Groundfish Sculpins Various species
GOA Groundfish Eulachon Thaleichtys pacificus
GOA Groundfish Capelin Mallotus villosus
GOA Groundfish Sand lance Ammodytes hexapterus
GOA Groundfish Sand fish Various species
GOA Groundfish Pholids and Stichaeids
Pacific Herring Pacific herring Clupea pallasi

Sources: NPFMC 1999, NOAA Fisheries 1999a, NOAA Fisheries 1999b

Notes:  BSAI: Bering Sea — Aleutian Islands

GOA: Gulf of Alaska

The NPFMC has designated the following nearshore areas of intertidal and estuarine habitats as HAPC if
they contain submerged vegetation, rock, or other substrates that might provide food and rearing for
juvenile groundfish, salmon, and shellfish; provide spawning or mating areas for adults of some crab and
groundfish species (e.g., Atka mackerel, yellowfin sole, red king crab); or provide migration route areas
for adult and juvenile salmon. These areas are sensitive to natural or human-induced environmental
degradation, especially in urban areas and in other areas adjacent to intensive human-induced
development activities. Examples include eelgrass beds, submerged aquatic vegetation, emergent
vegetated wetlands, and certain intertidal zones. Many of these areas are unique and have a high potential
to be affected by shore-based activities. Alaska’s coastal zone is under the most intense development

pressure and estuarine and intertidal areas are limited in comparison with the areal scope of other marine

habitats (NMFS 2000).
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Coastal and Other Birds

Numerous coastal and marine bird species inhabit the ROI, including seabirds, waterfowl, shorebirds
(e.g., gulls and terns), wading birds, raptors, and songbirds. Threatened and endangered species occurring
in the ROI include the marbled murrelet (Brachyampus marmoratus marmoratus), short-tailed albatross
(Phoebastria albatrus), and Steller’s eider (Polysticta stelleri). The Alaska population of the bald eagle
(Haliaeetus leucocephalus) is not federally listed under the ESA, but it is federally protected in Alaska
under the Bald Eagle Protection Act of 1940, which prohibits (except under certain specified conditions)
the taking, possession, and commerce of such birds (NAS 2002).

Bald Eagle. Bald eagles, so named for their conspicuous white head and tail, are Alaska’s largest
resident bird of prey. Found only in North America, bald eagles are most abundant in Alaska, where an
estimated 30,000 individuals inhabit the state’s south coast, offshore islands, and interior lakes and rivers.

Highest nesting densities occur on the islands off Southeast Alaska (ADFG 1994).

Marbled Murrelet. Marbled murrelets are small, puffin-like birds that live exclusively on the Pacific
Coast of North America. They nest in a narrow range from the Aleutian Islands south through British
Columbia, Washington, Oregon, and into central California. They are typically found in nearshore waters
(i.e., within 3 miles of shore) adjacent to nesting areas, although they can move to more protected waters
during the winter (NAS 2002). It is estimated that marbled murrelet populations are decreasing by 7
percent per year throughout their range. Populations in the northern Gulf of Alaska, meanwhile, might
have declined by 50 to 75 percent over the past 20 years. Marbled murrelets have been federally listed as
threatened since 1992.

Short-tailed Albatross. Short-tailed albatrosses are the largest of the North Pacific albatrosses, and range
throughout the North Pacific from Alaska to California, and west to Asian breeding grounds. Once
abundant in number, short-tailed albatrosses were nearly driven to extinction by the commercial feather
trade around the turn of the 20th century. Approximately 1,200 individuals are alive today, making at-sea
sightings rare. The last remaining breeding colony is on Torishima Island, south of Japan, and a small
number of others breed on the uninhabited island of Minami-kojima, just north of Taiwan (NAS 2002).
The short-tailed albatross has been federally listed as endangered since 1970.

Steller’s Eider. Eiders are sea ducks that inhabit the arctic and subarctic regions of the Northern
Hemisphere. Most Steller’s eiders nest in northeastern Siberia, with less than 5 percent of the population
breeding in North America. They are the least abundant eider in Alaska, where they have a discontinuous

breeding range along the coast from the Alaska Peninsula northward, including the Seward Peninsula, St.
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Lawrence and Nunivak islands, and the Beaufort coast (ADFG 1994). The Steller’s eider population is
currently thought to be stable, but studies estimate that declines of 20 to 90 percent have occurred since
the 1960s (NAS 2002). The Alaska breeding population of the Steller’s eider has been federally listed as
threatened since 1997.

3.3 Water Resources

3.3.1 Definition of the Resource

Water resources include groundwater, surface water, and floodplains. The quantity and quality of

available water and the demand for potable, agricultural, and industrial water affect its value.

Surface Water. Surface water resources consist of lakes, rivers, and streams. Surface water is important
for its contributions to the economic, ecological, recreational, and human health of a community or locale.
Storm water is an important component of surface water systems because of its potential to introduce

sediments and other contaminants that could degrade lakes, rivers, and streams.

Groundwater. Groundwater consists of the subsurface hydrologic resources. It is an essential resource
often used for potable water consumption, agricultural irrigation, and industrial applications.
Groundwater typically can be described in terms of its depth from the surface, aquifer or well capacity,

water quality, surrounding geologic composition, and recharge rate.

3.3.2 Affected Environment

Surface Water. Water drains into the Port of Anchorage through four major systems: North Totem
Ocean Trailer Express, Totem Ocean Trailer Express, Sea-Land/Cherry Hill, and Equilon. The majority
of the storm water runoff (80 percent) drains through Elmendorf AFB via the Sea-Land/Cherry Hill
system before heading into the Port of Anchorage. To minimize its emissions into the water system, the
Port of Anchorage operates under a USEPA National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
permit. This permit specifies pollution prevention measures and a storm water management program,

which includes monitoring (Port Expansion Team 2004).

Ship Creek is approximately 1 mile south of the Port of Anchorage. Ship Creek is included on the 2002—
2003 Approved Report Alaska’s 303(d) Listed Waterbodies on the Alaska Department of Environmental
Conservation’s Web site. The waterbody is a concern from the Glenn Highway Bridge to the Port of
Anchorage. Urban runoff contributes to the impairments of fecal coliform and petroleum products

(USEPA 2003).
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Cook Inlet is the western boundary for the Port of Anchorage. In 1997, a Contingency Plan was
developed for the Cook Inlet area to develop a strategy for hazardous substance releases. The Cook Inlet
Subarea Contingency Plan is a supplement to the Alaska Federal/State Preparedness Plan for Response to
Oil and Hazardous Substance Discharges/Releases and was put together through a joint effort with
USEPA; USCG; ADEC; the U.S. Department of Interior; and other Federal, State, local, and industry
participants. This plan describes the strategy for a coordinated Federal, state, and local response to a
discharge or substantial threat of discharge of oil or a release of a hazardous substance within the

boundaries of Cook Inlet (Cook Inlet 1997).

Groundwater. Aquifers adjacent to the project area comprise mostly glacial and alluvial materials (Glass
2001). In the Port of Anchorage area, much of the surface material consists of 4 to 25 feet of fill, and
groundwater is encountered at 3 to 8 feet below the ground surface. Two principle aquifers are adjacent
to the project area east of the Cherry Hill bluff. There is a shallow, unconfined aquifer and a confined,
deep artesian system. The water in the shallow aquifer is brackish and is not potable (Port Expansion

Team 2004).

The ADEC has stated that petroleum products constitute the primary contaminant of water in Alaska.
Petroleum products commonly enter the ground through leaking tanks and distribution lines or spilling of
product on the surface (Glass 2001). In the past, spills and petroleum releases were recorded at the Port
of Anchorage and on adjacent property (see also Section 3.7.2). The Port of Anchorage receives its

drinking water from a municipal supply (Port Expansion Team 2004).

3.4 Air Quality and Climate

3.4.1 Definition of the Resource

The air quality in a given region is measured by the concentration of various pollutants in the atmosphere.
The Clean Air Act (CAA) National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) have been established by
USEPA for six criteria pollutants: ozone (Os;), carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO,), sulfur
dioxide (SO,), particulate matter less than 10 microns (PM;,), and lead (Pb). The measurements of these
“criteria pollutants” are expressed in units of parts per million (ppm) or in units of micrograms per cubic
meter (ug/m’). The CAA directed the USEPA to develop, implement, and enforce strong environmental
regulations that would ensure cleaner and healthier ambient air quality. To protect public health and
welfare, USEPA developed numerical concentration-based primary and secondary standards for these
criteria pollutants. NAAQS represent maximum levels of background pollution that are considered safe,

with an adequate margin of safety to protect public health and welfare. O; is not emitted directly from
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stationary, mobile, or area pollution sources. Rather, it is a product of photochemically reactive
compounds such as nitrogen oxides (NOy) and volatile organic compounds (VOCs). These compounds
are inventoried and quantified as precursors of O;. Air quality in a region is a result of not only the types
and quantities of atmospheric pollutants and pollutants sources in an area, but also surface topography,

the size of the air basin, and the prevailing meteorological conditions.

Federal regulations (40 CFR Part 81) have defined Air Quality Control Regions (AQCRs), or airsheds, for
the entire United States. AQCRs are based on population and topographic criteria for groups of counties
within a state, or counties from multiple states that share a common geographical or pollutant

concentration characteristic.

CAA Section 176 I (1) prohibits Federal agencies from undertaking projects that do not conform to a
USEPA-approved State Implementation Plan (SIP) in nonattainment areas. In 1993, USEPA developed
the General Conformity Rule, which specifies how Federal agencies must determine CAA conformity for
sources of nonattainment pollutants in designated nonattainment and maintenance areas. A maintenance
area is one that has met Federal air quality standards, thus removing it from nonattainment status. This
rule and all subsequent amendments can be found in 40 CFR 51 Subpart W and 40 CFR 93 Subpart B.
Through the Conformity Determination process specified in the final rule, any Federal agency must
analyze increases in pollutant emissions directly or indirectly attributable to a proposed action. In
addition, they might need to complete a formal evaluation that might include modeling for NAAQS
impacts, obtain a commitment from the state regulatory agency to modify the SIP to account for
emissions from a proposed action, or provide for mitigation for any significant increases in nonattainment
pollutants. SIPs are the regulations and other materials for meeting clean air standards and associated
CAA requirements. The Proposed Action occurs in an area classified as moderate nonattainment for
PM,,. The area is in attainment for all other criteria pollutants but is classified as maintenance for CO
due to previous classification of serious nonattainment. Since the Proposed Action occurs in an area
classified as nonattainment for PM;, and maintenance for CO the General Conformity Rule does apply.

Therefore, a conformity analysis is required.

3.4.2 Affected Environment
Air Quality

The ADEC has primary jurisdiction over air quality in the State of Alaska. The MSST would be in the
Cook Inlet Intrastate AQCR. The air quality in this region is designated nonattainment for PM;, and
attainment for all other criteria pollutants. Table 3-3 presents the primary and secondary NAAQS.
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Table 3-3. National Ambient Air Quality Standards

Pollutant Standard Value® Standard Type
CO
8-hour Average 9 ppm (10 mg/m’) Primary and Secondary
1-hour Average 35 ppm (40 mg/m’) Primary
NO;
Annual Arithmetic Mean 0.053 ppm | (100 pg/m*) | Primary and Secondary
0;
1-hour Average 0.12 ppm (235 pg/m’) Primary and Secondary
8-hour Average 0.08 ppm (157 pg/m?) Primary and Secondary
Pb
Quarterly Average | 1.5 pg/m’ | Primary and Secondary
PM;,
Annual Arithmetic Mean 50 pg/m’ Primary and Secondary
24-hour Average 150 pg/m’ Primary and Secondary
SO,
Annual Arithmetic Mean 0.03 ppm (80 pg/m’) Primary
24-hour Average 0.14 ppm (365 pg/m’) Primary
3-hour Average 0.50 ppm (1300 pg/m’*) Secondary
Note:

ppm: parts per million

pg/m’: micrograms per cubic meter

mg/m®: milligrams per cubic meter

* Parenthetical value is an approximately equivalent concentration.

Climate

The Cook Inlet Intrastate AQCR is in a climate that experiences cool summers and cold winters.
Precipitation is seasonal, with most occurring in the summer and fall. The average yearly high
temperature is 43.1 degrees Fahrenheit (°F) and the average yearly low is 29.3 °F. Annual precipitation
for Anchorage is approximately 16.1 inches with the majority of the precipitation occurring from June to

December. Table 3-4 presents the monthly temperature and precipitation data for Anchorage.
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Table 3-4. Local Climate Summary for Anchorage, Alaska

Month Mean T(eolilvg)erature Mean(}’;slclie[;i)tation

January 15.8 0.68
February 18.7 0.74
March 25.9 0.65
April 36.3 0.52
May 46.9 0.7

June 54.7 1.06
July 58.4 1.7

August 56.4 2.93
September 48.2 2.87
October 34.1 2.09
November 21.8 1.09
December 17.5 1.05

Source: WRCC 2004
3.5 Noise

3.5.1 Definition of the Resource

Webster’s dictionary defines noise as “sound or a sound that is loud, disagreeable, or unwanted.”
However, the definition of noise is highly subjective. To some people, the roar of an engine is satisfying
or thrilling; to others, it is an annoyance. Loud music might be enjoyable, depending on the listener and
the circumstances. While no absolute standards define the threshold of “significant adverse impact,”
there are common precepts about what constitutes adverse noise in certain settings, based on empirical
studies. Noise is “adverse” in the degree to which it interferes with activities (such as speech, sleep, and
listening to the radio and television) and the degree to which human health might be impaired. Noise can
also cause “adverse impacts” on marine mammals, depending on the type of noise and duration. Noise
can result in stressful situations that disrupt sleep, reproduction, feeding habits, and communication in

marine mammals.

This section defines noise standards and methodology, the properties of noise in air and water, and
describes the existing noise in the ROI (ambient noise level). To understand the impact of noise on
humans and marine animals it is necessary to understand the properties of noise in air and water and the

existing ambient noise levels in the ROI.
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A primary component of noise is wave amplitude or loudness, which is typically measured in decibels
(dB). A dB is the ratio between a measured pressure (with sound) and a reference pressure (without
sound). It is a logarithmic unit that accounts for large variations in amplitude; therefore, relatively small
changes in dB ratings correspond to significant changes in sound. The ambient sound level of a region is
defined by the total noise generated, including sounds from both natural and artificial sources. The
magnitude and frequency of environmental noise might vary considerably over the course of the day and

throughout the week, due in part to changing weather conditions.

Airborne Noise

To evaluate the total community noise environment (above-water noise), the day-night average sound
level (DNL) measurement is used by some Federal agencies to relate the time-varying quality of
environmental noise to its known effect on people,. DNL is the average acoustical energy during a 24-
hour period with a 10-dB penalty added to nighttime levels (i.e., hours between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m.) to
account for people’s greater sensitivity to sound during nighttime hours. When measuring sound to
determine its effects on the human population, A-weighted sound levels (dBA) are typically used to
account for the response of the human ear. A-weighted sound levels represent adjusted sound levels. The

adjustments are made according to the frequency content of the sound.

Waterborne Noise

Waterborne (underwater) sound measurements are different from airborne sound measurements. Because
of the differences in reference standards, noise levels cited for air do not equal underwater levels. The
reference pressure used for underwater noise measurements is 1 micro-Pascal (1Pa) at 1 meter (re 1pPa-
m), which is lower than that used for airborne sound measurements. In addition, underwater noise
measurements typically do not have any frequency weighting applied (i.e., A-weighted), while airborne
noise is often measured using one of several frequency weighting scales. In many cases, underwater
noise levels are reported only for limited frequency bands, while airborne noise is usually reported as an
integrated value over a very wide range of frequencies. To compare noise levels in water to noise levels
in air, one must subtract 61.5 dB from the noise level referenced in water to account for the difference in

reference pressure (USN undated).

Because the mechanical properties of water differ from those of air, sound travels faster through water
(1,500 meters per second [m/s]) than air (about 340 m/s) (USCG and MARAD 2003a). Temperature also
affects the speed of sound, which travels faster in warm water than in cold water. Since the wavelength

of a sound equals the speed of sound divided by the frequency of the wave (measured in Hertz [Hz]),
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lower frequency sounds have longer wavelengths than higher frequency sounds. For example, a 20-Hz
sound wave is 75 meters long in the water, but only 17 meters long in the air (USCG and MARAD
2003b). In sea water, the rate at which sound is absorbed is proportional to the square of sound
frequency; therefore, high-frequency sounds are absorbed quickly and do not travel as far through the

water as low-frequency sounds.

Regulatory Framework for Noise and Standard Operating Procedures

USCG NEPA Implementing Procedures (COMDTINST M16475.1-D) require a discussion of the existing
conditions in the surrounding communities, including noise regulations. USEPA, DOD, and other
Federal agencies having nonoccupational noise regulations use the DNL as their principal noise descriptor

for community assessments (Cowan 1994).

The USCG Safety and Environmental Health Manual (COMDTINST M5100.47) establishes
requirements for noise, which include compliance with local noise ordinances and the identification and
assessment of hazardous noise sources. The USCG defines a hazardous noise as continuous sound levels
exceeding 84 dBA or impact noises exceeding 140 dBA. Noise produced by USCG watercraft or by
other USCG facility activities should comply with USCG, state, and local noise guidelines. Using the
Society of Automotive Engineers J34 method, the USCG recommends 86 dBA as the maximum noise
level that watercraft may generate while operating at full speed at a distance of 50 feet from a receiver

(PWIA 2002).

Most states and territories have developed land use plans and regulations that incorporate noise thresholds
and standards in accordance with the Federal Noise Control Act of 1972 (42 U.S.C. 4901, 4918).
According to the USCG’s Reference Guide to State Boating Laws, the state of Alaska does not have a
muffler alteration law nor does it have a maximum noise level or standard (USCG 2000). USEPA has
determined 75 dB at 50 feet as an acceptable noise level to protect public health and welfare (PWIA
2002). For analysis purposes of this EA, the USEPA standard will be used.

Human Response to Noise

Human response to noise varies according to the type and characteristics of the noise, the distance
between the source and the receptor, receptor sensitivity, and time of day. Human hearing varies in
sensitivity for different sound frequencies. The ear is most sensitive to sound frequencies between 800
and 8,000 Hz and is least sensitive to sound frequencies below 400 Hz or above 12,500 Hz. Several
frequency-weighting metrics have been developed using different dB adjustment values. The most

commonly used dB-weighting scheme is the dBA scale, as described above.
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Most people are exposed to sound levels of DNL 50 to 55 dB or higher on a daily basis. Studies
specifically conducted to determine noise impacts on various human activities show that about 90 percent
of the population is not significantly bothered by outdoor sound levels below DNL 65 dB (USDOT 1980).
Studies of community annoyance in response to numerous types of environmental noise show that DNL
correlates well with impact assessments and that there is a consistent relationship between DNL and the
level of annoyance. The methodology employing DNL and annoyance level has been successfully used

throughout the United States in a variety of settings, ranging from urban to rural.

Marine Animals’ Response to Noise

Increasing attention is being paid to the impacts of anthropogenic (human-generated) noise sources on
marine animals, especially those associated with the military, as these sources tend to be much louder and
can be widespread (ONR 2000, Richardson et al. 1995). Both abovewater (e.g., helicopters) and
underwater (e.g., vessels) noise is recognized as a disturbance to marine animals. Information on species

response to noise is presented in Section 4.1.2 of this EA.

3.5.2 Affected Environment
Airborne Noise

Airborne ambient sound levels vary based upon the setting in which they are measured. For example, in a
wilderness setting, ambient sound levels range from DNL 20 to 30 dB; in residential areas, they range
between DNL 30 to 50 dB; and in urban residential areas, they range between DNL 60 to 70 dB (FICON
1992). When sound levels are DNL 55 dB or less in outdoor areas, where the absence of noise is
important for functional land use, there is no reason to suspect that the general population would be at risk
from any of the identified effects of noise (i.e., activity interference or annoyance) (USEPA 1978). The
Municipality of Anchorage regulates that no person shall operate any motorboat with a sound level in
excess of 80 dBA at 50 feet (15 m) or fewer from the nearest shoreline (Anchorage, Alaska Noise

Ordinance, 15.70.060).

Vehicles, including tractor-trailers and forklifts, represent the primary noise sources currently affecting
the onshore project area. Other nearby sources of noise include ships berthed at the Port of Anchorage,
cranes for loading/unloading, and low-flying military aircraft at Elmendorf AFB immediately to the east.
Vehicle and related construction noise is transient and infrequent, generally very low (under 45 DNL),
short-term, and localized (within approximately 100 feet) noise levels (POA 2004a). Both the ship noise
and cranes produce localized noise restricted to the berthing area next to the water. While the ship noise

occurs consistently over the period of berthing (24 hours or less) and averages less than 75 dBA at 50
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feet, the extent of its perceptibility remains limited to within a few hundred feet of the berthing area
within the Port. Aircraft operations at Elmendorf AFB produce the highest noise levels over the greatest
extent of the Port of Anchorage. Noise levels of 65 to 75 DNL affect the northern two-thirds of the Port
of Anchorage (POA 2004a).

Waterborne Noise

Anthropogenic noise sources in the ROI include shipping, recreational boating, dredging, shoreline
construction, urban and industrial development, helicopters, and sonar use. Noise generated from these
activities can originate in water or air and might be stationary or transient. The intensity and frequency of
these noise emissions vary significantly, both between and among industry sources. In general, the
frequencies of anthropogenic sounds are below 1 kilo-Hertz (kHz); however, shipping is a major
contribution to underwater noise and ranges in frequency from 0.005 to 0.5 kHz (NRC 2003). Sound

pressure levels for various types of ships are presented in Table 3-5.

Due to the relatively large number of cargo vessels that visit the area each year, commercial shipping is a
prominent source of waterborne noise in the ROI. The cruise industry is also an important source of
noise, as the state of Alaska received 432 cruise visits in 2003 (MARAD 2004). Recreational boating is a
relatively small contributor, given than only 45,734 recreational motorboats are registered in the state of

Alaska (USCG 2003).

Table 3-5. Underwater Sound Pressure Levels for Various Vessels

o Frequency Source Level
Vessel (length) and Description (Hz) (dB re 1nPa-m)
Outboard drive, 23 feet 630, 1/3 octave 156
(2 engines, 80 horsepower each)
Twin Diesel, 112 feet 630, 1/3 octave 159
Small Supply Ships, 180 to 279 feet 1000,1/3 octave 125-135 (at 50 meters)
Freighter, 443 feet 41, 1/3 octave 172
Source: Richardson et al. 1995
Note: USCG cutters range from 110 to 387 feet. These underwater sound pressure levels cannot be directly compared to

airborne decibel levels.

3.6 Land Use

3.6.1 Definition of the Resource

The term “land use” refers to real property classifications that indicate either natural conditions or the

types of human activity that occur on a parcel. In many cases, land use descriptions are codified in local
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zoning laws. There is, however, no nationally recognized convention or uniform terminology for
describing land use categories. As a result, the meanings of various land use descriptions, “labels,” and

definitions vary among jurisdictions.

National conditions of property can be described as unimproved, undeveloped, conservation and planning
area, and natural or scenic area. There is a wide variety of land use categories resulting from human
activity. Descriptive terms often used include residential, commercial, agricultural, institutional, and

recreational.

Two main objectives of land use planning are to ensure orderly growth and compatible land uses among
adjacent property parcels or areas. Compatibility among land uses fosters the societal interest of
obtaining the highest and best uses of real property. Tools supporting land use planning include written
master plans or management plans and zoning regulations. In appropriate cases, the locations and extent
of proposed actions need to be evaluated for their potential effects on the project site and compliance with
any applicable land use or zoning regulation. Other relevant factors include matters such as existing land
use at the project site, the types of land uses on adjacent properties and their proximity to a proposed

action, the duration of a proposed action, and its permanence.

3.6.2 Affected Environment

The Anchorage Bowl Comprehensive Plan lists the Port of Anchorage as zoned for a Marine Industrial
District with heavy industrial use. The Marine Industrial District is intended for marine commercial and
light industrial manufacturing, processing, storage, wholesale, and distribution operations that are water-
dependent or water-related. The Port of Anchorage area between Tidewater and Terminal roads consists
of an industrial area with the portion west of Tidewater Road used for transportation purposes (POA

2005).

The Port of Anchorage began operations in September, 1961 with 38,000 tons of marine cargo moving
across its single berth during that year. During the Good Friday Earthquake of 1964, the military dock
was destroyed and the existing Terminal 1 and petroleum, oil, and lubricant (POL) Terminal 1 sustained
major damage. Although the present Terminal 1 structure did not collapse, it suffered substantial damage.
As a result, the dock was out of service for several weeks. The tsunami generated by the earthquake
destroyed the two other ports, Seward and Valdez, which served southcentral Alaska at that time.
Consequently, all the materials shipped to Alaska to rebuild the state came through the Anchorage
facility. Development of the Port of Anchorage continued during the 1960s with addition of Terminal 2;

a north dock expansion; building and rebuilding of Tidewater, Terminal, and Gull roads; and addition of
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trestles and yard facilities. Cook Inlet was increasingly used for oil production during this time, with
peak production of 230,000 barrels per day of crude oil in 1970: The discovery of the Prudhoe Bay
oilfield and developing oil industry stimulated additional growth into the 1970s and 1980s. Between 1980
and 1987, North Slope oil revenue boosted the state treasury and nearly $1 billion of capital projects were
constructed in Anchorage, including such Port of Anchorage improvements as a third crane, additional
lots and yards, and a POL terminal expansion. The POA now has a five-berth terminal, providing
facilities for the movement of containerized freight, iron and steel products, wood products, bulk

petroleum and cement, and other bulk cargo (POA 2005).

Land adjacent to the Port of Anchorage consists of industrial and military uses to the north, east, and
south. An industrial park adjoins the Port of Anchorage on the east side. This park has approximately
129 acres; about 81 acres are under long-term leases to various Port users. Commercial activities
operated by tenants on ARRC land include petroleum storage and transfer, dry-bulk transshipment, and
container cargo storage. An additional 31 acres are used for staging and storage of marine cargo in
transit. Immediately east of the Industrial Park is Elmendorf AFB. There are two military housing tracts
within Elmendorf AFB that are adjacent to the Port of Anchorage and the industrial park. Cherry Hill is
approximately 1,000 feet east of the Port of Anchorage and the Government Hill community is

approximately 1,000 feet southeast.

Property immediately south of the Port of Anchorage is owned predominantly by the ARRC. Most of the
activities in this area are port-related and are therefore either industrial or commercial in nature. South of
the Alaska Railroad Corporation is Ship Creek and the City of Anchorage. Land use in this section of
Anchorage (the northwest section) consists of a mix of residential, transportation, institutional, industrial,
and commercial facilities. The shoreline of the Knik Arm consists almost exclusively of residential

buildings (Port Expansion Team 2004).

3.7 Hazardous Substances

3.7.1 Definition of the Resource

Hazardous Materials. Hazardous materials and wastes are inherent to all maritime assets. Mechanical
systems and maritime activities on vessels typically use hazardous materials and generate hazardous
wastes. As defined by the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
(CERCLA) of 1980 and the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986, a hazardous

material is a substance, pollutant, or contaminant that, due to its quantity, concentration, or physical or
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chemical characteristics, poses a potential threat to human health and safety or to the environment.

Typical USCG hazardous materials include cleaning agents, fuels, oils, lubricants, and solvents.

Hazardous Wastes. The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) defines a hazardous waste as
a solid waste (or combination of wastes), which, due to its quantity; concentration; or physical, chemical,
or infectious characteristics, can cause or significantly contribute to an increase in mortality. RCRA
further defines hazardous waste as one that can cause an increase in serious, irreversible, or incapacitating
reversible illness or pose a substantial present or potential hazard to human health or the environment
when improperly treated, stored, disposed of, or otherwise managed. A solid waste is a hazardous waste
if it is not excluded from regulation as a hazardous waste or it if exhibits ignitable, corrosive, reactive, or

toxic characteristics.

Other Hazards. Special hazards are those that might pose a risk to human health but are not regulated as
contaminants under the hazardous waste statutes. Included in this category are asbestos-containing
material, radon, lead-based paint, polychlorinated biphenyls, drain sludge, lead, and unexploded
ordnance. The presence of special hazards, or controls over them, might affect, or be affected by, a

proposed action.

3.7.2 Affected Environment
Port of Anchorage

As an industrial area, the Port of Anchorage contains numerous buried POL lines and large fuel storage
tanks outside the south and southeast boundaries. The POL lines extend from the Port’s fuel terminal to
the main fuel tanks of the various bulk fuel storage facilities in Anchorage, including Elmendorf AFB and
the Ted Stevens Anchorage International Airport. Most of the existing petroleum storage and transfer
facilities were constructed in the 1960s and early 1970s prior to current, more stringent environmental
regulations (POA 2004a). Chevron and DOD underground pipelines are adjacent to the eastern boundary
of the proposed site, and approximately 50 POL aboveground storage tanks (ASTs) are nearby at the Port
of Anchorage (see Figure 3-1).

Past poor storage and transfer practices from the 1940s through the 1960s prior to the passing of RCRA,
and damage from the 1964 earthquake have impacted the soils and/or groundwater at the Port of
Anchorage. Multiple spills and releases of petroleum hydrocarbons have been documented over time at
each of the bulk fuel facilities. These spills resulted from broken valves, overfilling of trucks, tanks and
rail cars, leaking pipelines and other sources. Documented petroleum hydrocarbon impacted soils and/or

groundwater are located within the parcels leased by each of the six bulk fuel facilities within the Port of
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Anchorage. The Port of Anchorage and the operators are actively managing the sites with ADEC
oversight (POA 2004a).

A lesser source of hazardous waste for the Port of Anchorage is from equipment and vehicle maintenance.
Institutional procedures at the Port for handling hazardous materials and waste prevent contamination by
maintenance activities and assure proper management. The Port of Anchorage has developed and
maintains a hazardous materials pollution prevention plan addressing storage locations at the Port of
Anchorage and proper handling procedures for all hazardous materials to minimize the potential for spills

and releases.

Elmendorf AFB

Elmendorf AFB was opened in 1940 to provide defense for the U.S. through surveillance, logistics and
communication support. Elmendorf AFB is listed on the National Priorities List (NPL), Site
#AK8570028649. However, none of the CERCLA contaminated sites are close to the proposed MSST
homeport.

The closest source of contamination to the proposed MSST permanent homeport is the Cherry Hill
Ravine Site within Elmendorf AFB (POA 2004a). The Cherry Hill Ravine Site is approximately 1,600
feet east, at a higher elevation, and generally upgradient from the proposed permanent homeport site.
Cherry Hill Ravine—also known as Elmendorf Ditch—was designated by Elmendorf AFB as Area of
Concern 97 due to the presence of debris and 55-gallon drums with unknown contents. The ravine is a

natural drainage. At the end of the ravine, water flows into a drainage ditch along Terminal Road.

ERP field activities were conducted at the Cherry Hill Ravine during 1997, 2000, and 2001 in an effort to
characterize the content of waste drums, remove abandoned drums, and characterize the area’s sediment,
surface water and seep water. Approximately 41 drums were identified, and 37 drums were removed from
the site. Drums that could not safely be removed were left in place. Most of the drums were highly
deteriorated, rusted and contained various holes. From sediment samples collected in the ravine, a total of
65 analytes were detected above reporting limits in at least one sample. Of these constituents, methylene
chloride, diesel range organics (DRO), arsenic, cadmium, and total chromium were detected at

concentrations above ADEC cleanup levels (POA 2003a).

Other Environmental Restoration Program (ERP) sites exist on Elmendorf AFB, such as the PL-81
pipeline constructed in 1942 to transmit aviation gasoline and JP-4 fuel from the Port to Elmendorf AFB.
The line was damaged during the 1964 earthquake and was abandoned in-place shortly after the
earthquake. A 12-inch fuel pipeline was installed in 1958 adjacent to the PL-81 pipeline, which was
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subsequently found to be leaking in 1998 (POA 2003a). However, this site is more than 2,000 feet and
cross gradient from the proposed USCG permanent homeport, and is not anticipated to cause an

environmental concern to the proposed MSST homeport.

Standard Steel and Metals Salvage Yard

The Standard Steel and Metals Salvage Yard (Site #AKD980978787), which was delisted from the NPL
on September 30, 2002, is located southeast of the proposed permanent homeport at 2400 Railroad
Avenue. Since 1972, the land has been leased to several different recyclers whose activities included
reclamation of copper from electrical transformers contaminated with polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs),
salvaging of assorted batteries, and processing of various types of equipment and drums from nearby
military bases. In 1982, the land was leased to Standard Steel & Metals. The site contained transformers,
bulk tanks, an incinerator, a metal crusher, drums and other containers, and additional items associated
with salvage operations. On-site soils contained PCBs, solvents, lead, dioxins, and furans, of which lead
and PCBs were of major concern after removal activities had been conducted. EPA and ADEC
determined that cleanup was complete and the site posed no significant threat to public health or the

environment. Therefore, no further remedial measures are required or planned (POA 2003a).

U.S. Army Defense Fuels Property

The former Army Defense Fuels property and bulk fuel tank farms is also known as the Anchorage Fuel
Terminal and the Defense Fuel Support Point-Anchorage (DFSPA). The Army Defense Fuels property
operated as a bulk fuel storage and distribution facility for the Army for 54 years, from 1942 until its
closure in October 1996 (Figure 3.1). Located at 1217 Port Road and encompassing approximately 69
acres, the Army Defense Fuels property is located to the east of the Port of Anchorage, approximately
1,500 feet east of the proposed permanent MSST homeport. Historically, the terminal received, stored
and issued fuel via pipelines, ship, rail and truck to Elmendorf AFB, Kulis Air National Guard, and Forts
Richardson, Greely and Wainwright (POA 2003a and POA 2003b).

The former Army Defense Fuels property suffered numerous documented fuel releases in the past, prior
to implementation of current regulations and management plans. Some of the releases resulted from
damage to pipelines during the 1964 earthquake. From 1960 to 1989, a total of 27 releases of arctic grade
diesel fuel, JP-4, JP-5, gasoline, and transformer fluid were documented. All tanks, waste storage areas,
and buildings formerly used for fueling support functions have been removed. However, petroleum-
contaminated soil remains in place in the smear zone, as does petroleum-contaminated groundwater (POA

2003a). In addition to the removal of site infrastructure, more than 30,000 tons of contaminated soil were
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excavated and replaced with clean backfill (POA 2003a). Contaminants of concern in the soil,
surfacewater, and groundwater are diesel range organics, gasoline range organics, benzene, toluene, ethyl

benzene, and xylene (POA 2003a).

Groundwater at the site contains contamination above ADEC clean-up levels (POA 2003b and POA
2004a). Groundwater is monitored semi-annually to confirm that offsite contaminant migration is not
occurring. Remediation is not currently being actively conducted due to such factors as high water table,
tidal influences, and lack of downstream receptors (POA 2005). Institutional controls are scheduled to be
implemented as part of the Anchorage Fuel Terminal ROD in order to help protect human health and the
environment. This includes deed restrictions that would restrict the use of perched water as a source of

potable water (POA 2003b).

A site-specific risk assessment identified skin exposure to remaining diesel-range organics contamination
in the groundwater as the only pathway where human health risk exceeds ADEC acceptable risk levels
(POA 2003b). Site access is limited to visitors or construction workers. Workers and incidental wildlife
may be exposed to contaminants by accidentally swallowing contaminated soil or water, or through
contact with exposed skin. Community interest in reuse of the property is high for recreational purposes.

Local government and private parties are interested in the property as well for commercial use.

3.8 Public Safety

3.8.1 Definition of the Resource

A safe environment is one in which there is no, or an optimally reduced, potential for death, serious
bodily injury or illness, or property damage. Public safety is one of the USCG’s primary missions, as the
USCQG is the prominent overseer of the safety of the MTS. Major members of the MTS include Federal
agencies, commercial groups, state and local groups, and public and community groups (USCG 2002a).
The MTS contains physical elements, including the waterways; ports; and the network of railroads,
roadways, and pipelines that connect the waterborne portions of the system to the rest of the Nation
(USDOT 1999). The physical elements also include the vessels and vehicles that move goods and people
within the system. The physical network is supported by a series of systems that facilitate the movement
of goods and people, and provide access for recreation and to natural resources. Aspects such as

geography, environmental conditions, and the number and types of vessels make the MTS diverse.
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Figure 3-1. POL and Hazardous Waste Sites at Port of Anchorage
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U.S. ports must provide safe and efficient rapid turnaround capabilities to accommodate expanding trade
and the increasing size and speed of oceangoing ships, many of which are foreign. U.S. ports also handle
a large volume of coastal and inland traffic. Since the events of September 11, 2001, the safety of the

country’s ports and its maritime system have received increased scrutiny and concern.

3.8.2 Affected Environment

The Port of Anchorage began operations in 1961, handling only 38,000 tons of cargo, in FY 2003 it
accommodated more than 4 million tons of cargo and receives four to five major ships from the Pacific
Northwest per week as well as weekly service from Asia (see Table 3-6) (POA 2004b). These ships
supply jet fuel, petroleum products, pipes, drilling mud, construction materials, and automobiles. The
Port provides 90 percent of all goods sold in Alaska’s Railbelt (the central area of the state ranging from
Anchorage to Fairbanks) and the major military installations from Homer to North Slope (POA 2002). It
is responsible for handing 100 percent of the refined petroleum exports from Alaska’s largest petroleum
refinery in Fairbanks. The Port also contributes approximately $725 million to Alaska’s economy

annually (MARAD 2004).

Table 3-6. Tonnage of Cargo Handled by the Port of Anchorage in FY 2003

Commodity Tonnage
Cement, Bulk 145,074
Iron/Steel 5,591
Petroleum, not otherwise specified 4,534
Vans/Flats/Containers 1,677,041
Automobiles 1,343
Petroleum, Rail Rack 1,338,148
Petroleum, Bulk 1,240,898
Total 4,412,629
Source: POA 2004b
Anchorage MSST January 2006
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4. Environmental Consequences

4.1 Introduction

This section presents an analysis of the potential direct and indirect impacts of the Proposed Action and
the No Action Alternative on the affected environment as characterized in Section 3.0. Direct effects are
caused by the action and occur at the same time and place. Indirect effects are caused by the action and
are later in time or farther removed in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable. An analysis of

potential cumulative effects is provided in Section 5.

As described in Section 2.1, the Proposed Action is the stand-up and operation of the Anchorage MSST.
Currently, vessels and manpower are being diverted from other missions in order to provide the additional
security for the nation’s ports, including the Port of Anchorage. The No Action Alternative fails to meet
the purpose and need of the USCG mission. Under the No Action Alternative, disruption to other
missions would continue to result in further demand on manpower and current assets. This scenario of
vessels and manpower at maximum capacity would possibly make it easier for a terrorist attack to occur.
The result might be a potential for adverse environmental impacts. Terrorists could strike at military or
commercial facilities in these ports, creating health and safety hazards for the surrounding populace,
impacting appropriate emergency responses, employment and trade, and marine life. The impacts could
be immediate (loss of life) or long lasting (disruption of commerce activities that could impact the long-

term economy). Recovery time would depend on the severity and extent of the loss.

Potential impacts are addressed in the context of the scope of the Proposed Action as described in Section

2.1, and in consideration of the potentially affected environment as characterized in Section 3.0.

4.2 Biological Resources

4.2.1 Significance Criteria

This section evaluates the potential impacts on biological resources under the Proposed Action and the No
Action Alternative. The significance of impact on biological resources is based on the following four

factors:

e Importance (i.e., legal, commercial, recreational, ecological, or scientific) of the resource
e Proportion of the resource that would be affected relative to its occurrence in the region
e Sensitivity of the resource to proposed activities

e Duration of ecological ramifications
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Impacts on biological resources are significant if species or habitats of high concern are adversely
affected over relatively large areas. Impacts are also considered significant if disturbances cause
reductions in population size or distribution of a species of importance. Threatened or endangered

species, if present, will be discussed under each biological resource area.

There is no scientific consensus regarding absolute thresholds for significance regarding impact of noise
on wildlife (MMS 2000). Assessment of potential risk to a particular species must often begin with an
estimate of frequency ranges to which the animal’s hearing is most sensitive, and the associated
thresholds. The range of sounds produced by a species is generally associated with ranges of good
hearing sensitivity, but many species exhibit good hearing sensitivity well outside the frequency range of
sounds they produce (USN 2002). Scientific research indicates that best hearing thresholds for marine
vertebrates range from about 60 dB re 1 uPa at 0.1 kHz to about 40 dB re 1 pPa at 10 kHz.

Protected and Sensitive Habitats

Impacts on protected and sensitive habitats would be significant if MSST activities resulted in any of the

following outcomes:

e Temporary or permanent loss of any sensitive, protected, or reporting area habitat
e Direct loss or damage of any sensitive resource within a protected or sensitive habitat

e Excessive noise or presence from normal USCG activities that lessens the habitat value
Wetlands, Floodplains, Seagrass

The significance of impacts on wetland resources is proportional to the functions and values of the
wetland complex. Wetlands function as habitat for plant and wildlife populations, including threatened
and endangered species that depend on wetlands for their survival. Wetlands are valuable to the public
for flood mitigation, storm water runoff abatement, aquifer recharge, water quality improvement, and
aesthetics. Quantification of wetlands functions and values, therefore, is based on the ecological quality
of the site as compared with similar sites, and the comparison of the economic value of the habitat with
the economic value of the proposed activity that would modify it. A significant adverse impact on

wetlands would occur should either the major function or the value of the wetland be significantly altered.

Significance criteria for impacts on floodplains are based on EO 11988 and the protection of public health
and safety. Impacts on floodplains would be significant if the Proposed Action involved major
construction in a floodplain that would substantially damage floodplain resources or would risk public

health and safety due to flooding.
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Significance criteria for impacts on seagrass are based on the temporary or permanent loss of seagrass and

the impact on species that seagrass in the ROI supports.

Marine Mammals

Impacts on marine mammals would be significant if MSST activities resulted in any of the following

outcomes:

e Temporary or permanent loss of any habitat.

e Direct loss (take) of a substantial number of a specific species that would affect the species’
ability to survive.

e Level A Harassment, defined in the MMPA as pursuit, torment, or annoyance that has the
potential to injure.

e Permanent loss of breeding areas and habitat.

e Substantial interference with movement of any resident species.

Marine mammal hearing varies among species; however, as a group, marine mammal hearing ranges from
0.01 to 200 kHz. Broad generalizations can be made about groups of marine mammals. For example,
most toothed whales (odontocetes) hear well in ultrasonic ranges, with functional hearing from 0.2 to 100
kHz. Some toothed whales are able to hear frequencies as high as 200 kHz (NRC 2003). Models indicate
that baleen whales (mysticetes) have lower frequency hearing and cannot hear frequencies above 20 to 30
kHz (NRC 2003). It is predicted that blue, fin, and bowhead whales hear best in the range of 0.01 to
0.015 kHz, and Bryde’s whales vocalize using frequencies ranging from 0.07 to 0.245 kHz. Most
pinnipeds have peak hearing sensitivities between 1 and 20 kHz. Sea otters vocalize in the range of 3 to 5

kHz and manatees vocalize in the range of 2.5 to 5 kHz.

The general consensus is that 180 dB re 1 pPa is the threshold above which some potentially serious
problems in marine mammals’ hearing capability could occur (USN 2002). The U.S. Navy concluded
that a sound in the 0.1 to 0.5 kHz frequency band could cause serious problems in marine mammal’s

hearing capability from the following exposures:

e | second at 204 dB
e | minute at 186 dB
e 20 minutes at 172 dB

e & continuous hours at 160 dB
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Sea Turtles and Other Protected Marine Reptiles

Impacts on sea turtles would be significant if the stand-up and operation of the MSST resulted in any of

the following outcomes:

e Temporary or permanent loss of critical habitat.

e Direct loss (take) of a substantial number of a specific species that would affect the species’
ability to survive.

e Permanent loss of breeding and nesting areas and habitat.

e Substantial interference with movement of any species.

There is little known about sea turtle hearing. Past research based on brain physiology indicates that sea
turtles are able to hear sounds with frequencies ranging from 0.08 to 2 kHz, with maximum sensitivity
levels reported between 0.1 and 0.8 kHz and 0.3 and 0.4 kHz (Lenhardt 1994, NRC 2003). Loggerhead
sea turtles are capable of hearing sound from 0.25 to 1 kHz (Moein et al. 1994). Preliminary data from
continuing research on green sea turtles indicate that they are capable of hearing tones ranging from 0.1
kHz to 0.5 kHz, with a threshold between 107 dB and 119 dB at 0.2 kHz and a threshold between 121 dB
and 131 dB at 0.4 kHz (ONR undated).

Fish

Fisheries impacts could result primarily from impacts on fish habitat or changes to fish populations.
Impacts on fisheries would be significant if the stand-up and operation of the MSST resulted in any of the

following outcomes:

e Overfishing resulting in the species’ inability to survive.
e Permanent loss of breeding areas, EFH, or HAPC.

e Substantial interference with movement of any resident species or migration of anadramous
species (i.e., species that migrate from salt water to fresh water).

Generally, fish hearing ranges from 0.5 to 1 kHz, although some fish can hear frequencies as high as 200
kHz.

Coastal and Other Birds

Impacts on coastal and other birds, particularly diving birds, would be significant if the stand-up and

operation of the MSST resulted in any of the following outcomes:

e Temporary or permanent loss of critical habitat, including breeding and nesting areas.

e Direct loss (take) of a substantial number of a specific species that would affect the species’
ability to survive.
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e Harassment of nesting and foraging areas resulting in the species’ inability to survive.

e Substantial interference with migration.

Studies with other (noncoastal) species indicate that birds are sensitive to low-frequency sounds in the air.
However, there are little data on seabird hearing underwater, and there is no evidence that seabirds are

affected by changes in underwater sound (USN 2001).

4.2.2 Potential Impacts

Under the Proposed Action, no direct impacts would occur on protected and sensitive habitats, wetlands,
or threatened and endangered species or their critical habitat; minor adverse impacts would occur on
marine mammals, sea turtles, EFH, and fisheries. This assessment is based on the proposed stationing

and operation of an MSST in the Anchorage ROI.

MSST operations would comply with laws relating to protected and sensitive habitats, marine mammals,
and threatened and endangered species (including MMPA, Research, and Sanctuaries Act; the MSA; the
Oil Pollution Act; the ESA) and USCG programs such as Ocean Steward and Ocean Guardian.

Protected and Sensitive Habitats

Proposed Action. No direct impacts on protected and sensitive habitats would occur as a result of the
Proposed Action. Proposed construction would be short-term and would consist of modifications to the
existing South Transit Shed, constructing a new permanent support building, and constructing a boat dock
at the Port of Anchorage. None of the proposed construction sites are within protected or sensitive

habitats.

The Defender Class Boats are similar to other boats in the highly trafficked areas which they patrol;
therefore, they would not introduce new or unanticipated direct impacts on marine resources within the
ROI. Indirect impacts on protected and sensitive habitats from emissions on air or water might occur, but
would be negligible. Under a normal operational scenario with the Defender Class Boats operating at 10—
12 knots, the Proposed Action would have no potential to disturb protected areas or significantly impact
sensitive habitats. Speeds in excess of 12 knots are only expected to be utilized in emergency situations,
where public safety or national security is at risk. An MSST would not enter a protected or sensitive
habitat unless pursuing a threat. A boat being pursued by an MSST may be deterred from entering
shallow, sensitive habitats to avoid becoming damaged or grounded and thus apprehended. Boats
traveling at high speed have the potential for direct, adverse impacts to seagrass beds, coral reefs or

protected animals from boat hull or propeller strikes. As boats travel faster, they typically ride higher in
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the water, possibly lessening the potential for direct impacts. Such impacts are expected to be rare, and
therefore would not be significant. Potential direct impacts to animals are discussed further in the
following sections. High speed boats might also have indirect, adverse impacts by producing large wakes
that would cause sand to bury or partially bury seagrass beds. Such impacts would also be rare and short-

term, and therefore would be minimal.

No Action Alternative. Under the No Action Alternative, existing conditions would remain as is, and the
MSST would not be stood up. The USCG would maintain the current level of protection, which has been
determined to be insufficient. Increased demand on vessels and manpower and disruption to other
missions would continue. This would not meet the USCG’s requirement to provide maritime security and
would possibly make it easier for an attack to occur. Significant adverse impacts from a successful
terrorist attack could occur, and might be more likely to occur, should this alternative be selected since
existing conditions are not sufficient to adequately protect against terrorist attack. Recovery would

depend on the extent and type of damage.

Wetlands, Floodplains, and Seagrass

Proposed Action. No significant impacts on wetlands, floodplains, or seagrass are expected from
implementation of the Proposed Action. Onshore construction associated with the Proposed Action
would be short-term, and would consist of the interior modification of an existing building and the
installation of a new permanent building at the Port of Anchorage. The proposed construction would not
occur in wetlands and would not affect seagrass. The Defender Class boats are similar to other boats in
the highly trafficked areas which they patrol; therefore they would not introduce new or unanticipated
impacts within the ROIL. Shallow-water estuarine wetland areas would not be used during MSST
operations, and the low speeds used during normal operations would minimize impacts to benthic habitat
or submerged obstacles. An exception to normal operations would be in the case of an unusual

occurrence, such as when pursuing a threat.

No Action Alternative. Under the No Action Alternative, existing conditions would remain as is, and the
MSST would not be stood up. The USCG would maintain the current level of protection, which has been
determined to be insufficient. Increased demand on vessels and manpower and disruption to other
missions would continue. This would not meet the USCG’s requirement to provide maritime security and
would possibly make it easier for an attack to occur. Significant adverse impacts from a successful
terrorist attack could occur, and might be more likely to occur, should this alternative be selected since
existing conditions are not sufficient to adequately protect against terrorist attack. Recovery would

depend on the extent of loss.
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Marine Mammals

Proposed Action. Although several species of marine mammals have been known to inhabit the ROI,
including six endangered species, no significant adverse impacts on marine mammals are expected to
occur from implementation of the Proposed Action. Proposed onshore construction would be minor and

short-term, and would have no potential to impact marine mammals or marine mammal habitat.

The USCG has protocols in place to protect whales, other marine mammals, sea turtles, and other
protected marine species. These protocols allow for the general protection and conservation of various
marine species, and include specific measures to prevent injury or death due to ship strikes. These
protocols also allow for strategic collaboration with various Federal and state agencies to implement
major actions (USCG and MARAD 2003b). The USCG’s current COMDTINSTSs, regulations, and
procedures to avoid marine mammals would continue under the Proposed Action. While the purpose of
the MSST is not to provide marine resource protection or law enforcement, the Proposed Action would
comply with all Federal and state environmental laws and USCG protocols, including Ocean Steward.

Indirect impacts from emissions on air or water quality might occur, but would be negligible.

To guard against any adverse impacts of the Defender Class Boat’s operation on marine mammals, the
USCG would continue to adhere to the protective measures in place including the policies and goals
stated in the Ocean Steward (see Appendix E). Therefore, there would be no significant adverse impacts

on marine mammals as a result of the operation of the six Defender Class Boats.

Under a normal operational scenario with the Defender Class Boats operating at 10-12 knots, MSST
operations has the potential for direct, adverse impacts to marine mammals from collisions with the
animals. However the Defender Class Boats are designed to be highly maneuverable, which would assist
them in avoiding collisions with marine mammals. Furthermore, to prevent the Defender Class Boats
from adversely impacting marine mammals, the USCG would continue to adhere to the protective
measures described in the Protected Living Marine Resources Program (COMDTINST 16475.7) and the
USCG Participation in the Marine Sanctuaries Program (COMDTINST 16004.3A).

The Defender Class Boats are similar to other boats in the highly trafficked areas they patrol; therefore,
they would not introduce new or unanticipated impacts within the ROI. The six new Defender Class
Boats would be a negligible addition to the large number of commercial and recreational vessels that use
the Port of Anchorage on a daily basis. It is likely that only two to four Defender Class Boats would be

used under normal operations. Even though the Defender Class Boats are capable of 40 knots, this speed
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would not be used on a continuous basis and would usually be reserved for emergency security operations

which necessitate high speed.

Speeds in excess of 12 knots are only expected to be utilized in emergency situations, where the MSST
would be responding to a specific threat and public safety or national security is at risk. In emergency
situations where the boat speed exceeds 13 knots, the risk of a collision with marine mammals would
increase. Such impacts are expected to be rare, and therefore would not be significant. In the unlikely
event that there was a collision between an MSST vessel and a threatened or endangered marine mammal,

the USCG would follow the emergency consultation procedures under 50 CFR Section 402.05.

Implementation of the Proposed Action could result in minor adverse direct impacts on marine mammals
resulting from localized, short-term increases in airborne and waterborne noise. It is anticipated that only
temporary, minor adverse impacts, if any, would occur. Responses will vary depending on factors such as
hearing sensitivity; past exposure to the noise; individual noise tolerance; age, sex, and presence of
offspring; the loudness of the noise; whether the sound is stationary or moving; sound transmission; and
location (e.g., confinement). Short-term responses of marine mammals to audible sound could range from
swimming away from the source; changes in surfacing, breathing and diving patterns; changes in group
composition; changes in vocalization; or changes in behaviors such as breeding, feeding, sheltering, or
nursing. Long-term responses could include abandonment of a portion of a habitat or tolerance to a noise.
A general increase in ambient noise could reduce an animal’s ability to hear important sounds, such as
communication and the sound of prey. Additional indirect effects of ocean noise could result from
changes in the distribution prey. Noise might also case direct acoustic trauma. For example, mid-

frequency (1-10 kHz) sonar have been implicated as the cause of mass strandings of beached whales.

Pursuant to Section 7 of the ESA, the USCG initiated informal consultation with NOAA Fisheries,
Protected Resources Division and the USFWS on September 3, 2004. All correspondence relating to the
Section 7 of the ESA consultation is presented in Appendix C.

No Action Alternative. Under the No Action Alternative, existing conditions would remain as is and the
MSST would not be stood up. The USCG would maintain the current level of protection, which has been
determined to be insufficient. Increased demand on vessels and manpower and disruption to other
missions would continue. This alternative would not meet the USCG’s requirement to provide maritime
security and would possibly make it easier for an attack to occur. Significant adverse impacts from a

successful terrorist attack could occur, and might be more likely to occur, should this alternative be
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selected since existing conditions are not sufficient to adequately protect against terrorist attack.

Recovery would depend on the extent of loss.

Sea Turtles and Other Protected Marine Reptiles

Proposed Action. Although three species of sea turtles could potentially occur in the ROI, no significant
adverse impacts on these threatened and endangered reptiles are expected to occur from implementation
of the Proposed Action. Proposed onshore construction would be minor and short-term, and would have

no potential to impact sea turtles or sea turtle habitat.

The USCG has protocols in place to protect sea turtles and other protected species. These protocols allow
for the general protection and conservation of various marine species, and include specific measures to
prevent injury or death due to ship strikes. These protocols also allow for strategic collaboration with
various Federal and state agencies to implement major actions (USCG and MARAD 2003b). While the
purpose of the MSST is not to provide marine resource protection or law enforcement, the Proposed
Action would comply with all Federal and state environmental laws and all USCG protocols, including

Ocean Steward.

The Defender Class boats are similar to other boats in the highly trafficked areas they patrol; therefore,
they would not introduce new or unanticipated impacts within the ROI. The Defender Class boats are
also designed to be highly maneuverable, which would assist them in avoiding collisions with sea turtles.
Furthermore, to prevent Defender Class boats operation from adversely impacting threatened and
endangered sea turtles, the USCG would continue to adhere to the protective measures described in the

Protected Living Marine Resources Program (COMDTINST 16475.7) (Appendix E).

The six new Defender Class boats would be a negligible addition to the large number of commercial and
recreational vessels that currently utilize the ROI. 1t is likely that only two to four Defender Class boats
would be utilized under normal operations. Even though the Defender Class boats are capable of
traveling up to 40 knots, this speed would not be used on a continuous basis and would usually be
reserved for emergency security operations that necessitate high speed. Normal transit speeds would be

in the range of 10 to 12 knots.

Localized, short-term increases in airborne and waterborne noise are expected, but are not expected to be
significant. It is anticipated that only temporary, minor adverse impacts on threatened and endangered
sea turtles, if any, would occur. Given the small number and size of the Defender Class boats involved in

the Proposed Action, as well as their high level of maneuverability and relatively slow operating speed
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(during normal operations), only minor adverse impacts on sea turtles would be expected from the stand-

up and operation of an MSST in the Port of Anchorage.

Pursuant to Section 7 of the ESA, USCG initiated informal consultation with NOAA Fisheries, Protected
Resources Division and USFWS on October 18, 2004. All correspondence relating to the Section 7 ESA

consultation is presented in Appendix C.

No Action Alternative. Under the No Action Alternative, existing conditions would remain as is and the
MSST would not be stood up. The USCG would maintain the current level of protection, which has been
determined to be insufficient. Increased demand on vessels and manpower and disruption to other
missions would continue. This alternative would not meet the USCG’s requirement to provide maritime
security and would possibly make it easier for an attack to occur. Significant adverse impacts would be
expected should this alternative be selected due to the increased risk of a terrorist attack and the potential
for significant adverse impacts on threatened and endangered sea turtles that such an attack might cause.

Recovery would depend on the extent of habitat and species loss.

Fish

Proposed Action. No significant impacts on fish or EFH are expected to occur from implementation of
the Proposed Action. Proposed construction would be minor and short-term, and would have no potential
to impact fish or EFH. Although the purpose of the MSST is not to provide marine resources protection
and law enforcement, the USCG would continue to enforce fisheries laws under its Ocean Guardian,

Ocean Steward, and Protected Living Marine Resources Program (COMDTINST 16475.7).

The Defender Class boats are similar to other boats in the highly trafficked areas which they patrol;
therefore, they would not introduce new or unanticipated impacts on fisheries or EFH within the ROI.
Implementation of the Proposed Action could result in minor adverse impacts on fish resulting from
localized, short-term increases in airborne and waterborne noise. It is anticipated that only temporary,

minor adverse impacts, if any, would occur.

Pursuant to Section 305(b) of the MSFCMA, the USCG initiated an EFH consultation with NOAA
Fisheries Habitat Conservation Division on October 18, 2004. Pursuant to Section 7 of the ESA, the
USCG initiated informal consultation with NOAA Fisheries Protected Resources Division and the
USFWS. All correspondences related to the Section 7 of the ESA and EFH consultations are presented in

Appendix C.
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No Action Alternative. Under the No Action Alternative, existing conditions would remain as is and the
MSST would not be stood up. The USCG would maintain the current level of protection, which has been
determined to be insufficient. Increased demand on vessels and manpower and disruption to other
missions would continue. This alternative would not meet the USCG’s requirement to provide maritime
security and would possibly make it easier for an attack to occur. Significant adverse impacts from a
successful terrorist attack could occur, and might be more likely to occur, should this alternative be
selected since existing conditions are not sufficient to adequately protect against terrorist attack. The
potential for loss of EFH and fish species could also impact the Nation’s economy. Recovery would

depend on the extent of the EFH and fish loss.

Coastal and Other Birds

Proposed Action. Implementation of the Proposed Action would have no significant adverse impacts on
coastal and other bird species that occur in the ROI. Proposed construction would be minor and short-

term, and would have minimal potential to impact bird species.

Implementation of the Proposed Action could result in minor adverse impacts on coastal and other birds
resulting from localized, short-term increases in airborne and waterborne noise. Normal MSST
operations would not be within nesting and foraging habitat for threatened or endangered coastal or

migratory birds. It is anticipated that only temporary, minor adverse impacts, if any, would occur.

Pursuant to Section 7 of the ESA, the USCG initiated consultation with the USFWS on October 18, 2004.

All correspondence relating to the Section 7 of the ESA consultation is presented in Appendix C.

No Action Alternative. Under the No Action Alternative, existing conditions would remain as is and the
MSST would not be stood up. The USCG would maintain the current level of protection, which has been
determined to be insufficient. Increased demand on vessels and manpower and disruption to other
missions would continue. This would not meet the USCG’s requirement to provide maritime security and
would possibly make it easier for an attack to occur. Significant adverse impacts from a successful
terrorist attack could occur, and might be more likely to occur, should this alternative be selected since
existing conditions are not sufficient to adequately protect against terrorist attack. Recovery would

depend on the extent of coastal and other bird species loss.
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4.3 Water Resources

4.3.1 Significance Criteria

Significant impacts on water quality are those that measurably threaten human health; result in persistent
degradation of the environment; or cause an existing Federal, state, or local water quality criterion or

federally recognized international criterion to be exceeded. The Proposed Action would be adverse if it

e Reduces water availability or supply to existing users

e Overdraws groundwater basins

o Exceeds safe annual yield of water supply sources

o Affects water quality adversely

e Endangers public health by creating or worsening health hazard conditions
e Threatens or damages unique hydrologic characteristics

e Violates established laws or regulations adopted to protect water resources

4.3.2 Potential Impacts

Proposed Action. The Proposed Action would have a short-term, minor adverse impact on surface water
quality from storm water runoff during construction and site operations. Storm water runoff would be the
only discharge to surface water which has the potential for indirect, adverse effects on surface water
resources. However, construction of the proposed temporary and permanent facilities would require site-
specific sediment and erosion control plans and storm water pollution prevention plans to ensure that
potential erosion and sedimentation is minimized during the construction phase. The storm water
pollution prevention plan would include best management practices for erosion control (such as the
storage of removed soils, good housekeeping practices, controlling off-site vehicle tracking of soils, silt
fencing, and sediment traps, and would reduce potential adverse effects related to water quality. Spill
prevention, control, and countermeasure procedures would also reduce the potential for any hazardous
substances used during construction or operation to infiltrate underlying aquifers or surface waters.
Adherence to proper engineering practices and applicable codes and ordinances would reduce storm water
runoff-related effects to a level of insignificance. Erosion and sedimentation controls would be in place
during construction to reduce and control siltation or erosion effects on areas outside of the construction

site. No new impervious surfaces would be created.

Operation of the proposed facility would not result in any discharges directly to surface or ground waters.
The Port of Anchorage operates under a NPDES permit for industrial activity under the USEPA. Since
the new support building would be located on Port property, procedures that are followed under the
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NPDES industrial permit must be adhered to. Some of the procedures include general litter control and
cleanup; periodic inspections, storm water quality controls; preventative maintenance including
inspection of the storm water system and refueling areas; restrictions on the use of pesticides, herbicides,
and fertilizers; and training of employees to prevent spills (Port Expansion Team 2004). Potential

impacts of encountering contaminated groundwater during construction are addressed in Section 4.7.2.

Compared to the high volume of boat traffic and other activities within the Port of Anchorage, potential
impacts from the Defender Class boats would be relatively small. It is anticipated that emissions from the
Defender Class boat engines during normal MSST operations would have a negligible impact on water

quality.

No Action Alternative. Under the No Action Alternative, the proposed construction would not occur, and
the MSST would not be stood up. The USCG would maintain the current level of protection, which has
been determined to be insufficient. Increased demand on vessels and manpower and disruption to other
missions would continue. This would not meet the USCG’s requirement to provide maritime security and
would possibly make it easier for an attack to occur. Significant adverse impacts from a successful
terrorist attack could occur, and might be more likely to occur, should this alternative be selected since
existing conditions are not sufficient to adequately protect against terrorist attack. Recovery would

depend on the extent of building loss.

4.4 Air Quality

4.4.1 Evaluation Criteria

The potential impacts on local and regional air quality conditions near a proposed Federal action are
determined based on the increases in regulated pollutant emissions relative to existing conditions and
ambient air quality. Impacts on air quality in NAAQS “attainment” areas are considered significant if the

net changes to project-related emissions result in one of the following situations:

e Violation of any national or state ambient air quality standards
e Exposure to sensitive receptors to substantially increased pollutant concentrations

e Increase of 10 percent or more in an affected AQCR

Emissions inventory impacts on air quality in NAAQS “nonattainment” and ‘maintenance” areas are
considered significant if the net changes in project-related emissions result in one of the following

situations:
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e Violation of any national or state ambient air quality standards
e Increase in the frequency or severity of a violation of any ambient air quality standard
e [Exceedance of any significance criteria established in a SIP

e Delay in the attainment of any standard or other milestone contained in the SIP

With respect to the General Conformity Rule, impacts on air quality would be considered significant if
the Proposed Action would result in an increase of a nonattainment or maintenance area’s emissions
inventory by 10 percent or more for one or more nonattainment pollutants, or if such emissions exceed de
minimis threshold levels established in 40 CFR 93.153(b) for individual nonattainment pollutants or for
pollutants for which the area has been designated as a nonattainment or maintenance area. The General
Conformity Rule applies, since the Proposed Action occurs in an area classified as nonattainment for

PM,, and maintenance for CO.

The de minimis threshold emissions rates were established by USEPA in the General Conformity Rule in
order to focus analysis requirements on Federal actions with the potential to have “significant” air quality
impacts. Table 4-1 presents these thresholds, by regulated pollutant. These de minimis thresholds are
similar, in most cases, to the definitions for major stationary sources of criteria and precursors to criteria
pollutants under the CAA’s New Source Review Program (CAA Title I). As shown in Table 4-1, de

minimis thresholds vary depending upon the severity of the nonattainment area designation by USEPA.

4.4.2 Potential Impacts

The potential sources of increased criteria pollutant emissions under the Proposed Action would be from
(1) watercraft operations, (2) personnel commuter travel, (3) construction activities, (4) maintenance and

support activities, and (5) fuel storage and handling emissions.

Watercraft Operations

Proposed Action. The vessels and engines to be used for the Defender Class boats must meet specific
requirements, including the capability of sustaining speeds greater than 40 knots in calm seas. The
proposed engines to be used would be Honda 225 hp engines. These four-stroke engines would meet
USCG speed requirements and 2006 USEPA Federal emissions requirements. The Proposed Action will

be assessed on impacts to the AQCR current emissions inventory.

Under the Proposed Action, a minor impact on air quality would be realized. Calculations of air pollutant
emissions from the proposed watercraft operations were performed based on a total of 9,000 hours of

operation per year (see Appendix G).
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Table 4-1. General Conformity Rule de minimis Emission Thresholds

Pollutant Status Nonat?alnn}ent de minimis Threshold
Classification (tpy)
0O; Nonattainment Extreme 10
(measured as NOy or Seyere 25
VOCs “precursors’™) Serious 50
Moderate/marginal (inside 50 (VOCs)/100 (NOy)
ozone transport region)
All others
100
Maintenance Inside ozone transport region | 50 (VOCs)/100 (NOy)
Outside ozone transport
region 100
CcO Nonattainment/ All 100
maintenance
PM;, Nonattainment Serious 70
maintenance Moderate 100
Not Applicable 100
SO, Nonattainment/ Not Applicable 100
maintenance
NO, Nonattainment/ Not Applicable 100
maintenance

Source: 40 CFR 93.153(b)
Note: tpy: tons per year

No Action Alternative. Under the No Action Alternative, existing conditions would remain as is and the
MSST would not be stood up. Short-term significant adverse impacts from a successful terrorist attack
could occur, and might be more likely to occur, should this alternative be selected since existing
conditions are not sufficient to adequately protect against terrorist attack. Recovery time would depend

on the severity and extent of the impact.

Personnel Commuter Travel

Proposed Action. The number of additional personnel is comparatively small (approximately 76) and
would result in minor adverse impacts on air quality. Calculations of air pollutant emissions from the
proposed personnel commuter travel operations were performed based on an average fleet model from
1995, commuting an average of 20 miles each way to the Anchorage MSST facility 240 days a year (see
Appendix G).

No Action Alternative. Under the No Action Alternative, existing conditions would remain as is and the
MSST would not be stood up. Short-term significant adverse impacts from a successful terrorist attack

could occur, and might be more likely to occur, should this alternative be selected since existing
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conditions are not sufficient to adequately protect against terrorist attack. Recovery time would depend

on the severity and extent of the impact.

Construction Activities

Proposed Action. Building, demolition, and paving activities associated with the Proposed Action would
result in minor adverse impacts on air quality for the length of their durations. These impacts would be
temporary in nature, and it is unlikely there would be any long-term adverse impacts on air quality from
these activities. Calculations of air pollutant emissions from the proposed construction activities were
performed assuming all the activities occurring simultaneously throughout the course of a single calendar

year (see Appendix G).

No Action Alternative. Under the No Action Alternative, existing conditions would remain as is and the
MSST would not be stood up. Short-term significant adverse impacts from a successful terrorist attack
could occur, and might be more likely to occur, should this alternative be selected since existing
conditions are not sufficient to adequately protect against terrorist attack. Recovery time would depend

on the severity and extent of the impact.

Maintenance and Support Activities

Proposed Action. Under the Proposed Action, only minor maintenance (e.g., oil changes) would be
performed at the Anchorage MSST facility. All major maintenance and repair would occur at other
military or commercial facilities. For example, major maintenance or repair on the boat engines, trucks or
vans would occur at the manufacturer’s authorized facility. Since the maintenance schedule is not known,

it is anticipated that there would be minor adverse impacts on air quality in the region.

No Action Alternative. Under the No Action Alternative, existing conditions would remain as is and the
MSST would not be stood up. Short-term significant adverse impacts from a successful terrorist attack
could occur, and might be more likely to occur, should this alternative be selected since existing
conditions are not sufficient to adequately protect against terrorist attack. Recovery time would depend

on the severity and extent of the impact.

Fuel Storage and Handling Emissions

Proposed Action. No new fuel storage or dispensing facilities would be required under the Proposed
Action. Defender Class boats would be refueled at existing marina facilities or gas stations. All
dispensing facilities would have regulated vapor controls to reduce evaporative emissions. It is

anticipated that there would be minor adverse impacts on air quality in the region.
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No Action Alternative. Under the No Action Alternative, existing conditions would remain as is and the
MSST would not be stood up. Short-term significant adverse impacts from a successful terrorist attack
could occur, and might be more likely to occur, should this alternative be selected since existing
conditions are not sufficient to adequately protect against terrorist attack. Recovery time would depend

on the severity and extent of the impact.

Conformity

Since the Proposed Action occurs in an area classified as nonattainment for PM,;, and maintenance CO,
the USCG must comply with the Federal General Conformity Rule (40 CFR Part 93). To do so, an
analysis has been completed to ensure that, given the changes in direct and indirect emissions of the O;
precursors (NOx and VOCs), PMy,, and CO, the Proposed Action would be in conformity with applicable
CAA requirements. The Conformity Determination requirements specified in this rule can be avoided if
the project-related nonattainment pollutant emissions rate increases are below de minimis thresholds
levels for each pollutant and are not considered regionally significant. For purposes of determining
conformity in this maintenance area, projected regulated pollutant emissions associated with the Proposed
Action were estimated using available construction emissions and other nonpermitted emissions source
information. The emissions calculations and de minimis threshold comparisons are collectively presented

in Appendix G.

Table 4-2 presents total air quality emissions from the Proposed Action and Table 4-3 compares the

Proposed Action emissions to the total Cook Inlet Intrastate AQCR emissions inventory.

Table 4-2. MSST—-Anchorage Emissions from Proposed Action

Vehicle Category voc NO, co SO, PMio
(tpy) (tpy) (tpy) (tpy) (tpy)

Watercraft Operations 5.18 11.83 51.77 0.46 0.49
Commuter and MSST 1.27 1.42 17.82 0.09 1.45
Vehicles
Construction Activities 9.28 3.73 8.52 5.18 0.70
Total Emissions 15.73 16.99 78.12 5.73 2.65
Source: USEPA 1999
Note: tpy: tons per year
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Table 4-3. Net Emissions for Cook Inlet Intrastate AQCR Under the Proposed Action

vOC NO, CcoO SO, PM,,
Cook Inlet Intrastate AQCR 26,075 24,032 285,487 1,993 43,225
Inventory (tpy)
Proposed Action Net Change 15.73 16.99 78.12 5.73 2.65
(tpy)
Percent of Cook Inlet Intrastate 0.0603% 0.0707% 0.0274% 0.2877% 0.0061%
AQCR Inventory

Source: USEPA 1999
Note: tpy: tons per year

Based on the emissions calculations and analyses completed for the Proposed Action, it is clear that the
net change in PM;y and CO, emissions would be well below the de minimis threshold requirements and
the regional significance requirements of the General Conformity Rule. As such, this Federal action is
exempt from a Conformity Determination and all other requirements that are specified under the General

Conformity Rule and applicable regulations (40 CFR Part 93).

4.5 Noise

4.5.1 Significance Criteria

This section addresses the noise impacts from the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative.
Examples of noise impacts from the Proposed Action include noise from vessels, construction equipment
(temporary), and traffic. Noise produced by water vessels and supporting facilities while homeported or
in transit can combine with other noise sources to affect nearby communities and natural resources.
Noise impacts were only considered within the ROI. The impacts of noise on marine animals are

discussed in Section 4.1.2.

The USCG establishes guidelines and develops cooperative agreements to mitigate impacts on
neighboring communities. Federal and state laws and local ordinances establish standards and limitations
for noise output from ports, airfields, heliports, helipads, power-generating plants, and motor vehicles.

USCQG activities are operated in accordance with all Federal and state laws and local ordinances.

Noise impact criteria normally are based on a combination of land use compatibility guidelines and
factors related to duration and magnitude of the noise level, including the time of day and the conduct of

operations.
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Airborne Noise

The significance of above-water noise impact criteria normally is based on a combination of land use
compatibility guidelines and factors related to duration and magnitude of the noise level, including the
time of day and the conduct of operations. USEPA has determined that a DNL of 75 dB at 50 feet is an
acceptable noise level to protect public health and welfare (PWIA 2002).

Waterborne Noise

The significance of waterborne (underwater) noise is based on the duration and magnitude of the noise
level and is relative to the existing ambient noise level. The significance criteria of impacts of waterborne

noise on marine organisms and other biological resources are discussed in Section 4.1.1.

4.5.2 Potential Impacts

Minor adverse impacts on ambient noise levels are expected from implementation of the Proposed

Action, under normal operating conditions. A detailed description of the analysis is presented below.

Airborne Noise

Proposed Action. 1t is anticipated that the additional airborne noise created by the Proposed Action
would be indistinguishable from existing vessel activity and ambient noise in the ROI. Minor adverse
noise impacts could occur in the ROI during unusual events (i.e., high-speed pursuits), depending on the
location of the event relative to the location of sensitive noise receptors. The potential for such impacts

would be minimized by the use of four-stroke engines on the Defender Class boats.

Test data for the Honda 225-hp outboard engine, running at full throttle on a standard boat hull, found that
the airborne noise produced was 72.2 dbA at 82 feet (25 m) from the source (Honda 2004). Test data
were not available for the engines at 50 feet (15.2 m); however, the engine speed was higher than the
normal operating speed of 10 to 12 knots. Therefore, noise emissions from the MSST should be below

the DNL threshold of 75 dB at 50 feet to protect public health and welfare.

No significant adverse impacts on human health and welfare are expected from implementation of the
Proposed Action under normal operating conditions. Since there are no identified noise sensitive areas in
the ROI, sound exposure levels were not calculated. The ROI is a large geographic area comprising the
Port of Anchorage and the coastal waters from Ketchikan to the Port of Anchorage, which includes the
Cook Inlet between Eagle River and West Point (see Figure 1-3). Airborne noise from marine vessel
operations is rarely an issue of concern because the majority of the population lives near waterways and

has become familiar with the sound of passing boats and ships. Under normal operating conditions,
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vessel speeds would be expected to be low (10 to 12 knots). It is anticipated that the MSST would
operate 12 hours a day, 7 days per week and that there would be two to three boats operating at any given
period. All operations of the MSST would be in accordance with all Federal and state laws and local

noise ordinances.

Minor noise impacts might result from the construction of the MSST storage and administrative facilities.

These impacts would be localized and would be short-term in nature.

No Action Alternative. Under the No Action Alternative, existing conditions would remain unchanged
and the MSST would not be stood up. Because of the important role that the Port of Anchorage plays in
the local, state, and regional economy, the Port would continue to pursue its major economic duties.
Since thousands of ships navigate the Port annually, existing noise conditions would persist in their
current state. The USCG would maintain its current level of protection, which has been determined to be
insufficient. Under this alternative, disruptions to other missions would continue and the utilization of
vessels and manpower at maximum capacity could possibly make it easier for an attack to occur. Short-
term temporary noise impacts could occur if the selection of this alternative results in a terrorist attack on
military or commercial facilities in the Port. Recovery time would depend on the severity and extent of

the impact.

Waterborne Noise

Proposed Action. No significant impact on existing ambient noise levels would result from
implementation of the Proposed Action. Increase in vessel traffic from the addition of six Defender Class
boats would be negligible relative to the number of vessels that already utilizes the ROI. Underwater
noise generated by existing vessels is variable and pervasive, and would not be significantly increased by
the addition of six Defender Class boats. MSST vessel operations would be conducted at relatively low
speeds (10 to 12 knots), except during an unusual event (i.e., high-speed pursuit). It is anticipated that the
proposed USCG operation within the ROI would be indistinguishable from existing vessel activity and
the ambient noise environment. During unusual events, minor short-term adverse noise impacts could
occur in the ROI, depending on the location of the event relative to a sensitive noise receptor. The
likelihood of such impacts would be minimized by the use of four-stoke engines on the Defender Class

boats.

No Action Alternative. Under the No Action Alternative, existing conditions would remain unchanged
and the MSST would not be stood up. Because of the important role that the Port of Anchorage plays in

the local, state, and regional economy, the Port would continue to pursue its major economic duties.
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Since thousands of ships navigate the Port annually, existing noise conditions would persist in their
current state. The USCG would maintain its current level of protection, which has been determined to be
insufficient. Under this alternative, disruptions to other missions would continue and the utilization of
vessels and manpower at maximum capacity could possibly make it easier for an attack to occur. Short-
term temporary noise impacts could occur if the selection of this alternative results in a terrorist attack on
military or commercial facilities in the Port. Recovery time would depend on the severity and extent of

the impact.

4.6 Land Use

4.6.1 Significance Criteria

The level of potential land use impacts is based on the amount of land use sensitivity in areas affected by
a proposed action and compatibility of proposed actions with existing conditions. In general, a land use

impact would be adverse if it met the following criteria:

e Was inconsistent or in noncompliance with existing land use plans or policies.
e Precluded the viability of existing land use.
e Precluded continued use or occupation of an area.
e Was incompatible with adjacent land use to the extent that public health or safety is threatened.
e Conflicted with planning criteria established to ensure the safety and protection of human life and
property.
4.6.2 Potential Impacts

Proposed Action. Under the Proposed Action, 76 active-duty personnel would operate at the Port of
Anchorage along with the standard MSST equipment. The personnel would be housed temporarily at the
South Transit Shed until a new facility would be constructed. Both the temporary and permanent housing
would be on property owned by the Port of Anchorage. As previously stated, the Port of Anchorage is
surrounded by military or industrial land use. The closest residential facilities consist of military housing
units east and southeast of the Port of Anchorage. Operation of the MSST would be compatible with
existing land use. It is not anticipated that the Proposed Action would adversely impact or change the

surrounding land use.

No Action Alternative. Under the No Action Alternative, existing conditions would remain as is and the
MSST would not be stood up. Short-term significant adverse impacts from a successful terrorist attack

could occur, and might be more likely to occur, should this alternative be selected since existing
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conditions are not sufficient to adequately protect against terrorist attack. Recovery time would depend

on the severity and extent of the impact.

4.7 Hazardous Substances

4.7.1 Significance Criteria

Evaluation of hazardous materials and wastes focuses on USTs and ASTs and the storage, transport, and
use of fuels and POLs. Evaluation might also extend to generation, storage, transportation, and disposal

of hazardous wastes when such activity occurs near the project site of a proposed action.

4.7.2 Potential Impacts
Construction

Proposed Action. The Proposed Action would have short-term, minor adverse impacts from increased
hazardous materials usage. Products containing hazardous materials would be procured and used during
the proposed construction projects. It is anticipated that the quantity of products containing hazardous
materials used during the construction of the MSST facilities would be minimal and their use would be of
short duration. Construction equipment that would be used in the Proposed Action contains fuel,
lubricating oils, hydraulic fluid, and coolants that could be a regulated hazardous substance if they spilled

or leaked on the construction site.

During construction activities, all hazardous materials and wastes would be managed, procured, handled,
stored, and disposed of under existing management plans in conformance with Federal, state, and
municipal laws and regulations. Construction contractors would be required to minimize the potential for
a release of hazardous substances from all construction equipment, include daily inspection of equipment
to ensure that there are no discharges, maintain appropriate spill containment material on site, and store
all fuels and other materials in appropriate containers. Equipment maintenance activities would not be
conducted on the construction site. Construction debris would be recycled when feasible or disposed of

off site at an approved landfill.

As discussed in Section 3.7.2, there are numerous documented spills and leaks of POL at the Port of
Anchorage and adjacent properties. Remediation of POL-contaminated soil has occurred, and these areas
are currently managed through institutional controls to prevent disturbance (POA 2004a). A risk
assessment conducted for the adjacent Army Defense Fuels property identified dermal exposure to
remaining DRO contamination in the ground water as the only pathway where human health risk exceeds

ADEC acceptable risk levels (POA 2003b). Environmental contamination at the permanent MSST
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homeport site could be present in subsurface soils and groundwater due to offsite migration from POL
leaks or spills. While there is no evidence of contamination on the permanent MSST homeport site, site-
specific testing has not yet been conducted (Graves 2004). Since the Port of Anchorage has not yet
conducted a comprehensive investigation to determine the extent of contamination at the Port, other

hazardous materials or wastes might be present near the proposed permanent MSST homeport.

USCG Civil Engineering Unit (CEU)-Juneau is aware of potential contamination, and they would
conduct on-site soil and groundwater testing to determine the extent of contamination. To ensure the
safety of construction workers from prolonged dermal exposure to potential contamination, site workers
involved in excavation below the water table need to be made aware of the contamination and provided
with appropriate personal protective equipment. A Health and Safety Officer would be present during all
intrusive digging related to the Proposed Action to monitor air quality and to ensure all wastes are
properly characterized. A site-specific health and safety plan would also be prepared in accordance with
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) requirements. Personnel would be trained in
methods and procedures to reduce the likelihood of exposure to hazardous materials and wastes. The
USCG would coordinate with the Port of Anchorage and ADEC to determine the appropriate
investigation and remediation measures are undertaken prior to construction of the permanent MSST

homeport, and that all Federal, state, and local regulations would be followed.

No Action Alternative. Under the No Action Alternative, existing conditions would remain as is and the
MSST would not be stood up. Short-term significant adverse impacts from a successful terrorist attack
could occur, and might be more likely to occur, should this alternative be selected since existing
conditions are not sufficient to adequately protect against terrorist attack. Recovery time would depend

on the severity and extent of the impact.

Operations

Proposed Action. The MSST would not introduce new types of hazardous materials or wastes during
operations. Routine vessel and vehicle maintenance would be performed in the MSST boat storage and
dive shop facility. A local commercial contractor would be hired to remove and dispose of hazardous
waste materials (e.g., used oil and engine coolant), and the MSST armory would use only nonhazardous,
orange-based cleaners. The MSST would follow the USCG’s procedures as described in the Hazardous
Waste Management Manual (COMDTINST M16478.1B), internally known as the “Red Book.” This
manual is a compilation of standard operating procedures for employees handling hazardous materials

and waste, asbestos, polychlorinated biphenyls, fuel tanks, lead, and biohazardous waste (USCG 1992).
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No Action Alternative. Under the No Action Alternative, existing conditions would remain as is and the
MSST would not be stood up. Short-term significant adverse impacts from a successful terrorist attack
could occur, and might be more likely to occur, should this alternative be selected since existing
conditions are not sufficient to adequately protect against terrorist attack. Recovery time would depend

on the severity and extent of the impact.

4.8 Public Safety

4.8.1 Significance Criteria

This section addresses the impacts on public safety as a result of the Proposed Action. If implementation
of the Proposed Action were to substantially increase risks associated with the safety of USCG personnel
(including MSST personnel), workers and visitors, or the local community, or substantially hinder the
USCG’s ability to respond to an emergency, it would represent a significant impact. Furthermore, if
implementation of the Proposed Action would result in incompatible land use with respect to safety
criteria, impacts on safety would be significant. This document assumes that the loss of one or more

ships or the loss of life would be significant.

4.8.2 Potential Impacts

The establishment of the MSST would provide beneficial impacts on public safety through additional

security to the military and commercial assets within the ROI.

Proposed Action. The Proposed Action would increase the USCG’s ability to protect the critical Port of
Anchorage and the MTS from warfare and terrorist attacks. The MSST’s operations would closely
parallel USCG traditional port security operations, and would provide complementary, nonredundant
capabilities that would be able to close significant readiness gaps in our Nation’s strategic ports. The
MSST would escort a variety of vessels and maintain specific security zones in each port. It is capable of
operating 7 days a week, 24 hours a day, in all weather conditions. It would operate with and be
supported by both military and civilian government organizations and commercial and nongovernmental

entities. Beneficial impacts would be expected from implementation of the Proposed Action.

No Action Alternative. Under the No Action Alternative, existing security conditions would remain
unchanged and the MSST would not be stood up. The USCG would maintain its current level of
protection, which has been determined to be insufficient. Additional boats and personnel would only be
assigned to the Anchorage MSST under unusual circumstances. Under this alternative, disruptions to

other missions would continue and the utilization of vessels and manpower at maximum capacity could
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possibly make it easier for an attack to occur. Significant adverse impacts from a successful terrorist
attack could occur on military, commercial, or residential facilities in the ROI, and might be more likely
to occur, should this alternative be selected since existing conditions are not sufficient to adequately
protect against terrorist attack. Such an attack could create health and safety hazards for the surrounding
populace, and impact appropriate emergency responses. The impacts would be immediate, and could be

temporary or long-lasting. Recovery time would depend on the severity and extent of the impact.
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5. Cumulative Impacts

5.1 Cumulative Impacts Methods

Cumulative impacts on environmental resources result from incremental effects of proposed actions,
when combined with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the area.
Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor, but collectively substantial actions undertaken
over a period of time by various agencies (Federal, state, and local) or individuals. Informed
decisionmaking is served by consideration of cumulative impacts resulting from projects that are
proposed, under construction, recently completed, or anticipated to be implemented in the reasonably

foreseeable future.

Other projects evaluated in this section include planned or reasonably foreseeable projects by the USCG,
other agencies, and businesses. Planned or reasonably foreseeable projects were identified through a

review of public documents, Internet searches, other NEPA documents, and local newspaper articles.

5.2 Cumulative Impacts Analysis

The scope of cumulative impacts analysis involves both the geographic extent of the effects and the time
in which the effects could occur. The geographic extent includes the Port of Anchorage and the proposed
ROI for the MSST. The Port of Anchorage serves as the primary marine transportation link to 80 percent
of Alaska residents, and supplies nearly 90 percent of consumer goods. As an economic leader, the Port
contributes nearly $725 million annually to Alaska’s economy (MARAD 2004). Primarily a receiving
port, the Port of Anchorage typically handles twice the tonnage of inbound cargo as outbound cargo.
Inbound cargo includes everything from food and retail goods to vehicles and construction materials.

Bulk petroleum by rail or pipeline is the primary outbound cargo.

5.2.1 Other Projects with Potential for Cumulative Impacts

The Port of Anchorage was established in September 1961, and covers approximately 129 acres within
Anchorage. No single specific past action was identified as contributing to potential cumulative impacts
with the proposed MSST. As mentioned previously, in August 2004 the Port of Anchorage was
designated a “strategic port of departure” which increased the port’s importance to support major force

deployments.

The following briefly presents current and proposed actions at or immediately outside of the Port of

Anchorage.
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Marine Terminal Redevelopment. Port of Anchorage management has identified a number of
improvement projects to accommodate increasing needs of future and current Port customers. The
(Draft) Port of Anchorage Marine Terminal Redevelopment Environmental Assessment evaluates the
increase in Port capacity, efficiency, and security; and provides for transportation of goods in Anchorage

through 2025 (MARAD 2004).

Specific actions of the proposed marine terminal redevelopment include the following (MARAD 2004):

e Demolishing antiquated structures that have exceeded their design life.

e Expanding the size of the Port of Anchorage by approximately 135 acres to provide space for
current and future customers.

e Increasing the number of berths to reduce conflicts between multiple users and constructing
berths specifically for passenger ships and barges.

e Increasing the length and depth of berths to accommodate larger commercial ships and military
requirements.

e Reorganizing storage and transportation within the Port to move goods directly from ships to rail
and trucks.

e Upgrading existing equipment with the addition of new 100-foot-gage cranes for offloading
larger ships.

e Developing code-compliant facilities and utilities.
e Dedicating areas and movement of goods to military use as necessary.

e Enhancing safety and security in accordance with current rules and regulations.

The Port of Anchorage expansion projects would occur between 2005 and 2010. The proposed MSST
homeport location is in Area 2 of the proposed expansion, which includes 19.4 acres of construction and

expansion and 1,375 feet of waterfront modifications.

Port of Anchorage Road and Rail Extension. To improve current transport of goods within the Port of
Anchorage to the Alaska Railroad Corporation, the Port is undertaking a multiphased road and rail
extension project beginning in 2004. The project involves the relocation and extension of Terminal Road
along the eastern and southern boundaries of the Port of Anchorage and construction of three tracks and
an intermodal yard. This project was analyzed in the Road and Rail Extension Environmental

Assessment, and a FONSI was signed in 2004 (POA 2004a).

U.S. Army Transformation. As part of the transformation of the 172nd Infantry Brigade into the 172nd
Stryker Brigade combat team, the U.S. Army proposes to build a staging facility at the Port of Anchorage.

Construction of the staging facility would be adjacent to the proposed Road and Rail Extension on the
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southeastern portion and would continue until 2006. Operations would involve deployment of 80 rail cars

per day during training exercises or deployment.

Knik Arm Ferry. The Matanuska-Susitna Borough and the Federal Transit Authority propose to develop
and operate a ferry between Anchorage and Port MacKenzie (MSB and FTA 2003). The project is
proposed for the near-term future. The Anchorage-side port for the Knik Arm Ferry would be just south
of the Port of Anchorage.

Knik Arm Bridge. The Knik Arm Bridge and Toll Authority proposes to construct a vehicle bridge
across the Knik Arm. The eastern terminus would be north of the Port of Anchorage. This project is still
highly conceptual and in the early planning stages. Therefore, this project is not considered “reasonably

foreseeable,” and, therefore, is not carried forward for cumulative impacts analysis.

Ship Creek Intermodal Transportation Center. The Alaska Railroad Corporation proposes to construct
and operate an intermodal transit center south of Ship Creek and its freight intermodal yard. The project
is proposed for the near-term future. The Ship Creek Intermodal Transportation Center is more than 1
mile south of the Port of Anchorage and outside the geographical extent of the Proposed Action. This
project would not be expected to contribute to cumulative impacts with the Proposed Action. Therefore,

it is not carried forward for cumulative impacts analysis.

5.2.2 Summary of Potential Cumulative Impacts

Potential cumulative impacts are summarized in Table 5-1. No significant cumulative impacts have been
identified that would result from implementation of the Proposed Action and the other projects as
discussed in Section 5.2.1. The Port of Anchorage Marine Terminal Redevelopment has the greatest
potential to result in cumulative impacts because it would occur simultaneously and immediately around
the Proposed Action. The proposed construction and land reclamation associated with the Port of
Anchorage redevelopment would occur over 6 years, staggered across the shoreline. Area 1, which is
adjacent to Area 2 where the MSST onshore base would be, is proposed to undergo construction in 2007.
Construction of the MSST homeport would contribute to adverse cumulative impacts from construction
projects, but these impacts would be minor. The MSST contribution to adverse cumulative impacts from
the other construction projects (Road and Rail Extension, U.S. Army Transformation, and the Knik Arm
Ferry) around the Port of Anchorage would be negligible given the distance. Operations associated with
the proposed MSST would result in beneficial cumulative effects as a result of the increased public

security.

Anchorage MSST January 2006
5-3



Final Environmental Assessment

Table 5-1. Cumulative Effects on Resources

Current .
Resource Past Actions Background Propf)sed Known.Future Cumulative
o Action Actions Effects
Activities

Biological Degraded Development of Minor adverse Continued Continued

Resources historic habitat | Port of impacts would development in | development of
of sensitive Anchorage be expected. and around the the Port of
and common impacts wildlife Port of Anchorage
wildlife and their habitat. Anchorage would impact
species. would impact low-quality

terrestrial and habitat. Effect
aquatic not significant.
communities

and their

habitat.

Water Resources | Degraded Industrial land Negligible Continued Continued
water quality use contributes impact on water | developmentin | development of
from negatively to quality. and around the the Port of
petroleum water quality. Port of Anchorage
spills and Anchorage. would impact
leaks. water quality.

Effect not
significant.

Air Quality Maintenance Emissions from Increased Continued Continued
area for CO, construction vehicle and development of | maintenance
nonattainment | equipment and MSST traffic. the Cook Inlet area for CO and
area for PM,,. | vehicles. Intrastate nonattainment

AQCR. for PM,,. Effect
not significant.

Noise On-site On-site Increased noise | Continued Existing road
construction construction from development of | noise, vessel
activities, road | activities, road construction the Port of traffic, and
noise, vessel noise, vessel activities, Anchorage to overflying
traffic, and traffic, and traffic, and accommodate aircraft will be
overflying overflying MSST more vessels dominant noise
aircraft are aircraft are operations. that are larger in | sources. Effect
dominant dominant noise size. not significant.
noise sources. | sources. Expanded

railroad system.

Land Use Industrial area, | On-site No change in Expanded Creation of new
shipping and construction; overall land use. | acreage of and deeper
railroad traffic. | shipping, industrial docks and an

industrial, and facilities at Port | expanded
commercial of Anchorage. railroad system
activities; and would result in
development of increased use of
the area. facility.

Anchorage MSST

January 2006




Final Environmental Assessment

Table 5-1. Cumulative Effects on Resources (continued)

Current .
Resource Past Actions Background Propf)sed Known.Future Cumulative
O Action Actions Effects
Activities
Hazardous Numerous On-site Increased use of | Continued Continued
Substances petroleum construction use hazardous development in | development of
spills and leaks | of petroleum substances from | and around the the Port of
and products. construction Port of Anchorage
contamination activities, Anchorage. might impact
from Port traffic, and hazardous
industry and MSST substances.
military operations. Effect not
installations. expected to be
significant.
Socioeconomics Industrial Continued growth | Negligible Continued Minor short-
and facilities at the | and contribution to growth and term stimulation
Environmental Port of diversification of | local economy, diversification of local
Justice Anchorage the regional employment, of regional economy in
contribute to economy. and construction | economy. context of
local economic industry. increased
community. development
within the
Municipality of
Anchorage.

5.3 Relationship between the Short-term Use of the Environment
and Long-term Productivity

Short-term uses of the biophysical components of human environment include direct construction-related
disturbances and direct impacts associated with an increase in population and activity that occurs over a
period of less than 5 years. Long-term uses of human environment include those impacts that occur over

a period of more than 5 years, including permanent loss of resources.

Several kinds of activities could result in short-term resource uses that compromise long-term
productivity. Filling of wetlands or loss of other especially important habitats and consumptive use of

high-quality water at nonrenewable rates are examples of actions that affect long-term productivity.

The Proposed Action would not result in a change of land use and does not represent any loss of open
space. The Proposed Action would not consume large amounts of material. The Proposed Action would

result in additional protection for the Port of Anchorage and vicinity.
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5.4 Unavoidable Impacts

Unavoidable adverse impacts would result from implementation of the Proposed Action. Unavoidable

adverse impacts are anticipated to be primarily short-term and localized.

Water Quality. The Proposed Action would result in minor emissions to surface water bodies from
MSST operations. The Defender Class boats would be equipped with two 225-hp engines that meet
USEPA’s 2006 emissions standards. In addition, considering the type and number of vessels that

frequent the Port of Anchorage, significant impacts are not expected.

Biological Resources. The Proposed Action would result in minor adverse impacts on biological
resources. The potential increases of harassment of marine mammals, boat strikes, and in airborne and
waterborne noise could impact biological resources. The impacts would be temporary in nature.

Although unavoidable, impacts on biological resources are not considered significant.

Air Quality. The Proposed Action would have unavoidable impacts due to emissions from the Defender

Class boats and two vehicles.

Noise. The Proposed Action would result in minor adverse impacts from noise. There would be an
increase in waterborne and airborne noise. Although unavoidable, noise impacts are not considered

significant.

5.5 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources

An irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources refers to impacts on or losses to resources that
cannot be reversed or recovered. Examples are when a species becomes extinct or when wetlands are

permanently converted to open water. In either case, the loss is permanent.

The irreversible environmental changes that would result from implementation of the Proposed Action
involve the consumption of material resources, energy resources, land, biological habitat, and human

resources. The use of these resources is considered to be permanent.

Irreversible and irretrievable resource commitments are related to the use of nonrenewable resources and
the effects that use of these resources will have on future generations. Irreversible effects primarily result
from use or destruction of a specific resource that cannot be replaced within a reasonable time frame (e.g.,

energy and minerals).
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Material Resources. Material resources used for the Proposed Action include building materials (for
construction of fence and modular building), concrete and asphalt (for roads), and various material
supplies and would be irreversibly lost. None of the materials that would be consumed are considered

scarce and would not limit other unrelated construction activities.

Energy Resources. Energy resources used for the Proposed Action would be irretrievably lost. These
include petroleum-based products and electricity. MSST operations would consume gasoline. During
construction, gasoline and diesel would be used for the operation of construction vehicles. Consumption
of these energy resources would not place a significant demand on their availability in the region.

Therefore, no significant impacts would be expected.

Human Resources. The use of human resources for construction and operation is considered an
irretrievable loss, only in that it would preclude such personnel from engaging in other work activities.
However, the use of human resources for the Proposed Action represents employment opportunities, and

is considered beneficial.
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INTERESTED PARTY LETTER, MAILING LIST, NEWSPAPER ANNOUNCEMENT, AND
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MSST 91111 — ANCHORAGE, ALASKA
INTERESTED PARTY MAILING LIST
SEPTEMBER 21, 2004

Mr. A. Forester Einarsen

NEPA Coordinator

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Office of Environmental Policy (CECW-AR-E)
20 Massachusetts Avenue

Washington, DC 203141000

Ms. Anne Norton Miller

Director

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Office of Federal Activities

Federal Liason Division, 2251-A

401 M Street, SW

Washington, DC 20460

Ms. Nancy Gloman

Director

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Division of Endangered Species
4401 N. Fairfax Drive, Room 420
Arlington, VA 22203

Head, Environmental Planning & NEPA Compliance
Office of Chief of Naval Operations/N456

Dept. of the Navy, US Dept. of Defense

Crystal Plaza 5, Room 680

2211 S. Clark Place

Arlington, VA 22202-3735

Mr. Patrick Galvin

Director, Division of Governmental Coordination
Office of the Governor

P.0O. Box 110030

Juneau, AK 99811-0030

Mr. Leonard Corlin

Chief, Fisheries and Ecological Services
1011 E. Tudor Rd

Anchorage, AK 990503

EIS Review Coordinator

EPA Region 10

1200 Sixth Avenue, ECO-088
Seattle, Washington 98101

L. John lani, Regional Administrator
U.S. EPA, Region 10

Regional Administrator's Office, RA-140
1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, WA 98101

Dave Allen

Regional Director

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Region 1
911 NE 11th Ave

Portland, OR 97232

Mr. John Pennington

Regional Director

Federal Emergency Management Agency
Federal Regional Center

130 228th Street, SW

Bothell, WA 98021-9796

Alaska Division of Emergency Services
P.O. Box 5750
Fort Richardson, Alaska 99505-5750

GM1 Peter Van Natten
U.S. Coast Guard

MSST 91111

1980 Port Anchorage Road
Anchorage, AK 99501

The Honorable Ted Stevens
U.S. Senator

522 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington DC 20510

The Honorable Lisa Murkowski
U.S. Senator

322 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington DC 20510

The Honorable Don Young
Representative

2111 Rayburn HOB
Washington, DC 20515
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The Honorable Frank Murkowski
Office of the Governor

Box 110001

Juneau, AK 99811

Thede Tobish

Southcentral Coastal Coordinator
Alaska Coastal Management Program
Department of Community Planning and
Development

P.O. Box 196650

Anchorage, AK 99519-6650

Ms. Judith Bittner, SHPO

Alaska DNR, Office of History & Archeology
550 West 7th Avenue

Suite 1310

Anchorage, AK 99501-3565

Ms. Ermesta Ballard, Commissioner
Department of Environmental Conservation
410 Willoughby Avenue, Suite 303

Juneau, AK 99801-1795

Mr. Kevin C. Duffy, Commissioner
Department of Fish and Game
PO Box 25526

Juneau, AK 99802-5526

Mr. Tom Irwin, Commissioner

Alaska Department of Natural Resources
550 W. 7th Ave. Ste. 1260

Anchorage, AK 99501-3557

Mr. Bill Tandeske, Commissioner
450 Whittier Street

PO Box 111200

Juneau, AK 99811-1200

Mayor Mark Begich
Mayor's Office

632 West 6th Avenue
Suite 840

Anchorage, AK 99501

Mr. Walt Monegan, Chief
Anchorage Police Department
4501 S. Bragaw St
Anchorage AK 99517

Mr. John H. Fullenwider, Fire Chief
Municipality of Anchorage

632 W. 6th Ave.

Anchorage, AK 99501

Planning Department
PO Box 196650
Anchorage, AK 99519-6650

Tracy A. Matthews, Director
Office of Emergency Management
P.0O. Box 196650

Anchorage, AK-99519-6650

Mr. Steven Morris

Municipality of Anchorage
Environmental Services Division
825 L Street

Anchorage, AK 99501

Mr. Roger K. Graves

Manager, Environmental Affairs
Port of Anchorage

2000 Anchorage Port Road
Anchorage, AK 99501

Alaska Federation of Natives
1577 C Street, Suite 300
Anchorage, AK 99501

Alaska Inter-Tribal Council
750 West 2nd Avenue, Suite 215
Anchorage, AK 99501

Jim Scudero, Mayor

Metlakatla Indian Community Council
Portland Area Office

P.0.Box 8

Metlakatla, AK 99926

VADM Terry M. Cross
Commander, Pacific Area
U.S. Coast Guard

Coast Guard Island
Alameda, CA 94501-5100

RADM James W. Underwood
Seventeenth Coast Guard District
PO Box 25517

Juneau, AK 99802-5517
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Mr. Robert Deering

U.S. Coast Guard

Civil Engineering Unit - Juneau
PO Box 21747

Juneau, AK 99802-1747

Ms. Kaja Brix

Assistant Regional Administrator for Protected
Resources

NMFS Alaska Regional Office, Protected Resources
Division

P.O. Box 21668

709 West 9th Street

Juneau, AK 99802

Mr. Jonathan Kurland

Assistant Regional Administrator for Habitat
Conservation

NMFS Alaska Regional Office, Habitat Conservation
Division

P.O. Box 21668

709 West 9th Street

Juneau, AK 99802

Ms. Sue Detwiler

Endangered Species Coordinator

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Alaska Region
1011 East Tudor Road, MS 361

Anchorage, AK 99503
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Coammandant 2100 Second Streat, SN,
United States Coast Guard Washington, DC 20593-0001
Staff Symbal. G-OT
Phone: (202) 267-1162
Fax: (202) 2687-1171

U.S. Department of
Homeland Security

United States
Coast Guard

16475

OCT 1 8 2004

Dear Interested Party:

The United States Coast Guard (USCG) is announcing its intent to prepare an
Environmental Asscssment (EA) for the stand-up and operativns of a Maritime Safety
and Security Team (MSST) at Anchorage, AK. Preparation of the EA is being conducted
in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 (Section
102(2)(c)) and its implementing regulations (Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations, Part
1500), and USCG policy (Commandant’s Instruction M16475.1D, NEPA Implementing
Procedures and Policy for Considering Environmental Impacts).

The MSST is being established to increase the USCG’s ability to protect critical domestic
ports and the U.S. Marine Transportation System from illegal activity, sabotage. and
other subversive acts, including terrorism. While the MSST's operations will closely
parallel USCG traditional port security operations, they also will provide complementary,
non-redundant capabilities that will be able to close significant readiness gaps in our
nation’s strategic ports. The MSST would consist of 76 active duty personnel, six new
Response Boats-Small (RB-S), trailers, support trucks, and passenger vans. It is
anticipated that the RB-Ss would operate 12 hours per day, 7 days per week and that
there would be two to three boats operating at any one time, although all six boats may
operate under specific threat scenarios. RB-Ss are 25-foot boats with outboard engines.
The RB-Ss can carry 3 crewmembers plus up to 7 passengers. They are equipped with
radar, depth sounder, differential Global Positioning System, and defensive weaponry.
The MSST is expected to operate in U.S. coastal waters between the Ketchikan and
Anchorage (see enclosure); however, the MSST may be deploved to other ports or
harbors to provide additional protection for specific targets throughout the region.
Operations associated with the MSST are similar to on-going USCG operations.

Enclosed for your review is a brief description of the Proposed Action (including a figure
showing the location). Public input is important to the preparation of the EA. Your
concerns and comments regarding the stand-up and operations of the MSST and the
possible environmental impacts are important to the USCG. You are invited to submit
comments by October 29, 2004 using only one of the following means:

By mail to:

Commandant (G-OT)
2100 Second Street, SW
Washington, DC 20593
Attn: Captain S, D, Austin

Or by fax to LT Ty Nagie at (202) 267-1171 (MS8T)
Or by E-mail to tnagie(@comdt.uscg.mil (MSST)
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In choosing from these options, please give due regard to the continuing difficulties and
delays associated with delivery of mail through the U.S. Postal Service to federal
facilities. Written comments should include your naine and address. The USCG will

consider all comments received by the close of business on October 29, 2004 in the
development and completion of the EA.

Sincerely,

1. AUSTIN
Captain, U.S. Coast Guard
Director, Maritime Homeland Security Operations
& Tactics

LCnclosures: (1) Supplemental Information
(2) ROImap



Enclosure 1

FACT SHEET

Environmental Assessment (EA) of the Stand-Up and Operations of a
Maritime Safety & Security Team (MSST) at Anchorage, AK

Background
On November 25, 2002, the President signed into law the Homeland Security Act of 2002, P.L. 107-296,

which created the new Department of Homeland Security (DHS). Under this legislation, the U.S. Coast
Guard (USCG) was transferred from the Department of Transportation (DOT) to the DHS. In the wake of
the events of September 11, 2001, emerging threats to the U.S. homeland have prompted an increased
USCG focus on protecting domestic ports and the U.S. Marine Transportation System from warfare and
terrorist threats.

To meet its increasing mission needs and challenges, the USCG is establishing Maritime Safety and
Security Teams (MSSTs). MSSTSs are specifically organized, trained, and equipped to counter current
and emerging threats to our nation’s seaports. The MSST would normally conduct operations in
protected waters such as a harbor or port. Our seaports are a vital hub and central to our nation’s defense
and economic security. Considerable critical infrastructure, and thousands of commercial and military
ships located in our seaports move over 90 percent of American’s foreign trade and military cargo to
overseas locations. The MSST would provide a dedicated force focused on mastering the advanced
tactics, techniques, and procedures associated with port security and defense missions in ports that are
also engaged in legitimate commercial and recreational activities. They would operate with, and be
supported by, both military and civilian government organizations, commercial, and non-governmental
entities. The MSST would be transportable via land transportation, USCG cutter, and USCG or other
military aircraft worldwide. In summary, the MSST would:

e Augment a USCG Group or the Captain of the Port (COTP) as a force multiplier; enhancing port
safety and security, and law enforcement capabilities at economic or military significant ports.

o Deploy for specific episodic events that require an increased security posture for a limited
duration. Transport all equipment and material via aircraft or ground or cutter transportation.

o Exercise security contingency plans in major ports.

e Detachments may also augment COTPs to conduct Port State Control Boardings and deploy for
port familiarization and training.

The USCG is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) to comply with the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA), and other related environmental laws, regulations, and Executive Orders.

Maritime Safety and Security Teams

The stand-up (establishment and operations) of the MSST at Anchorage, Alaska, would consist of 76
active duty personnel (these would consist of mostly reassigned personnel although there may be some
new personnel), modifications to the existing South Transit Shed at the Port of Anchorage, Terminal 1, as
a temporary homeport for the MSST, construction of a new support building at the Port of Anchorage as a
permanent homeport for the MSST, six Response Boats-Small (RB-Ss), trailers, seven pickup trucks, and
three passenger vans.

RB-Ss are 25-foot boats with outboard engines. They are highly maneuverable, capable of quickly
reaching and sustaining high speeds (in excess of 40 knots), and can carry three crewmembers, plus an
additional seven passengers. The RB-Ss are equipped with radar, differential Global Positioning System
(DGPS), and defensive weaponry. The MSST would also include boat trailers, four Ford F-350 pickup
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trucks, three Ford F-550 stakebed trucks, and three 15-passenger vans. When not in use, RB-Ss would be
located on trailers at its on-shore support facility.

The MSST would be capable of operating 24 hours per day, seven days per week. However, it is
anticipated that the RB-Ss would operate 12 hours per day, 7 days per week and that there would be two
to three boats operating at any one time.

The Region of Influence (ROI) for the MSST, presented in Attachment 1, is defined as the area where the
MSST would typically conduct its operations. Under normal circumstances, the ROl is U.S. coastal
waters between Ketchikan and Anchorage. From approximately November to April, ice would prevent
the MSST from operating in the Port of Anchorage. The MSST would either conduct on-shore
administrative activities, operate from an ice-free port in Alaska, or support an existing MSST at other
U.S. ports. The MSST could also be deployed temporarily in emergencies to other ports as needed. The
MSST would launch the RB-Ss from a public boat ramp on Ocean Dock Road near the Port of
Anchorage. The Anchorage MSST would have no aviation assets, but would utilize airlift capabilities
from the USCG Air Station Kodiak, or secondarily from Elmindorf Air Force Base (AFB) in Anchorage.

On-shore MSST Support Facilities

Each MSST would be located at or near an existing USCG Group in the vicinity of a regionally
significant economic or military port. Co-locating the MSST with or near existing USCG Groups
maximizes the use of existing infrastructure (i.e., electric, water and communications) and already
assigned personnel. The criteria used to select these ports and the priority in which the MSST are stood
up is based on a number of factors, including, but not limited to, the level of current protection, the
amount and type of cargo and the concentration of critical Department of Defense facilities.

The Anchorage MSST would be temporarily located at the South Transit Shed, Terminal No. 1 at the Port
of Anchorage, and permanently in a new facility that would be constructed in 2006 or 2007 by the Port of
Anchorage for the USCG. The USCG would occupy approximately one-third of the South Transit Shed.
Establishment of the MSST would involve approximately 15,000 square feet (ft°) of interior renovations
to the South Transit Shed, constructing a 100-200 ft? weapons vault, construction of administrative office
space, modular furniture units, and telephone and computer cabling. The only external modification
would be to construct a new stairway to the second floor. The MSST would be assigned space in an
existing parking lot for the boats and trailers. As part of its expansion project, the Port of Anchorage will
eventually demolish the South Transit Shed, requiring the MSST to relocate to the proposed permanent
location within the Port.

The proposed permanent MSST homeport would be on a 2.73 acre parcel approximately 100 yards south
of the South Transit Shed, and north of an existing tank farm on Alaska Rail Road property. The parcel is
currently a paved parking lot. The permanent facility would include about 81 parking spots, a small
auxiliary storage area, a fuel tank, and a 30 by 120 foot floating dock for mooring the RB-Ss. Access to
the floating dock would be through a covered walkway (approximately 220 feet) to a tide ramp
(approximately 120 feet). The conceptual design for the permanent MSST homeport is a two-story,
30,000 ft* building.
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Notice of Availability

Environmental Assessment and Draft Finding of
No Significant Impact
Stand-up and Operations of the
Maritime Safety and Security Team
Anchorage, AK

Summary: The U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) announces the availability of
the Environmental Assessment (EA) and proposed Finding of No
Significant Impact (FONSI) for the Stand-up and Operations of the
Maritime Safety and Security Team (MSST) Anchorage, Alaska. The
MSST will consist of six Defender Class boats and 76 active duty
personnel. The MSST will be homeported temporarily at the South
Transit Shed at the Port of Anchorage, Terminal 1, and permanently in a
new building to be constructed by the Port of Anchorage and leased to
the U.S. Coast Guard (USCG). The MSST will normally conduct
operations within the Port of Anchorage, and the cities of Seward and
Whittier, but is capable of patrolling from Ketchikan to Anchorage. The
EA evaluates the environmental and socioeconomic impacts of the
Proposed Action. The Draft FONSI records the USCG’s determination
that the Proposed Action would have no significant impact on the
environment. The USCG seeks public review and comment on our intent
to find no significant impact as documented in the supporting EA.
Comments are most useful when they address errors in the analysis,
scientific information that would have a bearing on the analysis, or a new
alternative substantively different from the Proposed Action. The USCG
will consider all comments received by February 20, 2006 in the
completion of this EA. For further information contact: Headquarters, U.S.
Coast Guard Captain Stephen Austin, Chief, Office of Homeland Security
Operations and Tactics (G-OT), Room 3404, 2100 Second Street, SW,
Washington, D.C., or LTJG Mike Needham by fax at (202) 267-4051 or by
email at mneedham@comdt.uscg.mil. To view and download the EA and
Draft FONSI, please go to <www.uscq.mil/systems/gse/gsec-3H.htm>. On
the left column select “Planning-NEPA” then “Anchorage MSST EA.”
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Commandant 2100 Second Street, S.W.
United States Coast Guard Washington, DC 20593-0001
Staff Symbol: G-RPC
Phone: (202) 267-1162
Fax: (202) 267-1171

U.S. Department of
Homeland Security

United States
Coast Guard

16475

Dear Interested Party:

The United States Coast Guard (USCG) has analyzed a proposal for the stand-up and operations
of a Maritime Safety and Security Team (MSST) at Anchorage, AK, in the enclosed
Environmental Assessment (EA). The EA has also been posted on the USCG web site at:
www.uscg.mil/systems/gse/gsec-3H.htm. On the left column select “Planning-NEPA” then
Anchorage MSST EA. Based on the EA analysis, the USCG has determined that a Finding of No
Significant Impact (FONSI) is appropriate. Therefore, preparation of an Environmental Impact
Statement is not needed for this action.

The EA and FONSI have been prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) of 1969 (Section 102[2][c]) and its implementing regulations (Title 40 Code of
Federal Regulations, Part 1500) and USCG policy (Commandant’s Instruction M16475.1D,
NEPA Implementing Procedures and Policy for Considering Environmental Impacts).

The USCG seeks public review and comment on our finding of no significant impact as
documented in the supporting EA in accordance with 40 CFR 1501.4(e). Comments are most
useful when they address one or more the following:

— Errors in the analysis;

— New scientific information that would have a bearing on the analysis;

— Misinformation that could affect the outcome of the analysis;

— Requests for clarification;

— A substantive new alternative whose mix of allocations differs from those under any of
the existing alternatives.

Your concerns and comments regarding the stand-up and operations of the MSST and the
possible environmental impacts are important to the USCG. You are invited to submit comments
by February 20, 2006 using only one of the following means:

By mail to:

Commandant (G-RPC)
2100 Second Street, SW
Washington, DC 20593
Attn: Captain S. D. Austin

Or by fax to LTJG Mike Needham at (202) 267-1171 (MSST)
Or by E-mail to mneedham@comdt.uscg.mil (MSST)
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In choosing from these options, please give due regard to the continuing difficulties and delays
associated with delivery of mail through the U.S. Postal Service to federal facilities. Written
comments should include your name and address. The USCG will consider all comments
received by the close of business on February 20, 2006.

Sincerely,

S.D. AUSTIN
Captain, U.S. Coast Guard
Chief, Office of Counterterrorism and Special Missions

Enclosures: (1) Anchorage EA and Draft FONSI



MSST 91111 — ANCHORAGE, ALASKA
INTERESTED PARTY MAILING LIST

JANUARY 11, 2006

L. John lani, Regional Administrator
U.S. EPA, Region 10

Regional Administrator's Office, RA-140
1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, WA 98101

GM1 Peter Van Natten
U.S. Coast Guard

MSST 91111

1980 Port Anchorage Road
Anchorage, AK 99501

Ms. Emesta Ballard, Commissioner
Department of Environmental Conservation
410 Willoughby Avenue, Suite 303

Juneau, AK 99801-1795

Municipality of Anchorage
Planning Department

Attn: Karen Keesecker
Coastal Zone Field Monitor
PO Box 196650

Anchorage, AK 99519-6650

Mr. Steven Morris

Municipality of Anchorage
Environmental Services Division
825 L Street

Anchorage, AK 99501

Mr. Roger K. Graves

Manager, Environmental Affairs
Port of Anchorage

2000 Anchorage Port Road
Anchorage, AK 99501

Alaska Federation of Natives
1577 C Street, Suite 300
Anchorage, AK 99501

Alaska Inter-Tribal Council
750 West 2nd Avenue, Suite 215
Anchorage, AK 99501

Metlakatla Indian Community Council
Portland Area Office

Jim Scudero, Mayor

P.O.Box 8

Metlakatla, AK 99926

Mr. Robert Deering

U.S. Coast Guard

Civil Engineering Unit - Juneau
PO Box 21747

Juneau, AK 99802-1747

Mr. Brad Smith

NOAA National Marine Fisheries Service
P.O. Box 21668

Juneau, AK 99802
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Physical Address: 4700 Bragaw Street » Anchornge, Alaska 99507 » www o ongplamning

Magor Mark Begich Planning Department

November 8, 2004

Commandant (G-OT)
Attn: Captain 5.D. Austin
2100 Second Street, S3W
Washington, DC 20593

RE: Environmental Assessment of the Establishment and Operation of a Maritime
Safety and Security Team in Anchorage, Alaska

Dear Captain Austin:

The Municipality of Anchorage Planning Department has reviewed the information
provided by the U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) under the Division of Homeland Security.
Our comments were solicited in order to prepare a draft Environmental Assessment (EA)
regarding the establishment and operation of a Maritime Safety and Security Team
(MSST) to increase the level of security at the Anchorage Port.  The Environmental
Assessment will address the overall environmental impacts of establishing and operating
the MSST. To implement this new level of operations, the USCG will place 76 active
duty personnel and equipment at the Anchorage Port, including shoreline facilities and
infrastructure including vehicles. Modifications would be made first to the existing
South Transit Shed at Terminal 1 for a temporary homeport, with construction of a new
permanent support building at the Port or Anchorage later. Up to six new Response
Boats-Small (RBS) will be operating in Cook Inlet, 12 hours per day, 7 days a week,

similar to cxisting USCG operations.

Under the standards of the Alaska Coastal Management Program (ACMP), the EA will
address impacts of the propused action on local coastal resources, The USCG anticipates
no significant impacts and sees the activities consistent with Subsection 6 AAC §0.040
(ACMP) as this is a water dependent use, the purpose of which is to enhance port
security.

The Anchorage Coastal Management Plan specifically addresses coastal dependent
activities within the Municipality of Anchorage. The Port has been cited as an Area
Meriting Special Attention and is valued for water-dependent, water-related uses and the
capability to support port facilities. From the information presented, most of the
activities, including building construction, would occur on existing pavement and would
not pose additional environmental concerns. The addition of patrol boats in the Port area
would also not raise a concern given their size, and the extent and timing of operations.
We would defer to the State of Alaska, Department of Environmental Conservation,
regarding potential air pollution, water quality and oil spill cnntmgen{:}r plan permits and
considerations. :

Community, Security, Prosperity



November 8§, 2004
Capt. 5.D. Austin
Page 2

The Municipal Planning Department concurs with the USCG assessment that this activity
would be consistent with the enforceable policies of the Alaska and Anchorage Coastal
Management Program.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,
A e~ ot
Karen Keesecker

Coastal Zone Field Monitor

Ce:  Roger Graves, Port of Anchorage
Heather Dean, EPA
Tim Rumfelt, DEC
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U.S. Department of Commandant 2100 Second Streat, SW
Homeland Security United States Coast Guard Washington, DG 20593-0001

. Staff Symbel: G-OT
United States Phone: (202} 267-1182
Coast Guard

Fax: (202) 267-1171
16475

Mr. Jonathan Kurland

Assistant Regional Administrator for Habitat Conservation

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

Alaska Regional Office, Habitat Conservation Division OCT 1 8 2004
P.O. Box 21668

709 West Oth Street

Junean, AK 99802

Subject: Environmental Assessment of the Establishment and Operation of a Maritime
Safety and Security Team in Anchorage, AK

Dear Mr, Kurland:

The US. Coast Guard (USCG) is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) for the
establishment and operation of a Maritime Safety and Security Team (MSST) in Anchorage, AK.
Preparation of the EA is being conducted in accordance with the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) of 1969 (Section 102(2)(c)) and its implementing regulations, Title 40 Code of
Federal Regulations, Part 1500. The MSST is being established to increase the USCG's ability
to protect critical domestic ports and the U.S. Marine Transportation System from illegal activity,
sabotage, and other subversive acts including terrorism. While the MSST’s operations will
closely parallel USCG traditional port security operations, it also will provide complementary,
non-redundant capabilities that will be able to close significant rcadiness gaps in our nation’s
strategic ports.

The EA will address the overall environmental impacts of establishing and operating the MSST
mcluding the implementation of shore side infrastructure support to accommodate 76 active duty
personnel and MSST equipment in Anchorage, AK. MSST equipment would include six new
Response Boats-Small (RB-S). It is anticipated that the RB-Ss would operate 12 hours per day, 7
days per week and that there would be two to three boats operating at any one time, although all
six boats may operate under specific threat scenarios.

RB-Ss are 25-foot boats with outboard engines. The RB-Ss can carry 3 crewmembers plus up to
7 passengers. They are equipped with radar, depth sounder. differential Global Positioning
System, and defensive weaponry. The MSST is expected to operate in the Port of Anchorage (see
enclosure); however, the MSST may be deployed to other ports or harbors throughout
southcentral Alaska to provide additional protection for specific targets throughout the region.
Operations associated with the MSST are similar to on-going USCG operations.

Enclosed for your review is a brief description of the Proposed Action (including a figure
showing the location). We do not believe that the Proposed Action, the establishment and
operations of the MSST in Anchorage, would have an adverse impact on essential fish habitat.
As such, and in accordance with Section 305(b) of the Magnuson-Stevens Act, as amended, we
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do not believe an EFH consultation is required at this time. As stated above, we are currently
preparing an EA, and we intend to fully assess the potential impacts associated with the Proposed
Action on EFH within the region of influence (ROI). Your concerns and comments regarding the
implementation of the MSST and its possible impacts on EFH are important to the USCG.

We will also consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and NOAA Fisheries Protected
Resources Division regarding the presence of threatened and endangered species under their
respective jurisdictions.

We look forward to working with your office on this project. Please send any
comments/correspondence to the USCG through one of the following methods:

(1) By mail to:

Commandant (G-0T)

2100 Second Street, SW

Washington, DC 20593

Attn: Captain S. D. Austin
(2) Or, by fax to LT Ty Nagie at (202) 267-1171 (MSST)
(3} Or by E-mail to tagie@eomdt.uscg.mil (MSST)

Thank you for your assistance. If you have questions about the proposed establishment of the
MSST, please contact LT Ty Nagie, or about the EA, please contact Ms. Kebby Kelley at (202)
267-6034.

Sincerely,

S.D.

Captain, U.S. Coast Guard
Director, Maritime Homeland Security Operations & Tactics

Enclosures: (1) Supplemental Information
(2) ROT map



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
MNational Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
MNational Marine Fisheries Service

FQ. Box 21668

Juneau, Alaska 99802-1668

November 12, 2004

5. D, Austin

Captain, U.S. Coast Guard

Director, Maritime Homeland Security Operations and Tactics

2100 Second Street, 5.W.

Washington, D.C. 20593-0001 RE: EA for MSST in Anchorage

Diear Mr. Austin:

Thank you for your letters requesting information on threatened or endangered species and
Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) in Cook Inlet, Alaska. This information is to be used for your
determinations under section 7(a)(2) of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (ESA)
and the EFH provisions of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation Management Act
(Magnuson-Stevens Act) in preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) for the establishment
and operation of a Maritime Safety and Security Team (MSST) in Anchorage, Alaska. To assist
with the task, we are providing the following information on EFH and a list of the Federally-
listed threatened and endangered species for which the National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMFS} is responsible which may occur in the Region of Influence (ROI).

Threatened and Endangered Species/Marine Mammals

fin whale (endangered) Balaenoptera physalus
humpback whale (endangered) Megaptera novaeangliae
Steller sea lion * Eumetapias jubatus

*The Steller sea lion is listed as endangered west of 144 degrees west longitude, and threatened
east of this line.

There are now many species (evolutionary significant units) of Pacific coast salmonids listed
under the ESA. While we have no information on the occurrence of these species in the ROI, the
Coast Guard should consider these species specifically in making any determination under
section 7 of the ESA. Information on these species may be obtained from the National Marine
Fisheries Service web site at: hitp:/www nwr.noaa.gov/. Additionally, critical habitat has been
designated for the Steller sea lion in the Gulf of Alaska. Detailed descriptions of these arcas are
provided in 50 CFR part 226.12 , or see the web site http://www fakr.noaa.gov/regs/226202h pdf
-hetpeffwoww fakr noaa. govitegs/226202h. pdf.

ALASKA REGION - www. fakr.noaa,gov



Marine mammals protected under the Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972, as amended, 16
U.S.C. 1361 e seq.(MMPA) (not endangered or threatened under the Endangered Species Act of
1973.), that are found in these waters may include:

harbor seal (Phoca vituling)

killer whale (Orcinus orca)

harbor porpoise (Phocoena phocoena)

Pacific white-sided dolphin (Lagenorhynchus obliguidens)
Dall’s porpoise (Phocoenoides dalli)

Baird's beaked whale { Berardius bairdii)

Stejneger’s beaked whale (Mesoplodon stejnegeri)
Cuvier's beaked whale (Ziphius cavirostris)

gray whale (Eschrichtius robustus)

minke whale (Balaenoptera acutorostrata)

We understand you propose for the EA to serve as the Biological Assessment required under the
ESA. While this is acceptable, the EA should contain a separate section which assesses effects
to listed species and habitat, and includes a determination as to whether the proposed action
"may adversely affect” or "will not adversely affect” endangered and threatened species. This
determination will guide further consultation under the ESA. If more than 90 days elapse
between this letter and such a determination, please check with us to ascertain whether additional
species have been listed or critical habitat designated.

Essential Fish Habitat and Fish Resources

Under Section 305(b)(2) of the Magnuson-Stevens Act, federal agencies are required to consult
with the Secretary of Commerce on any action that may adverscly affect EFIL The trigger fou
EFH consultation is a federal action agency’s determination that an action may adversely affect
EFH. Presently, you have determined that an EFH consultation is not necessary at this time. The
Magnuson-Stevens Act also requires NMFS (0 make conservation recommendations regarding
any federal action that would adversely affect EFH. We offer the following information to
support you in any determination you should make.

EFH has been designated in waters for anadromous fish, specifically salmon, and certain life
stages of marine fish under NMFS® jurisdiction. Five fishery management plans (FMPs) exist
for fisheries in Alaska. They cover groundfish in the Gulf of Alaska, groundfish in the Bering
Sea and Aleutian Islands, crab in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands, and salmon and scallops
statewide. Those relating to Cook Inlet include the Gulf of Alaska groundfish and Statewide
salmon and scallop management plans. Please visit our web site at
http://www.fakr.noaa.gov/habitat/ for additional EFH information regarding your project area.

We hope this information is useful in fulfilling your requirements under Section 7 of the ESA
and the EFH consultation requirements under the Magnuson-Stevens Act. Please direct any



questions regarding protected species and/or the section 7 consultation to Mr. Brad Smith at
(907) 271-3023, and questions regarding EFH to Ms. Jeanne Hanson at 271-3029.

Sincerely,

A
n; - I]’u/}asﬁ Balsiger i‘/

Administrator, Alaska Region
o
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U.S. Department of Commandant 2100 Second Street, S.W.

Homeland Security Uinited States Coast Guard Washington, DC 20583-0001
Staff Symbol: G-OPD

United States Phone: (202) 267-2038

Coast Guard Fax: (202) 287-4278
16475

Ms. Sue Detwiler

Endangered Species Coordinator 2004
L5, Fish and Wildlite Service, Alaska Region ocr 18

1011 East Tudor Road. MS 361

Anchorage, AK 99503

Subject: Environmental Assessment of the Establishment and Operation of a Maritime
Safety and Security Team in Anchorage, AK

Dear Ms. Detwiler:

The U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) for the
estnblishment and operation of a Maritime Safety and Security Team (MSST) in Anchorage, AK.
Preparation of the EA is being conducted in accordance with the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) of 1969 (Section 102(2)c)) and its implementing regulations, Title 40 Code of
Federal Regulations, Part 1500. The MSST is being established to increase the USCG’s ability
o protect critical domestic ports and the U.S, Marine Transportation System from illegal activity,
sabotage, and other subversive acts including terrorism. While the MSST’s operations will
closely parallel USCG traditional port security operations, it also will provide complementary,
non-redundant capabilities that will be able to close significant readiness gaps in our nation’s
strategic ports.

The EA will address the overall environmental impacts of establishing and operating the MSST
including the implementation of shore side infrastructure support to accommodate 76 active duty
personnel and MSST equipment in Anchorage, AK. MSST equipment would include six new
Response Boats-Small (RB-S). It is anticipated that the RB-Ss would operate 12 hours per day, 7
days per week and that there would be two to three boats operating at any one time, although all
six boats may operate under specific threat scenarios.

RB-5s are 25-foot boats with outboard engines. The RB-Ss can carry 3 crewmembers plus up to
7 passengers. They are equipped with radar, depth sounder, differential Global Positioning
System, and defensive weaponry. The MSST is expected to operate in the Port of Anchorage (see
enclosure); however, the MSST may be deployed to other ports or harbors throughout
southcentral Alaska to provide additional protection for specific targets throughout the region.
Operations associated with the MSST are similar to on-going USCG operations.

Enclosed for your review is a brief description of the Proposed Action (including a figure
showing the location). In accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, as amended,
we seek to informally consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service regarding the proposed
establishment and operation of the MSST in Anchorage, AK. We intend to have the EA stand as
our Biological Assessment (BA) for this proposal. In order to fully assess the potential impacts
associated with the Proposed Action on protected resources, we are requesting a list of
endangered, threatened or candidate species or their habitat that occur within the ROL and any
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additional concerns that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service may have regarding the potential
impacts of the Proposed Action on federally listed species or other marine mammals.

We will also consult with National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s National Marine
Fisheries Service (NOAA Fisheries), Protected Resources Division regarding the presence of
species of concern under their jurisdiction and NOAA Fisheries, Habitat Conservation Division
regarding essential fish habitat within the ROI.

We look forward (o working with your office on this project. Please send any
comments/correspondence to the USCG through one of the following methods:

{1) By mail to:

Commandant (G-OT)

2100 Second Street, SW

Washington, DC 20593

Attn: Captain S. D. Austin
(2) Or, by fax to LT Ty Nagie at (202) 267-1171 (MSST)
(3) Or by E-mail to tnagie{@comdt.uscg.mil (MSST)

Thank vou for vour assistance. If yvou have questions about the propozed establishment of the
MSST, please contact LT Ty Nagie at (202) 267-6064, or about the EA, please contact Ms.
Kebby Kelley at (202) 267-6034.

Sincerely, i
\_—-jg&,
F1. Austin

Captain, U.5. Coast Guard
Director, Maritime Homeland Security Operations & Tactics

Enclosures: (1) Supplemental Information
{(2) ROI map



United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Anchorage Fish and Wildlife Field Office
605 West 4™ Avenue, Room G-61

Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2249

November 26, 2004

S. D. Austin

U. S. Department of Homeland Security
U. 8. Coast Guard

2100 Second Street, SW

Washington DC 20593-0001

Re: Anchorage Maritime Safety and Security Team establishment and operation (consultation
rmumber 2005-031)

Dear Mr. Austin,

Thank you for your letter received in this office on October 18, 2004 requesting a list of
endangered, threatened or candidate species or their habitat within the area of the proposed
Maritime Safety and Security Team establishment and operation project. The U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service has reviewed the information on this project and is providing the comments
below in accordance with section 7 (a) (2) of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (87 Stat. 884,
as amended, 16 US.C. 1531 er seq. (ESA)).

Our records indicate that there are no species listed as threatened or endangered under ESA in
this area; neither are there any species proposed for listing. In addition, there are no areas
designated or proposed as critical habitat within the action area of the proposed project.
Therefore, the requirements of section 7 of the ESA have been satisfied and no further
consultation pursuant to the ESA is required for this project at this time.

This letter relates only to species listed or proposed under ESA and/or designated or proposed
critical habitat under our jurisdiction. It does not address species under the jurisdiction of
Mational Marine Fisheries Service, or other legislation or responsibilities under the Fish and
Wildlife Coordination Act, Clean Water Act, National Environmental Policy Act, Bald and
Golden Eagle Protection Act, or Migratory Bird Treaty Act.

This concludes section 7 consultation for the proposed Maritime Safety and Security Team
project. Thank you for your cooperation in meeting our joint responsibilities under section 7 of
the Endangered Species Act. If you have any further endangered species questions, please
contact me at (907) 271-2807. Please refer to consultation number 2005-031 in future

correspondence on this project.
Gregory L. Risdahl

Endangered Species Biologist

Sincerely,
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U.S. Department of Commandant 2100 Second Street, S.WW.

Homeland Security United States Goast Guard Washington, DC 20583-0001
Staff Symbel: G-OT

United States Phane: (202) 267-1162

Coast Guard Fax: (202 267-1171

16475

Ms. Judith Bittner OCT 1 8 2004

State Historic Preservation Officer
Office of History & Archaeology
550 West 7" Avenue, Suite 130
Anchorage, AK 99501-3563

RE: Finding of No Historic Properties Affected for Establishing a US Coast Guard
Maritime Safety and Security Team (MSST) in Anchorage, AK

Dear Ms. Bittner:

The U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) for the
establishment and operation of a Maritime Safety and Security Team (MSST) operating out of
Anchorage, AK. This undertaking is subject to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation
Act, as amended in 1992 (16 USC 470 ef seq.). This letter is to fulfill the USCG’s obligation
under Section 106 by providing the information required for Title 36 Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR) Part 800.11 to make a determination under 800.4(d)(1), Finding of No
Historic Properties Affected.

The MSST is being established to increase the USCG'’s ability to protect critical domestic ports
and the U.S. Marine Transportation System from illegal activity, sabotage, and other subversive
acts, including terrorism. While the MSST’s operarions would closely parallel USCUG traditional
port security operations, they also would provide complementary, non-redundant capabilities that
would be able to close significant readiness gaps in our nation’s strategic ports.

The EA will address the overall environmental impacts of establishing and operating the MSST
including the implementation of shore side infrastructure support to accommodate 76 active duty
personnel and MSST equipment in Anchorage, AK. MSST equipment would include six new
Response Boats-Small (RB-S). It is anticipated that the RB-Ss would operate 12 hours per day, 7
days per week and that there would be two to three boats operating at any one time, although all
six boats may operate under specific threat scenarios.

RRB-Ss are 25-foot boats with outboard engines. The RB-Ss can carry 3 crewmembers plus up to
7 passengers. They are equipped with radar, depth sounder, differential Global Positioning
System, and defensive weaponry. The MSST is expected to operate in the Port of Anchorage (see
enclosure); however, the MSST may be deployed to other ports or harbors throughout
southcentral Alaska to provide additional protection for specific targets throughout the region.
Operations associated with the MSST are similar to on-going USCG operations.

Enclosed for your review is a brief description of the Proposed Action (including a figure
showing the location). The Proposed Action is not expected to affect any historic properties.
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Please provide comments on our determination of no historic properties affected. If your
comment indicates a difference of opinion on this determination, please feel free to contact Ms,
Kebby Kelley at 202-267-6034 in order to continue consultation and hopefully resolve the

difference of opinion. Please provide your comments within 15 days from the date vour office
receives this letter.

Thank you in advance.

Sincerely, 5

DL Austin
Captain, U.S. Coast Guard
Director, Maritime Homeland Security Operations & Tactics

Enclosures: (1) Supplemental Information
(2) ROI map
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Ms. Judith Bittner OCT 1 8 2004

State Historic Preservation Officer
Office of History & Archaeology
550 West 7" Avenue, Suite 130
Anchorage, AK 99501-3565

RE: Finding of No Historic Properties Affected for Establishing a US Coast Guard
Maritime Safety and Security Team (MSST) in Anchorage, AK

Dear Ms. Bittner:

The U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) for the
estahlishment and operation of a Maritime Safety and Security Team (MSST) operating out of
Anchorage, AK. This undertaking is subject to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation
Act, as amended in 1992 (16 UUSC 470 ef seq.). This letter is to fulfill the USCG"s obligation
under Section 106 by providing the information required for Title 36 Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR) Part 800.11 to make a determination under 800.4(d)(1), Finding of No
Historic Properties Affected.

The MSST is being established to increase the USCG’s ability to protect critical domestic ports
and the U.S. Marine Transportation System from illegal activity, sabotage, and other subversive
acts, including terrorism. While the MS517s operations would closely parallel USCG traditional
port security operations, they also would provide complementary, non-redundant capabilities that
would be able to close significant readiness gaps in our nation's strategic ports.

The EA will address the overall environmental impacts of establishing and operating the MSST
including the implementation of shore side infrastructure support to accommodate 76 active duty
personnel and MSST equipment in Anchorage, AK. MSST equipment would include six new
Response Boats-Small (RB-8). It is anticipated that the RB-Ss would operate 12 hours per day. 7
days per week and that there would be two to three boats operating at any one time, although all
six boats may operate under specific threat scenarios.

RB-8s are 25-foot boats with outboard engines. The RB-8s can carry 3 crewmembers plus up to
7 passengers. They are equipped with radar, depth sounder, differential Global Positioning
System, and defensive weaponry. The MSST is expected to operate in the Port of Anchorage (see
enclosure); bowever, the MSST may be deployed w other purls or harbors throughout
southcentral Alaska to provide additional protection for specific targets throughout the region.
Operations associated with the MSST are similar to on-going USCG operations.

Enclosed for your review is a brief description of the Proposed Action (including a figure
showing the location). The Proposed Action is not expected to affect any historic properties.

7/)
(&
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Please provide comments on our determination of no historic properties affected. If your
comment indicates a difference of opinion on this determination, please feel free to contact Ms.
Kebby Kelley at 202-267-6034 in order to continue consultation and hopefully resolve the

difference of opinion. Please provide your comments within 15 days from the date your office
receives this letter.

Thank you in advance,

Sincerelv,

1. Austin
Captain. 11.S. Coast Guard

Director, Maritime Homeland Security Operations & Tactics

Enclosures: (1) Supplemental Information
(2) ROI map

No Historic Properties Affected
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U.S. Department of Commandant 2100 Second Street, 5.W.

Homeland Security United States Coast Guard Washington, DC 20593-0001
Staff Symbol; G-OT

United States Phone: (202) 267-1162

Coast Guard Fax: (202} 267-1171

16475

Thede Tobish .

Southeentral Coastal Coordinator oCT 18 2004
Alaska Coastal Management Program

Department of Community Planning and Development

P.0. Box 196650

Anchorage, AK 99519-6650

Subject:  Environmental Assessment of the Establishment and Operation of a Maritime Safety
and Security Team in Anchorage, AK

Dear Mr, Tobish:

The US. Coast Guard (USCG) is preparing a Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) for the
establishment and operation of a Maritime Safety and Security Team (MSST) in Anchorage, AK.
Pieparation of the EA is being conducted in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) of 1969 (Section 102(2)(c)) and its implementing regulations, Title 40 Code of Federal
Regulations, Part 1500. The MSST is being established to increase the USCG's ability to protect critical
domestic ports and the U.S. Marilime Transportation System from illegal activity, sabotage, and other
subversive acts including terrorism. While the MSST’s operations will closely parallel USCG traditional
port security operations, it also will provide complementary, non-redundant capabilities that will be able
to close significant readiness gaps in our nation’s strategic ports.

The EA will address the overall environmental impacts of establishing and operating the MSST including
the implementation of shore side facilitics and infrastructure to suppirt 76 active duty MSST personnel
and equipment in Anchorage, AK. MSST equipment would include six new Response Boats-Small (RB-
§). Itis anticipated that the RB-Ss would operate 12 hours per day, 7 days per week and that there would

be twa to three boats operating at any one time, although all six boats may operate under specific threat
SCEnArios.

RB-Ss are 25-foot boats with outhoard enpines. The RB-Ss can carry 3 crewmembers, plus up to 7
passengers, and are equipped with radar, depth sounder, differential Global Positioning System and
defensive weaponry. The MSST is expected to operate in the Anchorage area (see enclosed ROl map);
however, the MSST may be deployed to other ports or harbors to provide additional protection for
specific targets throughout the region. Operations associated with the MSST are similar to on-going
Coast Guard operations.

Enclosed for your review is the MSST Fact Sheet and the USCG's Consistency Determination under the
Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) Section 307(c)1) and Title 15 Code of Federal Regulations
(CFR) Part 930, subpart C, for the Proposed Action. We believe that the Proposed Action is consistent to
the maximum extent practicable with the enforceable policies of the Alaska Coastal Management
Program. As stated above, we are currently preparing an EA, and we intend to fully assess the potential
impacts associated with the Proposed Action on environmental resources within the region of influence
(ROI). Your concerns and comments regarding the implementation of the MSST and its possible impacts
are important to the USCG.



We look forward to working with your office on this project. Please send any comments/correspondence
to the USCG through one of the following methods:

(1) By mail to:
Commandant (G-0T)
2100 Second Street, SW
Washington, DC 20593
Attn: Captain 8. D). Austin

(2) Or, by fax to LT Tv Nagie at (202) 267-1172
(3) Or by E-mailto tnagie@icomdt.useg. mil

Thank you for your assistance, If you have questions about the proposed establishment of the MSST,

please contact LCDR Kirk Schilling, or about the EA, please contact Ms. Kebby Kelley at (202) 267-
6034,

Sincerely,

5. D. Austin
Captain, U.S. Coast Guard
Director, Maritime Homeland Security Operations & Tactics

Enclosures: (1) Consistency Determination
(2) MSST Fact Sheet
(3) ROI map



Enclosure: Consistency Determination

USCG COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT ACT (CZMA)
CONSISTENCY DETERMINATION

This document provides the Alaska Department of Natural Resources, Office of Project
Management and Planning, Coastal Management Program with the United States Coast
Guard’s (USCG) Consistency Determination under CZMA Section 307(c)(1) and 15 CFR
Part 930, subpart C, for the standup and operation of the Maritime Safety and Security
Team (MSST) in Anchorage, AK.

Necessary Data and Information:

1. The U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) for the
establishment and operation of a Maritime Safety and Security Team (MSST) in
Anchorage, AK. Preparation of the EA is being conducted in accordance with the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 (Section 102(2)(c)) and its
implementing regulations, 40 Code of Federal Regulations, Part 1500. The MSST is
being established to increase the USCG’s ability to protect critical domestic ports and the
U.S. Maritime Transportation System from illegal activity, sabotage, and other
subversive acts including terrorism. While the MSST’s operations will closely parallel
USCG traditional port security operations, it will also provide complementary, non-
redundant capabilities that will be able to close significant readiness gaps in our nation’s
strategic ports.

Enclosed for your review is a Fact Sheet on the EA (including a figure showing the
location). The EA will address the overall environmental impacts of establishing and
operating the MSST, including onshore facilities and infrastructure to support 76 active
duty MSST personnel and equipment, as well as the operation of six new Response
Boats-Small (RB-S). It is anticipated that the RB-Ss would operate 12 hours per day, 7
days per week and that there would be two to three boats operating at any given period,
although all six may be necessary under specific threat scenarios.

RB-Ss are 25-foot boats with outboard engines. The RB-Ss can carry 3 crewmembers,
plus up to 7 passengers, and are equipped with RADAR, depth sounder, differential
Global Positioning System, and defensive weaponry. The MSST is expected to operate
in the Port of Anchorage; however, the MSST may be deployed to other ports and
harbors throughout the southcentral Alaska region to provide additional protection for
specific targets.

2. Under Alaska’s Coastal Management Program Statute (Title 46 Section 39.010), “the
Department of Natural Resources shall render, on behalf of the state, all federal
consistency determinations and considerations authorized by 16 U.S.C. 1456 (Section
307, Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972).” The EA will assess the impacts of the
Proposed Action on coastal resources that are provided under 1) the Standards of the
Alaska Coastal Management Program (Alaska Administrative Code, Title 6, Chapter 80,
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Article 2, Uses and Activities) and 2) the Anchorage Coastal District Enforceable
Policies . The EA will be provided to you once it is available.

3. However, at this time no significant impacts on coastal resources in Anchorage, AK
are anticipated. Additionally, the Proposed Action is consistent with Subsection 6 AAC
80.040 in that it is a water dependent use, as its specific purpose is to enhance port
security.

Based upon the preceding information, data and analysis, the Coast Guard finds that the
standup and operation of MSST Anchorage, AK is consistent to the maximum extent
practicable with the enforceable policies of the Alaska Coastal Management Program.

Pursuant to 15 CFR Section 930.41, the Alaska Coastal Management Program has sixty
days from the receipt of this letter and accompanying information in which to concur
with or object to this U.S. Coast Guard’s Consistency Determination, or to request an
extension 930.41(b). The State’s concurrence will be presumed if the State’s response is
not received by the Coast Guard on the 60" day from receipt of this Determination. The
State’s response should be sent to:

LT Ty Nagie

Headquarters, United States Coast Guard
Commandant (G-OPD)

2100 Second Street, SW

Washington, DC 20593-0001

Telephone: (202) 267-1162; fax (202) 267-1172



Enclosure: Supplemental Information/MSST Fact Sheet

FACT SHEET

Environmental Assessment (EA) of the Stand-Up and Operations of a
Maritime Safety & Security Team (MSST) at Anchorage, AK

Background
On November 25, 2002, the President signed into law the Homeland Security Act of 2002, P.L. 107-296,

which created the new Department of Homeland Security (DHS). Under this legislation, the U.S. Coast
Guard (USCG) was transferred from the Department of Transportation (DOT) to the DHS. In the wake of
the events of September 11, 2001, emerging threats to the U.S. homeland have prompted an increased
USCG focus on protecting domestic ports and the U.S. Marine Transportation System from warfare and
terrorist threats.

To meet its increasing mission needs and challenges, the USCG is establishing Maritime Safety and
Security Teams (MSSTs). MSSTSs are specifically organized, trained, and equipped to counter current
and emerging threats to our nation’s seaports. The MSST would normally conduct operations in
protected waters such as a harbor or port. Our seaports are a vital hub and central to our nation’s defense
and economic security. Considerable critical infrastructure, and thousands of commercial and military
ships located in our seaports move over 90 percent of American’s foreign trade and military cargo to
overseas locations. The MSST would provide a dedicated force focused on mastering the advanced
tactics, techniques, and procedures associated with port security and defense missions in ports that are
also engaged in legitimate commercial and recreational activities. They would operate with, and be
supported by, both military and civilian government organizations, commercial, and non-governmental
entities. The MSST would be transportable via land transportation, USCG cutter, and USCG or other
military aircraft worldwide. In summary, the MSST would:

e Augment a USCG Group or the Captain of the Port (COTP) as a force multiplier; enhancing port
safety and security, and law enforcement capabilities at economic or military significant ports.

o Deploy for specific episodic events that require an increased security posture for a limited
duration. Transport all equipment and material via aircraft or ground or cutter transportation.

o Exercise security contingency plans in major ports.

e Detachments may also augment COTPs to conduct Port State Control Boardings and deploy for
port familiarization and training.

The USCG is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) to comply with the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA), and other related environmental laws, regulations, and Executive Orders.

Maritime Safety and Security Teams

The stand-up (establishment and operations) of the MSST at Anchorage, Alaska, would consist of 76
active duty personnel (these would consist of mostly reassigned personnel although there may be some
new personnel), modifications to the existing South Transit Shed at the Port of Anchorage, Terminal 1, as
a temporary homeport for the MSST, construction of a new support building at the Port of Anchorage as a
permanent homeport for the MSST, six Response Boats-Small (RB-Ss), trailers, seven pickup trucks, and
three passenger vans.

RB-Ss are 25-foot boats with outboard engines. They are highly maneuverable, capable of quickly
reaching and sustaining high speeds (in excess of 40 knots), and can carry three crewmembers, plus an
additional seven passengers. The RB-Ss are equipped with radar, differential Global Positioning System
(DGPS), and defensive weaponry. The MSST would also include boat trailers, four Ford F-350 pickup

MSST Anchorage 1 September 2004
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trucks, three Ford F-550 stakebed trucks, and three 15-passenger vans. When not in use, RB-Ss would be
located on trailers at its on-shore support facility.

The MSST would be capable of operating 24 hours per day, seven days per week. However, it is
anticipated that the RB-Ss would operate 12 hours per day, 7 days per week and that there would be two
to three boats operating at any one time.

The Region of Influence (ROI) for the MSST, presented in Attachment 1, is defined as the area where the
MSST would typically conduct its operations. Under normal circumstances, the ROl is U.S. coastal
waters between Ketchikan and Anchorage. From approximately November to April, ice would prevent
the MSST from operating in the Port of Anchorage. The MSST would either conduct on-shore
administrative activities, operate from an ice-free port in Alaska, or support an existing MSST at other
U.S. ports. The MSST could also be deployed temporarily in emergencies to other ports as needed. The
MSST would launch the RB-Ss from a public boat ramp on Ocean Dock Road near the Port of
Anchorage. The Anchorage MSST would have no aviation assets, but would utilize airlift capabilities
from the USCG Air Station Kodiak, or secondarily from Elmindorf Air Force Base (AFB) in Anchorage.

On-shore MSST Support Facilities

Each MSST would be located at or near an existing USCG Group in the vicinity of a regionally
significant economic or military port. Co-locating the MSST with or near existing USCG Groups
maximizes the use of existing infrastructure (i.e., electric, water and communications) and already
assigned personnel. The criteria used to select these ports and the priority in which the MSST are stood
up is based on a number of factors, including, but not limited to, the level of current protection, the
amount and type of cargo and the concentration of critical Department of Defense facilities.

The Anchorage MSST would be temporarily located at the South Transit Shed, Terminal No. 1 at the Port
of Anchorage, and permanently in a new facility that would be constructed in 2006 or 2007 by the Port of
Anchorage for the USCG. The USCG would occupy approximately one-third of the South Transit Shed.
Establishment of the MSST would involve approximately 15,000 square feet (ft°) of interior renovations
to the South Transit Shed, constructing a 100-200 ft? weapons vault, construction of administrative office
space, modular furniture units, and telephone and computer cabling. The only external modification
would be to construct a new stairway to the second floor. The MSST would be assigned space in an
existing parking lot for the boats and trailers. As part of its expansion project, the Port of Anchorage will
eventually demolish the South Transit Shed, requiring the MSST to relocate to the proposed permanent
location within the Port.

The proposed permanent MSST homeport would be on a 2.73 acre parcel approximately 100 yards south
of the South Transit Shed, and north of an existing tank farm on Alaska Rail Road property. The parcel is
currently a paved parking lot. The permanent facility would include about 81 parking spots, a small
auxiliary storage area, a fuel tank, and a 30 by 120 foot floating dock for mooring the RB-Ss. Access to
the floating dock would be through a covered walkway (approximately 220 feet) to a tide ramp
(approximately 120 feet). The conceptual design for the permanent MSST homeport is a two-story,
30,000 ft* building.

MSST Anchorage 2 September 2004
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APPENDIX D

ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATIONS, LAWS, AND EXECUTIVE ORDERS






Table of Applicable Laws and Executive Orders *

Title, Citation

Summary

Archaeological and Historical
Preservation Act, 16 U.S.C. 469

Protects and preserves historical and archaeological data.
Requires Federal agencies to identify and recover data from
archaeological sites threatened by a proposed action(s).

Clean Air Act, 42 U.S.C. 7401-
7671q, as amended

Establishes Federal standards for air pollutants. Prevents
significant deterioration in areas of the country where air quality
fails to meet Federal standards.

Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C.
1251-1387 (also known as the
Federal Water Pollution Control
Act)

Comprehensively restores and maintains the chemical, physical,
and biological integrity of the Nation’s waters. Implemented and
enforced by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA).

Coastal Barrier Resources Act, 16
U.S.C. 3501-3510

Discourages coastal barrier island degradation by prohibiting
direct or indirect Federal financial funds (including flood
insurance) for development, except for emergency life-saving
activities.

Coastal Zone Management Act of
1972, 16 U.S.C. 1451-1464

Establishes a policy to preserve, protect, develop, and where
possible, restore and enhance the resources of the Nation’s coastal
zone. Encourages and assists states in developing and
implementing coastal zone management programs.

Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act of 1980, 42 U.S.C.
9601-9675 (also known as
“Superfund”)

Provides for liability, compensation, cleanup, and emergency
response for hazardous substances released into the environment
and cleanup of inactive hazardous substances disposal sites.
Establishes a fund financed by hazardous waste generators to
support cleanup and response actions.

Deepwater Port Act of 1974, 33
U.S.C. 1501-1524

Assigns responsibility to the Secretary of Transportation to license
the construction and operation of all oil and natural gas deepwater
ports located beyond the U.S. territorial sea and off the U.S. coast.

Endangered Species Act of 1973,
16 U.S.C. 1531-1543, as amended

Protects threatened, endangered, and candidate species of fish,
wildlife, and plants and their designated critical habitats. Prohibits
Federal action that jeopardizes the continued existence of
endangered or threatened species. Requires consultation with U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Fisheries and a biological
assessment when such species are present in an area affected by
government activities.




Table of Applicable Laws and Executive Orders (continued)

Title, Citation

Summary

Fish and Wildlife Coordination
Act, 16 U.S.C. 661-667¢, as
amended

Authorizes the Secretaries of Interior and Commerce to provide
assistance to and cooperate with Federal and State agencies to
protect, rear, stock, and increase the supply of game and fur-
bearing animals, as well as to study the effects of domestic
sewage, trade wastes, and other polluting substances on wildlife.
The 1946 amendments require consultation with the USFWS and
the state fish and wildlife agencies involving any waterbodies that
are proposed or authorized, permitted or licensed to be
impounded, diverted or otherwise controlled or modified by any
agency under a Federal permit or license.

Magnuson-Stevens Fishery
Conservation and Management
Act, 16 U.S.C. 1801-1883, as
amended

Establishes regional fisheries councils that set fishing quotas and
restrictions in U.S. waters. Requires Federal agencies to consult
with NOAA Fisheries on all actions (authorized, funded, or
undertaken) that might adversely affect essential fish habitat.

Marine Mammal Protection Act
of 1972, 16 U.S.C. 1361-1389,
1401-1407, 1538, 4107

Establishes a moratorium on the taking and importation of marine
mammals. Prohibits harassing, hunting, capturing, collecting, or

killing of marine mammals or attempting such actions. Requires

permits for taking marine mammals. Requires consultations with
USFWS and NOAA Fisheries if impacts on marine mammals are
possible.

Marine Protection, Research, and
Sanctuaries Act of 1972, 33
U.S.C. 1401-1445

Regulates dumping of materials into ocean waters. Provides a
permitting process to control ocean dumping of dredged materials.
Establishes the marine sanctuaries program.

Maritime Transportation Security
Act of 2002, Pub. L. 107-295

Extends the Deepwater Port Act application to include facilities
and operations related to natural gas.

Migratory Bird Treaty Act, 16
U.S.C. 703-712

Implements various treaties for protecting migratory birds; the
taking, Kkilling, or possession of migratory birds is unlawful.

National Environmental Policy
Act of 1969, 42 U.S.C. 4321-
4370e, as amended

Requires Federal agencies to use a systematic approach when
assessing environmental impacts of government activities.
Proposes an interdisciplinary approach in a decision-making
process designed to identify unacceptable or unnecessary impacts
to the environment.

National Historic Preservation
Act, 16 U.S.C. 470-470x-6

Requires Federal agencies to consider the effect of any federally
assisted undertaking or licensing on any district, site, building,
structure, or object eligible for inclusion, or listed in the National
Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Provides for the nomination,
identification (through NRHP listing), and protection of significant
historical and cultural properties.




Table of Applicable Laws and Executive Orders (continued)

Title, Citation

Summary

National Marine Sanctuaries Act,
16 U.S.C. 1431 et seq.

Authorizes the Secretary of Commerce to designate national
marine sanctuaries based on statutory criteria and stipulated
factors to be considered by the Secretary as a basis for designation.
Stipulates consultation requirements with various Federal
agencies, Congressional committees, state agencies and regional
fishery councils.

Natural Gas Act of 1938, 15
U.S.C. 717

Designates the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission—an
independent agency within the Department of Energy—to regulate
the transmission and sale of natural gas for resale in interstate
commerce.

Natural Gas Pipelines and Safety
Act of 1968 and Hazardous
Liquid Pipeline Safety Act of
1979, as amended, 49 U.S.C. 601

The Natural Gas Pipelines and Safety Act of 1968 authorizes the
Department of Transportation to regulate pipeline transportation of
natural (flammable, toxic, or corrosive) gas and other gases as well
as the transportation and storage of liquefied natural gas (LNG).
The Hazardous Liquid Pipeline Safety Act of 1979 authorizes the
Department of Transportation to regulate pipeline transportation of
hazardous liquids (crude oil, petroleum products, anhydrous
ammonia, and carbon dioxide). Both of these Acts have been
recodified as 49 U.S.C. Chapter 601.

Noise Control Act of 1972, 42
U.S.C. 4901-4918

Establishes a national policy to promote an environment free from
noise that jeopardizes health and welfare. Authorizes the
establishment of Federal noise emissions standards and provides
relevant information to the public.

Nonindigenous Aquatic Nuisance
Prevention Control Act of 1990,
16 U.S.C. 4701-4751

Establishes aquatic nuisance species.

Northwest Atlantic Fisheries
Convention Act of 1995, 16
U.S.C. 5601-5610

Implements provisions of international conventions and
establishes regulatory framework.

Occupational Safety and Health
Act of 1970, 29 U.S.C. 651-678

Establishes standards to protect workers, including standards on
industrial safety, noise, and health standards.

Outer Continental Shelf Lands
Act of 1953, 43 U.S.C. 1331-
1356, as amended

Defines the Outer Continental Shelf as all submerged lands lying
seaward of State coastal waters that are three miles offshore.
Delegates leasing authority to the Secretary of the Interior to
promulgate regulations in an effort to reduce waste and conserve
natural resources.




Table of Applicable Laws and Executive Orders (continued)

Title, Citation

Summary

Port and Waterways Safety Act,
33 U.S.C. 1221-1232

Sets boat operating and towing safety requirements and
established enforcement provisions. Authorizes the U.S. Coast
Guard (USCG) to establish vessel traffic service/separation
schemes for ports, harbors, and other waters subject to congested
vessel traffic.

Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act, 42 U.S.C. 6901-
6992k

Establishes requirements for safely managing and disposing of
solid and hazardous waste and underground storage tanks.

Executive Order (EO) 12372,
Intergovernmental Review of
Federal Programs, July 14, 1982,
47 FR 30959 (6/16/82), as
supplemented

Requires Federal agencies to consult with state and local
governments when proposed Federal financial assistance or direct
Federal development impacts interstate metropolitan urban centers
or other interstate areas.

EO 12898, Environmental
Justice, February 11, 1994, 59 FR
7629 (2/16/94), as amended

Requires certain Federal agencies, to the greatest extent
practicable permitted by law, to make environmental justice part
of their missions by identifying and addressing disproportionately
high and adverse health or environmental effects on minority and
low-income populations.

EO 13089, Coral Reef Protection,
June 11 1998, 64 FR 232
(12/3/99)

Mandates that all Federal agencies whose actions may affect U.S.
coral reef ecosystems (1) identify their actions that may affect U.S.
coral reef ecosystems; (2) use their programs and authorities to
protect and enhance the conditions of such ecosystems; and (3) to
the extent permitted by law, ensure that any actions they authorize,
fund, or carry out will not degrade the conditions of such
ecosystems. Federal agencies shall, subject to the availability of
appropriations, provide for the implementation of measures
needed to research, monitor, manage, and restore affected
ecosystems, including measures reducing impacts from pollution,
sedimentation, and fishing.

EO 13148, Greening the
Government Through Leadership
in Environmental Management,
April 21, 2000, 65 FR 24595
(4/26/00)

Designates the head of each Federal agency to ensure that all
necessary actions are taken to integrate environmental
accountability into agency day-to-day decision making and long-
term planning processes, across all agency missions, activities, and
functions. Establishes goals for environmental management,
environmental compliance, right-to-know (informing the public
and their workers of possible sources of pollution resulting from
facility operations) and pollution prevention, and similar matters.

EO 13175, Consultation and
Coordination with Indian Tribal
Governments, November 6, 2000,
65 FR 67249 (11/09/00)

Requires Federal agencies to establish an accountable process that
ensures meaningful and timely input from tribal officials in
developing policies that have tribal implications.




Table of Applicable Laws and Executive Orders (continued)

Title, Citation Summary
EO 13186, Responsibilities of Requires each agency to ensure that environmental analyses of
Federal Agencies to Protect Federal actions (required by the National Environmental Policy
Migratory Birds, January 10, Act or other established environmental review processes) evaluate
2001, 66 FR 3853 (1/17/01) the effects of actions and agency plans on migratory birds,

emphasizing species of concern. Agencies must support the
conservation intent of migratory bird conventions by integrating
bird conservation principles, measures, and practices into agency
activities, and by avoiding or minimizing, to the extent practicable,
adverse impacts on migratory bird resources when conducting
agency actions.

EO 11593, Protection and Requires all Federal agencies to locate, identify, and record all
Enhancement of the Cultural cultural resources, including significant archaeological, historical,
Environment, May 13, 1971, 36 or architectural sites.

FR 8921 (5/15/71)

! This table only reflects those laws and EOs that may reasonably be expected to apply to the Proposed Action and alternatives.

Other laws and Executive Orders relevant to consideration of licensing of deepwater ports include, but are
not limited to:

e Abandoned Shipwreck Act, 43 U.S.C. 2102, et seq.

e American Indian Religious Freedom Act, 42 U.S.C. 1996, et seq.

e Antiquities Act, 16 U.S.C. 433, et seq.; Archeological Resources Protection Act, 16 U.S.C. 470
aa-ll, et seq.

e Architectural Barriers Act, 42 U.S.C. 4151, et seq.

¢ Community Environmental Response Facilitation Act, 42 U.S.C. 9620, et seq.

o Department of Transportation Act, P.L. 89-670, 49 U.S.C. 303, Section 4(f), et seq.

e Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act, 42 U.S.C. 11001-11050, et seq.
e Environmental Quality Improvement Act, P.L. 98-581, 42 U.S.C. 4371, et seq.

e Farmlands Protection Policy Act, P.L. 97-98, 7 U.S.C. 4201, et seq.

o Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act, P.L. 86-139, 7 U.S.C. 135, et seq.
o Federal Records Act, 44 U.S.C. 2101-3324, et seq.

o Fish and Wildlife Act of 1956, P.L. 85-888, 16 U.S.C. 742, et seq.

o Flood Disaster Protection Act, 42 U.S.C. 4001, et seq.

¢ Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act, 25 U.S.C. 3001, et seq.

¢ Pollution Prevention Act of 1990, 42 U.S.C. 13101-13109, et seq.

o Safe Drinking Water Act, P.L. 93-523, 42, U.S.C. 201, et seq.




Toxic Substances Control Act, 7 U.S.C. 136, et seq.
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, P.L. 90-542, 16 U.S.C. 1271, et seq.

EO 12902, dated March 8, 1994, Energy Efficiency and Water Conservation at Federal
Facilities, 59 FR 11463

EO 12114, dated January 9, 1979, Environmental Effects Abroad of Major Federal Actions, 44
FR 1957

EO 12088, dated October 13, 1978, Federal Compliance with Pollution Control Standards, 43
FR 47707, as amended by EO 12580, dated January 23, 1987, and revoked (in part) by EO 13148,
dated April 21, 2000

EO 13132, dated August 4, 1999, Federalism, 64 FR 43255

EO 11988, dated May 24, 1977, Floodplain Management and Protection, 42 FR 26951, as
amended by EO 12148, dated July 20, 1979, 44 FR 43239

EO 13007, dated May 24, 1996, Historic Sites Act, 16 U.S.C. 46, et seq.; Indian Sacred Sites, 61
FR 26771

EO 12372, dated July 14, 1982, Intergovernmental Review of Federal Programs, 47 FR 30959, as
amended by EO 12416, April 8, 1983, 48 FR 15587; supplemented by EO 13132, August 4,
1999, 64 FR 43255

EO 13112, dated February 3, 1999, Invasive Species, 64 FR 6183, as amended by EO 13286,
February 28, 2003, 68 FR 10619

EO 13158, dated May 26, 2000, Marine Protected Areas, 65 FR 2490

EO 11514, dated March 5, 1970, Protection and Enhancement of Environmental Quality, 35 FR
4247, as amended by EO 11541, July 1,1970, 35 FR 10737 and EO 11991, May 24, 1977, 42 FR
26967

EO 13045, dated April 21, 1997, Protection of Children from Environmental Health and Safety
Risks, 62 FR 19885, as amended by EO 13229, October 9, 2001, 66 FR 52013 and EO 13296,
April 18, 2003, 68 FR 19931

EO 11990, dated May 24, 1977, Protection of Wetlands, 42 FR 26961, as amended by EO 12608,
September 9, 1987, 52 FR 34617

EO 12962, dated June 7, 1995, Recreational Fisheries, 60 FR 307695

EO 13123, Greening the Government Through Efficient Energy Management, dated June 3, 1999,
64 FR 30851
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Commandant 2100 Second Strest, S.W.
United States Coast Guard Washington, DC 205930001
Staff Symbol: G-OPL-4
Phone: (202) 267-2041
FAX: (202} 267-4082

t1.S. Department
of Transportation

United States
Coast Guard

16214

SEP 2 8 00
LETTER OF PROMULGATION 28 200

From: Commandant
To: Distribution

1. Protecting our nation’s natural resources is one of the Coast Guard’s five strategic goals.
Along with Maritime Safety, Maritime Security, Maritime Mobility, and National Defense,
Protection of Natural Resources is one of the basic reasons the taxpayers fund the Coast Guard
each year. Hence, it is one of the outcomes to which our entire organizational effort — programs,
policies, and assects — should be dedicated. In our Strategic Plan 1999, 1 defined the Protection of
Natural Resources Strategic Goals as “the elimination of environmental damage and natural :
resource degradation associated with all maritime activities.” A vital aspect of achieving this
goal is helping the nation recover and maintain healthy populations of marine protected species.

OCEAN STEWARD is our strategic plan for making that happen.

2. OCEAN STEWARD provides the emphasis operational commanders, training commands,
and administrative staffs need to prioritize and execute this increasingly important mission. The
core idea behind OCEAN STEWARD is the premise that all of us, as members of the Coast
Guard, have a responsibility to be good stewards of the ocean. If we adhere to this premise as
individuals, then the Coast Guard, as an organization, will make great progress toward achieving

OCEAN STEWARD’s objectives.
3. As we enter the 21 century, our nation is becoming increasingly concerned about the ocean
and the state of its living marine resources. Coast Guard leadership in protecting marine species,

however, is nothing new; it dates back as far as the Fur Seal Act of 1897. The Coast Guard
remains committed to continuing that tradition of leadership, gnd OCEAN STEWARD is your

guide in this important endeavor.

Encl: (1) OCEAN STE.WARD, Protected Living Marine Resoutcgs Strategic Plan

CG LANTAREA (A, Am, Ao), CG PACAREA (P, Pm, Po), CG DISTRICTS (d, m, 0), CG
ACADEMY, CG INSTITUTE, CG TRACEN Yorktown, CG TRACEN Cape May, CG TRACEN
Petaluma, CG PACAREA TRATEAM, CG RFTC Cape Cod MA, CG RFTC Charleston SC, CG

RFTC New Orleans LA, CG RFTC Kodiak AK, CG R&DC

Dist:




COMMANDANT’S PREAMBLE

The Coast Guard’s Strategic Plan 1999 states the nation’s waterways and their ecosystems
are vital to our economy and health. This is why we made the protection of natural
resources, specifically the elimination of environmental damage and natural resource
degradation associated with maritime activities, one of our five strategic goals, and made
enforcing the federal regulations that result in all living marine resources achieving healthy,
sustainable populations one of our performance goals. We already have formal plans in
place to help us achieve some of these goals, particularly in the areas of pollution response
and fisheries law enforcement. However, if we are to fully achieve our protection of natural
resources strategic goal, we must become more involved in the efforts to recover and
maintain our nation’s marine protected species and the habitats on which they depend.

In recent years, there has been a dramatic increase in public and governmental concern about
the state of our oceans and their living resources. Evidence of this includes:

+ Increasing fishery management measures designed to reduce bycatch of non-targeted
species, such as turtle excluder devices (TEDs), fixed-net pingers, and bycatch reduction
devices (BRDs).

» Rising conflicts between advocates for species protection and resource users, such as
those existing between Steller sea lion protection advocates and Bering Sea/Gulf of
Alaska pollock fishers, and between northern right whale protection advocates and New
England fixed gear fishers.

« The recent formation of federal and state government task forces to protect coral reefs,
northern right whales, Pacific salmon, and other endangered species.

» National Marine Fisheries Service Report to Congress (1999) concluding, of the 230
stocks for which the status can be determined, 98 are overfished and five are approaching
overfished - an increase from 86 overfished stocks in 1997 and 90 in 1998.

+ Fisheries closures and restrictions in the Gulf of Maine and the West Coast that have had
a devastating economic impact on groundfish fleets.

+ Increasing litigation against government agencies (including the Coast Guard) by
organizations trying to influence marine resource management policy.

« Funding for the Lands Legacy Initiative, which included $27 million to protect ocean and
coastal resources in FY 2000 and a request for $266 million for FY 2001.

« The recent signing, by President Clinton, of Executive Order 13158, strengthening and
expanding the nation’s system of marine protected areas (MPAS).

The Coast Guard already has effective, coordinated strategies for enforcing our nation's
fisheries management regulations, protecting the marine environment from oil pollution, and
responding to maritime disasters. However, our approach to marine protected species
(MPS), specifically those species and geographic areas that are protected under the
Endangered Species Act, the Marine Mammal Protection Act, the National Marine
Sanctuaries Act, or similar regulations or executive orders, is less clearly defined. Problems
resulting from this include:

« Initial delay in establishing a coordinated plan for accomplishing assigned Atlantic
Protected Living Marine Resources Initiative (APLMRI) tasks.

Enclosure (1)



« Difficulty in addressing potential conflicts between high-speed craft and marine
protected species in New England.

+ Low funding priority for funding assessments to address the impact Coast Guard
operations have on marine protected species throughout the Pacific Area.

+ Inconsistency in handling cross-directorate MPS issues such as working with the
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) on marine mammal protection initiatives and responding to the Coral Reef
Initiative (Executive Order 13089).

«  Working level frustration with lack of guidance for dealing with endangered species
lawsuits, creation of Memorandums of Understanding (MOU) with NMFS, potential
regulation of high-speed craft and whale watch industry vessels, and other MPS issues.

A robust ocean environment is essential to our nation’s prosperity, and healthy populations
of marine protected species are essential to maintaining a robust ocean environment. Just as
protecting our water and air became top national priorities during the last decades of the 20"
century, protecting our oceans is becoming a top priority of the 21% century. In the coming
years, the nation will look for leaders to exercise responsible stewardship of our ocean
resources. The Coast Guard is stepping forward and embracing this role, it is one of the
most important roles we will ever undertake.



OCEAN STEWARD PURPOSE

The purpose of Ocean Steward is to help the Coast Guard achieve its strategic goal
Protection of Natural Resources and its performance goal of enforcing federal regulations
that result in all living marine resources achieving healthy, sustainable populations. Ocean
Steward provides a clearly defined strategy for our role in helping the nation recover and
maintain healthy populations of marine protected species; it captures the things we are
already doing and provides a comprehensive list of objectives we can achieve if we are
provided the necessary resources. Ocean Steward complements our fisheries enforcement
strategic plan, Ocean Guardian. Together, Ocean Steward and Ocean Guardian provide a
roadmap for the Coast Guard’s efforts in ensuring our nation’s waterways and their
ecosystems remain productive by protecting all our nation’s living marine resources from
degradation.

COAST GUARD STRATEGIC GOAL: PROTECTION OF
NATURAL RESOURCES

Eliminate environmental damage and natural resource
degradation associated with all maritime activities

The nation’s waterways and their ecosystems are vital to our economy and health. If the
United States is to enjoy a rich, diverse and sustainable ocean environment, then we must
halt the degradation of our ocean’s natural resources associated with maritime activities.
This includes ensuring our country’s marine protected species are provided the protection
necessary to help their populations recover to healthy, sustainable levels. Providing
adequate protection will require the United States to enact and enforce a wide range of
regulations to govern marine resource management and use. Ocean Steward will enable the
Coast Guard, as the nation’s primary at sea law enforcement agency, to develop and enforce
those regulations necessary to help recover and maintain our country’s marine protected
species. Moreover, Ocean Steward will ensure the Coast Guard is viewed as a leader in
regional, national and international efforts to protect the nation’s marine ecosystems.

OCEAN STEWARD VISION STATEMENT

The Coast Guard will be a leader in the effort to recover
and maintain our nation’s marine protected species




OCEAN STEWARD MISSION STATEMENT

We will enforce and comply with marine protected
species regulations, work with other agencies and
organizations to develop appropriate regulations
for marine protected species recovery, and publicize
our efforts to gain the support and resources necessary
to fully implement Ocean Steward

The Coast Guard will implement a formal MPS strategy, Ocean Steward, with a clear,
focused vision. We will educate and train our members to make certain every individual
understands that stewardship of the ocean environment is a fundamental part of their duty.
We will use existing enforcement authorities, and seek new authorities as necessary, to help
reduce the risks of extinction and recover marine protected species populations. We will
conduct our own operations so as to minimize our impact on marine protected species. We
will assess the impact on marine protected species when developing both internal and
external regulations and policies. We will work closely with other federal, state and local
governments, as well as environmental and research organizations, to carry out the nation’s
MPS policies. We will inform the public of both the importance of the mission and the ways
in which they can help lessen the impact of human activities on marine protected species.
We will widely publicize our strategy and results to inform policymakers and the public of
the value of our MPS efforts.

GUIDING PRINCIPLE

We are Stewards of the Ocean

The guiding principle behind Ocean Steward is instilling in every member of the Coast
Guard the belief that each individual is a steward of the ocean. This concept must be
promoted throughout the entire organization. Our training commands — Training Center
Cape May, the Coast Guard Academy, Training Center Yorktown, Training Center
Petaluma, and the Regional Fisheries Training Centers — should produce graduates who
understand and believe preservation of marine protected species is a fundamental Coast
Guard responsibility. Our boarding officers and marine inspectors should know, and want to
know, what marine protected species exist in their AORs, the regulations that exist to protect
them, and how his or her actions can promote species recovery. Our operations and marine
safety units should know, and want to know, the concerns of federal, state and local officials,
and should work cooperatively with them. Our stations, cutters and marine safety offices
should distribute appropriate educational literature. At every opportunity Coast Guard
personnel should let the public know we are on watch protecting their oceans and
waterways, and inform them of what they can do to help eliminate the degradation of natural
resources associated with maritime activities. Our deck watch officers, aircrews and
coxswains should be able to recognize the marine protected species they are likely to



encounter and report sightings to interested organizations. Our staff officers and port
operations personnel should ensure, and want to ensure, recovery of marine protected
species is taken into account when making policy decisions, and they should prioritize the
workloads of their personnel to reflect this emphasis. In short, every member of the Coast
Guard must think of himself or herself as a steward of the ocean. Committing to that, both
organizationally and individually, we will enable us to reach our overarching Protection of
Natural Resources strategic goal.

OCEAN STEWARD STRATEGIES

Raise the Profile of the MPS Mission: We will raise the profile of the MPS mission to the
status of missions such as maritime drug interdiction, marine pollution prevention and
fisheries enforcement.

Obtain Necessary Resources and Authorities: We will prioritize existing resources, use
existing authorities, and seek additional resources and authorities as necessary to implement
Ocean Steward.

Partner with Other Agencies: We will work closely with other agencies and organizations
involved in the preservation and recovery of marine protected species to eliminate
redundancy, and provide a clear link between enforcement and management.

Publicize Our Efforts: We will stress the importance of the Coast Guard’s role as part of a
comprehensive management scheme and highlight our successful efforts to the public.

Each of these strategies contains sets of near, mid, and long-term objectives. Near-term
objectives are those that can be achieved without a major reallocation of resources. Mid-
term objectives require addition resources or a significant reallocation of resources. Long-
term objectives are those objectives that will require institutional changes such as seeking
additional authorities or creation of program offices.

STRATEGY: RAISE THE PROFILE OF THE MPS MISSION

1. DISCUSSION

If the Coast Guard is to be truly committed to protecting the ocean and its resources,
then, in the eyes of our own people, recovery of marine protected species must be just as
important as traditional missions such as maritime drug interdiction, marine pollution
prevention, and fisheries enforcement. We must go beyond development of single
initiatives in response to pressure or crisis. We should approach MPS issues with the
same proactive, integrated, long-term strategy we use for addressing counterdrug
operations, fisheries law enforcement, and commercial vessel safety. Every member of
the Coast Guard must know it is part of our job to help recover and maintain our marine



protected species, just as they know it is our job to rescue those in distress. If we
understand this concept individually, we will certainly convey that image
organizationally.

2. Key OBJECTIVES

a. Near Term

1) Incorporate MPS issues into CG performance planning. G-CCS
2) Develop Area and District MPS operating and enforcement guidance. G-O/Areas/
Districts
3) Emphasize area specific MPS issues in the curriculum of all 5 Regional | G-O/G-W/
Fisheries Training Centers (RFTC). Areas/RFTCs
4) Identify ways to increase CG Auxiliary participation in MPS mission. G-O

5) Identify ways to increase focus on MPS issues in Sea Partners program. G-M

6) Measure the effectiveness of current MPS initiatives such as compliance | G-O
with the Mandatory Ship Reporting System (MSR) and manatee speed
zone regulations.

7) Designate MPS points of contact (POC) at HQ/Areas/Districts, and G-O/Areas/
create a CG network for information flow on MPS issues. Districts
b. Mid Term
1) Increase Endangered Species Act/Marine Mammal Protection Act G-O/Areas/
enforcement pulse ops during critical seasons. Districts

2) Ensure current and potential MPS missions (patrol of remote coral reefs, | G-O
removal of derelict fishing gear, assisting in disentanglement of whales,
etc.) areincluded in Deepwater decision making process.

3) Increase CG participation in environmental cleanup events such as the G-M/G-O
Center for Marine Conservation’s annual International Coastal Clean Up.

4) Incorporate MPS mission into curriculum of all entry-level and accession | G-W
training programs (e.g., Officer Candidate School, the Academy, Cape
May, and Civilian Indoctrination).

5) Incorporate MPS issuesinto International Maritime Officers Courseand | G-Cl
Mobile Training Teams.

6) Designate MPS POC at appropriate CG units. Districts
7) Include MPS guidance in Maritime Law Enforcement Manual updates. G-O
8) Include MPS guidance in Marine Safety Manual updates. G-M




c. Long Term

1) Create HQ cross-directorate MPS office. G-M/G-O

2) Incorporate MPS questions into Servicewide Examinations. G-W

3) Add MPS material to appropriate A School curricula (e.g., BM, QM, and | G-W
MST).

4) Add MPS material to appropriate C School curricula (e.g., Boarding G-W
Officer Course, Boarding Team Member Course, and Marine Safety
Petty Officer Course).

STRATEGY: OBTAIN NECESSARY RESOURCES AND AUTHORITIES

1. DiscuUssION

As national sentiment builds for increasing the protection of our oceans, the Coast Guard
should be at the top of the list of agencies that the public demands to be adequately funded.
We should reinforce this by documenting our need for, and requesting, the additional
resources required to meet the increasing enforcement and regulatory demands in the oceans
environment. The public must view the Coast Guard as a leader in preserving our oceans
and their protected species. When it is the right thing to do, we should seek to expand our
enforcement and regulatory roles, and not shy away for fear of acquiring additional mandates
or becoming the target of legal action. If we can be leaders in maritime search and rescue,
drug interdiction and pollution prevention, then we can also become leaders in the recovery
of marine protected species.

2. Key OBJECTIVES

a. Near Term

1) Request funding for implementation of Ocean Steward through annual G-1/G-M/
budgeting and resource all ocation processes. G-0O/G-

2) Include resource hour requests for implementation of Ocean Stewardin | G-O/Areas
input to the annual Operational Guidance letter.

3) Assess the need for more enforcement authority to protect resources of G-L/G-M/
various marine protected areas and sanctuaries. G-O

4) Monitor and evaluate effectiveness of the Mandatory Ship Reporting G-M/G-O
System (MSR).

5) Monitor R&D efforts to develop new technologies for marine mammal G-0/G-S
detection and avoidance in order to plan for possible acquisition of
feasible technologies.




b. Mid Term

1) Develop better measures of effectiveness for MPS enforcement efforts. G-O

2) Support Resource Proposals that address requirements for MPS G-CCS
activities.
3) Allocate resources required to implement Ocean Steward in the annual G-O

Operational Guidance letter.

4) Propose statutory changes and new regulations to improve CG ability to | G-L/G-M/
support the nation’s MPS objectives. G-O

c. Longterm

1) Consider seeking expanded authority for regulation of vesselsin order to | G-L/G-M/
protect marine protected species. G-O

STRATEGY: PARTNER WITH OTHER AGENCIES AND ORGANIZATIONS

1. DiscussioN

Our leadership should seek opportunities to help recover and maintain the nation’s marine
protected species (MPS) by working more closely with the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), the National Marine Fisheries Service, the National
Marine Sanctuaries (NMS), the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the Department of State, the
Department of Defense, state and local governments, non-governmental organizations,
industry, research institutions, and international organizations. We should partner with
concerned agencies and organizations to ensure MPS issues are considered whenever
agencies propose new regulations. We should work closely with NOAA, NMFS, the NMS,
state and local governments, and international organizations to ensure we are doing all we
can to provide enforcement for various marine protected areas, and to assist them with their
education and outreach initiatives. We should reach out to other management agencies and
research institutions to assist in providing the data needed to answer important questions
about marine protected species.



2. KEy OBJECTIVES

a. Near Term

1) Maximize assistance to NMFS in investigation and prosecution of G-O
protected MPS incidents.

2) Work closely with NMFS on MPS issues such as fishing gear conflicts, | G-M/G-O
vessdl traffic management, and bycatch reduction.

3) Work closely with the Navy to monitor research and development efforts | G-O/G-C
to use acoustics for tracking and avoiding endangered whales.

4) Use MOUSs, as appropriate, to define relations with the National Marine | G-L/G-M/
Sanctuaries and other marine protected areas. G-O

5) Engage other agenciesin a discussion of remote marine protected areas. | G-M/G-O

6) Increase our role in federal and international recovery teams and task G-M/G-O
forces (e.g., the Coral Reef Task Force, the Manatee Recovery Team, and
Right Whale Recovery Plan Implementation Teams).

7) Emphasize ship-riding opportunities for NMFS and NM S personnel on G-O
CG fisheriess MPS patrols.

b. Mid Term

1) Establish asenior officer liaison billet to NOAA to increase CG input G-M/G-O
and interaction in devel oping MPS issues and regulations.

2) Establish asenior officer liaison billet to Council on Environmental G-M/G-O
Quality (CEQ).

3) Create opportunities for undergraduate/graduate level marine affairs G-O
students to experience CG fisheries and MPS operations.

c. Longterm
1) Consider engaging other agenciesin joint rulemaking for MPS G-L/G-M

regulations.

STRATEGY: PUBLICIZE OUR EFFORTS

1. DiscussioN

The Coast Guard already has many marine protected species success stories to tell. We are
partnering with the USFWS to educate the boating public and reduce manatee deaths by
enforcing speed zone regulations in Florida. We are working closely with NMFS and
environmental agencies to help protect the highly endangered northern right whale. In
Hawaii, we remove tons of derelict fishing nets from coral reefs that are critical habitat of
the endangered Hawaiian monk seal. Conducting this work, however, is only half of the job.




If the public is to perceive us as stewards of the ocean, then we must highlight our efforts
and successes to the press and the public at every opportunity. Local units need to let
communities know what we are doing to protect their waters. Districts should emphasize the
importance of our MPS mission in maintaining healthy, sustainable ecosystems. Area and
Headquarters staffs must cultivate relationships with the press, civic leaders, stakeholders
and legislators to ensure they are aware of the valuable work the Coast Guard is doing. The
public must recognize we are the nation's most valuable maritime asset in the effort to
protect and sustain our oceans and their resources. The more we are seen taking positive,
decisive action and producing good results, the more the public will demand we be properly

resourced to perform this vital mission.

2. Key OBJECTIVES

a. Near Term

1) Maximize publicity of cooperative MPS efforts with federal and state G-l/G-L/
agencies and non-governmental organizations. G-M/G-O
2) Maximize publicity of Sea Partners MPS initiatives. G-1/G-M
3) Useinspections and examinations as opportunities to provide MPS G-M/G-O
information packages to vessels.
b. Mid Term
1) Usepublicity to generate interest in, and develop ideas for, future marine | G-I
environment cleanups and other initiatives.
2) Optimize publicity of CG role in MPS task forces. G-I
3) Maximize publicity of CG Auxiliary public education effortsin MPS G-1/G-O
identification, sensitivity, and avoidance measures.
c. Longterm
1) Develop aninteractive forum for public comment and ideas regarding G-l
MPS protection.
2) Raisethe profile of the MPS mission to attract recruits with interest in G-W

environmental issues.
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U.S. Department of
Homeland Security

United States
Coast Guard

Command 2100 Second Street, S.W.
United States Coast Guard Washington, DC 20593-0001
Staff Symbol: G-OPL-5
Phone: (202) 267-2085
Fax: (202) 267
Email:

COMDTINST 16475.7
MAY 27 2003

COMMANDANT INSTRUCTION 16475.7
Subj:  PROTECTED LIVING MARINE RESOURCES PROGRAM

Ref: (a) National Environmental Policy Act, 42 U.S.C. Sections 4321-4335

(b) Endangered Species Act of 1973, 16 U.S.C., Sections 1531-1544

(c) Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972 16 U.S.C., Sections 1361-1421

(d) National Sanctuaries Act, 16 U.S.C. 1431 et seq.

(e) Migratory Bird Treaty Act, 16 U.S.C. Sections 703-712

(f) National Environmental Policy Act Implementing Procedures and Policy for Considering
Environmental Impacts Manual, COMDTINST M16475 (series)

(g) Maritime Law Enforcement Manual, COMDTINST M16247.1 (series)

(h) Final Environmental Impact Statement for the U.S. Coast Guard Atlantic Protected Living
Marine Resources (APLMR) Initiative (NOTAL)

(1) Ocean Steward, Protected Living Marine Resources Strategic Plan

(j) COMDT COGARD (G-OPL) Washington DC 261302Z Sep 02 (NOTAL)

(k) COMDT COGARD (G-OPL) Washington DC 251923Z Oct 02 (NOTAL)

(1) Final Baseline Assessment of U.S. Coast Guard Operations in the Gulf of Mexico of 15 Dec
97

(m)Final Baseline Assessment of U.S. Coast Guard Operations in Alaska of 27 Apr 01

(n) Final Endangered Species Act Biological Assessment for the U.S. Atlantic Coast of 1 Aug
95

(o) COMPACAREA COGARD (PO) Alameda CA 0319227 Jul 02 (NOTAL)

1. PURPOSE. Outline Coast Guard actions, during Coast Guard operations, to support the recovery of
protected living marine resources through internal compliance with and enforcement of Federal,
State and international laws designed to preserve marine protected species. District Commanders
are required, as part of the Coast Guard wide effort, to establish, maintain and update their Protected
Living Marine Resources Program (PLMRP). The PLMRP will ensure Coast Guard operations
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COMDTINST 16475.7

comply with references (a) thru (h) and other applicable Federal regulations and guidance such as
Executive Orders. Additionally, to supplement the general enforcement guidance provided by
reference (g) the PLMRP will provide specific enforcement guidance, when appropriate, that will
address the unique environment and population of protected species of the District. The PLMRP
focuses on Coast Guard cutter, boat and aircraft operations; not on the activities involved in
construction, maintenance and repair of shore facilities.

2. ACTION. District Commanders shall establish and maintain a Protected Living Marine Resources
Program. Internet release is authorized.

3. DIRECTIVES AFFECTED. None.

4. BACKGROUND. Reference (h) is the Coast Guard Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
delineating the potential threat of Coast Guard operations to protected species in the Atlantic Ocean,
which includes the preferred alternative to mitigate negative interactions between Coast Guard units
and marine protected species. One of the EIS mitigation measures contained in the preferred
alternative requires the establishment of a Commandant Instruction on Protected Living Marine
Resources and the development of District protected living marine resources programs. In addition,
the Marine Protected Species Division (G-OPL-5) was established within the Office of Law
Enforcement (G-OPL) and the Commandant issued reference (i): the Coast Guard’s Strategic Plan
for Marine Protected Species (Ocean Steward). Ocean Steward is a vital element in the Coast
Guard’s strategic goal of protecting our natural resources.

5. DISCUSSION. In recent years, there has been a dramatic increase in public and governmental
concern about the state of our oceans and their living resources. The Coast Guard already has
effective, coordinated plans for enforcing our nation’s fisheries management regulations, protecting
the marine environment from oil pollution, and responding to maritime disasters. There is a need to
adapt the same approach to marine protected species, specifically those species and geographic areas
that are protected under the Endangered Species Act, the Marine Mammal Protection Act, the
National Marine Sanctuaries Act, and similar regulations or executive orders.

6. PROCEDURES. Ocean Steward’s goal is to help the nation recover and maintain healthy
populations of marine protected species. Baseline Assessments (BA) for all oceanic environments in
which the Coast Guard operates will be prepared and updated to assist the process of identifying
possible interactions with protected species. Thereafter, Environmental Assessments (EA) and EISs
will be prepared as appropriate. Headquarters, working with the affected Area, will prepare BAs,
EAs and EISs, with assistance of field units, as needed. These documents will serve to support each
District PLMRP. Consistent with these documents Districts shall:

a. Identify local and migratory/seasonal populations of protected species and take action as
appropriate to reduce potential opportunities for conflict between the protected species and Coast
Guard vessel or aircraft operations.

(1) Inidentifying populations of indigenous and migratory protected species, districts should
consider guidance provided in Biological Assessments (references I thru n), local
knowledge, National Marine Sanctuaries, and any formally designated and/or candidate
Marine Protected Areas. (Enclosure (1) is a current list of marine protected species)
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Districts should also consider partnering or coordinating with the local offices of the Fish
and Wildlife Service and National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Fisheries in
identifying populations of indigenous and migratory protected species in the area.

(2) In striving to reduce potential opportunities for conflict between protected species and
operations, districts should encourage area avoidance, promulgate speed/approach guidance
similar to reference (0), ensure the posting of properly trained lookouts aboard cutters, and
other similar measures where appropriate.

b. Participate in multi-agency planning groups to identify potential for non-regulatory cooperative
efforts designed to lessen or eliminate future impact upon regional and migratory protected and
candidate species. Planning groups appropriate for district participation might include take
reduction teams, sanctuary advisory committees, and stranding networks.

c. Record PLMR efforts in appropriate databases (i.e., AOPS, MISLE) and message traffic (i.e.,
LMR Enforcement Summary, SITREPs) to ensure accurate archiving of Coast Guard activities
and Auxiliary response.

(1) AOPS - Record resource hours dedicated to activities involving protected living marine
resources. Additional guidance is provided in reference (j) and the AOPS Users Guide.
The latter is available on the intranet at http://aops.osc.uscg.mil.

(2) MISLE — Record boardings and enforcement actions involving protected living marine
resources. Additional guidance is provided in reference (k) and the MISLE Users Guide.
The latter is available on the intranet at http://mislenet.osc.uscg.mil/user guides.aspx.

(3) LMR Enforcement Summary — Record significant events involving protected living marine
resources, including assistance to other agencies and incidents where other operational
commitments prevented Coast Guard units from responding to legitimate requests for
assistance involving marine protected species recovery activities. Additional guidance is
provided in reference (k) and enclosure (4) to reference (g).

(4) SITREP — Law Enforcement SITREPS for events involving protected living marine
resources should be prepared in accordance with and when prescribed by enclosure (4) to
reference (g).

d. Protected living marine resources programs that support the Coast Guard’s Strategic Plan and
meet the objectives delineated in reference (i) shall include:

(1) Description of areas of special interest, including designated critical habitats and marine
sanctuaries;

(2) Enforcement procedures; Districts should develop specific guidance, taking into account
the particularities of the natural environment in which they operate, to supplement the
general enforcement guidance already provided in chapter 8, paragraph 3 of reference (g);
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(3) Marine animal stranding response protocols to include Area Contingency Plan for Oil and
Hazardous Waste Spill Control;

(4) Operational control (OPCON) and monitoring responsibilities;
(5) Procedures for disposition of dead or injured protected species; and

(6) Forms for reporting boat collisions with marine animals, entangled turtles or whales as well
as the names and telephone numbers for stranding network personnel. Generic forms,
enclosure (2), can be downloaded from the G-OPL-5 website (http://cgweb.uscg.mil/g-o/g-
opl/) and customized to meet District specific needs.

Note: (Enclosure (3) is a sample PLMRP instruction, that is illustrative only, and can be
downloaded from the G-OPL-5 website (http://ceweb.uscg.mil/g-o/g-opl/) to assist the
development of a District instruction tailored for the particular environment)

7. ENVIRONMENTAL ASPECT and IMPACT CONSIDERATIONS. Environmental considerations
were examined in the development of this directive. This document falls under categorical
exclusion number 33 (figure 2-1) of reference (f) as it is a guidance document that implements
applicable statutory, regulatory and other guidance documents without substantive change.

8. FORMS/REPORTS. None.

Y

D.S.BELZ
Assistant Commandant for Operations

Encl: (1) Listing of Protected Species
(2) Sample Forms
(3) Sample PLMRP Instruction (based on D17 Instruction)
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Encl. (1) to COMDTINST 16475.7

LISTING OF PROTECTED SPECIES
(Current as of 3 April 2003)

Sea Turtles

Green Turtle
Hawksbill Turtle
Kemp's Ridley Turtle
Leatherback Turtle
Loggerhead Turtle
Olive Ridley Turtle

Cetaceans

Blue Whale

Sei Whale

Fin Whale

Gray Whale

Sperm Whale
Northern Right Whale
Humpback Whale
Beluga Whale
Spinner Dolphin
Spotted Dolphin
Bottlenose Dolphin
Harbor Porpoise

Pinnipeds
Caribbean Monk Seal

Guadalupe Fur Seal
Hawaiian Monk Seal
Steller Sea Lions

* The most current list of protected species is available at <http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/prot res/overview/es.html>
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Whale Sighting, Entanglement, Stranding Procedures

Procedures for whale Receive Whale

sightings, entanglements Sighting Report

& strandings
OPCON Notify NMFS

NER: Ms Dana Hartley
ph: (978) 495-2090
NO pgr: (978) 585-7149
SER: Ms Blair Mase
ph: (305) 361-4586
YES pgr: (305) 862-2850

Is Whale
Alive?

Unit/OPCON
makes whale
broadcast

OPCON Notify EWS
NER: Ms Pat Gerrior

ph: (978) 495-2264

pgr: (978) 585-8473 YES
SER: Ms Blair Mase

ph: (305) 361-4586

pgr: (305) 862-2850

Is whale injured
or entangled?

Is whale a
Right Whale?

NO-P»

OPCON Notify NMFS YES
NER: Ms Dana Hartley

ph: (978) 281-9138

YES pgr: (800) 976-3545
SER: Ms Blair Mase

ph: (305) 361-4586

pgr: (305) 862-2850

v

OPCON coordinate
rescue with NMFS,
CCS & units.

Brief LE duty officer

Is whale injured
or entangled?

Unit
completes
SITREP

Unit

completes/sends
sighting report

NOTE
NER - NMFS Northeast Region
(cases North of the VA/NC border)

SER - NMFS Southeast Region END!!
(cases South of the VA/NC border)
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Whale Sighting Form

Name of Reporter:

Vessel Name or Aircraft Number:

Date and time of sighting:
Position (Lat/Long):

Species observed:

ID Certainty:

|:| Definite

Number identified:

|:| Probable |:| Possible

Distinguishing Characteristics:

[Key features - size, body shape, color, blow, natural markings, (spots, blazes) dorsal fin and flippers (size and

shape)]

Comments:

[calf present, injuries/wounds, behavior, other species present]

Photos taken:

[roll & frame numbers, tape number]

After completing form mail to:

New Jersey through Virginia
Protected Species Branch

National Marine Fisheries Service
166 Water Street

Woods Hole, MA 02543

(508) 495-2087 Fax: (508) 495-2258

North Carolina

Blair Mase

SouthEast Fisheries Science Center
75 Virginia Beach Drive

Miami, FL 33149

(305) 361-4586 Fax: (305) 361-4562
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ENTANGLEMENT AND BQAT COLLI SI ON REPORTI NG FORM
. REPORTI NG SOURCE

Ti ne/ Dat e: Reporting Source:
Vessel Nane: Doc/ Reg Number:
Radi o Cal | : Cel | Phone:
1st or 2nd How | ong can
hand Report: R/'S remain O S?:
1. DETAILS OF | NCl DENT
Posi tion: Geogr aphi ¢ Desc:
Qs W: W nds T/ KTS, Svel | T/ FT
Seas T/ FT, Vis M Tenp F, Bar o . (RIFI'S)
Speci es: Nunber of Aninal s:
Dorsal Fin: Col or:
Si ze: Dead/ Al i ve:
Di sti ngui shi ng
Mar ks: Phot o/ Vi deo Taken:
Type of
Ent angl enent : Nature of Injury:

Travel ing or
Anchored by Gear: Cour se/ Speed:

[11. ENTANGLEMENT

Type of Gear & ldentifying
Features (color, reg #, etc)

Type of Line

(Dia, color, material)

Mesh Visible?: YES/ NO Fl oat / Ot her
Gear Trailing?:

Part of Body # Waps around

Ent angl ed?: Tai | / Body:

Li fe Threating?/ Descri be:

V. AN MAL'S APPEARANCE

First Inpression of Condition:

Skin Condition (peeling, color,
whale lice, etc):

Obvi ous Bl eedi ng/ Wunds:

Mar ks Fresh or Heal ing?:

Wei ght (robust, emanciated,
ribs or vertebrae showi ng):

V. AN MAL'S BEHAVI OR

General Description:

Breat hing (pattern, sound,
smel | ?):

Struggling to Breathe?:

Li fting Head/ Fl ukes
above water?:

Effects on novenent (flexibility, bouyancy, surfacing angle, ability to dive, appendage novenent, etc):

VlI. CCOLLI SI ON

Type of Wbound (prop wound,
part cut off, etc)?:

Locati on: Severity:
Vessel Invol ved: Doc/ Reg #:
Qperator: Homeport :
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COAST GUARD DISTRICT INSTRUCTION 16XXX.X

Subj:

Ref:

PROTECTED LIVING MARINE RESOURCES PROGRAM

(a) 50 CFR Part 216 - Regulations Governing the Taking and Importing of Marine
Mammals

(b) 50 CFR Part 222 - Endangered Fish and Wildlife

(c) 50 CFR Part 226 - Designated Critical Habitats

(d) 50 CFR Part 227 - Threatened Fish and Wildlife

(e) Maritime Law Enforcement Manual, COMDTINST 16247.1 (series)

PURPOSE. This instruction directs Coast Guard units within XXXXXX District waters to
further federally mandated protection and recovery objectives for marine mammals and
endangered marine species. It is intended to minimize the impact of Coast Guard
operations on such species and to prevent, detect, and initiate enforcement action on,
violations of those U.S. laws protecting Marine Mammals and Endangered Species.

ACTION. All XXXXX District units, cutters, and aircraft operating within the XXXXX

District shall comply with the provisions of references (a) through (e) and enclosure (1) of
this instruction.

DIRECTIVES AFFECTED. None

DISCUSSION. The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)
Fisheries is the primary federal agency responsible for the conservation and management
of Living Marine Resources (with the exception of sea otters, polar bears and walrus which
are under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service). The Coast Guard has
authority to perform law enforcement activity upon the high seas and waters subject to
U.S. Jurisdiction for the prevention, detection, and suppression of violations of U.S. Law,
as well as to provide support to NOAA Fisheries to meet management goals for protected
marine mammals. The Coast Guard and NOAA Fisheries are both responsible for
enforcing violations of the Endangered Species Act (ESA).

ENVIRONMENTAL ASPECT and IMPACT CONSIDERATIONS. Environmental
considerations were examined in the development of this directive, and have been
determined not to be applicable.
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6. FORMS/REPORTS. None.

XXXXXXXXXXX
Chief of Staff

Encl: (1) Marine Mammal & Endangered Species Protection Program

PROTECTED LIVING MARINE RESOURCES PROGRAM
(Enclosure (1) to Sample DISTINST)

1. AREAS OF SPECIAL INTEREST. The XXXXX District Protected Living Marine
Resources Program applies to littoral and offshore waters. However, designated critical
habitats are of special importance. Units should review reference (c) to become familiar with
those habitats designated as critical to endangered and threatened species under Section 7 of
the Endangered Species Act (ESA). Within the XXXXX District, specific areas of concern
include steller sea lion rookeries, haulouts and associated areas as listed in part 226.12(a) and
227.12, and three proposed special aquatic foraging areas as listed in part 226.12(c).

2. CUTTER TRANSITS. Whales can be expected to be encountered in inshore and offshore
waters of the XXXXX District throughout the year.

A. During the course of non-emergent operations all vessels will incorporate the following
speed guidance:
Reductions in vessel speed should be considered when a whale is sighted, known to
be in the immediate area, or known to have been sighted within five nautical miles.
In these situations, vessels shall use those courses and speeds as appropriate, yet
navigationally prudent, to avoid a collision with a whale, and if necessary, reduce
speed to a minimum at which the vessel can be kept on course or come to all stop.

B. During the course of non-emergent operations all vessels will incorporate the following
approach guidance:
Do not approach whales head-on, nor approach within 100 yards. Approach
distances may vary if the Coast Guard vessel is assisting in the rescue of an
endangered whale or performing duties to enforce the Endangered Species Act or
Marine Mammal Protection Act.

C. These guidelines should not influence the conduct of emergency operations: those that
require rapid response such as SAR to avoid loss of life and property, urgent law
enforcement incidents, and situations involving national security.
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3. UNIT RESPONSIBILITIES:

A. NOTIFICATIONS:

(1) ENTANGLEMENTS, BOAT COLLISIONS, AND STRANDINGS - In cases
of entanglement, boat collisions or strandings units shall complete the

appropriate

form and pass the information to the command center immediately. A copy of

the Entanglement & Boat Collision Reporting Form is provided as enclosure (2).

Coast Guard units should not attempt to remove debris from entangled whales.

Marine Mammal Stranding Report is provided as enclosure (3). The Command
Center shall notify the appropriate authorities as outlined below:

(a) Entangled or stranded whales. The DXX Command Center shall
immediately notify the NOAA Fisheries Protected Resource

Management Division's Stranding Coordinator at (907)586-7235 (fax:
586-7012).

(b) Stranded/entangled Steller Sea Lions. Steller Sea Lion stocks west of
144° W longitude have recently been listed on the endangered species
list.
The DXX Command Center shall immediately notify the NOAA
Fisheries Protected Resource Management Division's Stranding
Coordinator at (907)586-7235 (fax: 586-7012).

B. LOGISTICAL SUPPORT. Units are authorized and may be tasked by OPCON to

provide logistical support for NOAA Fisheries-approved disentanglement and stranding
teams and their equipment.

C. SITREP. All cases involving protection of endangered species will be documented via
SITREP.

D. LETTER REPORT. Units which assist in the salvage, rescue or disposal of a marine
mammal shall submit a letter report to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in accordance

with chapter 8 of the Maritime Law Enforcement Manual, with an information copy to
CGDXX (moc).

4. DISPOSAL OF PROTECTED SPECIES. There is no specific U.S. Coast Guard
responsibility for the salvage or disposal of dead whales. Only situations that pose a safety,
health or navigation hazard, or involve significant public affairs interest should be pursued.

Units shall not tow or attempt to sink dead marine mammals without OPCON concurrence. If
there is no follow-up determined to be necessary by appropriate organizations after having
been notified about the location of a dead whale or other protected species, abandon the
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carcass and continue with normal operations.

5. DXX WHALE SIGHTING PROGRAM:

A. UNIT PREPARATIONS. Units operating in the DXX AOR should review references
(a) through (d) and follow the guidelines outlined in this instruction to establish an
effective unit sighting program. The program will include reporting sightings to the
National Marine Mammal Laboratory (NMML) for inclusion in their national data base.
NMML distributed sighting forms to all cutters in PACAREA in June 1996. Additional
forms may be obtained by calling the NMML at 206-526-4030. They will also answer
any questions about the national sighting program.

B. IDENTIFICATION GUIDES. Units should ensure that appropriate personnel are able
to identify protected species. The Guide to Marine Mammals of Alaska is available
from the Alaska Sea Grant College Program at the University of Alaska Fairbanks for
$15.00. This publication has pages which are water resistant in spiral bound format.
NMML also recommends the Sierra Club Handbook of Whales and Dolphins and the
Sierra Club Handbook of Seals and Sirenians, both available from the Sierra Club
Bookstore, San Francisco (415)977-5600.

C. COLLATERAL DUTY ASSIGNMENT. Units should identify a person onboard that
has primary responsibility for photographing, videotaping and submitting completed
sighting forms for endangered marine mammals.

D. SIGHTING PRIORITIES. All sightings of marine mammals should be documented on
the NMML Marine Mammal Sighting form. The specific priorities of the DXX
sighting program are:

(1) Entangled or injured whales;
(2) "Floaters" - dead whales;

(3) Large groups of whales.

E. PROBABLE LOCATIONS OF WHALES. Historical sighting data from aerial and
shipboard surveys indicates whales are normally found in the vicinities of:

(1) West Coast of Alexander Archipelago (March-June) - gray whale seasonal
migrants seen close to shore on the northbound transit.

(2) Shelikof Bay (Kruzof Island) (July-August) - a few gray whales are seen in and
near this bay.

(3) Davidson Bay (Chichagof Island) (July-August) - a few gray whales are seen in
and near this bay.
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(4) West coasts of Prince of Wales Island, Baranof Island and Chichagof Island
(March-September) - humpback whales are found in scattered distribution.
(September-early February) - humpback whales are found in clumped
distribution in areas where herring overwinter (Ullola Channel, Sitka Sound,
Tenakee Inlet and sometimes Salisbury Sound and Lisianski Inlet).

(5) Ketchikan Area (Revillagigedo Channel and lower Clarence Strait) (December) -
a few humpback whales, with increasing sightings in the past 2-3 years.

(6) Seymour Canal (October-early February) humpback whales.

(7) Lower Lynn Canal and upper Stephens Passage (May-September and January) -
humpback whales in increasing numbers in the past 2-3 years.

(8) Upper Lynn Canal (May) - humpback whales.

(9) Frederick Sound and Stephens Passage (late July-September) - humpback
whales.

(10) Chatham Strait (May-October) - humpback whales. Tenakee Inlet has
sightings
into October most years.

(11) Icy Strait and Glacier Bay (May-September) humpback whales.

(12) Coastal corridor Cape St. Elias to Unimak Pass (March-June) - migrating gray
whales.

(13) Middleton Island to shelf edge SE of Kodiak (Summer) - sperm whales.

(14) Stevenson Entrance (between Afognak and Barren Islands) and Marmot Bay
(June-October) - humpback and fin whales.

(15) Unimak Pass (Spring-Fall) - migrating gray whales. (Summer and possibly
year-round) - humpback whales.

(16) Western Aleutians (Buldir, Seguam Pass) (Summer) - sperm whales and beaked
whales.

(17) Shelikof Strait to Chirikof Is. (spring-fall) - humpback and fin whales.
(18) Upper Cook Inlet (May-September) - beluga whales.
(19) Kenai River (September-October) - beluga whales.

(20) Kachemak Bay (May) - beluga whales.
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(21) Kotzebue (June-July) - beluga whales.

(22) Point Lay (July) - beluga whales.

(23) Yakutat (Winter) - beluga whales.

(24) Norton Sound beluga whales follow the icepack north.

(25) Bowhead whales are found on the North Slope and also in the
North/Northwestern Bering Sea.

F. FORWARDING OF SIGHTING REPORTS. Whale sighting information shall be
documented on the NMML Marine Mammal Sighting form, and forwarded to the
address on the form at the end of patrol. Use of 35-mm photographs and VHS video to
supplement reports is encouraged.

6. ENFORCEMENT OF MMPA AND ESA VIOLATIONS

A. PHILOSOPHY. Enforcement of Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA) and
Endangered Species Act (ESA) regulations will target significant violators. The
MMPA prohibites the take of all marine mammal species in U.S. waters. "Take" is
defined as "to harass, hunt, capture, collect or kill, or attempt to harass, hunt, capture,
collect or kill any marine mammal." Education is recognized as being a fundamental
part of enforcement efforts.

B. HARASSMENT DEFINITIONS. The term "harassment" is an element of taking under
the MMPA and includes two levels:

(1) LEVEL A - An act of pursuit, torment, or annoyance that has the potential to
injure a marine mammal or marine mammal stock in the wild.

(2) LEVEL B - An act of pursuit, torment, or annoyance that has the potential to
disturb a marine mammal or marine mammal stock in the wild by causing
disruption of behavioral patterns including, but not limited to, migration,
breathing, nursing, breeding, feeding or sheltering, but which does not have the
potential to injure a marine mammal or marine mammal stock in the wild.

C. EXAMPLES OF HARASSMENT:

(1) Human Interactions - Diving or swimming, throwing objects, human feeding
(disrupts natural eating habits), high speed approaches by a vessel, and
deliberately maneuvering a vessel close to a whale are clear examples of
harassment.

(2) More Subtle Violations - Units should also be aware of more subtle violations.
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Persistent engagement of a vessel in a manner that results in a recognizable and
articulable disturbance of the marine mammal or endangered marine species is
also a violation. Detailed narratives, videotapes, and/or photographs are
essential in thoroughly documenting these cases.

D. STANDARD FOR DOCUMENTING VIOLATIONS. Evidence of the following

elements of a violation should be obtained to establish a violation of the MMPA or
ESA:

(1) Personal knowledge of the guidelines contained in references (a) through (d)
(this can be assumed of whale watching boat operators).

(2) Refusal to observe the guidelines contained in references (a) through (d) once
advised/reminded.

(3) Documented behavior (observed, photographed, videotaped, etc.) fitting the
harassment definition above.

(4) Distances between the violator and whale before, during, and after the incident.

(a) Buffer Zone. There is a buffer zone surrounding all whales which
consists of an area outward from the whale a distance of 100 yards in all
directions. Northern right whales have a 500 yard buffer zone.

(b) Approaches. Vessels may not approach a whale or turn in any manner to
intercept a whale within a buffer zone.

(c) Interference. No vessel may disrupt the behavior of a whale within a
buffer zone.

(d) Exceptions. Any person issued a federal scientific research permit may
conduct scientific research, observation or management as authorized
under the permit.

(e) Commercial Fishing. Commercial fishing vessels hauling back, towing
gear or fishing at anchor within a buffer zone created by a surfacing
whale
may complete the haul, tow or fishing operation, provided it does so with
minimum disruption to the whale, does so in a direction away from the
whale and departs the buffer zone immediately after the haul, tow or
fishing operation.

E. ISSUING A VIOLATION

(1) Standards Present - If "harassment" as discussed in paragraph 6 is observed,
board the vessel (if weather/operations permit) and attempt to educate the vessel
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operator. Issuing a written warning for minor infractions is authorized at the
boarding officer's discretion if it is deemed that the mariner's actions were
unintended or due to ignorance of the law and will be corrected.

(2) Persistence - If the master of the vessel persists in harassment, or the actions of
the vessel are plainly dangerous or involve a significant act of harassment, issue

a violation to the master.

(3) Documentation - In documenting a violation, it is critical to identify distances as
well as marine mammal behavior before, during, and after the incident. Submit
the Enforcement Action Report (EAR) and documentation in the same manner as
MFCMA violations to the local NMFS agent. A list of all witnesses to the
incident with phone numbers and/or addresses is also very important. Identify
individuals or other vessels who are potential witnesses in your Offense
Investigation Report (OIR) statements.

F. SPECIAL CIRCUMSTANCES INVOLVING WHALE WATCHING BOATS.
Commercial whale watching boats need not be boarded for all perceived violations. If
apparent violations are observed, document the suspected violations (obtain necessary
information via radio) and forward the completed case package (if appropriate) to
NMEFS, with a copy to the appropriate MSO for possible licensing sanctions.
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COMMANDANT INSTRUCTION 16004.3A
Subj:  COAST GUARD PARTICIPATION IN THE MARINE SANCTUARY PROGRAM

Ref: (a) Abstract of Operations Reports, COMDTINST M3123.7 (series)
(b) Maritime Law Enforcement Manual (MLEM), COMDTINST M16247.1 (series)
(c) COMDT COGARD Washington DC 261302Z SEP 02

1. PURPOSE. To provide policy guidance for Coast Guard participation in the National Marine Sanctuary
Program.

2. ACTION. Area and district commanders, commanders of maintenance and logistics commands,
commanding officers of headquarters units, assistant commandants for directorates, Chief Counsel, and
special staff offices at Headquarters shall ensure compliance with the provisions of this Instruction.
Internet release is authorized.

3. DIRECTIVES AFFECTED. Coast Guard Participation in the National Marine Sanctuary Program,
COMDTINST 16004.3, and National Marine Sanctuary Law Enforcement Program, COMDTINST
16214.2, are cancelled.

4. BACKGROUND.

a. In 1972, in response to a growing awareness of the intrinsic environmental and cultural value of our
coastal waters, Congress passed the Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act (16 U.S.C.
1431, et seq.). The Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act (NMSA) authorizes the
Secretary of Commerce to designate discrete areas of the marine environment as national marine
sanctuaries to promote comprehensive management of their unique ecological, historical,
recreational and aesthetic resources.
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b. The National Marine Sanctuary Program (NMS) is administered by the Secretary of Commerce
through the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s (NOAA) National Ocean Service
(NOS). The program provides a coordinated and comprehensive approach to identify, designate and
manage areas of the maritime environment of special national significance.

c. The goals of the NMS program are:

(1) To enhance resource protection through the implementation of a comprehensive, long-term
management plan tailored to specific resources;

(2) To promote and coordinate research to expand the scientific knowledge of significant marine
resources and improve interagency decision making;

(3) To enhance public awareness, understanding, and wise use of the marine environment through
public interpretive and recreational programs; and

(4) To provide, to the extent compatible with the primary objective of resource protection, the
optimum public and private use of special marine areas.

d. NOS is responsible for carrying out these goals through cooperative partnerships between Federal,
state and local agencies, educational and research institutions, and nongovernmental organizations.
The Coast Guard contributes to this effort through waterways management responsibilities, marine
environmental protection activities, and the enforcement of sanctuary regulations as a part of its law
enforcement activities.

e. Thirteen national marine sanctuaries are currently designated and a fourteenth is proposed. The
contact information for each of these sanctuaries is listed in enclosure (1).

5. DISCUSSION.

a. Enforcement Authority.

(1) Where marine sanctuaries lie in state waters, NOS primarily coordinates enforcement with state
enforcement agencies. In waters beyond state jurisdiction, the Coast Guard is the primary
maritime enforcement agency.

(2) The Coast Guard has authority to enforce the NMSA under 14 U.S.C. 2 and 14 U.S.C. 89.
Section 1437(h) of the NMSA specifically states that nothing shall be considered to limit the
Coast Guard’s authority to enforce the NMSA or any other Federal law. The Coast Guard may
enforce all applicable Federal laws within the boundaries of national marine sanctuaries.

(3) Violations of marine sanctuary regulations are prosecuted by the NOAA General Counsel.
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b. Enforcement Philosophy. NOS’s sanctuary management philosophy is based primarily upon an
educational approach. Their objective is to foster voluntary compliance by those who use the
Nation’s marine sanctuaries, and to promote a feeling of stewardship toward the various living and
cultural resources these sanctuaries were created to protect. The Coast Guard supports this
philosophy. Nevertheless, sanctuaries require routine presence of law enforcement resources to
deter and detect violations.

c. Sanctuary Management Plans. Each marine sanctuary is unique and is managed and regulated by
NOS with regard to its location and the specific nature of, and threats to, its resources. Individual
sanctuary management plans establish the framework to achieve long term resource protection by
tailoring management programs to the needs of the particular site.

6. PROCEDURES.

a. Effective coordination of waterways management issues, marine environmental protection issues,
and the enforcement of sanctuary regulations are important components of the National Marine
Sanctuary Program. To that end, the Coast Guard will work closely with NOS to ensure the
comprehensive and coordinated conservation and management of these special areas of the marine
environment. Particularly, the Coast Guard will work with NOS to ensure its enforcement efforts
complement those of other Federal, state and local agencies.

b. The Coast Guard will actively participate at all levels with NOS and other Federal, state and local
agencies in evaluating proposals for new sanctuaries, developing management plans and regulations
for designated sanctuaries, and coordinating Coast Guard operations within sanctuary boundaries.
The Coast Guard’s early involvement in the development stage of management plans is particularly
important to effectively integrating Coast Guard programs within the sanctuaries.

c. The Coast Guard will assist NOS in its efforts to educate the boating public with regard to marine
sanctuary regulations by involving the Coast Guard Auxiliary. By incorporating information
provided by NOS on the sanctuary program, the Auxiliary can significantly contribute to the goal of
enhancing public awareness of sanctuary regulations and promoting public stewardship of these
unique national resources.

d. Area commanders shall;

(1) Designate an appropriate office to coordinate area and district participation in the National
Marine Sanctuary Program.

(2) Ensure units under their command properly document marine sanctuary enforcement efforts per
reference (a).
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€.

District commanders shall:

(1)

)

3)

(4)

)

(6)

(7

Establish close liaison with the regional NOAA Fisheries Special Agent in Charge and local
sanctuary managers to determine appropriate levels of enforcement activity and ensure timely
analysis of enforcement needs. Procedures for coordinating enforcement activity shall be set
out in a Memoranda of Agreement (MOA). Copies of such agreements shall be provided to
Commandant (G-OPL) and the cognizant area commander.

Provide routine surveillance of the marine sanctuaries concurrently with other Coast Guard
operations, and provide specific, targeted or dedicated law enforcement as appropriate.
Sanctuary surveillance and enforcement should be incorporated into routine patrol orders
where feasible.

Keep NOAA Fisheries and the local sanctuary managers informed of Coast Guard operations
occurring within sanctuary boundaries.

Participate with NOS and other Federal, state and local agencies in the development of
sanctuary management plans and regulations to provide advice on the enforceability and safety
of regulatory proposals and impacts on Coast Guard operations within sanctuary boundaries.

Assist NOAA Fisheries and the local sanctuary managers in assessing the level and nature of
user activity in the sanctuaries through coordinated surveillance patrols.

Review violations of sanctuary regulations as documented by Coast Guard units on
Enforcement Action Reports and Offense Investigation Reports. Forward completed
enforcement case documentation to NOAA Fisheries for processing and final adjudication by
NOAA General Counsel per reference (b).

Coordinate cooperation of the Auxiliary with the local sanctuary managers in providing NOS
educational material to the boating public during Auxiliary boating safety courses, courtesy
safety examinations, and other activities as deemed appropriate.

The Assistant Commandant for Operations (G-O) shall, through the Office of Law Enforcement
(G-OPL):

(1

2)

3)

Participate at the national level as the central headquarters point of contact for the National
Marine Sanctuary Program and law enforcement issues.

Coordinate with the Office of Response (G-MOR) for marine environmental protection and
contingency planning issues.

Coordinate with the Office of Aids to Navigation (G-OPN) and the Office of Vessel Traffic
Management (G-MWYV) for navigation and waterways management issues.
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7. ENVIRONMENTAL ASPECT and IMPACT CONSIDERATIONS. Environmental considerations
were examined in the development of this directive. This Instruction falls under categorical
exclusion number 33 (figure 2-1) of National Environmental Policy Act Implementing Procedures
and Policy for Considering Environmental Impacts Manual COMDTINST M16475.1 (series) as it is
a guidance document that implements applicable statutory, regulatory and other guidance documents
without substantive change.

8. FORMS/REPORTS.

a.  Marine sanctuary enforcement effort shall be documented as ELT-PLMR mission/employment
category in aircraft, boat and cutter abstract of operation reports per references (a) and (c).

b.  Violations of marine sanctuary regulations shall be documented on the Enforcement Action
Report (CG-5201) and the Fisheries Boarding Investigation Report (FBIR four page form) or
Offense Investigation Report (CG-5202) per reference (b), and reported in MISLE.

D. S. BELZ/s/
Assistant Commandant for Operations

Encl: (1) List of designated and proposed National Marine Sanctuaries



Encl. (1) to COMDTINST 16004.3A

LIST OF DESIGNATED AND PROPOSED NATIONAL MARINE SANCTUARIES

CHANNEL ISLAND NATIONAL MARINE SANCTUARY

Santa Barbara Office

113 Harbor Way, Suite 150
Santa Barbara, CA 93109
Phone: (805) 966-7107
Fax: (805) 568-1582

Southern Office

Channel Islands Harbor

3600 S. Harbor Blvd., Suite 217
Oxnard, CA. 93035

Phone: (805) 382-6149

Fax: (805) 382-9791

Sanctuary Manager: Chris Mobley
E-mail: Chris.Mobley@noaa.gov
Web: http://channelislands.noaa.gov/

CORDELL BANK NATIONAL MARINE SANCTUARY

1 Bear Valley Rd.

Point Reyes Station, CA 94956
Mailing address:

PO Box 159

Olema, CA 94950

Phone: (415) 663-0314

Fax: (415) 663-0315

Sanctuary Manager: Dan Howard
E-mail: cordellbank@noaa.gov
Web: http://cordellbank.noaa.gov/



mailto:chris.mobley@noaa.gov
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mailto:cordellbank@noaa.gov
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FAGATELE BAY NATIONAL MARINE SANCTUARY

Fagatele Bay National Marine Sanctuary
P.O. Box 4318

Pago Pago, American Samoa 96799
Phone: (684) 633-7354

Fax: (684) 633-7355

Sanctuary Coordinator: Nancy Daschbach
E-mail: fagatelebay@noaa.gov

Web: http://fagatelebay.noaa.gov/

FLORIDA KEYS NATIONAL MARINE SANCTUARY

P.O. Box 500368

Marathon, FL 33050

Phone: (305) 743-2437

Fax: (305) 743-2357

Sanctuary Superintendent: Billy Causey
E-mail: billy.causey(@noaa.gov

Web: http://floridakeys.noaa.gov/

Encl. (1) to COMDTINST 16004.3A

FLOWER GARDEN BANKS NATIONAL MARINE SANCTUARY

1200 Briarcrest, Suite 4000

Bryan, TX 77802

Phone: (979) 846-5942

Fax: (979) 846-5959

Sanctuary Manager: George Schmahl
E-mail: george.schmahl@noaa.gov
Web: http://flowergarden.noaa.gov/

GRAY'S REEF NATIONAL MARINE SANCTUARY

10 Ocean Science Circle
Savannah, GA 31411

Phone: (912) 598-2345;

Fax: (912) 598-2367

Sanctuary Manager: Reed Bohne
E-mail: graysreef(@noaa.gov
Web: http://graysreef.noaa.gov/
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Encl. (1) to COMDTINST 16004.3A

GULF OF THE FARALLONES NATIONAL MARINE SANCTUARY

Fort Mason, Bldg. 201

San Francisco, CA 94123

Phone: (415) 561-6622

Fax: (415) 561-6616

Sanctuary Manager: Ed Ueber
E-mail: farallones(@noaa.gov

Web: http://farallones.nos.noaa.gov

HAWAITAN ISLANDS HUMPBACK WHALE NATIONAL MARINE SANCTUARY

Maui Headquarters Office

726 South Kihei Road

Kihei, Hawaii 96753

Phone: (800) 831-4888 or (808) 879-2818
Fax: (808) 874-3815

Sanctuary Manager: Naomi McIntosh
E-mail: hihumpbackwhale@noaa.gov

Web: http://hawaithumpbackwhale.noaa.gov/

MONITOR NATIONAL MARINE SANCTUARY

The Mariners' Museum

100 Museum Drive

Newport News, VA 23606

Phone: (757) 599-3122

Sanctuary Manager: John Broadwater
E-mail: monitor@noaa.gov

Web: http://monitor.noaa.gov/
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Encl. (1) to COMDTINST 16004.3A

MONTEREY BAY NATIONAL MARINE SANCTUARY

MBNMS Main Office

299 Foam Street

Monterey, California 93940

Phone: (831) 647-4201

Fax: (831) 647-4250

Sanctuary Superintendent: William Douros
E-mail: william.douros@noaa.gov

Web: http://montereybay.noaa.gov/

(Proposed 14™ sanctuary) NORTHWESTERN HAWAIIAN ISLANDS
CORAL REEF ECOSYSTEM RESERVE

6700 Kalanianaole Hwy, #215

Honolulu, HI 96825

Phone: (808) 397-2668

Sanctuary Designation Coordinator: Sean Corson
E-mail: sean.corson@noaa.gov

OLYMPIC COAST NATIONAL MARINE SANCTUARY

115 East Railroad Ave

Suite 301

Port Angeles WA 98362

Phone: (360) 457-6622

Sanctuary Superintendent: Carol Bernthal
E-mail: olympiccoast@noaa.gov

Web: http://olympiccoast.noaa.gov/

STELLWAGEN BANK NATIONAL MARINE SANCTUARY

175 Edward Foster Road

Scituate, MA 02066

Phone: (781) 545-8026

Fax: (781) 545-8036

Sanctuary Superintendent: Craig MacDonald, Ph.D.
E-mail: craig.macdonald@noaa.gov

Web: http://stellwagen.nos.noaa.gov/welcome.html
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Encl. (1) to COMDTINST 16004.3A

THUNDER BAY NATIONAL MARINE SANCTUARY AND UNDERWATER PRESERVE

145 Water Street

Alpena, Michigan 49707

Phone: (989) 356-8805

Fax: (989) 354-0144

Sanctuary Manager: Jeff Gray
E-mail: jeff.gray(@noaa.gov
Web: http://thunderbay.noaa.gov/
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National Wildlife Refuges (NWRs)

Alaska Maritime NWR. The Alaska Maritime NWR is the largest, most isolated, and most
geographically dispersed unit in the NWR System. It contains some of the first conservation-unit
areas to be established in the U.S, and encompasses portions of ten congressionally-mandated
wilderness areas. These areas range in size from the 32-acre Hazy Islands Wilderness Area to the 1.3

million-acre Aleutian Islands Wilderness Area., and are spread out along 47,300 miles of coastline.

The refuge provides nesting habitat for approximately 40 million seabirds, representing 80 percent of
all seabirds in North America, and hosts seabird populations of both national and international
significance. The refuge also provides valuable habitat for marine mammals. Ongoing management
activities include long-term ecosystem monitoring, marine resource research and invasive species

management.

Alaska Peninsula NWR. The Alaska Peninsula NWR encompasses 3.7 million acres located
between the Becharof NWR to the north and the Izembek NWR to the south. Its diverse landscape
contains active volcanoes, mountainous peaks, rolling tundra, coastal wetlands, fjords, and high-
energy coastlines. Salmon serves as the area’s “nutrient engine,” supporting numerous prey species

and enriching the ecosystem after they spawn and die.

The refuge’s coastal and offshore waters are home to marine mammals such as sea otters, harbor
seals, sea lions, and migrating whales. Wetland areas provide habitat for migratory birds, including
ducks, geese and shorebirds. The refuge’s lakes and streams are home to large numbers of brown
bears, and inland areas support thriving caribou, wolf, and moose populations. Ongoing management
activities include fish and wildlife research and monitoring, habitat quality research, and seismic

monitoring.

Becharof NWR. The Becharof NWR includes a variety of geographic features, including rugged
coastlines, tundra, mountains, volcanoes, wetlands, and a lake that bears its name. Becharof Lake is
the second biggest lake in Alaska, and the largest in the NWR system. It is 35 miles long, 15 miles
wide, and is as deep as 600 feet in certain places. The 300,000-acre lake and its tributaries support
the world’s second largest sockeye salmon run, and provide the Bristol Bay fishery with

approximately 6 million adult fish per year.

The refuge’s salmon attract and feed one of the largest brown bear populations in Alaska, and other

areas support moose, caribous, wolves, foxes, river otters and beavers. Coastal and offshore waters
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support harbor seals, sea lions, sea otters, and whales, as well as seabirds, migratory waterfowl,
eagles, and peregrine falcons. Since the Becharof NWR shares many of the resources and
management issues as the Alaska Maritime and Alaska Peninsula NWRs, portions of all three units

are comanaged as a “complex.”

Kenai NWR. The Kenai NWR is located on the Kenai Peninsula south of Anchorage. Its dominant
feature is the 800-acre Harding Ice Field, which the refuge shares with Kenai Fjords National Park.
The refuge is described as a “miniature Alaska” because it contains examples of every major Alaska
habitat and supports a diverse array of wildlife, including salmon, bears, caribou, moose, Dall sheep,
mountain goats, wolves, lynx, eagles, shorebirds, migratory waterfowl, sea lions, sea otters, and

whales.

The refuge’s rich array of habitat, scenery and wildlife attract over 500,000 visitors each year, more
than any other wildlife refuge in Alaska. Recreational opportunities include fishing, hunting,
camping, hiking, sea kayaking, river rafting, nature photography, and wildlife viewing. Ongoing
management activities focus on human-use management, vegetation research, and wildlife surveying

and monitoring.

Kodiak NWR. Established in 1941, Kodiak NWR encompasses 1.9 million acres of island coast in
southwestern Alaska. Its diverse landscape includes mountains, lakes, meadows, wetlands, and fjord-
like inlets. The refuge is home to an estimated 2,300 brown bears, 600 nesting pairs of bald eagles,
and over 1.5 million migratory seabirds. The refuge also provides spawning and rearing habitat for
all five North American species of Pacific salmon, and supports approximately 65 percent of the total

commercial salmon harvest in the Kodiak Archipelago.

Kodiak NWR offers an array of recreational opportunities, including hiking, camping, hunting,

fishing, kayaking, photography, and wildlife viewing.
National Estuarine Research Reserves (NERRS)

Kachemak Bay Research Reserve (KBRR). Located in Homer, Alaska, the KBRR is a unit of the
NOAA NERR system. KBRR is the only fjord in the NERR system, which includes 25 estuaries
nationwide. It is remarkable for it diverse marine life, spectacular wilderness landscape, and relative
accessibility. KBRR includes approximately 4,000 square kilometers (365,000 acres) of terrestrial
and marine habitats, making it the largest unit in the NERR system. Seven glaciers flow into the

Reserve, sustaining its gravelly beaches and contributing about 70,000 cubic meters of fresh water




N

© 00O N o o1 b~ W

10
11
12

13

14
15
16
17
18
19

20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

29
30
31

each day. Another 14 billion cubic meters of cold, nutrient rich seawater flows in from the Gulf of

Alaska, partly driven by an amazing 8.7-meter tidal range.

Like the other units, KBRR emphasizes long-term ecological research and education. KBRR’s
mission is to understand natural and human processes occurring in the Gulf of Alaska, with particular
emphasis on Lower Cook Inlet and Kachemak Bay. To achieve this, KBRR’s strategic objective is to
develop a long-term coastal ocean observing program that will provide scientific and management
communities with consistent long-term data sets. These data sets will provide predictive circulation
and transport models, baseline information for change detection and prediction, and understanding of
ecological linkages and exchanges between coastal areas and the greater Gulf of Alaska. KBRR also
strives to show that science and education can improve coastal management decision making by
pursuing high quality public outreach efforts that are designed to increase public understanding and

stewardship of coastal environments.
National Parks (NPs) & Preserves

Katmai NP. Katmai NP encompasses about 4.7 million acres of pristine wilderness, with wild rivers
and streams, rugged coastlines, broad green glacial hewn valleys, active glaciers and volcanoes, and
Naknek Lake. It is also the site of the Brooks River National Historic Landmark, with North
America’s highest concentration of prehistoric human dwellings (about 900), and the Katmai National
Monument, which was created to preserve the famed Valley of Ten Thousand Smokes, a spectacular

forty square mile, 100- to 700-foot deep, pyroclastic ash flow deposited by Novarupta Volcano.

Katmai NP is representative of the northern portion of the Alaska Peninsula and contains portions of
two physiographic provinces: the Aleutian Range and the Nushagak-Bristol Bay Lowlands. The
Bruin Bay Fault, one of the major faults of Alaska, separates the two geologically different portions.
There are at least fourteen volcanoes in Katmai considered “active,” none of which are currently
erupting. Brown bear and salmon are very active in Katmai. The number of brown bears has grown
to more than 2,000. During the peak of the world’s largest sockeye salmon run each July, and during
return of the “spawned out” salmon in September, 40 to 60 bears congregate in Brooks Camp along
the Brooks River and the Naknek Lake and Brooks Lake shorelines. Brown bears along the 480-mile

Katmai Coast also enjoy clams, crabs, and an occasional whale carcass.

Katmai NP protects the pristine lake and river systems necessary for the perpetuation of the Bristol
Bay red salmon fishery, the heartbeat of the economy, ecology, culture, recreation, and history of

southwest Alaska. Weather, climate change, and geologic processes are also constantly changing
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Katmai NP. Volcanic eruptions and earthquakes are always a threat in this part of Alaska. Air
pollution, water pollution, increased visitation, and changing use patterns are additional impacts that

may affect Katmai NP.

The focus of visitor use is at the Brooks River, where brown bear congregate to feed on sockeye
salmon, although increasing visitor use is occurring along the outer coast and elsewhere in the park
interior. Three bear viewing platforms are located along the Brooks River. The park also offers world-
class sportfishing. The Katmai coast also attracts visitors for sportfishing as well as coastal tours and
bear viewing. Access to the coast is available by boat tours and charter air taxis from Kodiak, Homer,

and Anchorage, or from many of Katmai’s commercial operators and lodges

Kenai Fjords NP. Kenai Fjords NP encompasses 607,805 acres of unspoiled wilderness on the
southeast coast of Alaska’s Kenai Peninsula. The park is capped by the Harding Icefield, a relic from
past ice-ages and the largest icefield entirely within U.S. borders. The landscape is continuously
shaped by glaciers, earthquakes, and storms. Orcas, otters, puffins, bear, moose and mountain goats
are just a few of the numerous animals that make their home in this ever-changing place where

mountains, ice and ocean meet.

The Park offers a range of opportunities for visitors, students and scientists to explore, study and
enjoy this special piece of our nation’s natural and cultural heritage. Authorized commercial guides
provide camping, fishing and kayaking services. Air charters fly over the coast for flight seeing and
access to the fjords. Boat tours and charters are available from Seward. In summer, boat tours ply the
coast, observing calving glaciers, sea birds, and marine mammals. Boat charters offer overnight fjord
trips and fishing trips to the fjords and Resurrection Bay (saltwater fish include halibut, lingcod cod,
and a variety of rock fish; freshwater fish include Dolly Varden and silver, red, chum and pink

salmon). Interpretive talks, exhibits, videos at the visitor center and Exit Glacier Nature Center.

Lake Clark NP. Lake Clark National Park and Preserve is a composite of ecosystems representative
of many regions of Alaska. The spectacular scenery stretches from the shores of Cook Inlet, across
the Chigmit Mountains, to the tundra covered hills of the western interior. The Chigmits, where the
Alaska and Aleutian Ranges meet, are an awesome, jagged array of mountains and glaciers which
include two active volcanoes, Mt. Redoubt and Mt. lliamna. Lake Clark, 40 miles long, and many
other lakes and rivers within the park are critical salmon habitat to the Bristol Bay salmon fishery,
one of the largest sockeye salmon fishing grounds in the world. Numerous lake and river systems in

the park and preserve offer excellent fishing and wildlife viewing.
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Weather, climate change, and geologic processes are constantly changing Lake Clark. Air and water
pollution are two impacts that may alter the unit. Increased visitors and changing use of the area are
also a major concern for Lake Clark. Park staff has begun to monitor changes in environmental
factors to better identify upcoming issues and in turn will be better able to preserve those resources.
Wilderness travel, backpacking, crosscountry hiking, rafting/kayaking, wildlife viewing, hunting and

fishing are the primary activities in Lake Clark National Park and Preserve.
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APPENDIX G

AIR QUALITY ANALYSIS






Anchorage MSST

Scenario
Cook Inlet Intrastate AQCR
2 boats in harbor, 9,000 total hours per year
3 boats on trailers for remote assignments; assume maximum of two in water 6 hrs/day, all outside Cook Inlet Intrastate AQCR.
1 spare boat
4 F-350 Ford gasoline pickups tow the trailers. Used about 15 days per month.
4 F-550 Ford gasoline stake-bed trucks with trailers. Used about 15 days per month.
3 15 passenger gasoline vans. Used about 15 days per month.

During military load-outs, the Harbor boats will patrol 12 hr/day for 1-2 days. The frequency
of such events is dependent on world events, but will be at least 1-2 per month for the near future.

The trailered boats could be deployed to any location on the southern coast of the Alaska,
but their duties will be primarily located in Anchorage Harbor.

The 12 knot speed mentioned in the Description of Proposed Action is an average

speed rather than an actual speed. The boats would rarely actually travel at 10-12 knots
because that is a transition speed between displacement and planing for a boat of this size.
As a result, that speed generates a significant wake, and results in unnecessary fuel
consumption and emissions.

Boats will patrol at 7-8 knots in the harbor, with occasional periods of travel of approximately
35 knots to relocate, or to go out or return from escort assignments. Staff estimate 80% of the
time is spent at low speed, and 20% of the time is spent a cruising speed. There are also
occasional momentary bursts of up to 50 knots to intercept other watercraft.

The following construction activates will be associated with the Proposed Action:
Construction of a 15 x 15 ft metal storage shed (paving of area will be necessary before construction)

Construction of a 30,000 ft? permanent MSST facility
Demolition of 15,000 ft* South Transit Shed

There will be 76 active duty personnel associated with the Proposed Action.
These will all be new staff to the Anchorage Coast Guard facility.

Appendix G, Anchorage MSST Emissions



Assumptions:
Assume that the two harbor patrols will be in Cook Inlet Intrastate AQCR 100% of the time, running a total of 9,000 hours per year

Assume that the boats will operate only in Anchorage Harbor and along the coast of the Cook Inlet Intrastate AQCR.

Assume that all commuter vehicles are in Cook Inlet Intrastate AQCR 100% of the time.
Assume that pickups with boat trailers will commute out of Cook Inlet Intrastate AQCR 15 days per month.

No historical data on fuel use for comparable Coast Guard watercraft were available for
Anchorage. However according to Chief Petty Officer Mark Wilkins (telecon 11/26/02) Coast
Guard MSST patrols use about 45 gal in a 12-hour day.

Based on mileage data from comparable engines, see "Power Requirements" worksheet, these
outboard motors have a thermal efficiency of approximately 22.6%.

(3.75 gal/hr) (130,000 Btu/gal) (22.6% thermal efficiency) = 32 kw
3413 Btu/kW-hr

Based on tests of outboard boat efficiency, see "Power Requirements" worksheet, a 24 foot
boat uses approximately 10.3 gal/hr at a cruising speed of 32 MPH. If we assume 80:20 ratio

of cruising to idle speed for the deployed boats, as opposed to 20:80 for the Harbor Patrol boats,
then the deployed boats would be expected to consume approximately 8.75 gallons per hour.

(8.75 gal/hr) (130,000 Btu/gal) (22.6% thermal efficiency) = 75 kw
3413 Btu/kW-hr

Assume that the average total power demand for patrol boats over their 12-hour shifts will be:
50 HP avg. engine load to patrol harbor = 37 kw

Boat Activity in Cook Inlet Intrastate AQCR:
Totals 9,000 boat-hrs in Cook Inlet Intrastate AQCR or: 335,475 kW-hrs

Appendix G, Anchorage MSST Emissions



On-Road Motor Vehicles

This analysis will compute emissions associated with 70 active duty staff vehicles commuting an

average of 40 miles per day (20 miles each way), one person per car, 240 days per year.

Reservists will be assumed to originate outside of Cook Inlet Intrastate AQCR, so their mileage will

be based on 12 round trips per year from the edge of the air basin (approximately 200 miles in

the Cook Inlet Intrastate AQCR each round trip)

The F-350 pickups, F-550 trucks, and passenger vans will be assumed to travel to the edge of Cook Inlet Intrastate AQCR
15 times per month (approximately 200 miles in the Cook Inlet Intrastate AQCR each round trip).

Fleet makeup and age assumptions are listed and emission factors are computed on the "Commute”

sheet in this workbook.

Motor Vehicle Activity in Cook Inlet Intrastate AQCR:

76 active duty staff, 40 mi/day, 240 days/yr. 729,600 vehicle miles traveled
4 Ford F-350s, 120 miles/trip, 180 trips/yr 86,400 vehicle miles traveled
4 Ford F-550s, 120 miles/trip, 180 trips/yr 86,400 vehicle miles traveled
3 15 passenger vans, 120 miles/trip, 180 trips/yr 64,800 vehicle miles traveled

Motor vehicle activity in air basins outside of Cook Inlet Intrastate AQCR will be negligible and has not been evaluated.

Assume all construction activities occur simultaneously over the course of a single calendar year and that a calendar year equals
230 actual days of construction.

Appendix G, Anchorage MSST Emissions



Emissions From Watercraft

The specification for the Proposed Action motor procurement requires that current and future MSST engines
meet federal 2006 model year emission standards for outboard motors (= California 2001-2003 MY standards).

Emission Factors Not Used in This Analysis - Presented for Comparison Purposes Only

Emission Factors from U.S. EPA NonRoad Model Version 2.2.0
For 4-Stroke Inboard Engines, Technology M3

Exhaust Emissions Refuel Diurnal
NOx HC CO PM10 HC HC

g/kW-hr g/kW-hr | g/kW-hr | g/kW-hr g/day g/day
10.36 5.41 173.75 0.08 1.8 3.0

The NonRoad Model does not include emission factors for 4-stroke outboard motors.
Furthermore, the NonRoad Model emission factors do not anticipate the federal MY2006
outboard engine emission standards (which the Proposed Action motors must meet).

These factors are moderately lower than the factors used in this analysis for NOx and HC,
and moderately higher than the factor used in this analysis for CO. This PM10 factor

is significantly lower than the factor used in this analysis, and may be more representative

of a 4-stroke outboard than the factor used in this analysis. However, if the currently-selected
engines were to be replaced by 2-stroke engines at some time during the life of the Proposed
Action, the NonRoad Model PM10 factor listed above would likely underestimate 2-stroke
outboard engine emissions.

Emission Certification Data Submitted by Honda Motor Corp. to EPA and CARB for the BF200A/BF225A
Series engines.

NOXx HC CO
g/kW-hr | g/kW-hr | g/kW-hr
6.39 3.54 139.05

These factors are representative of the engines selected this year for the
MSST watercraft. However, they may not be representative of any future
engines that may replace these engines.

The emission factors to be used for this analysis are generic factors which are higher than the engine
certification factors for the particular engines selected for the Proposed Action. The generic factors
are computed to correspond to the federal 2006 emission standards, as discussed on the following page.

Federal 2006 Outboard Engine Emission Standard (Ref: 40 CFR 91.104

Appendix G, Anchorage MSST Emissions



NO, &HC (g/kW-hr) =[0.25 x (151 + 557/Ptx *°)] + 6
where Ptx = engine rated output in kW

The emission standard is a NOx+HC standard that is expressed by an exponential formula based on the

engine horsepower rating. For a 200 HP engine, the formula works out to 46 g/kW-hr NOx+HC.

The ratio of NOx to HC used to allocate this 46 g/kW-hr to individual pollutant emission factors is based on
the measured emissions from seven MY2002 engine families in the 140 kW+ (200 HP+) size range that
meet California 2001-2003 (same as federal 2006) emission standards. The CO factor is based on

the highest three CO measurements out of the seven engine families that meet the standard.

Emission Factors Used for Outboard Motors

NOXx HC CO PM10 SOx
g/kW-hr | g/kW-hr | g/kW-hr | g/kW-hr g/kW-hr
14 32 140 1.3 1.2

A comparison of these default ‘compliant' emission factors to the actual certification data for the
engines selected for these boats indicates that this estimate will conservatively over-estimate

NOx, HC and CO for these new engines, and should be conservatively high for any future engines
that may replace these engines during the life of the Proposed Action.
Available references documenting emission factors for outboard motors generally provide
data for NOx, HC, and CO only. For this analysis, PM10 and SOx factors for gasoline engines
were taken from U.S. EPA AP-42 Table 3.3-1 dated 10/96.
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Estimated Emissions From Watercraft
NOXx HC CO PM10 SOx
ton/yr ton/yr ton/yr ton/yr ton/yr
Annual 5.18 11.83 51.77 0.49 0.46 Note (1)

1) 335,475

kW-hrs per year in Cook Inlet Intrastate AQCR, see Assumptions section of this worksheet.

Diurnal and refueling emissions for these watercraft are estimated to be only 17 Ibs per year.

Emissions From Commuter and MSST Vehicles

Emission Factors Used for the Commuter Fleet
NOXx HC CO PM10 SOx
g/mi g/mi g/mi g/mi g/mi
Commuter Vehicles 1.1 1.3 16.5 0.97 0.1 Note (1)
MSST Trucks and Vans 1.4 1.4 17.4 2.58 0.1 Note (2)

(1) These are national average emission factors using a fleet mix that is typical of commuter traffic.

These factors have not been refined to reflect local smog check programs, etc.
The fleet mix and emission factor calculation is done on the "Commute" sheet in this workbook.

(2) These are emission factors for Light-duty gasoline trucks (LDGV2, GVW 6000-8500 Ibs)

The emission factor calculation is done on the "Commute" sheet in this workbook.

Estimated Emissions From Commuters in Cook Inlet Intrastate AQCR
NOXx HC CO PM10 SOx
ton/yr ton/yr ton/yr ton/yr ton/yr
Commuter Vehicles 0.92 1.07 13.28 0.78 0.06
MSST Trucks and Vans 0.35 0.35 4.54 0.68 0.03
Totals 1.27 1.42 17.82 1.45 0.09

See Assumptions section of this worksheet for discussion of vehicle miles traveled.

Emissions From Construction Activities

NOx HC CO PM10 SOx

ton/yr ton/yr ton/yr ton/yr ton/yr

Combustion 9.3 3.7 8.5 0.70 3.9
Fugitive 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 1.3
Total 9.28 3.73 8.52 0.70 5.18
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Total Estimated Annual Emissions From Proposed Action

Annual

NOx HC CO PM10 SOx
ton/yr ton/yr ton/yr ton/yr ton/yr
15.73 16.99 78.12 2.65 5.73
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General Conformity De Minimis Thresholds

NOXx HC CO PM10 SOx
ton/yr ton/yr ton/yr ton/yr ton/yr
Annual -- -- 100.00 100.00 - Moderate PM,, Nonattainment, CO maintena
Cells with "--" in them indicate federal attainment for this pollutant in this area. No conformity determination

is necessary for this pollutant in this air basin.

General Conformity Regional Significance Thresholds (10% of regional budget)
Since future year budgets were not readily available, actual 1999 air emissions inventories for the counties were used as
an approximation of the regional inventory. Because the Proposed Action is several orders of magnitude below significance,
the conclusion would be the same, regardless of whether future year budget data set were used.

Cook Inlet Intrastate AQCR Target Year Emissions Budgets

Point and Area Sources Combined
NOXx VOC Cco PM10 S02
Year (tpy) (tpy) (tpy) (tpy) (tpy)
1999 26,075 24,032| 285,487 43,225 1,993

Source: USEPA-AirData NET Tier Report (http://www.epa.gov/air/data/nettier.html). Site visited on 10/13/04

Determination Significance (Significance Threshold = 10%)
Minimum -1999 [ 26,075] 24,032| 285487 43,225] 1,993|
Proposed Action % 0.0603% 0.0707% 0.0274% 0.0061% 0.2877%
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ASSUMPTIONS:
Staff: 76 Active duty staff supporting the MSST will all be new staff.

Commute: Active duty staff live anywhere from 5 to 40 miles from the station.
An estimate of 20 miles commute each way should be conservative.

Boats: Six Safeboats International 25' Response Boat Small (RBS)
Motors:  twin 225 HP Honda outboard motors

Fuel Use: There is not enough data to estimate daily fuel consumption, but it is known these boats consume 15 gal/hr when cruising
at 35 knots. They expect to cruise at 35 knots up to 20% of the time as they go out to pick up escorts or return from escort
missions, and as they relocate within the harbor area.

The boat holds 125 gallons of fuel.

Duty: Two boats on harbor duty. Lt Cooper says that 6 hr/day each would be a realistic estimate of how much time they will be
running, rather than 12 hr/day.
Patrols may increase to 8-12 hours per day during military loadouts, but he would not anticipate a patrol of 48 consecutive
hours (as previously assumed)
Two or three boats will be subject to deployment anywhere on Southern Alaska Coast.
These boats will generally NOT cruise to their assignments but will be trailered to their assignments behind Ford F-350
gasoline pickups. | should assume that the trucks with boat trailers will travel out and back 15 days per month.
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Tier Emissions Report - Criteria Air Pollutants

Geographic Area: Anchorage Municipality, Kenai Peninsula Borough, Matanuska-Susitna Borough, AK
Pollutant: Carbon Monoxide, Nitrogen Oxides, Particulate (size < 10 micrometers), Sulfur Dioxide, Volatile Organic Compds

Year: 1999
Emissions In Tons Per Year

Area Source Emissions

Row # State County CO NOx PM10 SO2
1/AK Anchorage Municipality 87,857 9,001 5,178 647
2|AK Kenai Peninsula Borough 76,838/ 3,096| 14,380 572
3|AK Matanuska-Susitna Borough | 116,915| 4,622| 23,094| 690

Point Source Emissions
VOC | CO NOx PM10 SO2 VOC
10,112] 733| 598 60.7|66.2| 66.3
5,252| 3,144 8,759 514| 17.7| 1,472
7,129 0 0 0 0 0

Grand

Total 281,610 16,718/ 42,651 1,909
Total Emissions (Area and Point Sources) TPY

NOx VOC | CO | PM10 | SO2

26,075 24,032 285,487 43,225 1,993

SOURCE:

http://www.epa.gov/air/data/nettier.html

USEPA - AirData NET Tier Report

*Net Air pollution sources (area and point) in tons per year (1999)
Site visited on October 15, 2004

22,493 3,877 9,357| 574 841,539
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Commute Emissions Factors

This analysis has not been refined with site-specific effects of the local smog check program, assumptions
for hot and cold starts, etc. National average emission factors are used as a first approximation.
The vehicle mix is considered generally representative of commuters, rather than a profile of vehicles used
by this specific demographic of employees. If it is determined that the results of this analysis are critical

to the Conformity Analysis, a more refined estimate will be generated.

Description of POV Fleet and VMT Contributions Assumed for This Analysis

POV POV
VMT % [Avg Age

Light-duty gasoline vehicles (passenger cars) LDGV 65.2% 5

Light-duty gasoline trucks (SUVs, pickups GVW <6000 Ib)  [[LDGT1 | 25.5% 5

Light-duty gasoline trucks (GVW 6000-8500 Ibs) [lLocT2 8.7% 5

Light-duty diesel vehicles (passenger cars) (lLopv 0.1% 5

Light-duty diesel trucks (SUVs, pickups GVW <8500 Ib) (LoDt 0.1% 5

Motorcycles (Imc 0.4% 5

( 100%

EFs in g/mi from MOBILES Tables based on vehicle age in the year of interest.

POV Low Altitude g/mi - 2000 POV Low Altitude g/mi - 2005

CO HC NOx SOx PM CO HC NOx SOx PM

LDGV 14.6 1.3 1 0.072 0.71 14.6 1 1 0.072 0.71
LDGT1 21.9 1.9 1.6] 0.096 1.08 20.5 1.6 1.3] 0.096 1.08
LDGT2 17.8 1.5 1.5 0.098 2.58 16.9 1.2 1.2| 0.098 2.58
LDDV 1.4 0.5 1.1 0.116 0.8 1.4 0.5 1.1 0.116 0.8
LDDT 1.7 0.7 1.3 0.157 1.59 1.7 0.7 1.3 0.157 1.59
MC 22.1 4.7 0.9 0.032 0.08 22.1 4.7 0.9 0.032 0.08

Reference: Tables 4-2 through 4-53, (AF IERA, July 2001)
Weighted Average Factors - adjusted for VMT weighting by vehicle class

POV Low Altitude g/mi - 2000 POV Low Altitude g/mi - 2005

CO HC NOx SOx PM CO HC NOx SOx PM

LDGV 9.51857| 0.84754| 0.65196 0.04694 0.46289 9.51856953| 0.65196| 0.65196| 0.04694| 0.46289
LDGT1 5.57721) 0.48387 0.40747 0.02445| 0.27504| 5.22067327  0.40747| 0.33107| 0.02445 0.27504
LDGT2 1.54804| 0.13045| 0.13045 0.00852 0.22438 1.46976594| 0.10436  0.10436  0.00852 0.22438
LDDV 0.00179 0.00064, 0.0014| 0.00015| 0.00102 0.00178704 0.00064 0.0014| 0.00015| 0.00102
LDDT 0.00234| 0.00096 0.00179| 0.00022| 0.00218 0.00233536 0.00096 0.00179| 0.00022| 0.00218
MC 0.08304 0.01766 0.00338| 0.00012| 0.0003 0.08304289 0.01766 0.00338| 0.00012| 0.0003
Fleet Factors | 16.731| 1.48112  1.19645 0.0804 0.96581  16.296174| 1.18305| 1.09396, 0.0804 0.96581
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Fleet age data are assumed, and follow the "typical" example calculations provided in the IERA reference.
The fleet age is assumed to stay constant. That is, the ‘average' POV LDGV in 2000 is a 1995 model (5
years old), and the ‘average' LDGV in the 2005 emission estimates is a 2000 model (five years old)

Note that PM emission factors include both exhaust and "fugitive”" emissions (paved road, brake & tire dust, etc.).

National average motor vehicle emission factors generated by MOBILES are tabulated in the reference:

"Air Emissions Inventory Guidance Document For Mobile Sources at Air Force Installations"”, July 2001

Air Force Institute for Environment, Safety and Occupational Health Risk Analysis, Risk Analysis Directorate
Environmental Analysis Division, Brooks AFB, Texas.
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Anchorage MSST
Construction Combustion Emissions
Includes:

1 Construction of 15 x 15 ft metal storage shed
2 Construction of permanent MSST facility
3 Demolition of South Transit Shed

Construction Site Air Emissions

Combustion Emissions of ROG, NOx, SO2, CO and PM10 Due to Construction

User Inputs:
Total Building Area:
Total Paved Area:
Total Disturbed Area:
Construction Duration:
Annual Construction Activity:

Results:[Average per Year Over the Construction Period]

45,225 ft?
225 ft?

1.04 acres
1.0 years
230 dayslyr

(1-3)

@

(1-3)
(assumed)
(assumed)

VOC NOx S02 CO PM10
Emissions, Ibs/day 32.43 80.67 3.90 74.11 6.08
Emissions, tons/yr 3.73 9.28 0.45 8.52 0.70

225 ft?
30,000 ft?
15,000 ft?

0.01 acres
0.69 acres
0.34 acres
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Calculation of Unmitigated Emissions

Summary of Input Parameters

VOC NOXx S02 Cco PM10
Total new acres disturbed: 1.04 1.04 1.04 1.04 1.04
Total new acres paved: 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
Total new building space, ft2: 45,225 45,225 45,225 45,225 45,225
Total years: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Area graded, acres in 1 yr: 1.04 1.04 1.04 1.04 1.04
Area paved, acres in 1 yr: 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
Building space, f® in 1 yr: 45,225 45,225 45,225 45,225 45,225
Annual Emissions by Source (Ibs/day)
VOC NOX S0O2 Cco PM10
Grading Equipment 0.3 1.7 0.1 04 0.3
Asphalt Paving 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Stationary Equipment 7.6 6.2 0.4 1.3 04
Mobile Equipment 7.2 72.8 34 72.4 54
Architectural Coatings (Non-Res) 17.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Emissions (Ibs/day): 32.4 80.7 3.9 74.1 6.1
Emission Factors
Reference: Air Quality Thresholds of Significance, SMAQMD, 1994.
SMAQMD Emission Factor
Source VOC NOX SO2 * CO* PM10
Grading Equipment 2.50E-01 Ibs/acre/day | 1.60E+00 Ibs/acre/day 0.11 Ibs/acre/day 0.35  Ibs/acre/day | 2.80E-01 Ibs/acre/day
Asphalt Paving 2.62E-01 Ibs/acre/day NA NA NA NA
Stationary Equipment 1.68E-04 Ibs/day/ft? 1.37E-04 Ibs/day/ft? 9.11E-06 Ibs/day/ft? 2.97E-05 Ibs/day/ft* | 8.00E-06 Ibs/day/ft*
Mobile Equipment 1.60E-04 Ibs/day/ft? 1.61E-03 Ibs/day/ft? 7.48E-05 Ibs/day/ft? 0.0016 Ibs/day/ftt | 1.20E-04 Ibs/day/ft?
Architectural Coatings (Non-Res) 8.15E-02 Ibs/day/ft NA NA NA NA

* Factors for grading equipment and stationary equipment are calculated from AP-42 for diesel engines using ratios with the NOx factors.
Factors for mobile equipment are calculated from ratios with Mobile5a 2001 NOx emission factors for heavy duty trucks for each site.
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Anchorage MSST
Construction Combustion Emissions

Calculation of PM10 Emissions Due to Site Preparation (Uncontrolled).

User Input Parameters / Assumptions

Acres graded per year: 1.04 acreslyr (From "Combustion" worksheet)
Grading days/yr: 1.14 dayslyr (From "Grading" worksheet)
Exposed days/yr: 90 assumed days/yr graded area is exposed
Grading Hours/day: 8 hr/day
Sail piles area fraction: 0.10 (assumed fraction of site area covered by soil piles)
Soil percent silt, s: 85 % (mean silt content; expected range: 0.5 to 23, AP-42 Table 13.2.2-1)
Soil percent moisture, M: 40 % http://nsidc.org/data/docs/fgdc/ggd624_soiltemp_alaska/, site visited 10-15-2004
Annual rainfall days, p: 60 days/yr rainfall exceeds 0.01 inch/day (http://www.climate-zone.com/climate/united-states/alaska/anchorage)
Wwind speed > 12 mph %, I: 18.4 % Ave. wind speed at Anchorage, AK (http://holmes-iv.engr.uaa.alaska.edu/ncar/WindRoseWizard.htm)
Fraction of TSP, J: 0.5 (SCAQMD recommendation)
Mean vehicle speed, S: 5 mi/hr (On-site)
Dozer path width: 8 ft
Qty construction vehicles: 3.00 vehicles (From "Grading" worksheet)
On-site VMT/vehicle/day: 5 mil/veh/day (Excluding bulldozer VMT during grading)
PM10 Adjustment Factor k 2.6 Ib/VMT (AP-42 Table 13.2.2-2 9/98 for PM10)
PM10 Adjustment Factor a 0.8 (dimensionless) (AP-42 Table 13.2.2-2 9/98 for PM10)
PM10 Adjustment Factor b 0.4 (dimensionless) (AP-42 Table 13.2.2-2 9/98 for PM10)
PM10 Adjustment Factor c 0.3 (dimensionless) (AP-42 Table 13.2.2-2 9/98 for PM10)
Mean Vehicle Weight W 40 tons assumed for aggregate trucks
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Emissions Due to Soil Disturbance Activities

Operation Parameters (Calculated from User Inputs)

Grading duration per acre 8.7 hr/acre

Bulldozer mileage per acre 1 VMT/acre
Construction VMT per day 15 VMT/day
Construction VMT per acre 16.4 VMT/acre

Equations Used (Corrected for PM10)

(Miles traveled by bulldozer during grading)

(Travel on unpaved surfaces within site)

AP-42 Section
Operation Empirical Equation Units (5th Edition)
Bulldozing 0.75(s>)/(M*) lbs/hr  |Table 11.9-18.24, Overburden
Grading (0.60)(0.051)s*° lbs/VMT |Table 11.9-18.24
Vehicle Traffic [k(s/12)? (W/3)b/(M/0.2)°] [(365-P)/365] Ibs/VMT |Section 13.2.2

Source: Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors, Vol. I, USEPA AP-42, Section 11.9 dated 7/98 and Section 13.2 dated 9/98

Calculation of PM10 Emission Factors for Each Operation

Emission Factor Emission Factor
Operation (mass/ unit) Operation Parameter (Ibs/ acre)
Bulldozing 0.11 Ibs/hr 8.7 hr/acre 1 Ibs/acre
Grading 0.77 Ibs/VMT 1 VMT/acre 0.8 Ibs/acre
Vehicle Traffic 0.95 lbs/VMT 16.4 VMT/acre 15.5 Ibs/acre
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Emissions Due to Wind Erosion of Soil Piles and Exposed Graded Surface

Reference: Air Quality Thresholds of Significance, SCAQMD, 1994,

Soil Piles EF = 1.7(s/1.5)[(365 - H)/235](1/15)(J) = (s)(365 - H)(I)(J)/(3110.2941), p. A9-99.
Soil Piles EF = 7.7 Ibs/day/acre covered by soil piles

Consider soil piles area fraction so that EF applies to graded area

Sail piles area fraction: 0.10 (Fraction of site area covered by sail piles)
Soil Piles EF = 0.77 lbs/day/acres graded
Graded Surface EF = 26.4 lbs/day/acre (recommended in CEQA Manual, p. A9-93).

Calculation of Annual PM10 Emissions

Graded Exposed | Emissions Emissions

Source Emission Factor Acreslyr days/yr Ibs/yr tons/yr
Bulldozing 1 lbs/acre 1.04 NA 1 0.00
Grading 0.8 lbs/acre 1.04 NA 1 0.00
Vehicle Traffic 15.5 Ibs/acre 1.04 NA 16 0.01
Erosion of Soil Piles 0.8 Ibs/acre/day 1.04 90 72 0.04
Erosion of Graded Surface 26.4 lbs/acre/day 1.04 90 2,467 1.23

TOTAL 2,657 1.28

Soil Disturbance EF: 17.3 Ibs/acre
Wind Erosion EF: 27.17 Ibs/acre/day

Back calculate to get EF: 2169.3 lbs/acre/grading day
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Anchorage MSST
Construction Combustion Emissions

Estimate of time required to grade a specified area.

Input Parameters
Construction area: 1.04 acres/yr (from "Combustion" Worksheet)
Qty Equipment: 3.00 (calculated based on acres disturbed, assuming that up to three machines can effectively work
on a 25 acre area, with a minimum of three machines for any job, regardless of area graded)

Assumptions.

Terrain is mostly flat.

An average of 6" soil is excavated from one half of the site and backfilled to the other half of the site; no soil is hauled off-site or borrowed.
200 hp bulldozers are used for site clearing.

300 hp bulldozers are used for stripping, excavation, and backfill.

Vibratory drum rollers are used for compacting.

Stripping, Excavation, Backfill and Compaction require an average of two passes each.

Excavation and Backfill are assumed to involve only half of the site.

Calculation of days required for one piece of equipment to grade the specified area.

Reference: Means Heavy Construction Cost Data, 6th Ed., R. S. Means, 1992.

Acres per | equip-days Equip-days

Means Line No. Operation Description OQutput Units equip-day) per acre Acres/yr | peryear
021 108 0550 Site Clearing |Dozer & rake, medium brush 0.6 acre/day 0.6 1.67 1.04 1.73
021 144 0300 Stripping Topsoil & stockpiling, adverse soil 1,650 | cu. yd/day 2.05 0.49 1.04 0.51
022 242 5220 Excavation Bulk, open site, common earth, 150" haul 800 | cu. yd/day 0.99 1.01 0.52 0.52
022 208 5220 Backfill Structural, common earth, 150" haul 1,950 | cu. yd/day 2.42 0.41 0.52 0.21
022 226 5020 Compaction Vibrating roller, 6 " lifts, 3 passes 1,950 | cu. yd/day 2.42 0.41 1.04 0.43
TOTAL 3.41
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Calculation of days required for the indicated pieces of equipment to grade the designated acreage.

(Equip)(day)/yr: 3.41

Qty Equipment: 3.00
Grading daysl/yr: 1.14
Round to 1 grading days/yr
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Source of Data: Western Regional Climate Center
http://www.wrcc.dri.edu

Site Visited 10-15-04

ANCHORAGE WSCMO AP, ALASKA

NCDC 1971-2000 Monthly Normals

Jan
Feb
Mar
Apr
May
Jun
Jul
Aug
Sep
Oct
Nov
Dec
Annual

Mean Mean Max. Mean
Temperature Temperature Mean Min. Precipitation
(F) (F) Temperature (F) (in.)
15.8 22.2 9.3 0.68
18.7 25.8 11.7 0.74
25.9 33.6 18.2 0.65
36.3 43.9 28.7 0.52
46.9 54.9 38.9 0.7
54.7 62.3 47 1.06
58.4 65.3 51.5 1.7
56.4 63.3 49.4 2.93
48.2 55 41.4 2.87
34.1 40 28.3 2.09
21.8 27.7 15.9 1.09
17.5 23.7 11.4 1.05
36.2 43.1 29.3 16.08
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Power Regirements for MSST Boats

http://www.boatmotors.com/outboard/outboard_motor_article.html
Lambrecht, Ralph. 2002. "Two-stroke conventional wisdom." Boat & Motor Dealer. April. 34-37

Mr Lambrecht gave results from comparitive testing of 2002 model year
2-stroke outboards vs 4-stroke outboards. He did not cite who did the tests or
what motors were tested. His point was that there is little difference in mileage

and speed, and the 2-strokes meet emission standards.

20.7' boat

225 HP outboards

24' boat

4.5 10 4.7 mpg at 28 mph
2.7 to 3.2 mpg at 52 mph top speed

225 HP outboards

20" boat

3.1 mpg at 32 mph
2.4 t0 2.6 mpg at 46 to 48 mph top speed

135 HP outboards

If we assume that the engines were putting out rated horsepower at top speed,
then we can compute the thermal efficiency of these outboards based on the
gallon per hour throughput and the rated output. Gasoline has 130,000 Btu/gal

4t0 4.2 mpg at 21 mph
3to 3.5 mpg at 37 to 43 mph top speed
4.45 mpg at 28 mph (best economy)

and there are 2546.5 Btus in a horsepower-hour.

a) The 3.2 mpg at 52 mph cannot be used in efficiency calculations because this
was not the maximum speed for this engine/boat combination, so the engine

Calculations

gal/hr gal/hr Thermal Efficiency Average

6.0 6.2

16.3 193 (a) 22.9% 22.9%

10.3 10.3

185 19.2 23.9% 23.0% 23.4%

5.0 5.3

123 123 21.5% 21.4% 21.5%

6.3 6.3
Overall
Average
22.6%
Thermal
Efficiency

was putting out less than 225 HP, and there is no way to know how many HP it
was producing, so the thermal efficiency cannot be computed.

For the 200 HP engines used in this analysis, a 23% thermal efficiency will be assumed.

HP

70

121

55

HP

73

121

58
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The power demand is hard to predict, because gas mileage likely starts fairly high at really low
speeds, then dips somewhere in the 10-20 mph range, then maxes out at around 30 mph as
the boat rises out of the water, then drops again as the boat approaches maximum speed.

From what | am seeing so far, my initial 50 HP guess for patrol load may have been accurate.
Howerver, to accommodate averaging in occasional relocations at above planing speed,

I will assume an average load of 75 HP over the 12 hour day.

Average power output based on fuel consumption while on patrol:

Chief Petty Officer Mark Wilkins (Galveston) said on 11/26/02 that they use about 45 gal in a 12-hour day.

(3.75 gal/hr) (130,000 Btu/gal) (22.6% thermal efficiency)
3413 Btu/kW-hr

32.28 kW

43.30 HP

Appendix G, Power Requirements




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /Description <<
    /FRA <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create PDF documents with higher image resolution for improved printing quality. The PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Reader 5.0 and later.)
    /JPN <FEFF3053306e8a2d5b9a306f30019ad889e350cf5ea6753b50cf3092542b308000200050004400460020658766f830924f5c62103059308b3068304d306b4f7f75283057307e30593002537052376642306e753b8cea3092670059279650306b4fdd306430533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103057305f00200050004400460020658766f8306f0020004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d30678868793a3067304d307e30593002>
    /DEU <>
    /PTB <>
    /DAN <>
    /NLD <>
    /ESP <>
    /SUO <>
    /ITA <>
    /NOR <>
    /SVE <>
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice




