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1.0 PURPOSE AND NEED 

1.1 

7.7.7 Background 

Remaining 180-foot Class of Seagoing Buoy Tenders 
( W W  

1.1 .1.1 Required Mission 
Under 12 United States Code (U.S.C.) 81, the United States 
Coast Guard (USCG) is tasked with establishng, operating, and 
maintaining a nationwide system of fixed and floating short- 
range aids to navigation (SRA) using a variety of cutters and 
boats. T h s  navigational system, designed to facilitate safe 180-foot Seagoing Buoy Tender 

and expeditious marine traffic, is essential to the national economy, security and interest. 
The USCG uses a variety of vessels to accomplish this mission. No technological 
advances are forecast that would substantially change the nature of the SRA system. The 
system’s servicing requirements are, therefore, expected to remain essentially unchanged 
for the next 30 years. 

1.1.1.2 Mission Need 
The primary mission of the remaining active l8O-foot Seagoing Buoy Tenders (WLBs) is 
servicing the SRA system. Many of these SRA are located in exposed marine settings, 
either nearshore or offshore. This mission entails the following functions: 

Replace buoys as necessary. Buoys are routinely replaced every six years, but 
discrepancies requiring replacement of a buoy can occur at any time. 
Check buoy signals and positions as required (generally 
annually). 
Set, service and retrieve buoys and associated moorings. 
Overhaul and inspect buoy mooring systems biennially. 
Accurately position buoys. 
Replace buoy power systems and other hardware (lamps, 
flashers, etc.) as necessary. 
Locate submerged hazards to navigation. 
Correct critical aids to navigation discrepancies within 48 hours 
(those requiring an immediate, high-priority or priority 
response according to Chapter 10 of the Aids to Navigation 
[AtoN] Manual [Commandant’s Instruction M 16500.71). 
Verify the operation of aids to navigation in the vicinity of a 
marine casualty in a timely manner, preferably within 24 
hours of the occurrence. 
Tow and moor large navigational buoys (LNBs). 
Provision and refuel light stations and LNBs. 
Perform or assist in maintenance on remote light stations. 

I . -  

Large Navigational Buoy 

m) Provide engineering, logistics, and administrative support for Aids to Navigation 
Teams (ANTS). 
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Historically, WLBs have supported a broader spectrum of USCG missions and pro? orams 
than any other type of CTSCG Cutter (USCGC). They are crucial resources. which have 
helped the USCG meet its ever changinz and broadening responsibilities. While the 
current WLBs have contributed in nearly every USCG mission area. their primary 
contributions have been: 

Search and Rescue (SAR). In several geographic areas (e+, the Greater Antilles. 
Alaska. the Great Lakes, Morehead City, North Carolina. etc.) WLBs are the primarv 
S A R  units or are assigned primary S A R  standby for periods when SAR units are 
deployed or are in maintenance status. 
Enforcement of L a ~ * s  and Treaties (ELT). WLBs perform scheduled ELT patrols and 
respond as vessels of opportunity. as needed. Besides independent ELT operations, 
WLB replacements must also be capable of providing logistics support for patrol 
boats (WPB) and other smaller cutters in multi-ship operations. 
Defense Operations (DO). The WLB plays an essential role during defense and 
national emergencies, particularly in the Maritime Defense Zones (MDZs). 
Maintaining an SRA system in good working order in harbors and harbor entrances is 
critical to MDZ operations. WLBs perform additional functions such as surveillance. 
precise navigation escort, and command control, and communications (C3) for mine 
countermeasures (MCM) operations. WLBs are currently performing environmental 
surveys in support of Navy requirements. Also, WLBs are subject to deployments 
overseas to provide precise navigation support of naval forces. 
Operation Training (OP TRA). WLBs are a major element of the USCG's at-sea 
training effort. These vessels provide excellent unparalleled professional experience 
for junior officers and crew. Buoy tenders maintain proficiency in damage control, 
dealing with engineering casualties and precision navigation in restricted waters 
and/or low visibility operations, etc. 
Domestic Icebreaking Operations (DIO). The strategic locations of the WLB s, often 
in ports where other USCG icebreaking resources are not readily available or are 
insufficient to handle a heavy ice season. make them a vital asset to the DIO program. 
In addition to hours dedicated to icebreaking, WLBs may also perform icebreaking 
services in the course of their aids to navigation mission. Replacements for the 
WLBs in the First, Fifth, Ninth. and the Seventeenth Districts must be capable of 
breaking ice up to 14 inches deep and breaking by ramming, ice approximately 3 feet 
deep. 
National Oceanic Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Data Buoy Center (NDBC) 
Support (part of Marine Science Activities). WLBs and WLMs provide the majority 
of the USCG's cutter time supporting NDBC operations. The need for support is 
expected to continue at the current level for the foreseeable future. 

Beyond their primary mission, seagoing buoy tenders are multi-mission resources and are 
an important part of the USCG fleet. The various functions performed by these buoy 
tenders are consistent with U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) and USCG goals 
and objectives. 

0310 1 /o 1 2 



1.1.2 Purpose of and Need for the Action 

-' 

Vessel In Service Construction Renovation End of Design 
(as of Jan 01) Date Date Service Life 

Sedge Yes 1944 1974 1989- 1994 

Bramble Yes 1944 1975 1990- 1995 

Acacia Yes 1944 1976 199 1 - 1996 

Sweetbrier Yes 1944 1976 199 1 - 1996 

Sassafras Yes 1944 1978 1993- 1998 

Sundew Yes 1944 1978 1993-1998 

Firebush Yes 1944 1979 1994- 1999 

Woodrush Yes 1944 1979 1994- 1999 

As of 01 January 01. the USCG had 15 WLBs in its fleet and is actively operating 12. 
The number of vessels that are in the USCG fleet represents those that are USCG 
property, but not all vessels are active (see Tables 1-3 below to determine if vessel is in 
service). The present fleet size, geographic locations, and areas of responsibility of each 
vessel are based on both the SRA system workload and the USCG's goal to correct 
critical AtoK discrepancies within published standards. 

Lifting capacity 20 tons 
Crew 49 people 

180-Foot WLB 

The following tables show the construction date. renovation information and projected 
end of service life for each individual WLB remaining in USCG ownership. Tables 1,2, 
and 3 show that all but five of the WLBs. are presently at the end of their service lives or 
will reach that point in 2003 or 2004. Table 2 shows that nine WLBs have undergone a 
Service Life Extension Project (SLEP) renovation, which extended their service life. 
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Vessel In Service Construction 
(as of Jan 01) Date 

Gentian No** 1942 

Cowslip Yes 1942 

Madrona Yes I 1943 

Sweetgum Yes 1943 

Buttonwood Yes 1943 

Table 3 - Remaining WLBs with Austere Renovation 

Renovation End of Design 
Date Service Life 
1983 1998-2003 

1984 1999-2004 

1989 2004-2009 

1992 2007-2012 

1992 2008-201 3 

1 Vessel I ~n Service Construction Renovation 
(as of Jan 01) I Date I Date I End of Design 

Service Life 

1 .I .2.1 Existing Capability and Resources 

With the exception of five WLBs that underwent the SLEP renovation, as of 1999, all 
other remaining 180-foot class buoy tenders have exceeded their service life. All of these 
vessels are over 50 years of age and further renovation is impractical. Habitability 
aboard these vessels is already below USCG standards. The living space per 
crewmember is inadequate. Excessive maintenance problems stemming from the age of 
these vessels are also being experienced with resultant reduced reliability and increased 
operating costs. 

As the WLBs continue to age, the USCG's ability to service the SRA system, particularly 
the offshore portion of that system, begins to diminish. The effectiveness of the SRA 
system is critical not only to safe navigation but also to national security in a broad sense. 
A well-maintained SRA system facilitates movement of waterborne goods and materials, 
many of which are militarily essential, and helps prevent maritime disasters, which could 
adversely affect the economy or the environment. As stated previously, some of the 
vessels in the 180-foot fleet are not in active service. Once the vessels are taken out of 
active service, they are typically placed in storage temporarily until they are declared 
excess property to the General Services Administration (GSA). The cost of storing 
vessels varies based on the future anticipated use of the vessel; however costs include 
storage and routine maintenance of the vessel in order to keep the vessel from falling into 

Planetree 

Iris 
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disrepair. Additionally, it is the requirement of the Federal Property Administrative 
Services Act (FPASA) (40 U.S.C. 10) that excess property is identified and declared as 
such. Therefore, the USCG has an operational, economic, and legal need to cost- 
effectively rid itself of obsolete and inefficient vessels that can no longer effectively carry 
out the USCG missions they were designed for. Consequently, the USCG is proposing to 
decommission (remove the vessels from active use) and declare the current WLB fleet 
excess to its needs. 

In order to declare a vessel excess, the USCG must complete a report of survey that states 
that the vessel is excess to its needs. The USCG provides the GSA with a Standard Form 
120 for the excess material. Following submittal to GSA, the standard GSA process for 
excessing Federally owned materials ensues. This process is described in Section 2.2.1, 
and in Exhibit 2 on page 18 of this document. 

Lf the remaining l8O-foot class vessels are decommissioned and declared excess to GSA, 
the USCG proposes to replace the remaining vessels in the 180-foot WLBs with six 175- 
foot Coastal Buoy Tenders (WLMs) and sixteen 225-foot WLBs. These vessels are 
capable of supporting the same mission requirements as the 180-foot WLBs, with state- 
of-the-art technology. 

1.2 Fir (WLM 212) 

7.2.7 Background 

Built in 1939, the Fir (WLM 212) is listed in the 
NRHP. Homeported for 50 years in Washington, 
the Fir served buoys, lighthouses, and other 
navigation aids in the Pacific Northwest. Like 
many other vessels in the USCG, she periodically 

Former USCGC Fir engaged in SAR, marine environmental protection 
and in law enforcement. The Fir is the last surviving 
unaltered American lighthouse tender, and was the last working member of the U.S. 
Lighthouse Service fleet. For more information on the Fir> history, see Appendix A. 

7.2.2 Purpose of and Need for the Action 

The Fir has reached the end of its service life. The vessel is over 50 years of age and 
habitability is below USCG standards. The living space per crewmember is inadequate. 
Excessive maintenance problems stemming from the age of this vessel have been 
experienced with resultant reduced reliability and increased operating costs. As a result 
of its age and condition, the USCG decommissioned this vessel in 1996. At present, the 
USCG is incurring costs to store the vessel in Suisun Bay, California. As previously 
stated, it is a requirement of the FPASA that excess property be identified by the USCG 
and declared as such. Therefore, the USCG has an operational, economic, and legal need 
to cost effectively rid itself of the obsolete and inefficient Fir which can no longer 
effectively carry out the 
proposing to declare the 

USCG missions it was designed for. Consequently, the USCG is 
Fir excess to its needs. 
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2.0 ALTERNATIVES, INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION 
Alternatives were developed based on the need for the USCG to cost-effectively rid itself 
of obsolete and inefficient vessels that can no longer carry out the USCG missions for 
which they were designed. Additionally, the development of alternatives is shaped by the 
USCG's legal obligations incurred under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
(42 U.S.C. 4321, et. seq.), the Foreign Assistance Act (FAA) of 1961 as amended by 
Public Law 104.164 (22 U.S.C. 2321j), the FPASA of 1949, as amended (40 U.S.C. lo), 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), as amended (36 Code of 
Federal Regulations [CFR] Part 800), and possible legislation mandating specific transfer 
procedures for some or all of the WLBs andor the Fir. The USCG's responsibility under 
the FPASA is to excess obsolete vessels. The ultimate disposition of the vessel is 
typically the responsibility of the GSA. However, if GSA is unable to dispose of the 
vessel, then the USCG may also be responsible for vessel disposition through its own 
donation authority. 

The USCG can dispose of a vessel through the FAA by transferring the vessel to a 
friendly foreign government. Under the FAA, the USCG in conjunction with the United 
States Department of Defense (DOD) and United States Department of State (DOS) 
handle transfers to foreign governments. However, the ultimate authority for approval of 
transfers lies with the DOS. The USCG also has the authority to donate vessels under 14 
U.S.C. 64 1. If the vessels are reported excess to GSA and GSA cannot dispose of the 
vessels through their mandated process, the USCG can exercise their authority under 14 
U.S.C. 641. Under 14 U.S.C. 641, the USCG can transfer the vessels to the USCG 
Auxiliary, Service Educational Activities (SEAS), or to any public body or private 
organization not organized for profit and having an interest in the vessels for historic or 
other special reasons. The following alternatives were evaluated relative to the need 
described in Section 1.2.2. For a better understanding of the decommissioning, excessing 
and disposal processes related to the 180-foot class and the Fir, see Exhibits 1 and 2 at 
the end of this section. 

2.1 Alternative 1 : No Action: Currently Active 180 Vessels Remain in Use and 
Decommissioned 180 Vessels and the Fir Currently in Storage, Remain in 
Storage. 

Under the No Action Alternative, the 180-foot vessels that are currently active would not 
be decommissioned but would remain in use. WLBs that have already been 
decommissioned and the decommissioned Fir would remain in storage. The 180-foot 
vessels currently in storage would continue to be stored at the USCG Yard in Curtis Bay, 
Maryland (Baltimore) or at a Maritime Administration (MARAD) Ready Reserve Fleet 
Facility in Suisun Bay, California (San Francisco), and would not be declared excess to 
USCG purposes. Storage of vessels at either the USCG Yard or a MARAD facility 
entails setting up security measures to keep the vessel safe, and routinely maintaining the 
vessels to keep them operational and to minimize deterioration. When vessels must be 
stored at a MARAD facility, the USCG must first ensure that the vessel to be stored 
fulfills the requirements of MARAD's, "Requirements for Sponsors of Vessels Held in 
the National Defense Fleet Sites," (see Appendix B). Generally, this document requires 
agencies to strip all valuable and removable parts of the vessel and stow them somewhere 
secure in addition to physically preparing the vessel for storage by making it water tight, 
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and closing and locking openings and doors on the vessel, etc. Actions implemented for 
a stored vessel vary based on the projected end use of that vessel and the location where 
that vessel would be stored. Some of the vessels may be stored indefinitely. 

The No Action Alternative would not satisfy the need of the USCG to rid itself of 
obsolete and inefficient vessels. This alternative would also not satisfy the USCG need 
to comply with the FPASA requirement to declare such obsolete vessels as excess to the 
USCG. Furthermore, the 180-foot vessels that are currently active would not be 
decommissioned and would remain in use. WLBs that have already been 
decommissioned and the decommissioned Fir would remain in storage at an approved 
facility, and would not be declared excess to USCG purposes. 

The USCG is analyzing the No Action Alternative in this Programmatic Environmental 
Assessment (PEA) to provide a benchmark for decision-makers and the public so that 
they can compare the magnitude of environmental effects of the No Action Alternative 
with the action alternatives. 

2.2 Alternative 2: Proposed Action: Currently Decommissioned and Stored 180 
Vessels are Excessed to GSA, and Currently Active Vessels are 
Decommissioned, Temporarily Stored, and Excessed to GSA. 

Under this alternative, vessels that are already decommissioned and in storage would be 
declared excess to USCG needs. Vessels that are currently operating would typically be 
decommissioned, temporarily stored at the USCG Yard in Curtis Bay, Maryland, or at a 
MARAD Ready Reserve Fleet Facility in Suisun Bay, California and declared excess to 
USCG needs. There are several steps associated with this alternative. These steps are 
described in the following sections. 

2.2.1 Part As Declare the already decommissioned and stored vessels excess to 
USCG needs. 

Carrying out this portion of the proposed action would result in continued temporary 
storage of the decommissioned vessels at the USCG Yard in Curtis Bay, Maryland, or at 
a MARAD Ready Reserve Fleet Facility in Suisun Bay, California. Currently the USCG 
is only using the MARAD site in California. Vessels would be stored as described under 
the No Action Alternative; however, vessel storage would end once the vessels were 
declared excess and an owner was found through one of the following mandated disposal 
processes listed in priority order below. 

1) As required by FPASA and Federal Property Management Regulations (FPMR) 
(41 CFR Part lOl), an inquiry would be made within USCG to ensure that vessels 
are not needed anywhere in the USCG. This activity is the responsibility of the 
USCG (41 CFR 101-43.101). The most likely use of the vessel in the USCG 
would be continued use or use for parts. 

2) Inquire within the DOT to ensure vessels are not needed elsewhere in DOT. This 
activity is required by FPASA and FPMR, and is the responsibility of the USCG 
(41 CFR 101.43.101). The most likely use of the vessel in the DOT would be 
continued use or use for parts. 

3 
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If each vessel is not needed anywhere withn the USCG or the DOT. the CSCG 
reports the vessels to GSA as excess (31 CFR 10143.304. 

GSA then offers each vessel to other Federal agencies utilizing the mandated 
GSA process (41 CFR 10133). The most likely use of a 18O-foot vessel by other 
Federal agencies is continued use, use as a museum, or use for parts. 

If no Federal agency is interested, the vessels are declared surplus by GSA. and 
then each vessel would be offered to the DOSDOD for possible use under the 
Foreign Military Assistance Program (FMAP), pursuant to the FAA (22  U.S.C. 
$232 lj). Transfer to fnendly foreign countries through the FMAP is typically for 
continued use of the vessel. 

The DOS is charged with statutory responsibility and ultimate authority for the 
FMAP, regulated by the FAA (22 U.S.C. 8 2321j); however. the DOD acts as the 
executing agent for the program. USCG articles considered excess defense 
articles are managed by the USCG in conjunction with the DOSDOD. 
Ownershp of a vessel would be transferred under the FAA. which authorizes the 
transfer of “excess defense articles” to appropriate foreign nations by the direction 
of the President and with the approval of Congress. 

If the vessels are not appropriate for the FMAP, then they can continue through 
the mandated GSA process. However, if the vessel is found to contain 
Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCB) other than cabling, or friable ACM, exceeding 
GSA acceptable limits, GSA regulations do not allow sale or donation of the 
vessel to the private sector. Such materials must therefore be removed before the 
vessel can continue through the GSA process mandated by the FPASA for the 
disposal of government personal property (vessels are considered personal 
property under this process). The GSA process is the responsibility of GSA .as 
directed by FPASA and FPMR. 
In some cases, a vessel may be contaminated in such a manner that cleaning the 
vessel would render it inoperable. In these instances, the USCG would remove 
the ACM and any PCB items that exceed GSA limitation, and send the clean 
vessel or vessel shell through the GSA disposal process. The most likely use of 
the vessel shell would be use by states in their reef building programs. The 
USCG has no decision-making power as to the ultimate disposition of the clean 
operable vessel or the clean inoperable vessel shell through the GSA process. 

If the vessels are not needed by the FMAP then continuing through the GSA 
process, GSA would examine the option of a transfer (vessels must be clean) to a 
State or local government or non-profit organization (41 CFR 101-44). The most 
likely use of a vessel by State and local governments and non-profits is use of the 
vessel as a museum, continued use of the vessel, or use of the vessel in an 
artificial reef program. 

If GSA cannot dispose of the vessels to a State or local government or non-profit 
organization, then the USCG can exercise its direct transfer authority under 14 
U.S.C. 641 and transfer the vessels to the USCG Auxiliary, SEA, non-profit 
public body, or a private organization having an interest in the vessels for historic 
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or other special reasons. In this scenario. the vessels would likely stay in use. or 
be used as a museum. 

If the USCG is unsuccessful in transferring the vessels under 14 U.S.C. 631. then 
GSA would offer the vessels for sale to the highest bidder as long as the vessels 
can be re-used [41 CFR 101-45.31 (Brown 2001). 

Part Br Decommission the currenfly operating WLBs, Store them temporarily, 
and Declare them excess to USCG needs. 

Carrying out this portion of the proposed action would result in the following steps: 

The USCG would conduct a contamination survey prior to decommissioning the 
USCG vessels. The contamination survey would provide the information needed 
to determine the extent of hazardous material on the vessel. The extent of the 
hazardous materials present on the vessel would help determine the type of 
disposal options available to the USCG or the GSA, 3s applicable. 

After the contamination survey is conducted, currently operating WLBs would 
then be decommissioned in accordance with USCG policy and directives. 

Temporary storage of the decommissioned vessels at the USCG Yard in Curtis 
Bay. Maryland. or at a MARAD Ready Reserve Fleet Facility in Suisun Bay, 
California. Vessels would be stored as described under the No Action 
A1 temative. 

Same as Section 2.2.1 above beginning with Step 1. 

Alternative 3: Congressional Mandate: Transferring Ownership of the Vessels. 

Although the USCG does not have control over Congressional Mandates, a Mandate 
could be issued to transfer the Fir and some or all of the WLBs still in USCG ownership 
(decommissioned or currently active WLBs). Under this alternative, Congress could 
direct through legislation that a vessel be transferred directly from the USCG or GSA to 
another Federal agency, to a State or local government entity, a private entity or group, or 
a non-profit organization. While Congressional legislation is not within the control of the 
USCG, this alternative is being analyzed because it is reasonably foreseeable that 
Congress may legislate the transfer of the Fir or one or all of the WLBs (Congress has 
legislated the transfer of USCG vessels in the past). Legislation transferring the Fir 
and/or one or all of the WLBs could take an infinite number of forms. The USCG has no 
accurate way to predicate the details of such legislation and what it might require; 
however, in general, Congress could fashion the legislation in one of two ways that are 
pertinent to this environmental analysis as follows: 

2.3.7 Congressional Mandate - Option 7 
Congress could legislate that the vessel or vessels be transferred to a State or local 
government entity, a private entity or group, or a non-profit organization and provide 
within that legislation specific environmental and/or historic preservation protections for 
the vessel or vessels in addition to those protections already required under existing 
environmental laws. 
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2.3.2 Congressional Mandate - Option 2 
Congress could legislate that the vessel or vessels be transferred to a State or local 
governmental entity, a private entity or group. or a non-profit organization and not 
provide withln that legislation specific environmental and/or historic presewation 
protections for the vessel or vessels in addition to those protections already required 
under existing environmental laws. 

2.4 Alternative 4: Decommission the currently operating WLBs and store them 
and continue to store the already decommissioned WLBs and the Fir 
i ndef i n i tel y . 

Decommission currently operating WLBS following steps 1 through 3 in Section 2.2.2. 
with the exception that the storage would be indefinite. Continue to store the already 
decommissioned WLBs and the Fir as described in Section 2.1. 

2.5 
Of the alternatives listed above. only Alternatives 1 ,  2, and 3 (Sections 2.1. 2.2. and 2.3) 
are analyzed in detail. Under Alternative 4 (Section 2.4), the cost of storing these vessels 
indefinitely would be prohibitive and would, therefore, not meet the need for cost- 
effective disposal. Additionally, storing vessels for which the USCG has no future plans 
violates the FPMR requirement to declare property excess that is no longer useful to the 
USCG and/or DOT. Therefore, Alternative 4 was eliminated from further consideration 
because it does not meet the purpose and need defined in Section 1 of th s  PEA. 

Alternatives Eliminated from Detailed Analysis 

2.6 Impact Summary Matrix 

Table 4 is a comparison of the following alternatives relative to their environmental 
consequences: Alternative 1 : N o  Action, Alternative 2: Proposed Action. and Alternative 
3: Congressional Mandate. 

2.7 Mitigation 

2.7.7 Mitigation for Historic and Cultural Resource Impacts 

In accordance with the requirements of the NHPA, the USCG must evaluate whether 
actions it proposes may effect properties eligible for the NRHP. If USCG properties 
eligible for the NRHP may be impacted adversely by a proposed USCG action, then the 
USCG must consult with the appropriate State Historic Preservation Officers (SHPO) 
regarding adverse impacts to historic properties and the means to mitigate those impacts. 
The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (the Council) must be notified of an 
adverse effect finding (and invited to consult if a programmatic agreement will be 
negotiated). The Council must then advise the Federal agency whether it will participate 
in the consultation or not. 

The Fir is already listed on the NRHP as a National Historic Landmark. Should the 
USCG declare the Fir excess to its needs, then a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) for 
the Fir completed between the USCG, the ACHP and the California SHPO describes the 
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measures the USCG would take to reduce effects on the Fir to a level of non- 
significance. The MOA for the Fir is included in Appendix E. 

The USCG determined that the entire class of 180s is eligible for the NRHP. The 
decommissioning process could affect the hstoric value of the vessels by terminating the 
historic use of these properties. Thus. the USCG concluded that Section 106 consultation 
for the decommissioning of the 180-foot class was appropriate. Therefore. should the 
USCG decommission and declare excess the remaining vessels of the 180-foot Seagoing 
Buoy Tender Class. a Programmatic Agreement (PA) on the 180s describes the agreed 
upor; measures the USCG would take to reduce effects on the historic 180 vessels to a 
level of non-significance. The PA was completed between the appropriate SHPO in 
fourteen states. the Council. and the USCG. An MOA is currently being negotiated 
between the USCG. GSA, and the Minnesota SHPO, which addresses mitigation of 
possible adverse effects to the Sundew from the decommissioning, excessing and disposal 
of this 180-foot vessel. These agreements are included as Appendices D and F of this 
PEA. respectively. 

Both the MOAS and PA mentioned in the previous paragraph specify Historic American 
Engineering Record (HAER) documentation as the means with which to reduce effects 
on all historic vessels to a level of non-significance. Extensive HAER documentation is 
planned for entities eligible for listing in the NRHP so that the inherent historical value is 
preserved. Decommissioning andor excessing the Fir and the remaining 1 SO-foot class 
through the mandated process described in Exhibits 1 and 2 could result in the ultimate 
destruction of the vessels or in alteration of their historic characteristics. This means that 
the USCG proposed action has the potential for significant impacts to historic resources. 
Therefore. the USCG has committed to intensive HAER documentation as the preferred 
method for preservation of the historical information contained in these vessels. In the 
event that the vessels or the vessels’ historic properties are destroyed or altered 
significantly, HAER documentation would preserve to the greatest extent possible all 
information contained within the vessels. Historical research, archival photographs, 
geographical data, measured drawings, a written history, and other pertinent data are all 
collected to satisfy HAER documentation standards. Strict rules govern the 
documentation so that information is presented clearly and completely. Since the entire 
vessel is documented, including the interior and exterior, information is not lost and 
significant adverse effects to the vessels caused for whatever reason are mitigated to a 
level of insignificance. 

Should the documentation not be conducted, and the systematic decommissioning and/or 
excessing of the 1 essels proceed, information valuable to American history and to future 
researchers could be lost permanently. Although the ideal situation would leave the 
vessels historically intact, environmentally safe, and economically viable for the USCG, 
this is ultimately not feasible. HAER documentation represents the most comprehensive 
form of mitigation for preservation of the historic information contained in these vessels 
and, regardless of the outcome of the mandated disposal process, it would mitigate any 
possible impacts to these vessels triggered by the USCG’s proposed action to a level of 
insignificance. 
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2.7.1 .l Congressional Protections 
Congressional mandates can include specific environmental and/or historic preservation 
protections for a vessel or vessels that are in addition to those protections already 
required under existing environmental laws. Examples could include legislation designed 
to protect the historic characteristics of the vessel or vessels by placing specific 
restrictions on a new owner that they must follow in the use, maintenance or future sale 
of the vessel. These restrictions could be designed to protect the historic integrity of a 
vessel, or they could be additional restrictions placed on the transfer of vessels with 
certain types of hazardous materials on board. As part of Congressional law, these 
additional protections would be legally binding. However, the USCG has no control over 
whether Congress will enact such protections or legislation. 

2.7.1.2 Protections Placed in Decommissioning Papers requiring protection of 
Historic characteristics of Eligible or Listed USCG Vessels While in Storage 
at a USCG facility 

Remaining 180-foot vessels not in active service are currently stored at one of two 
locations, 1) USCG Yard in Curtis Bay, Maryland (Baltimore) or 2) at the MARAD 
Ready Reserve Fleet, Suisun Bay, California. There are specific actions taken on each 
vessel when stored, although requirements are different for the USCG Yard and for the 
MARAD. In the case of the 180-foot class, the remaining vessels are eligible for listing 
in the NRHP so that any action taken by either storage site should comply with the 
NHPA, specifically pursuant to Section 106. In the case of the Fir, the vessel has 
National Historic Landmark status and is therefore also protected under NHPA. When a 
vessel is to be stored at the USCG Yard facility, little preparation is needed. The vessels 
can be maintained as is with the issuance of a statement contained in the Operating 
Facility Change Order (OFCO). Within the document, certain physical changes to the 
vessel can be prohibited so that the material and design integrity of the vessel is 
maintained under Criterion C. It should be noted that the OFCO's do not contain 
protective statements as an integral part of the document, and each vessel must be treated 
separately. 

In contrast, vessels to be stored at the MARAD facility must be prepared per a standard 
checklist in order to be maintained at varying states of readiness (see Appendix 23; Beach 
2000'). The successful completion of the checklist must be validated by MARAD; only 
then can the vessel be stored. Some checklist actions pertinent to the historical aspects of 
the vessels are as follows: deck cleaning, hazardous material cleaning, and floodinghe 
alarm installation. The measures just described could lead to impacts on the historical 
integrity of a vessel under Criterion C since heavy cleaning, displacement of materials, 
and alterations must occur prior to storage. Further, significant adverse effects to the 
vessels may occur even though MARAD requires that the storage process comply with 
National regulations such as those in support of NHPA pertaining to particular vessels. 
Also, an OFCO might be written as an appendage to National regulations in the attempt 
to protect the historical integrity of a particular vessel, but again the minimum 
requirements of the storage process are unsympathetic to vessel needs. There are a few 
exclusions in place at MARAD that could be used to minimize the effects to vessels. 
Some cleaning and dismantling preparations can be eliminated or modified if approval is 
obtained. For example, a vessel can be stored if it contains asbestos and PCBs provided 
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its presence is accounted for and its nature described in detail, thereby eliminating the 
need to clean the vessel and preserving material integrity under Criterion C (Refer to 
Appendix B for further details). 

2.7.1.3 Protective restrictions placed in USCGIGSA transfer documents 
The USCG considered placing restrictions in USCGIGSA transfer documents that would 
protect the historic nature of the vessels if the mandated disposal process resulted in 
either the USCG or GSA being able to use their donation authorities at 14 U.S.C. 641 or 
41 CFR 101-44, respectively. However, the USCG found that such restrictions could not 
be made to legally protect the vessels in perpetuity, e.g., the restrictions would only 
protect the ship as long as the first owner did not relinquish ownership at a later date. 
The USCG also considered adding protective covenants with reversionary clauses to the 
transfer agreements (e.g., if the new owner did not protect the vessels’ historicity, the 
vessel must be returned to GSA or USCG ownership). The USCG felt that restrictions in 
the transfer documents and/or reversionary clauses were an unacceptable form of 
mitigation. Protective restrictions in the transfer documents cannot protect the vessel in 
perpetuity and neither GSA nor the USCG wants the vessels to return to their ownership 
- this would not fulfill the USCG’s purpose and need for action as described in Section 
1.2.2. Additionally, such mitigation would not be effective in protecting a vessel’s 
historicity if the result of the GSA/USCG mandated processes was that a l8O-foot vessel 
was destined for scrap or transfer under the FAA. Additionally, the USCG does not have 
control over the GSA transfer process, and therefore, could only implement such 
protective covenants or reversionary clauses for transfers under its donation authority at 
14 U.S.C. 641. Thus, for all the reasons stated above, mitigation in the form of protective 
restrictions or reversionary clauses would not be a completely effective mitigation 
measure for adverse impacts to these historic resources. 

2.7.1.4 Mitigation in the form of an MOA with Protective Covenants between SHPOs 
and the Proposed New Owner(s) of the Vessel 

The USCG also looked into mitigating the effects of vessel decommissioning and 
excessing by requiring that potential new owner(s) sign a MOA with the appropriate 
SHPO before transfer of the vessel under either 14 U.S.C. 641 or 41 CFR 101-44. The 
MOA would require the new owner to protect the historicity of the vessel in perpetuity by 
stipulating specific protective measures to protect the historicity of the vessel that would 
be overseen by the SHPO. Additionally, the original MOA would require the current 
owner of the vessel to develop a new MOA with the same protections (for signature by 
the current owner, the appropriate SHPO and any potential new owner) if, in the future, 
the current owner wanted to relinquish ownership of the vessel to another party. Again, 
this mitigation would only be effective if the GSAAJSCG mandated processes resulted in 
the GSA/USCG transferring the vessel under their respective donation authorities at 14 
U.S.C. 641/41 CFR 101-44. The USCG does not have control over GSA disposal 
processes nor does USCG have the ability to institute such a MOA for transfer under the 
FAA. Additionally, in order for the MOA to be effective, the appropriate SHPO must act 
as the enforcer of the protective provisions in the MOA and the potential new owner must 
agree to the protective provisions. While the USCG can commit to attempting to get such 
a MOA finalized before exercising the USCG donation authority, the cooperation of 
these other parties is necessary and the USCG cannot guarantee such cooperation. For 
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example, some SHPOs may be reluctant to take on the responsibility of enforcer. 
Additionally, the new owner may refuse to sign such an MOA. Even though mitigating 
in this way has its limitations, the USCG is negotiating an MOA with the Minnesota 
SHPO (most of the 180-foot vessels were built in Duluth, Minnesota) that would contain 
provisions to protect the USCG Cutter Sundew (currently located in Duluth, Minnesota) 
in the event that the USCGIGSA mandated processes result in the ability of the USCG or 
GSA to exercise their respective donation authorities. The draft MOA on the Sundew is 
included in Appendix F. 

2.7.1.5 HAER documentation as specified in the 180-foot class PA, the Sundew 
MOA, and the Fir MOA 

Many of the disposal outcomes could result in either destruction or transfer of the 
remaining NRHP eligible 180-foot vessels out of Federal ownership. To mitigate the 
potential for adverse effects on the historic nature of these vessels, the USCG has 
committed to the mitigation measures described in the final PAS and Fir and Sundew 
MOAS (see Appendices D through F) which were prepared pursuant to the requirements 
of the NHPA and the regulations implementing NHPA, at 36 CFR 800, Protection of 
Historic Properties. In addition, the USCG is in the process of developing further 
mitigation in the form of a separate MOA for the proposed decommissioning, transfer, 
and disposal of the MO-foot cutter, the Sundew (Appendix F). The PA commits the 
USCG to the preparation of a historic narrative on the tenders, and photographic 
documentation of certain vessels and drawings for incorporation into the HAER archives 
at the Library of Congress (see Appendix D). The PA also commits the USCG to doing 
extensive public notice via the Internet and through supplying information to an extensive 
list of interested parties. The mitigation measures specified in the PA would reduce the 
significant effects on these historic vessels to a level of non-significance by preserving 
the history of these vessels for the American public and making it easily accessible via 
the internet and other means of public notice. The separate MOA on Sundew discusses 
further mitigation of the adverse effects of the decommissioning and excessing of the 
180-foot class. The mitigation in the Sundew MOA, as described in the previous 
paragraph, would be in addition to the HAER documentation. 

In the same respect, many of the alternatives could result in the destruction or transfer of 
the Fir out of Federal ownership. The Fir is a National Historic Landmark. Section 
llO(f) of the National Historic Preservation Act requires Federal agencies to minimize 
harm to National Historic Landmarks to the maximum extent possible. When an adverse 
effect is determined, the agency must involve the SHPO, the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation, and the Department of Interior (the National Park Service [NPS]) 
as consulting parties (36 CFR Part 800.1Oa). To mitigate the potential for adverse effects 
on the Fir, the USCG has consulted with these parties and other interested parties as 
identified in the USCG’s interested party mailing list (Appendix G) and committed to the 
mitigation measures specified in the MOA found in Appendix E of this PEA. The Fir 
MOA commits the USCG to the preparation of an historic narrative on the Fir and 
photographic documentation of the vessel and vessel drawings for incorporation into the 
HAER archives at the Library of Congress. The measures proposed in the MOA would 
reduce the potential significant effects to a level of non-significance by preserving the 
history of this vessel for the American public and making it easily accessible via the 
Internet and other means of public notice. 
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2.7.1.6 Mitigation of Hazardous Materials 
The USCG must comply with relevant laws and regulations that are designed to manage 
hazardous materials. For example, in accordance with the Toxic Substances Control Act 
(TSCA), the USCG is precluded from the “distribution in commerce’’ of PCBs or items 
containing PCBs in concentrations above specified levels. Under the FPMR, GSA 
regulates the transfer of personal property through the utilization and disposal cycle 
defined in 41 CFR Part 101. The transfer of any property that is contaminated with 
hazardous materials such as PCBs, asbestos, or lead-based paint shall be in accordance 
with the guidelines established in 41 CFR 101 subpart 42. 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has determined that GSA can adhere 
to guidelines set forth in 40 CFR 76 1.20 regarding the transfer of PCBs such as that in 
cabling. The regulation states in paragraph (a) that “no persons may use any PCB, or any 
PCB item regardless of concentration, in any manner other than in a totally enclosed 
manner within the United States unless authorized under Sec. 76 1.30,” with exceptions. 
The regulation states that “totally enclosed manner” is a manner that results in no 
exposure to humans or the environment to PCBs. The following activities are considered 
totally enclosed: distribution in commerce of intact, non-leaking electrical equipment.. . , 
and cable that contain PCBs at any concentration.. .” (40 CFR 76 1.30). Therefore, 
vessels with cables containing PCBs but with no other form of PCB contamination can be 
transferred under the GSA disposal process for continued use. Under the GSA 
regulations, contamination such as friable asbestos may not be transferred under any 
circumstances and therefore it would be removed (see 41 CFR 101-42.1 102-1 and 1102- 
7, respectively. 

Decommissioning Vessels 
To ensure compliance with the above requirements, the USCG performs a contamination 
survey of every vessel prior to its decommissioning. The survey would provide relevant 
information about the amount of contamination present on the vessel. The vessel is then 
cleaned in accordance with the requirements described in the previous paragraphs. 

Storage of Vessels at a MARAD Ready Reserve Fleet 

MARAD has stringent requirements that must be met for a decommissioned vessel to be 
stored at a MARAD ready reserve fleet. Part of these requirements is the condition of the 
vessel relative to hazardous matenaUenvironmenta1 compliance criteria. Unless MARAD 
specifically agrees otherwise, the sponsor would provide to MARAD the following items 
relative to environmental compliance: 

Liquid loadtank soundings, identifying tank contents and amounts, including any 
ballast or water treated with sodium silicate or any other substance. 
Asbestos sampling survey 
Radiological report 
PCB inventory and sampling report including a list of all PCBs removed from the 
vessel in accordance with Form MA-496A Section 5.6.2 
Mercury survey 
Sodium chromate survey of tanks 
Cargo-holding tank (CHT) system certification of cleaning and gas free report 
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Generally, all hazardous waste would be removed prior to the vessel’s delivery to the fleet 
site. MARAD prefers that all bulk hazardous material be removed. However, some 
amount could be retained on board if a written inventory as well as Material Safety Data 
Sheets (MSDSs) are provided describing the type and amount of hazardous material that 
remains aboard and if agreed to by MARAD. Hazardous material that is part of the ship’s 
structure or that is an integral part of the ship system need not be removed. A separate 
report would be provided summarizing the status, location, and amount of PCBs aboard 
the vessel. If not removed, all remaining items containing PCBs would be identified and 
labeled in accordance with Federal rules, regulations, and laws. All hydraulic fluid 
systems would be tested for containing PCBs and all those containing PCBs would be 
drained of all fluids with the exception of hydraulic systems necessary for the operation 
of the vessel in a non-retention status. 

All fuel would be removed with the exception of diesel fuel for the emergency diesel 
generator. Bilges and tank tops must be pumped dry and be free of oil, water, and 
contaminants. All damaged or deteriorated asbestos would be abated by removal or 
repaired so as to prevent the spread of airborne asbestos fibers. An asbestos survey 
would be required to identify locations and levels of asbestos, and signs would be posted 
to ensure that personnel are not exposed to hazardous levels of airborne asbestos fibers 
above OSHA standards. 

Replacement Vessels 

Currently decommissioned and stored 180-foot vessels were replaced by the new Keeper 
Class vessels (175-foot vessels) and/or the new Juniper Class vessels (225-foot vessels). 
These vessels contain fewer hazardous materials such as asbestos, lead paint, or PCBs as 
an integral part of the vessel than do most of the 180-foot vessels. Therefore, exposure of 
humans to hazardous materials on board the newer vessels would be lessened and the 
chance of these contaminants escaping into the marine environment would also be 
decreased. 
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3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

Vessel 
Sedge 
Bramble 
Acacia 
Sweetbrier 
Sassafras 
Sundew 
Firebush 
Woodrush 
Gentian 
Cowslip 
Madrona 
Sweetgum 
Buttonwood 
Planetree 
Iris 

3.1 Physical Resources 

Location 
Homer, Alaska Active 
Pt. Huron, Michigan Active 
C harlevoix, Mic hipan Active 
Cordova, Alaska Active 
Guam Active 
Duluth, Michigan Active 
Kodiak, Alaska Active 
Sitka, Alaska Active 
Miami, Florida Recommissioned as W E  
Astoria, Oregon Active 
Charleston, South Carolina Active 
Mobile, Alabama Active 
San Francisco, California Active 
Suisun Bay, California Decommissioned 
Suisun Bay, California Decommissioned 

Status (as of Jan 01) 

3.1. I Water Resources 
The remaining 180-foot vessels are Seagoing Buoy Tenders that are stationed throughout 
the USCG's area of responsibility. Primarily, they serve in the Atlantic and Pacific 
Oceans, the Gulf of Mexico, the Caribbean Sea, the Arctic Ocean, the Bering Sea. and the 
Great Lakes. Table 5 shows the location of the remaining 180-foot vessels. The Fir 
(WLM 2 12) was homeported for 50 years in the State of Washington, and is currently 
located in Suisun Bay, California. A basic description of the water bodies associated 
with each vessel's location follows Table 5. 

Table 5 - Location of Each Remaining 180-foot WLB 

3.1.1.1 Atlantic Ocean 
The Atlantic Ocean is the second largest of the earth's four oceans and the most heavily 
traveled. The area north of the equator is known as the North Atlantic, and south of the 
equator is known as the South Atlantic. The Atlantic Ocean is essentially an S-shaped 
north-south channel, extending from the Arctic Ocean in the north to the Antarctic 
continent in the south and situated between the eastern coast of the American continents 
and the western coasts of Europe and Africa. The Atlantic Ocean has a surface area of 
about 82 million square kilometers, or about 3 1,660,000 square miles. The average depth 
is 3,926 meters (12,881 feet). The boundary between the North Atlantic and the Arctic 
Ocean lies along a system of submarine ridges that extend between Baffin Island, 
Greenland, and Scotland. The South Atlantic is separated from the Indian Ocean on the 
east by the 20" east meridian and from the Pacific on the west along a line between Cape 
Horn and the Antarctic Peninsula (Encarta 1999'). 

0310 I /O I 21 



The Mid-Atlantic Ridge dominates the floor of the Atlantic Ocean. This ridge is a rugged 
north-south centerline for the entire Atlantic. Along the American, Antarctic, African, 
and European coasts are the continental shelves. Submarine ridges and rises extend 
roughly east-west dividing the eastern and western ocean floors into a series of basins. 
The largest islands of the Atlantic Ocean lie on the continental shelves. Oceanic islands, 
which are usually of volcanic origin, are less common in the Atlantic Ocean than in the 
Pacific (Encarta 1999'). 

The circulatory system of the surface waters of the Atlantic include a clockwise warm 
water gyre, or broad circular system of currents, in the North Atlantic and a counter- 
clockwise warm water gyre in the South Atlantic. The Atlantic receives the waters of 
many of the principal rivers of the world. The Atlantic Ocean contains some of the 
world's most productive fisheries and the continental shelves and slopes of the Atlantic 
are potentially very rich in fossil fuels (Encarta 1999'). 

3.1 .I .2 Pacific Ocean 
The Pacific Ocean is the largest and deepest of the world's four oceans, covering more 
than a third of the earth's surface and containing more than half of its free water. It is 
sometimes divided into two nominal sections: the North Pacific being the part north of 
the equator, and the South Pacific being the part south of the equator. The Pacific Ocean 
is bounded on the east by the North and South American continents; on the west by Asia, 
the Malay Archipelago, and Australia; and on the south by Antarctica. Apart from the 
marginal seas along its irregular western rim, it has an area of about 165 million square 
kilometers (about 64 million square miles). Its average depth is 4,282 meters (14,049 
feet) (Encarta 1 999'). 

The Pacific coastal shelf is narrow along North and South America but is relatively wide 
along Asia and Australia. The East Pacific Rise is a mid-ocean ridge system, which 
extends from the Gulf of California to a point west of the southern tip of South America. 
Molten rock upwells from the rise, adding crust to the huge plates on both sides. These 
plates then collide with the continental plates adjacent to their edges, creating stresses 
that cause earthquakes and volcanoes. The Pacific Ocean contains more than 30,000 
islands, most of which are relatively small. The oceanic islands are the tops of volcanoes 
built up from the ocean basin (Encarta 1999'). 

Surface currents in the North Pacific are dominated by a clockwise, warm-water gyre. 
The South Pacific is dominated by a counterclockwise, cool-water gyre. Located in the 
extreme south, the Antarctic Circumpolar Current (West Wind Drift) encircles the globe. 
The wind systems of the Pacific Ocean include the twin westerlies, which blow from 
west to east between 30" and 60" latitude, one in the northern hemisphere, and one in the 
southern hemisphere. Between the westerlies are the steadier trade winds, which move 
from the east in the northern hemisphere and from the west in the southern hemisphere 
(Encarta 19992). 

3.1.1.3 Gulf of Mexico 
The Gulf of Mexico is an arm of the Atlantic Ocean, bordered on the north by the United 
States, on the east by Cuba, and on the south and west by Mexico. The gulf is connected 
with the Atlantic by the narrow Straits of Florida and with the Caribbean Sea through the 
Yucatiin Channel (Encarta 19993). 
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3.1.1.4 Caribbean Sea 
The Caribbean Sea is also an arm of the Atlantic Ocean, partially enclosed on the north 
and east by the West Indies, bounded on the south by South America and Panama, and on 
the west by Central America. The Caribbean is about 1,942,500 square kilometers (about 
750,000 square miles) in area. The Windward Passage between Cuba and Haiti is a 
major shipping route between the United States and the Panama Canal. With few 
exceptions the entire Caribbean Basin is more than 1,830 meters (more than 6,000 feet) 
deep. Navigation is open and clear, making the Caribbean a major trade route for Latin 
American countries. A popular resort area, the Caribbean region is noted for its mild 
tropical climate (Encarta 1999'). 

3.1.1.5 Arctic Ocean 
The Arctic Ocean is a body of water variously identified as the smallest of four world 
oceans or as a virtually landlocked arm of the Atlantic Ocean. The Arctic Ocean extends 
south from the North Pole to the shores of Europe, Asia, and North America. The total 
surface area, including major subdivisions, is about 14 million square kilometers (about 
5.4 million square miles). The continental shelf, including a broad shelf north of Eurasia 
and the narrower shelves of North America and Greenland, lies under approximately one- 
third of the Arctic Ocean. The Arctic Basin is subdivided into a set of three parallel 
ridges and four basins. The average depth of the Arctic Ocean is about 1,500 meters 
(about 4,900 feet) (Encarta 19996). 

Three forms of ice are found in the Arctic Ocean: land ice, river ice, and sea ice. Land 
ice enters the ocean in the form of icebergs, which are created when pieces of glaciers 
break off. Nearshore concentrations of river ice are formed as rivers transport frozen 
fresh water into the ocean. Sea ice, formed by the freezing of seawater, is the most 
extensive form of ice in the Arctic Ocean. In winter a permanent cap of sea ice covers 
almost the entire ocean surface. Fish, in commercially exploitable quantities, are found 
only in the warmer marginal seas. Sea mammals, including various species of seal and 
whale, were hunted nearly to extinction before being protected by quotas set during the 
1900s (Encarta 19996). 

3.1.1.6 Bering Sea 
The Bering Sea is part of the North Pacific Ocean and has an area of about 2,26 1 ,000 
square kilometers (about 873,000 square miles). The Bering Sea is situated between the 
Aleutian Islands on the south and the Bering Strait, which connects it with the Arctic 
Ocean, on the north. On the west are the Kamchatka and Chukot peninsulas of 
northeastem Asia, and on the east is Alaska (Encarta 1999'). 

3.1.1.7 Great Lakes 
The Great Lakes is a group of five large freshwater lakes in central North America, 
interconnected by natural and artificial channels. From west to east they are Lake 
Superior, Lake Michigan, Lake Huron, Lake Erie, and Lake Ontario. Lake Michigan Iies 
entirely within the United States; the others form part of the border between the United 
States and Canada. The combined surface area of the lakes is 244,100 square kilometers 
(94,250 square miles). Together the lakes drain a total of about 750,000 square 
kilometers (about 290,000 square miles) in Canada and the United States. The primary 
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outlet of the system is the Saint Lawrence River. The lakes are bordered by the Canadian 
province of Ontario and by eight U.S. states: New York, Pennsylvania, Ohio, Indiana, 
Michigan, Illinois, Minnesota, and Wisconsin (Encarta 1 9998). 

The Great Lakes serve as the focus of the industrial heartland of North America. Four of 
the 20 largest cities in North America (Chicago, Detroit, Toronto, and Cleveland) lie on 
the shores of the Great Lakes system and owe much of their wealth to commerce 
attracted to the lakes. The lakes also form an important recreational resource with about 
17,000 kilometers (about 10,500 miles) of shoreline, rich sport fisheries, and numerous 
beaches and marinas (Encarta 1999*). 

The Great Lakes form one of the world's busiest shipping arteries. Since the completion 
in 1959 of the Saint Lawrence Seaway, a system of dredged channels, canals, and locks, 
the lakes have been open to medium-sized oceangoing vessels. Canals and waterways 
also connect the lakes to the Gulf of Mexico via the Mississippi River and to the Atlantic 
Ocean via the Hudson River and Erie Barge canal. Between 50 million and 100 million 
metric tons of freight pass through these channels each year; the lakes and channels are 
closed to shipping between December and April, when ice impedes passage. 
Historically, the Great Lakes have been a major route for iron ore shipments from the 
north to steel-producing plants in the lower lakes region. Grain grown in the Great Plains 
is another important cargo (Encarta 19998). 

The Great Lakes were formed by erosion and deposition during the repeated glacial 
advances and retreats of the Pleistocene Epoch (the most recent of the Ice Ages). The 
lakes lie just southwest of the margins of the Canadian Shield, an area of resistant rocks. 
During the Ice Age glaciers eroded the weaker rocks at the margins of the shield and 
deposited some of this material to the south of the lakes, which dammed drainage. The 
Great Lakes region was home to numerous Native American groups who fished its waters 
and operated trade networks. The first Europeans to travel on the lakes were French 
missionaries and explorers between the mid- 1500s and mid- 1600s (Encarta 1 9998). 

3.7.2 Water Quality 
Because the oceans are a valuable resource for the future, concem about ocean 
preservation has grown. The quality of the ocean waters is controlled by oceanic 
circulation, such as the influx of warm slope water and low-salinity fresh water. Oceanic 
circulation is directly related to sea surface temperature, salinity, and dissolved oxygen, 
as well as to the distribution of nutrients, chemical contaminants, and suspended solids. 
These latter four provide an indication of an ecosystem's health (USCG 1996'). 

Potential pollutants of the oceans include indiscriminate industrial and municipal waste 
discharge, petroleum and chemical spillage, sewage disposal, increasing levels of lead in 
surface waters, and hot water disposal from power plants. Environmental issues 
associated with the oceans include endangered marine species, declining fish stocks, and 
pollution from industrial waste, municipal sewage, and oil. 

Likewise, there are similar concerns about the Great Lakes. In the past the Great Lakes 
supported important commercial fisheries, but the native fish populations were severely 
depleted by the mid-1900s. These changes were the result of over fishing and then the 
introduction of exotic species. Pollution in the lakes comes from many sources, 
including industrial discharges, municipal sewage, and agricultural runoff. Several 
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agreements between the United States and Canada have focused on water-quality 
problems in the Great Lakes (Encarta 1999’). In general. the water quality of the Great 
Lakes system is improving and should continue to improve. 

All motor vessels are at risk of impacting marine water quality of marine and lake 
environments by releasing fuel through operational accidents (groundings and collisions) 
or during refueling operations. The number of releases of crude and refined petroleum 
products and the total volume released each year to U.S. territorial waters varies widel>.. 
USCG data indicates that very few releases were associated with USCG operations 
between 1973 and 1985, the years for which USCG data are available (USCG 1996’). 

USCG operations resulted in typically small releases. which were primarily comprised of 
engine fuel (gasoline or diesel fuel). Virtually all the hydrocarbons from small gasoline 
releases on water and most of the hydrocarbons from small diesel fuel releases on water 
evaporate quickly. Typically. small releases of light fuel oils are not persistent in the 
marine environment and thus rarely cause lasting injury to the marine environment or its 
biological resources, and affected resources recover quickly (USCG 1996’). 

Operation of propeller driven craft in shallow water near coastal habitats or in freshwater 
lake systems may re-suspend bottom sediments, resulting in increases in turbidity in the 
water and reducing overall water quality. In many coastal waterways. as well as in the 
Great Lakes. vessel lanes are clearly defined with AtoN, and speed limits are posted for 
vessels to minimize sediment re-suspension and shoreline erosion. The USCG, in 
regulating vessel traffic and enforcing speed limits in U.S. waters, assists in minimizing 
physical damage to the marine environment resulting from routine commercial and 
recreational boat operations (USCG 1996’). 

3.1.3 Hazardous Materials 

The USCG has determined that some of the vessels in the WLB class are contaminated to 
varying degrees with PCBs and other hazardous materials, such as asbestos and lead- 
based paint. 

The Fir was also sampled and had PCBs. however they have since been removed. The 
Fir does have some lead paint and asbestos-containing materials remaining (see Table 6). 

The USCG reported that from past sample analysis it is likely that most cable 
manufactured before 1984 contain PCBs: however, the cables that were sampled and 
determined to be PCB-free ranged in date from 1975 to 1982. According to a USCG 
Yard Industrial Hygienist, the affect on a vessel of removing PCB-contaminated material 
varies on the amount of contamination present (Cohen 1999). If hazardous materials are 
removed and affects only a minor operating system in the vessel, then the vessel may be 
suitable for continued use. If hazardous materials are found to be widespread in the 
vessel, then removal may render active vessels inoperable and would seriously 
compromise their physical integrity. The TSCA precludes the “distribution in 
commerce” of PCBs or items containing PCBs in concentrations above specified levels. 

Under the FPMR, GSA regulates the transfer of personal property through the utilization 
and disposal cycle defined in 4 1 CFR Part 10 1. The transfer of any property that is 
contaminated with hazardous materials such as PCBs, asbestos, or lead-based paint shall 
be in accordance with the guidelines established in 41 CFR 101 subpart 42. The EPA has 
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Vessel No. of Samples Location of PCBs Location of Asbestos 

date) Samples 
(Survey PCB Contaminated (andlor cable inventory) 

1. No samples tested 
above the limit of 

Gentian detection. 

(1  998) 
Two cable samples 
collected. no detections in 

a. Pirelli dated 1982 
b. Plastoid dated 1981 

1. Lower engine room - 

2. Lower cargo hold - 

No visible evidence. 28 0 

the following cables: 

I 

1 18 pipe hanger liner. Considerable amount 1 Fir 
3 of asbestos pipe 

It was generally in 
good condition. 

(cable i pipe hanger liner. insulation throughout. 
inventory 
-no cable 
sampling) undated, or ranged between 

Most cable on board was 

1980 and 1985 (not 
L sampled). 

determined that GSA can adhere to guidelines set forth in 40 CFR 76 1.20 regarding the 
transfer of PCBs such as that in cabling. The regulation states in paragraph (a) that "no 
persons may use any PCB, or any PCB item regardless of concentration, in any manner 
other than in a totally enclosed manner within the United States unless authorized under 
Sec. 76 1.30," with exceptions. The regulation states that "totally enclosed manner" is a 
manner that results in no exposure to humans or the environment to PCBs. 

Location of Lead- 1 
I 

Based Paint ; -  

- 
lntenor side of hull 
and underside of deck 
plating - 

I -  
Lead-based paint 

interior and exterior of - 
vessel. Some was 
peeling. Many pipe 

with lead. 

primer throughout 

hangers were lined I 

3.1.4 Air Quality 
Motor vessel operations are a source of engine exhaust emissions, which can contaminate 
the marine environment. The chemicals of primary concern in engine exhaust are 
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) and related heterocyclic compounds, some of 
which are procarcinogens. Concentrations of PAHs in the exhaust emissions of cortectly 
tuned gasoline and diesel engines are very low and are derived primarily from traces of 
unburned fuel. Most emissions are tightly bound to soot particles and are not bio- 
available to marine organisms (USCG 1996'). Currently, the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) and most states do not regulate vessel emissions. 

Two-stroke gasoline engines, used in most outboard motors, emit much higher 
concentrations of hydrocarbons, including PAHs, than do more conventional four-stroke 
gasoline engines or diesel engines. This is caused by inefficient combustion of the 
gasolinellubricating oil mixture. Additionally, spills of gasoline and diesel fuel can also 
result in air quality impacts from hydrocarbons (USCG 1996'). The 180s have a diesel- 
electric propulsion system. This involves two diesel engines connected to electrical 
generators, which turns one main motor that then turns the single screw propeller 
(Burlingame 2000'). 
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3.7.5 Noise 
The C'SCG vessels contribute noise to the marine environment. as do recreational. other 
militan. commercial, and international vessels. Vessel size. hull construction. speed. 
maintenance. and other factors all affect the noise a vessel produces. Generally. 3s the 
size, load, and speed of a vessel increases, so does the noise it generates (USCG 1996'). 

Sound intensity is proportional to the average of the pressure squared and is measured as 
the ratio of the observed sound pressure to a reference pressure of 1 international unit of 
micropascal (1 pPa). Sound pressure or intensity is expressed in units of decibels (dB) in 
a logarithmic scale as dB re 1 pPa. The total ambient noise in the open ocean is about 
74- 100 dB re 1 pPa. However, several natural sound sources. such as earthquakes, 
lightning strikes, and some biological noises. may temporarily increase natural ambient 
noise above these levels. Vessel noises, caused by the turning of the screws. operating 
machmery on board. and engine noises, generally fall in the range of 5-2000 Hertz (Hz). 
with lughest intensities below 100 Hz. Sound intensity, particularly at higher 
frequencies, tends to increase with the size of the vessel (USCG 1996'). 

The larger USCG cutters, such as the 180-foot WLBs, may generate source pressures of 
160-170 dB re 1 pPa at 1 meter (m). A low-frequency, 160 dB re 1 pPa sound attenuates 
with distance to around 155 dB re 1 pPa at about 100 yards (-100 m) from the source, 
and to around 120 dB re 1 pPa at about 2 miles from the source (USCG 1996'). 

Most marine animals can perceive underwater sounds over a broad range of frequencies 
from about 10 Hz to more than 10,OOO Hz. Peak acoustic sensitivity of most 
invertebrates, fish, sea turtles, and baleen whales is below about 1,OOO Hz; for most 
toothed cetaceans, pinnipeds, manatees, and seabirds, hearing is best at frequencies 
>1,000 Hz (USCG 1996'). 

Sounds made by USCG vessels are readily audible to baleen whales. pinnipeds, fish, and 
possibly sea turtles over a large area of the ocean. The threshold intensity for constant or 
impulsive sounds to result in injury to the hearing apparatus of marine mammals and 
turtles is about 200-220 dB re 1 pPa. Strong startle responses have been observed in fish 
at sound pressure levels of 200-205 dB re 1 pPa. Thus, USCG vessel noises are well 
below sound intensities associated with severe disturbance or injury to marine mammals 
and turtles (USCG 1996'). For a more detailed discussion on noise impacts of vessels, 
see the Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) [Volume 11 for U.S. Coast Guard 
Atlantic Protected Living Marine Resources Initiative (APLMRI). Copies of this 
document can be obtained by contacting USCG Headquarters at the following address 
and requesting a copy: 

U.S. Coast Guard, Headquarters 
Office of Law Enforcement (G-OPL) 
2100 Second Street SW 
Washington, DC 20593 

' 

3.2 Biological Resources 

The biological resources of the affected water bodies within the USCG's area of 
responsibility are described on the following pages. Additional detailed analyses of the 
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marine resources of the Atlantic Ocean may be found in the Final EIS for the USCG 
APLMR Initiative (see Section 3.1.5) (USCG 1996’). 

3.2. I Fisheries 
All of the water bodies within the USCG’s area of responsibility support recreational and 
commercial fisheries. Concern about the depletion of some fish populations has 
increased in recent years. Drift net fishing is hastening the decline of fish stocks and 
contributing to international disputes. The remaining 18Gfoot vessels provide maritime 
law enforcement including the enforcement of applicable fishing regulations. 
Enforcement of fishing regulations has had a positive influence on fishery resources. 
Enforcement of closed areas and gear restrictions protects depleted stocks and juvenile 
fish. This enforcement effort allows the populations to remain at levels sufficient to 
support the fishng industry and the local fishing community (USCG 1996’). 

3.2.2 Marine Life 
Some of the large marine species that are regularly tracked along the U.S. coasts are 
cetaceans, pinnipeds. sirenians, and sea turtles. Cetaceans are marine mammals such as 
whales, dolphins, and porpoises; pinniped refers to seals and walruses: and sirenians are 
manatees. Additionally, numerous species of marine mammals use the Gulf of Mexico or 
Alaskan waters to some extent. Marine mammals are protected under the Marine 
Mammal Protection Act (MMPA). 

Under the MMPA, Federal agencies are required to avoid the taking of marine mammals 
while conducting their missions. The MMPA prohibits the taking and importation of 
marine animals and marine animal products, unless a specific permit is obtained. The 
MMPA defines “taking” as harassing, hunting, capturing, killing, or attempting to harass, 
hunt, capture, or kill any marine mammal (USCG 1996l). 

The primary interactions between these species and human activities that may lead to 
injury or death include entanglement in fishing gear and marine debris, collisions with 
vessels, marine pollution, habitat change, and general harassment. 

The USCG has implemented the APLMR initiative along the Atlantic Coast to improve 
the USCG’s ability to carry out its many mandated missions while at the same time 
complying with the MMPA and the Endangered Species Act (ESA). 

The APLMR initiative includes an internal program of operation directives and operating 
procedures, as well as a conservation program to help promote the conservation of 
protected living marine resources (USCG 1996l). Other studies have been conducted in 
the Gulf of Mexico, AlaskdArctic, and the Great Lakes, which examine the potential for 
USCG vessels to impact living marine resources through their operations in these areas. 
The results of these studies will be discussed in more detail in the Environmental 
Consequences Section of this Programmatic Environmental Assessment (PEA). 

In addition to living marine resources, U.S. coastal waters also contain a variety fish, 
sharks, invertebrates, sea grasses, plankton, and coastal and marine birds. 
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3.2.3 Threatened and Endangered Species 

The Atlantic Ocean contains several endangered marine species such as the manatee, 
seals, sea lions, turtles, and whales (Encarta 1999'). The Pacific Ocean also has 
endangered marine species including the dugong, sea lion, sea otter, seals, turtles, and 
whales (Encarta 1999'). The Caribbean Sea contains endangered marine species such as 
the manatee and sea turtles (Encarta 19993; Encarta 19994). Endangered marine species 
associated with the Indian Ocean include the dugong, seals, turtles, and whales (Encarta 
19995). Similarly, the Arctic Ocean has endangered marine species including walruses 
and whales. In addition, the fragile ecosystem is slow to change and slow to recover 
from disruptions or damage (Encarta 19996). 

The Gulf of Mexico contains Federally listed threatened and endangered species, 
including six cetaceans (sperm, right, blue, fin, sei, and humpback "great whales") and 
one sirenian (West Indian manatee) species. Additionally, five of the eight living species 
of sea turtles occur in the Gulf of Mexico. Two of these turtles are listed as threatened 
(loggerhead and green sea turtles; the nesting populations of green turtles in Florida are 
listed as endangered) and three are listed as endangered (leatherback, Kemp's ridley, and 
hawksbill turtles) (National Marine Fisheries Service [NMFS] and U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service [USFWS] 1991). 

Threatened and endangered (T&E) species reported by the USFWS that are found in 
states that border the Great Lakes include the Scioto Madtom (fish), White Catspaw 
(pearlymussel), Higgins eye (pearlymussel), Winged Mapleleaf (mussel), Iowa 
Pleistocene Snail, and Illinois Cave Amphipod. These species may potentially inhabit the 
Great Lakes (USFWS 1999). Additional T&E species include fish species such as the 
Lake sturgeon and Lake herring, and mussels such as the Northern riffle shell, 
Salamander mussel, Bean mussel, Snuffbox, and Round hickory nut (United States Army 
Corps of Engineers [USACE] 1996). 

Protected marine habitats are present along many U.S. coasts. Seagrass beds are an 
important marine species where they provide habitat for green turtles. The viability of 
these seagrass beds is threatened in many areas by vessel traffic because of propeller 
scouring. 

Many routine activities carried out within the USCG areas of responsibility include 
procedures to protect and conserve threatened and endangered species. USCG missions 
most frequently involved with protected species conservation are enforcement of laws 
and treaties, marine environmental protection, and vessel traffic control services. 

The USCG provides law enforcement support, in conjunction with the NMFS, that 
ensures compliance with laws and regulations intended to conserve and manage the living 
marine resources on the high seas and in waters subject to U.S. jurisdiction. In the Gulf 
of Mexico, the USCG also conducts patrols to specifically monitor compliance with turtle 
excluder device (TED) regulations in the Gulf of Mexico shrimp fishery. USCG is also 
able to provide observation platforms for refuge, marine sanctuary and NMFS personnel, 
and participates in regional marine mammal and turtle stranding networks. The USCG is 
active in educating mariners about National Marine Sanctuaries and laws protecting 
turtles and mammals. 
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In oil or hazardous material spill events, the USCG contacts local oil spill cooperatives 
and trustee agencies for assistance but is designated as the Federal On-Scene Coordinator 
(FOSC) in the coastal zone. Oil spill response is handled primarily by USCG Marine 
Safety Offices (MSO). 

3.3 Socioeconomic Resources 

3.3.1 Social 

3.3.1.1 Assigned Personnel 
The approximate number of personnel assigned to each WLB is 49. Currently, the USCG 
has 15 WLBs in inventory, although only 12 were active as of 01 January 01. The 
crewmembers assigned to each vessel are stationed at the homeport where the vessel is 
docked. The Fir is currently decommissioned and therefore does not require assigned 
personnel. 

3.3.1.2 Community Ties 
Many of the vessels have strong ties to the communities associated with their homeports. 
The former USCGC Fir, currently stored in Suisun Bay, California, is classified as a 
National Historic Landmark. The last homeport of the Fir was Seattle, Washington 
where the Fir was homeported for 50 years. Additionally, the remaining l8O-foot 
Seagoing Buoy Tender Class is eligible for listing in the NRHP. The 180-foot WLBs and 
the former USCGC Fir represent a tie to maritime history for a broad community of 
military personnel formerly employed to serve on them. In the community where the Fir 
is homeported, an organization called Friends of the Fir was established to provide a 
means of interaction between former military personnel who served on the vessel. The 
organization is no longer operating but provided a network of communication. 

3.3.2 Economic 

3.3.2.1 Local 
To support the operation of the WLBs, each WLB is assigned approximately 49 people. 
These USCG employees are stationed in the community where their respective vessel is 
docked. Each community is influenced by the spending activity of assigned personnel 
stationed in the area. The USCG also employs civilian personnel in many of the coastal 
areas where the WLB vessels are stationed. 

3 

The Fir is currently decommissioned and therefore does not require assigned personnel. 

3.3.2.2 Regional 
The WLBs fulfill a primary mission in the regions that they serve, namely maintaining 
the SRA system. The SRA system, designed to facilitate safe and expeditious marine 
traffic, is essential to the regional economy by allowing commerce to proceed 
unintempted. The WLB task of performing icebreaking services also aids in 
maintaining maritime commerce (USCG 1996'). 
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The USCG also aids local and regional agencies by contributing to search and rescue 
missions and maritime law enforcement. These activities supplement the resources of 
many agencies that may have fewer means of accomplishing these tasks. 

Additionally, the WLBs are a major element of the USCG's at-sea training effort in the 
various regions. During training operations, junior officers and crew are provided 
professional experience onboard WLBS while stationed in an area. Those being trained 
are often stationed in the local or regional area for an extended period of time. 

3.4 Cultural Resources 
In addition to the analysis under NEPA, consideration of impacts to cultural resources is 
mandated under Sections 106 and 110 of the NHPA and under 36 CFR Part 800, 
Protection of Historic Properties (Section 106 implementing regulations). Under Section 
110 of NHPA. Federal agencies must establish a program to identify. evaluate. and 
nominate historic properties under their control or ownership. Additionally. Under 
Section 106 of the NHPA, Federal agencies must determine if their proposed Federal 
actions have the potential to impact properties that are eligible for, or listed in the NRHP. 
The process set forth by 36 CFR Part 800 for implementing Section 106 of the NHPA. 
requires Federal agencies to consult with SHPO and other interested parties about their 
determination of property eligibility, and the effects of the agency's actions including 
whether the Federal action would have adverse effects on eligible or listed properties. 
The Keeper of the National Register makes the final determinations in the event of a 
disagreement between the SHPO and the Federal agency on the eligibility of a potentially 
effected property. 

The USCG consulted with the appropriate State Historic Preservation Officers regarding 
the National Register eligibility of the remaining vessels of the 18O-foot Seagoing Buoy 
Tender Class. As a result of initial consultation, the USCG and certain State Historic 
Preservation Officers determined that five individual vessels of the 180-foot Seagoing 
Buoy Tender Class were eligible for the NRHP (see correspondence in Appendix H). 
Subsequently, as a result of further consultation with other appropriate SHPOs and the 
Maritime Initiative of the NPS, the USCG determined that the entire remaining 180-Class 
was eligible for the NRHP. 

Prior to undertaking this PEA, the Secretary of the Interior determined that the Fir was a 
National Historic Landmark, and is therefore listed on the NRHP. This status requires 
treatment as an historic property under Sections 106 and 110. 

3.4. I 180-fOOf Seagoing Buoy Tender Class 
Built by the USCG between 1942- 1944, the 1 80-foot Seagoing Buoy Tender Class 
historically is associated with the Federal role of maintaining the AtoN system. In 1910, 
the United States Lighthouse Service undertook maintenance of navigation aids including 
buoys, lighthouses, and radio beacon technology. In 1939. Congress incorporated the 
United States Lighthouse Service into the USCG. Today, the AtoN system encompasses 
a large portion of the world including the continental United States, Alaska, Hawaii, 
Puerto Rico. the Vir in Islands, Guantanamo Bay, and U.S. Territories in the Pacific 
Ocean (USCG 1997 ). F 
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At the time of transfer of the United States Lighthouse Service to the USCG. the senvice 
operated with a class of eight tenders built in 1908 and several old mine-planters 
contributed by the Army that were convened to buoy tenders. Under the USCG. funding 
became available to improve the aging buoy tender fleet, and in 1942 construction began 
on the 180-foot Buoy Tenders. Desiring shps that could perform the duties of cutters 3s 
well as servicing AtoN, the USCG designed the tenders to include capabilities for ice 
breaking, search and rescue. fire fighting, and logistical support (Johnson 1987: USCG 
1997’). 

The maintenance of AtoN and icebreaking to facilitate ship movement in home waters 
gained importance in wartime. These vessels served in the Atlantic, Pacific. Philippines, 
and Greenland searching for downed planes and depth charges, providing 
passenger/cargo transport, expanding navigational aids along convoy routes and around 
minefields, escorting convoys, and engaging in some instances in direcr :c ar involvement. 
Following the war, the vessels participated in law enforcement, buoy deployment, 
humcane evacuations, searches for downed planes, assisting in rescues, performing 
oceanographc surveys, and environmental cleanups of oil spills. The ice breahng 
capabilities of these vessels made them ideal candidates for the Northwest Passage and in 
1957, two tenders, the Spar and Bramble, and a third vessel, the Sroris (not a 180-foot 
vessel) became the first ships to circumnavigate the north continent and traverse the 
Northwest Passage in search of a navigable route for commercial shipping. 

In the 1990s, the USCG determined the 180-foot vessel class was obsolete and be, oan to 
plan for the decommissioning and excessing of the remainder of the class to make way 
for a new fleet of 175/225-foot buoy tenders. In compliance with the National Historic 
Preservation Act, the USCG evaluated five of the 180s for NRHP eligibility. The USCG 
ultimately determined that the entire class of 180-foot vessels achieved national 
significance for participation in the Federal service of maintenance of the AtoN system, 
search and rescue, maritime law enforcement, and the other missions as outlined in 
Section 1.1.12 under the historic themes of government and humanitarian activities. The 
180-foot sea going buoy tenders also represent distinctive characteristics of a type, 
period, and method of construction. Additionally, although the vessels have undergone 
renovation programs as described in Tables 1-3 in Section 1.12, the vessels still retain 
integrity of design and engineering function associated with their historic periods of 
significance. Therefore, the vessels qualify for the NRHP under criterion A (they are 
associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of 
our nation’s history in government and humanitarian services) and under criterion C (they 
embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period or method of construction) as 
specified in 36 CFR Part 60 (regulations which. in part, supply criteria for determining 
whether properties are eligible for the NRHP; Section 60.4). Since all the tenders meet 
criteria A and C, and have gone through a similar renovation program, the USCG 
determined, after consultation with the Maritime Initiative of the NPS and other 
appropriate SHPOs, that the entire remaining 180-foot class was eligible for listing in the 
NRHP. For specific details on the history of each of these vessels and the overall class, 
see the 1999 revised version of the “Historic Context and Statement of Significance for 
the Cactus, Mesquite, and Basswood Classes, United States Coast Guard 180-foot Buoy 
Tenders” prepared by MidAtlantic Technology and Environmental Research, Inc. 
(updated and revised by the USCG in February 2000) (Appendix I). 
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3.4.2 Fir (WLM 212) 
Commissioned in 1940 by the United States Lighthouse Service, the Fir is a 175-foot 
steel lighthouse tender historically associated with the Federal government’s role in 
providing AtoN. These vessels perform the duties of servicing lightships, lighthouses, 
and maintaining and replacing buoys with precise accuracy. Dating to colonial times, 
AtoN is a vital part of maritime commerce in maintaining safe sea-lanes. Administered 
initially by the Department of Treasury, the duty transferred to the new Lighthouse Board 
in 1852, and then to the newly formed United States Lighthouse Service in 1910. 

The United States Lighthouse Service designed the 175-foot lighthouse tenders with the 
capability of carrying more supplies and serving more facilities in a single trip than 
earlier tenders. Under the Service, the Fir’s keel was laid by Moore Drydock Company 
in Oakland, California, in April 1936, and she was launched in March 22, 1939. Shortly 
thereafter, in July 1939, the USCG absorbed the United States Lighthouse Service. At 
that time the Fir was one of three 175-foot tenders. Upon her commission with the 
USCG in October 1940 and through 1991, the Fir was stationed in Seattle, Washington, 
except for the summer of 1983 when she assumed duties out of Los Angeles Harbor. She 
served buoys, lighthouses, and other navigation aids in the Pacific Northwest and 
periodically engaged in search and rescue, marine environmental protection, and in law 
enforcement. Lighthouse tenders grew in size over time allowing them to carry more 
supplies and to serve more facilities in a single trip. 

Between 1950 and 1980, lightships were replaced with large buoys and lighthouses 
became automated. Ships ultimately replacing the lighthouse tenders were the USCG’s 
180-foot class buoy tenders built in the 1940s. Essentially unmodified, with the 
exception of re-engineering, Fir is the last surviving lighthouse tender that represents a 
largely unheralded workaday aspect of the Lighthouse Service, as well as the seafaring 
foundation from which the modem USCG’s buoy tender fleet evolved (Shanks 1991). 
On April 27, 1992, the Secretary of the Interior determined that the Fir is a National 
Historic Landmark, and is therefore listed in the NRHP. The Fir, like the l8O-foot WLBs 
qualifies under criterias A and C. This status requires treatment as a historic property 
under Sections 106 and 110. For further detail on Fir’s history, see National Park 
Service Landmark Study (Appendix A). 
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

The Environmental Consequences Section of this PEA presents the scientific and analytic 
basis for comparing the alternatives for fulfilling the need for the USCG to cost 
effectively rid itself of obsolete and inefficient vessels that can no longer effectively carry 
out the USCG missions for which they were designed. This section will discuss the 
direct environmental impacts of Alternatives 1 through 3 (described in Section 2.0) on the 
selected environmental resources previously described in the affected environment 
section of this PEA. The PEA will also discuss, to the fullest extent practical, the indirect 
environmental impacts of the connected actions associated with implementing any one of 
these alternatives. The USCG does not control most of these connected actions. 

The alternatives analyzed in this PEA were chosen because they fulfilled the identified 
project need. However, the choice of alternatives is limited due to legal mandates 
requiring a specific excessing and disposal process to be used by the USCG. Even 
though it is outside USCG jurisdiction, the USCG will examine, in general, an alternative 
of Congressionally mandated transfer since it is a reasonably foreseeable alternative. As 
described in Section 2.0 of this PEA, certain legal mandates require a specific prioritized 
process for vessel (personal property) disposal, the majority of which is not controlled by 
the USCG. Additionally, at the point that this PEA is being written, there is no way the 
USCG can predict the ultimate disposition of each of the remaining 180-foot vessels or 
the Fir. Therefore, in analyzing these alternatives for environmental impacts, the USCG 
will look at the consequences of decommissioning and excessing vessels, which the 
USCG controls. Additionally, the possible environmental impacts resulting from each 
component of the mandated disposal process - the connected actions to the 
decommissioning andor excessing of the remaining 180-foot vessels and the Fir, will be 
assessed in a general manner. 

The USCG’s ability to analyze the connected actions in detail will be limited by the lack 
of control over the entire disposal process and an inability to reasonably foresee every 
possible impact that may occur once a USCG vessel is transferred to another party. 
Where environmental impacts, or the level of environmental impact, is not reasonably 
foreseeable for a connected action and the connected action is not under USCG control, 
this PEA will not attempt to guess at either the specific impacts, cumulative impacts, or 
the level of impact that might happen under many different possible scenarios. Instead, it 
will discuss generally the possible environmental impacts from the connected action. 
This is a programmatic document and cannot foresee all possible site specific and 
cumulative impacts from the connected actions (largely not under USCG control) to the 
proposed decommissioning and excessing. 

One component of the mandated disposal process, transfer to foreign governments under 
the FAA, will not be analyzed for environmental impact in this PEA. The requirements 
regarding whether to do detailed analysis and documentation on the environmental 
impacts of Federal actions abroad are contained in Executive Order (EO) 121 14, entitled 
Environmental Effects of Major Federal Actions Abroad (January 4, 1979). Executive 
Order 12 1 14 indicates that actions that affect the environment of a foreign nation, when 
the foreign nation participates in the action with the United States, do not require detailed 
environmental analysis and documentation (see Appendix C). Foreign countries 
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accepting USCG vessels through the process authorized under the FAA are participants 
in this action with the United States. Therefore, environmental impacts to foreign nations 
from possible transfer and acceptance of a 180-foot vessel or the Fir will not be discussed 
in this PEA. 

Further, this section of the PEA will analyze the fact that specific new 175-foot and 225- 
foot vessels will be replacing and carrying on the missions of the remaining 180-foot 
fleet. Such a discussion is necessary to explain that environmental missions carried out 
by the remaining 180s will continue. However, it is important to note that the 175-foot 
fleet and the 225-foot fleet of new vessels will also replace obsolete USCG vessels in the 
133-foot fleet and the 157-foot fleet. The total number of 175-foot and 225-foot vessels 
replacing existing USCG vessels is represented in the Table 7. The actual number of 
175- and 225-foot vessels specifically replacing the remaining 180s is represented in the 
Table 8 below. 

Table 7 - Overall Replacement 

I Old Fleet I 
I WLB-180: 26 I 
1 WLM-133: 6 7 
I WLM-157: 5 I 
I Total: 37 I 
1 Replaced by: - 1  
I WLB-225: 16 I 
I WLM-175: 14 I 
I Total: 30 I 
Difference: 7 less vessels in operation 
(approximately 500 fewer crew needed) 

Table 8 - Specific Remaining WLB 180-foot Vessel Replacement 

I Old Fleet I 
1 WLB-180: 15 I 

- - - I  ~~ 

heplaced by: 

I WLB-225: 11 I 
I WLM-175: 1 I 
I Total: 12 I 
I Difference: 3 fewer vessels in operation I 

To limit the scope of the PEA to actions closely related to the decommissioning of the 
remaining 180-foot fleet and to a keep the environmental discussion to a manageable 
level, any discussion in this section regarding the new vessels will be only for the new 
vessels that are replacing the remaining 180s. 
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Finally, Alternative 3, Congressional Mandate Transferring Ownership of the Vessels, 
will be analyzed last and will not appear under each resource. The general nature of the 
environmental analysis of this alternative would create excessively redundant discussion 
if analyzed under each resource area. Alternative 3 discusses two broad possibilities for 
legislative transfer of a USCG 180-foot vessel, the entire remaining fleet of 180s, or the 
Fir. These two sub-alternatives for Congressionally mandated transfer were chosen for 
detailed programmatic analysis because the USCG is aware of these types of legislative 
mandates for personal or real property taking place in the past and believes that these two 
options for legislative mandate would be the most likely to occur. 

4.1 Physical Resources 

4.1.7 Water Resources 

4.1.1 .I Alternative 1 : No Action 

Under the No Action Alternative, currently active 180-foot vessels would continue to 
operate and would not be decommissioned or declared excess and 180-foot vessels 
currently in storage would remain in storage with their prior missions carried out by the 
replacement 225-foot Juniper Class Seagoing Buoy Tenders (Juniper Class) or the new 
175-foot Keeper Class Coastal Buoy Tenders (Keeper Class). Under the No Action 
Alternative, the Fir would also not be declared excess and would remain in storage. 

All motor vessels are at risk of impacting water quality by releasing fuel through 
operational accidents (running aground and collisions) or during refueling operations. 
The affects of USCG vessel operations on water quality, including operation of the 180- 
foot vessels, was examined in a 1996 USCG Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(FEIS) entitled, Atlantic Protected Living Marine Resources Initiative and was found to 
have no significant impact. The FEIS stated that the number of releases of crude and 
refined petroleum products and the total volume released each year to U.S. territorial 
waters varies widely. Specifically, the number of releases of crude or refined oil to U.S. 
waters each year between 1973 and 1993, ranged from 4,841 to 10,644. The total volume 
of petroleum products released ranged from 1.88 million gallons (1992) to 2 1.52 million 
gallons (1975). Each year, approximately 80 percent of the releases involved 4 0 0  
gallons of petroleum product. 

Between 1973 and 1985 (the years for which USCG data are available), very few oil 
releases were associated with USCG operations. The recorded amount of oil released 
each year during USCG operations has ranged from 0 gallons (1973) to 5,092 gallons 
(1979), with an average of 4-74 gallons per release (USCG 1996'). USCG operations 
contributed <0.1 percent to the total volume of petroleum products released to U.S. 
territorial waters each year. 

As discussed previously, in the Affected Environment Section of this PEA, most releases 
from USCG operations were small (e100 gallons) and were engine fuel (gasoline or 
diesel fuel). Small spills of these light fuels are not persistent in the marine environment, 
and hydrocarbons from small gasoline or diesel fuel releases on water evaporate quickly. 
Releases of e100 gallons of light fuel oils rarely cause lasting injury to the marine 
environment or its biological resources, and affected resources recover rapidly (USCG 
1996'). 
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The current USCG impact to the water quality of the marine environment through fuel 
releases is non-significant. Additionally, the contribution of hydrocarbons from vessel 
engine exhaust to the total load of hydrocarbons in coastal marine waters is unknown. It 
is not likely to be of significant environmental concern except in small, enclosed water 
bodies with little flushing, and in which there are intensive outboard motorboat activities 
(USCG 1996'). 

Operation of propeller-driven craft in shallow water may re-suspend bottom sediments, 
resulting in increased turbidity and reducing overall water quality. Boat wakes may 
erode shorelines, particularly along steep-banked channels that are not protected by 
breakwaters or rip-rap. In many coastal waterways, such as the Intracoastal Waterway, 
vessel lanes are clearly defined with AtoN and vessel speed limits are posted to minimize 
sediment re-suspension and shoreline erosion. The USCG, in regulating vessel traffic 
and enforcing speed limits in coastal waters, assists in minimizing physical damage to the 
marine environment resulting from routine commercial and recreational boat operations. 
USCG vessels are expected to remain in designated vessel traffic lanes and to obey local 
speed limits, except when required to do otherwise in emergency operations. Therefore, 
USCG operations are expected to have little or no significant adverse impact on the 
physical environment through sediment re-suspension and shoreline erosion (USCG 
1996'). The USCG also cleans up oil spills caused by others as part of its environmental 
mission, which the 180s would continue to do along with assisting in enforcing all 
maritime environmental laws and treaties. 

Vessels that are already decommissioned, including the Fir, would remain in storage. 
These vessels would not be operated or fueled while in storage and therefore pose no risk 
of an accidental fuel spill or other impact to water quality. Additionally, the USCG Yard 
stated that vessels stored temporarily would have no significant adverse effects as a result 
of hazardous materials because most of the materials present are fully encapsulated or are 
in a non-volatile form (Cohen 2000'). Vessels stored at a MARAD ready reserve fleet 
must be prepared in a manner that meets certain criteria relative to hazardous 
material/environmental compliance. Thus, there would be no significant adverse effect 
on water quality from the continued storage of the Fir or other stored vessels. 

New vessels with new engines have replaced the 180-foot vessels that have already been 
decommissioned and are currently in storage. Vessels replacing the 180-foot vessels 
continue to perform the same missions once performed by the decommissioned and 
stored 180-foot vessels. Impacts to water quality from operation of these newer vessels 
would be similar to those described for continued operation of the remaining 180-foot 
fleet. Although impacts to water quality from the operation of the new vessels would be 
similar to those of operating the 18Os, the new vessels' technology is such that their 
impacts on water quality are slightly more beneficial than operation of the 180s. 

The new 175-foot vessels that will ultimately partially replace the 180s represent the new 
wave in buoy tending. They are the first USCG cutters equipped with Z-Drive 
propulsion units instead of the standard propeller and rudder configuration. They are 
designed to independently rotate 360 degrees. Combined with a thruster in the bow, they 
give the Keeper Class cutters unmatched maneuverability. With state-of-the-art 
electronic and navigation systems including Dynamic Positioning System (DPS), which 
uses a Differential Global Positioning System, and electronic chart displays, these buoy 
tenders maneuver and position more accurately and efficiently with fewer crew. Other 
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improvements have allowed the USCG to decrease its crew from 49 personnel on 180- 
foot vessels to 18 on the Keeper Class. Additionally, the maximum speed of a 175-foot 
vessel is 12.5 knots whereas the maximum speed of the 180-foot class is 13 knots 
(Humpage 20oO). The 175s’ increased maneuverability will increase the USCG’s ability 
to steer clear of collisions. In addition, the smaller crew on the new vessels will result in 
a slight reduction in sewage released into water. 

The 175-foot vessels will only replace a part of the remaining fleet of l8O-foot vessels. 
The majority of vessels replacing the 18O-fo0t fleet would be from the 225-foot class (see 
Table 8), which can obtain speeds up to 15 knots. Therefore, any benefit that the 175’s 
slower speed may have in terms of limiting collisions with obstructions, marine life, or 
other vessels is probably off-set somewhat by the higher operating speed of the 225s. 

The 225-foot vessel’s propulsion system, which utilizes a controllable pitch propeller and 
a bow and stem thruster, makes the vessel more maneuverable than the 180s. Therefore, 
the 225’s higher speeds may result in a slight increase in the risk of collisions this 
increased risk would be minimized by the improved maneuverability of the replacement 
vessels. Also, less risk of collision means less water quality impacts because of a 
reduced risk of oil spills and contamination. The 225-foot vessels also require fewer 
crew members to operate than the l8O-foot fleet. The 225-foot vessel will have a crew of 
40 compared to a crew of 49 on the 180-foot vessel. Fewer crew means slightly less 
sewage discharged into the water. 

An additional environmental benefit of the 225-foot vessel is that, unlike the 180-foot 
class, the 225s will carry oil recovery gear on board for a quicker USCG response to oil 
spill clean up. Since most of the thel80-foot replacement vessels are from the 225-foot 
class, and carry this oil recovery gear, a moderate beneficial impact to water quality 
would result. The “B class” of the 225-foot class has new low emission engines that will 
bum cleaner than engines in the 180-foot fleet, the 175-foot fleet, and the 225-foot “A 
Class” fleet, and will release fewer pollutants into the water. Therefore, impacts from the 
No Action Alternative: continued storage of the already decommissioned 180s, operation 
of their replacement vessels, and continued use of the currently active 180s would not 
result in any significant impacts to water quality and may, in fact, have minor beneficial 
impacts. 

Excluding the remaining USCG 180-foot vessels, there are currently numerous Federal, 
merchant, fishing, and private recreational vessels in operation along the coastlines of the 
continental United States, Hawaii, U.S. Caribbean, Alaska, and Guam. These vessels 
contribute to water quality impacts from exhaust emissions, fuel spillage, and sewage 
discharges. In addition, the wakes of these vessels contribute to shoreline erosion and 
subsequent damage to water quality. Currently, the combination of all vessel operations 
excluding the remaining USCG 180-foot vessels adversely impacts water quality. The 
severity and significance of the impact to water quality from all other vessels can range 
from minor to significant and long-term to short-term. This depends on the particular 
area of coastline involved. However, the contribution of current 180-foot vessel 
operations to cumulative impacts on water quality is negligible and is even moderately 
beneficial considering that the remaining 180-foot vessels conduct oil spill clean up as 
part of their mission. The replacement vessels currently in operation are cleaner and even 
more efficient in oil spill clean up. Additionally, USCG vessels in general are more 
strictly maintained than the average recreational vessel; they regularly undergo scheduled 
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maintenance, which improves fuel efficiency and minimizes emissions. There are no 
regulated inspections of recreational vessels to ensure that they are operating efficiently 
(USCG 1996'). Therefore, in the short-term continued 180-foot operations does not and 
would not contribute significantly to cumulative environmental impacts on water quality. 

However, if the aging 180-foot vessels continue to operate well into the future, there is 
the possibility of direct and cumulative negative impacts to water quality resulting from 
increased inefficiencies due to needed repairs and continued aging of this fleet. The 
mission of the 180-foot fleet, to enforce environmental laws and do oil clean up, could 
also be adversely effected. 

4.1.1.2 Alternative 2: Proposed Action 
4.7.7.2.7 Part A: Declare the already decommissioned vessels excess to USCG 

needs 

Under this part of Alternative 2, decommissioned vessels would continue to be 
temporarily stored then declared excess to GSA. The impacts of temporarily storing the 
vessels on water quality for this alternative are the same as described for storage of 
vessels under the No Action Alternative in Section 4.1.1.1. There would be no 
significant direct or cumulative impacts to water quality from the excessing of the stored 
180s and the Fir since excessing to GSA is a paperwork exercise. However, the 
connected action of disposal of these vessels to other Federal entities, state or local 
governments or the private sector is a likely and reasonably foreseeable outcome of 
declaring them excess to GSA, and is analyzed in general for possible environmental 
impacts to water quality in Section 4.1.1.2.3. 

4.7.7.2.2 Part 5: Decommission the current/y operating WLBs and declare them 
excess to USCG needs 

Under Part B of this alternative, 180-foot vessels that are currently active would be 
decommissioned, temporarily stored, declared excess, and would eventually enter the 
mandated disposal process described in Section 2.2.1. Since the decommissioned 180s 
would be replaced by newer vessels in the Keeper and Juniper Classes, the impacts of 
decommissioning the currently active 180s would be similar to impacts described under 
the No Action Alternative from the replacement vessels for 180s already 
decommissioned. Under the proposed alternative, however, the entire remaining fleet of 
18Os, including those already decommissioned and in storage, would be replaced by the 
newer, cleaner, more maneuverable vessels resulting in a slightly greater positive impact 
on water quality. More vessels with the equipment on board to clean up oil spills would 
also be a moderate additional benefit to water quality. Additionally, the overall number 
of new vessels operating in place of the remaining 180s would be fewer ( 12 versus 15) 
once in operation (see Table 8). Fewer and more maneuverable vessels with less crew 
would mean a slightly lower risk of collisions from vessel operations and slightly lower 
levels of sewage released in to the marine environment. Since the net impact to the 
environment from Part B of this alternative is moderately positive, execution of Part B 
would actually lessen negative impacts to water quality and would not significantly 
contribute to cumulative adverse impacts. 

c 
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4.7.7.2.3 Connected Actions to AIfernafiwe 2 Parts A and B 
Implementing the proposed action could result in all of the remaining 180-foot vessels 
and the Fir being transferred through the mandated disposal process described in Section 
2.2.1 for continued use either by Federal agencies, foreign governments, state and local 
governments or the private sector. Additionally, these excessed vessels could potentially 
be used to build artificial reefs, to serve as museums, or be disposed of as scrap. The 
possible general impacts to water quality from each of these potential connected actions 
will be discussed in the following paragraphs. 

Continued Use by Federal, State or Local Governments, or the Private Sector 

Continued use of some of the 180-foot vessels andor the Fir by other Federal agencies, 
State and local governments, or the private sector would likely have the same impacts on 
water quality as USCG continued use described under the No Action Alternative in 
Section 4.1.1.1. except that under this alternative, some of the 180-foot vessels may still 
be in operation in conjunction with the operation of the replacement vessels. It is 
difficult to predict the exact impacts from continued use of the 180s or the Fir by Federal, 
State, local government, andor the private sector when the likelihood and purpose of any 
continued use is unknown at this time. Additionally, the number of vessels that would be 
in continued use would be a very small percentage of all vessels already in operation. 
Continued use by State, local government, or the private sector would still be governed 
by all applicable laws pertaining to protection of water quality and boating safety. Even 
though continued use of these aging vessels could cause some negative impacts to water 
quality due to the greater likelihood of breakdowns or equipment failure, we still believe 
that the overall negative impacts on water quality would be non-significant. Therefore, 
we conclude that continued use of some of the 180s and/or the Fir by other Federal 
agencies, State and local governments or the private sector would not have significant 
impacts on water quality. 

Use as an Artificial Reef 
Typically, transfer of a 180-foot vessel or the Fir for use as an artificial reef would be 
handled through the GSA personal property disposal process for conveyance to a state or 
local government, or non-profit organization (4 1 CFR 8 10 1-44). Vessels would be 
transferred through this GSA authority to states for use in their artificial reef programs. 
(The USCG does not transfer USCG vessels for use as artificial reefs through its own 
transfer authority.) The USCG would remove PCBs (other than from cable), asbestos, 
and remove all items that contain oil so when the vessel was sunk for reef creation, no oil 
or debris would float free (Cohen 2000'). The USCG typically provides weights for the 
vessel to keep it stable during the towing to the scuttle sight. However, towing to the 
scuttle site is handled by the applicable State, as is sinking of the vessel. Small 
explosives are attached to the bottom of the vessels to expedite their sinking. States that 
have used former USCG vessels (not 180-foot vessels) in their reefs include New Jersey, 
Maryland, and Florida. 

These three states, which have active artificial reef programs and have used USCG 
vessels in the past for creation of artificial reefs, were contacted regarding environmental 
issues associated with secondary use materials. New Jersey's Artificial Reef Program 
has guidelines for artificial reef building and a Management Plaflolicy Statement. They 
do not have any general policies regarding the protection of biological resources, but they 
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do have a hazardous materials policy. This policy states that ships must not contain oil, 
hazardous chemicals (especially PCBs), or floatable objects. The vessel must be cleaned 
prior to applying for an Artificial Reef Permit (Figley 2OOO). 

Maryland’s Artificial Reef Program has specifications for Artificial Reef Building, and 
they follow very similar guidelines to New Jersey’s. Maryland’s specifications require 
that the vessel be clean, especially of PCBs (EPA’s current standard is 0 parts per 
million), but lead paint and asbestos can be left (per EPA) (Mayer 2000). 

Florida’s Division of Marine Resources (DMR) oversees the Artificial Reef Program, 
however the program is actually managed and administered in each coastal county by the 
county government. Florida’s DMR acts as a pass-through funding agency for the 
program. Each county has a long-term Artificial Reef Program Plan, most of which is 
very general. The state does not have any guidelines or regulations regarding protection 
of biological resources, but does require that the vessels be clean of contaminants (Maher 
2000). 
Turbidity would be a minor temporary impact to water quality during the placement of 
the vessel and is a function of the density and size of surface sediment at the proposed 
site. Turbidity arising from the placement would generally be temporary and is not 
expected to lead to any significant environmental impacts on water quality. Additionally, 
changes in erosion or accretion at the proposed site can vary depending on the placement 
of the vessel, orientation, and water depth. Alterations of current velocities is also 
expected but this is proximate to the artificial reef site (Jones 1997). 

Additionally, the Joint Artificial Reef Technical Committee (JARTC) of the Atlantic and 
Gulf States Marine Fisheries Commissions published a “Coastal Artificial Reef Planning 
Guide” in December 1998. According to this guide, materials used to construct man 
made reefs are under continuous examination and evaluation by reef developers and 
environmental regulators (for an example see the Alabama Department of Conservation 
and Natural Resources, Marine Resource Division’s Protocol for Artificial Reef 
Construction, Appendix J). This is especially true for materials that were originally 
intended for another purpose. These materials are referred to as “secondary use” 
materials. Currently, no Federal agency provides any form of certification of “secondary 
use” materials against established environmental standards except for the permit program 
of the USACE (JARTC 1998). 

The USACE is responsible for regulating certain activities in waters of the U.S. under 
Sections 9 and 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 (RHA). The USACE also has 
permit authority under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA), and Section 103 of 
the Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act (MPRSA). The US ACE regulates 
work on structures under the RHA and the transport of dredged material under the 
MPRSA. Specifically, the USACE is the lead Federal agency responsible for permitting 
and monitoring artificial reef development under authority of the National Fishing 
Enhancement Act of 1984. All artificial reef projects within 200 miles of the U.S. coast 
must be permitted by the USACE. Pursuant to Section 203 of the Act, the USACE 
promulgated rules for permitting artificial reef development activities in 33 CFR, Parts 
320 through 330, November 13, 1986. The USACE and EPA share responsibility for 
regulating the discharge of dredged or fill material under the CWA. The EPA has 
responsibility under MPRSA and the CWA to regulate ocean dumping and point source 
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pollution, and as such ensure that all permits issued under the two Acts must comply with 
environmental guidelines promulgated by EPA (JARTC 1998). 

According to JARTC, creating a successful reef entails more than placing miscellaneous 
materials in Ocean environments. Planning, long term monitoring, and evaluation 
measured against project goals and objectives must be incorporated into each project to 
ensure general water quality is preserved. Water turbidity, salinity, dissolved oxygen, 
biological oxygen demand, water temperature, nutrient loads, pollution levels, and other 
water quality factors affect both the biological productivity and use value of artificial 
reefs. For example, benthic reefs built in areas with low dissolved oxygen levels 
(generally below 3 milligrams per liter [mgll]) or where anoxic (oxygen-depleted) 
conditions periodically occur will not achieve desired biological productivity levels. 
Similarly, reefs built in highly turbid water would have limited value to the diving 
community, but may be valuable as fish habitat. Polluted areas and areas affected by 
treated sewage effluent should be avoided to minimize resource exposure and possible 
human health risk (JARTC 1998). 

No significant adverse effect on water quality is expected from the creation of artificial 
reefs. The vessels would be properly cleaned of hazardous materials by the USCG before 
being transferred to States. PCBs (other than cable) and asbestos would be removed from 
the vessel along with all items that contain oil so that when the vessel was sunk, no oil or 
debris would float free prior to the vessel placement on the reef site. Impacts such as 
increased turbidity, and accretion or erosion at the reef location are temporary and 
proximate to the vessel location. The change in current velocities would also be 
proximate to the reef site and would not have a significant impact on water quality. 
Additionally, the creation of an artificial reef using a USCG 180-foot vessel or the Fir 
where the reef would be placed within 200 miles of the U.S. coast must be permitted by 
the USACE. The USACE permitting process for a specific reef building project is 
subject to the requirements of NEPA. The NEPA analysis done in support of the permit 
should address any possible extraordinary circumstance that might cause significant 
adverse impacts to water quality from a specific State reef project using any ex-USCG 
vessel. 

Use of Vessel as a Museum 
Typically, the transfer of a 180-foot vessel and or the Fir for use as a museum would 
occur through the GSA personal property disposal process for conveyance to a state or 
local government, or non-profit organization (41 CFR $101-44). It may also occur 
through USCG’s own authority at 14 USC 641 to transfer the vessel to the USCG 
Auxiliary, SEAS, or a non-profit public body or private organization. Use of a 
decommissioned vessel as a museum may entail removing the vessel from the water and 
placing it in a location where it would be accessible to the public. Under this scenario, 
there would be no adverse effect on water quality if the vessel were removed from the 
marine environment. However, the vessel could remain in the water and serve as an on- 
water museum. In this instance, water quality could be adversely effected if the vessel 
were to deteriorate in condition. However, if the vessel is no longer operable, it is likely 
that most fluids would be drained and the vessel would be maintained to a level that is 
appropriate for use as a museum and for continued human activity. Therefore, the level 
of effect to water quality would be non-significant. Further, although disposal of trash 
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into the water by visitors is unsightly, only under extreme circumstances and long-term 
build up would these be a significant impact on water quality. 

If the vessel were still operable, the impacts on water quality would likely be the same as 
described under Alternative 2 Connected Action - continued use by federal, state or local 
government, or the private sector. Additionally, the number of vessels that would be in 
continued use would be a very small percentage of all vessels already in operation. An 
operable vessel used as a museum would still be governed by all applicable laws 
pertaining to protection of water quality and boating safety. Therefore, we conclude that 
use of some of the 180s and/or the Fir by other Federal agencies, State and local 
governments or the private sector as a museum, would not have significant impacts on 
water quality. 

Scrapping and Disposing of Scrap 
Typically, a vessel is only scrapped if the vessel no longer has the capability for 
continued use (Beach 2000’; Cohen 2001). When the USCG Yard scraps a vessel, the 
vessel is removed from the water, anything that generates oil in a vessel (such as the 
engine) is removed (Beach 2001). The remaining vessel is cleaned and scrapped down to 
the hull. The leftover scraps typically include recyclables, equipment, trash, and some 
hazardous materials. Most of the scrap is recycled. Any hazardous materials (except 
lead paint, which the USCG is not required to remove) are disposed of in accordance with 
state and federal guidelines (Cohen 2000’; Beach 2000*). There may also be equipment 
that can be excessed such as whole engines or shafts, however, excessing is dependent on 
the condition and age of each vessel (Cohen 2001). The USCG does not typically sell a 
scrapped vessel because it is not economical. Sometimes the cleaned hull of the vessel is 
donated for use as part of an artificial reef program (Beach 2001). 

Because scrapped vessels would be removed from the marine environment, and because 
cleaning, scrapping, and disposal of any vessel would be done in accordance with all 
relevant state and federal laws and regulations, there would be no significant adverse 
effect on water quality. 

4.1.2 Hazardous Materials 

4.1.2.1 Alternative 1: No Action 
Under this alternative, the 180-foot class of vessels that are active would not be 
decommissioned. Therefore, contaminated material contained in the vessels would 
remain in the same state as it currently exists. Under this option, status quo would be 
maintained. Most of the PCBs and other contaminated materials are fully encapsulated or 
non-volatile, and therefore not a source of exposure to crewmembers. The 180-foot 
vessels that are already decommissioned, as well as, the Fir would continue to be stored, 
further minimizing exposure to contaminants that may be present. The USCG Yard 
stated that no significant adverse effects from hazardous materials would occur from 
storage at the USCG Yard in Baltimore because most of the materials present are fully 
encapsulated or are in a non-volatile form, and therefore, not present for exposure to 
humans (Cohen 2000’). 

Storage of an already decommissioned vessel at a MARAD ready reserve fleet is based, 
among other things, on the condition of the vessel relative to hazardous 
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materiallenvironmental compliance criteria. Unless MARAD specifically a, urees 
otherwise, the sponsor would provide to MARAD the following items relative to 
environmental compliance: 

Liquid load/tank soundings, identifying tank contents and amounts, including any 
ballast or water treated with sodium silicate or any other substance. 

Asbestos sampling survey 

Radiological report 

PCB inventory and sampling report including a list of all PCBs removed from the 
vessel in accordance with Form MA-496A Section 5.6.2 

Mercury survey 

Sodium chromate survey of tanks 

CHT system certification of cleaning and gas free report 

Generally, all hazardous waste would be removed prior to the vessel’s delivery to the fleet 
site. MARAD prefers that all bulk hazardous material be removed. However, some 
amount could be retained on board if a written inventory as well as MSDSs are provided 
describing the type and amount of hazardous material that remains aboard and if agreed 
to by MARAD. Hazardous material that is part of the ship’s structure or that is an 
integral part of the ship system need not be removed. A separate report would be 
provided summarizing the status, location, and amount of PCBs aboard the vessel. If not 
removed, ail remaining items containing PCBs would be identified and labeled in 
accordance with Federal rules, regulations, and laws. All hydraulic fluid systems would 
be tested for containing PCBs and all those containing PCBs would be drained of all 
fluids with the exception of hydraulic systems necessary for the operation of the vessel in 
a non-retention status. 

All fuel would be removed with the exception of diesel fuel for the emergency diesel 
generator. Bilges and tank tops must be pumped dry and be free of oil, water, and 
contaminants. All damaged or deteriorated asbestos would be abated by removal or 
repaired so as to prevent the spread of airborne asbestos fibers. An asbestos survey 
would be required to identify locations and levels of asbestos, and signs would be posted 
to ensure that personnel are not exposed to hazardous levels of airborne asbestos fibers 
above Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) standards. The effect of 
leaving the decommissioned 180-fleet and the Fir in storage and continued operation of 
currently active 180-foot vessels would not present significant impacts to the 
environment from hazardous materials. 

Currently decommissioned and stored 180-foot vessels were replaced by the new Keeper 
Class vessels ( 175-foot vessels) and/or the new Juniper Class vessels (225-foot vessels). 
These vessels contain fewer hazardous materials such as asbestos, lead paint, or PCBs as 
an integral part of the vessel than do most of the remaining 180-foot vessels. Therefore, 
exposure of humans to hazardous materials on board the newer vessels would be lessened 
and the chance of these contaminants escaping into the marine environment would also 
be decreased. Use of the newer vessels would provide a minimal environmental benefit 
since the environmental impacts from hazardous materials for continued use of the 180- 
foot vessels is already non-significant. Direct and cumulative impacts from hazardous 
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materials from continued storage of decommissioned vessels, continued operation of 1 80- 
foot fleet currently in operation, and operation of vessels replacing the stored l8O-foot 
vessels would be insignificant. 

4.1.2.2 Alternative 2: Proposed Action 
4.7.2.2.7 Part As Declare the already decommissioned vessels excess to USCG 

needs 
The USCG hazards surveys indicate that PCB-containing material, ACM, and/or lead- 
based paint is present in some of the vessels proposed for decommissioning and/or 
excessing. Studies have shown that contaminants on most of the vessels are primarily 
encapsulated or non-volatile. Under Part A of this alternative, already decommissioned 
vessels would continue to be temporarily stored until they are declared excess to GSA 
and enter the disposal process outlined in Section 2.2.1. Impacts related to hazardous 
materials from the temporary storage of these vessels are the same as those outlined for 
the No Action Alternative, in Section 4.1.2.1. Actual excessing of the currently 
decommissioned and stored 180s is a paperwork exercise and would present no 
significant impact to the environment from hazardous materials. However, the connected 
action of disposal of these vessels to other Federal entities, state or local governments or 
the private sector is a likely and reasonably foreseeable outcome of declaring them excess 
to GSA and will be analyzed for possible impacts from hazardous materials in Section 
4.1.2.2.3 on connected actions. 

4.7.2.2.2 Part B: Decommission the Currently Operating WLBs and Declare Them 
Excess to USCG Needs 

Under Part B of Alternative 2, vessels that are active would be decommissioned, 
temporarily stored, declared excess, and enter the disposal process as outlined in Section 
2.2.1. Prior to decommissioning a vessel, the USCG must perform a contamination 
survey. The survey would provide relevant information about the amount of 
contamination present on a specific vessel. The storage and declaration of excess of the 
vessels would follow the same chain of events as described above in Part A (Section 
4.1.2.2.1). The same hazardous materials impacts described in Section 4.1.2.2.1 would 
exist, with the exception that once Part B of Alternative 2 is carried out, the entire fleet of 
180s would be replaced by new vessels. These new vessels would contain far fewer 
hazardous materials such as asbestos, lead paint, or PCBs. Therefore, exposure of 
humans to hazardous materials on board the newer vessels would be lessened and the 
chance of these contaminants escaping into the marine environment would also be 
decreased. Replacement of the entire 180-foot fleet with the newer vessels would 
provide a slightly increased environmental benefit than that of the No Action Alternative. 
All regulatory, policy, and procedural requirements with regard to hazardous materials 
would be met for Part B of Alternative 2. Therefore, there is no significant impact to the 
environment from hazardous materials from decommissioning or the actual storing, 
excessing, and replacing of the current 180-foot fleet. 

4.7.2.2.3 Connected Actions to Alternative 2 Parts A and B 

Implementing the proposed action could result in all of the remaining 180-foot vessels 
and/or the Fir being transferred through the mandated disposal process described in 
Section 2.2.1 for continued use either by Federal agencies, foreign governments, state and 
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local governments or the private sector. Additionally. these excessed vessels could 
potentially be used to build artificial reefs, to serve as a museum, or be disposed of as 
scrap. The possible impacts from hazardous materials from each of these potential 
connected actions will be discussed in the following paragraphs. 

Continued Use by Federal, State or Local Governments, or the pn’vate Sector 

Generally, who the vessel is transferred to for continued use determines the hazardous 
material clean up criteria that must be applied. If the vessel is being transferred to a 
federal entity or to a friendly foreign government, the vessel can be transferred in “as is” 
condition. The transferee would then be responsible for disposing of any hazardous 
materials they inherit. However, if a vessel is being transferred to a State entity or to the 
private sector, the USCG must clean up the hazardous materials on the vessel at their own 
expense, to meet clean up guidelines described in the next paragraph (Beach 2001). 

EPA has determined that GSA can adhere to guidelines set forth in 40 CFR 76 1.20 
regarding the transfer of PCBs such as that in vessel cabling. The regulation states in 
paragraph (a) that “no persons may use any PCB, or any PCB item regardless of 
concentration, in any manner other than in a totally enclosed manner within the United 
States unless authorized under Sec. 76 1.30,” with exceptions. The regulation states that 
“totally enclosed manner is a manner which results in no exposure to humans or the 
environment to PCBs. The following activities are considered totally enclosed: 
distribution in commerce of intact, non-leaking electrical equipment.. ., and cable that 
contain PCBs at any concentration.. .” (40 CFR 761.30). Therefore, vessels with cables 
containing PCBs but with no other form of PCB contamination can be transferred under 
the GSA disposal process for continued use. Under the GSA regulations, contamination 
such as friable asbestos may not be transferred under any circumstances and therefore it 
would be removed, thus there would be no exposure (see 4 1 CFR 101 -42.1 102-1). 
Additionally, lead paint and peeling lead paint is not a prohibited substance, and 
therefore, there are no lead hazard level standards pertaining to vessels [see 41 CFR 101- 
42.1 102-71 (Beach 2000’; Hayes 2001; Beach 2001). 

It should be noted that sometimes cleaning of vessels for continued use would not be 
feasible for vessels that are highly contaminated. This is because removal of 
contamination could, depending on the extent of alteration, render the vessel inoperable, 
and therefore, no longer functional for continued use (Beach 2000’). However, in vessels 
with limited contamination, removal of hazardous materials (except for lead paint) 
without rendering the vessel inoperable could then be transferred for continued use. 
Therefore, continued use of some of the 180-foot vessels would not have significant 
impacts relative to hazardous materials. 

Use of Vessel as an Attificial Reef 

The artificial reef system is intended to provide a foundation for algae, mussels, 
barnacles, and micro-crustaceans to attach and grow, providing food for fish, many of 
which in turn are eaten by larger commercial and game fish. Prior to decommissioning a 
vessel, the USCG performs a contamination survey. The survey would provide relevant 
information about the amount and type of contamination present on a specific vessel. 
The amount of contamination would dictate the degree of remediation required, if any 
(Cohen 1999). Additionally, the USCG would clean the vessel of PCBs (other than 
cable), asbestos, and all items that contain oil so that when the vessel was sunk, no oil or 
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debris would float free prior to transferring the vessel for use as a reef (Cohen 2OOO'). 
Many states that have Artificial Reef Building Programs such as Florida. New Jersey, and 
Maryland, and require as part of their management guidelines that vessels used for 
artificial reefs must be cleaned of contaminants (Figley 2OOO; Maher 2000; Mayer 2000). 
Therefore, use of a clean vessel as a reef would have no significant environmental effect 
relative to hazardous materials. 

Use of Vessel as a Museum 
The USCG can offer vessels that have been cleaned of contaminants for use as a 
museum. Prior to any transfer, the USCG would clean the vessel of any non- 
encapsulated PCBs and friable asbestos. Peeling lead paint may be painted over to 
encapsulate it, but does not have to be removed (Cohen 1999; Hayes 2001). Therefore, 
the effects of this alternative relative to hazardous waste would be non-significant. 

Scrapping and Disposing of Scrap 
Typically, a vessel is only scrapped if the vessel no longer has the capability for 
continued use (Beach 2OOO'; Cohen 2001). When the USCG Yard scraps a vessel, the 
vessel is removed from the water, anything that generates oil in a vessel (such as the 
engine) is removed (Beach 2001). The remaining vessel is cleaned and scrapped down to 
the hull. The leftover scraps typically include recyclables, equipment, trash, and some 
hazardous materials. Most of the scrap is recycled. Any hazardous materials (except 
lead paint, which the USCG is not required to remove) are dis osed of in accordance with 

has determined that GSA can adhere to guidelines set forth in 40 CFR 76 1.20 regarding 
the transfer of PCBs such as that in cabling. There may also be equipment that can be 
excessed such as whole engines or shafts, however, excessing is dependent on the 
condition and age of each vessel (Cohen 2001). The USCG does not typically sell a 
scrapped vessel because it is not economical. Sometimes the cleaned hull of the vessel is 
donated for use as part of an artificial reef program (Beach 2001). 

Because scrapped vessels would be removed from the marine environment, and because 
cleaning, scrapping, and disposal of any vessel would be done in accordance with all 
relevant state and federal laws and regulations, there would be no significant adverse 
effect relative to hazardous materials. 

guidelines established in 41 CFR 101 subpart 42 (Cohen 2000 T. , Beach 2OOO'). The EPA 

4.7.3 Air Quality 

4.1.3.1 Alternative 1: No Action 
Under the No Action Alternative, currently active 180-foot vessels and any replacement 
vessels for the decommissioned 180-foot vessels would continue to operate and currently 
operating 180-foot vessels would not be decommissioned or declared excess. 
Additionally, already decommissioned 1 80-foot vessels would continue to remain in 
storage. Under the No Action Alternative, the Fir would also not be declared excess and 
would remain in storage. Impacts to air quality from the continued operation of the 
currently operating 180-foot vessels would have minimal adverse impacts on air quality. 
Engine exhaust emissions from the continued operation of the remaining 180-foot fleet 
would contribute a minimal adverse impact on air quality. The chemicals of major 
concern in engine exhaust are PAHs and related hetrocyclic compounds, some of which 
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are procarcinogens. Concentrations of PAHs in the exhaust emissions of properly tuned 
gasoline and diesel engines are very low and are derived primarily from traces of 
unburned fuel. Two-cycle outboard motors are more polluting than a four-cycle engine. 
All of the remaining 180-foot vessels have a diesel electric propulsion system with two 
diesel engines connected to electric generators. These engines turn one large main motor. 
which turns the single screw propeller. Under normal operation. these engines contribute 
only a trace amount to the load of petroleum hydrocarbons in the environment. 

Spills of gasoline and diesel fuel can also result in air quality impacts from hydrocarbons. 
However. there are very few USCG vessel spills of petroleum products (cO.1 percent of 
the total volume of petroleum products released to US. waters each year) (USCG 1996’). 
Therefore, continued operation of USCG remaining 18O-foot vessels would not have a 
significant impact on air quality. Continued storage of Currently decommissioned 180- 
foot vessels and/or the Fir would not have any significant impact on air quality since 
vessels in storage would not be operating. Because newer cleaner vessels, as described in 
Section 4.1.1.1.1 of this PEA, would replace the currently decommissioned 180-foot 
vessels. there would be a minimal beneficial impact to air quality. Therefore. impacts 
from the No Action Alternative: continued storage of the already decommissioned 180s. 
operation of their replacement vessels and continued use of the currently active 18Os, 
would not result in any significant impacts to air quality. 

4.1.3.2 Alternative 2: Proposed Action 
4.7.3.2.7 Part A: Declare the Already Decommissioned Vessels Excess to USCG 

Needs 

Under this part of Alternative 2, decommissioned vessels would continue to be 
temporarily stored then declared excess to GSA. The impacts of temporarily storing the 
vessels on air quality for this alternative are the same as described for storage of vessels 
under the No Action Alternative in Section 4.1.3.1. There would be no direct impacts to 
air quality from the excessing of the stored 180s and the Fir since excessing to GSA is a 
paperwork exercise. However, the connected action of disposal of these vessels to other 
Federal entities, state or local governments, or the private sector is a likely and 
reasonably foreseeable outcome of declaring them excess to GSA. Therefore, the 
connected actions will be analyzed for possible impacts to air quality in Section 4.1.3.2.3 

4.7.3.2.2 Part B: Decommission the Currently Operating WLBs and Declare Them 
Excess to USCG Needs 

Under Part B of this alternative, 180-foot vessels that are currently active would be 
decommissioned, temporarily stored, declared excess, and eventually would enter the 
mandated disposal process described in Section 2.2.1. Because the decommissioned 180- 
foot vessels would be replaced by newer vessels in the Keeper Class and the Juniper 
Class, the impacts of decommissioning the currently active 180-foot fleet would be 
similar to impacts described under the No Action Alternative for the replacement vessels 
for 180-foot vessels already decommissioned. Under this part of the proposed 
alternative, however, the entire remaining fleet of 180-foot vessels, including those 
already decommissioned and in storage, would be replaced by newer vessels. The “B 
Class” of 225s would have new low emission engines, which would bum cleaner than 
engines in the remaining 180-foot vessels. the 175-foot vessels, and the 225 “A Class” 
and would release fewer pollutants into the air. Also, the overall number of new vessels 
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operating in place of the decommissioned 180-foot fleet would be fewer. Fewer vessels 
would mean slightly less pollutants released into the air. Therefore. impacts from this 
Alternative would not result in any si&@ficant impacts to air quality. 

4.7.3.2.3 Connected Actions to Alternative 2 Parts A and B 

Continued Use by Federal, State or Local Governments, or the Private Sector 

Continued use of some of the 180-foot vessels and/or the Fir by other Federal agencies, 
State and local governments, or the private sector would likely have the same impacts on 
air quality as USCG continued use described under the No Action Alternative in Section 
4.1.3.1. However, under this alternative, some of the 180-foot vessels may still be in 
operation in conjunction with the operation of the replacement vessels. It is difficult to 
predict the exact impacts from continued use of the 180s or the Fir by Federal, State. 
local government, and/or the private sector when the likelihood and purpose of any 
continued use is unknown at this time. Additionally, the number of vessels that would be 
in continued use would be a very small percentage of all vessels already in operation. 
However, as stated earlier. under normal operation, the engines in the 180s contribute 
only a trace amount to the load of petroleum hydrocarbons in the environment. 
Therefore, we conclude that continued use of some of the 180s and/or the Fir by other 
Federal agencies, State and local governments or the private sector would not have 
significant impacts on air quality. 

Use of Vessel as an Artificial Reef 
Transfer of a 180-foot vessel or the Fir for use as an artificial reef would be handled 
through the GSA personal property disposal process for conveyance to a state or local 
government, or non-profit organization (41 CFR $1014).  The USCG would remove 
PCBs (other than cable), asbestos, and all items that contain oil so when the vessel was 
sunk for reef creation, no oil or debris would float free (Cohen 2000'). Usually, small 
explosives are attached to the bottom of the vessels to expedite their sinking. These 
explosives may create smoke or cause small fires on board the vessel that produce smoke. 
This smoke is expected to be temporary. Further, since these explosives are usually small 
and are under the water, and since contaminants are removed from the vessels prior to 
their transfer to the reef program, the smoke is not expected to have a significant adverse 
effect on air quality. 

Use of Vessel as a Museum 
Use of a decommissioned vessel as a museum may entail removing the vessel from the 
water and placing it in a location where it would be accessible to the public, or the vessel 
could remain in the water and serve as an on-water museum. If the vessel is no longer 
operable, it is likely that most fluids would be drained and the vessel would be 
maintained to a level that is appropriate for use as a museum and for continued human 
activity. Therefore, the level of effect to air quality would be non-significant 

If the vessel were still operable, the impacts on air quality would likely be the same as 
described under the Alternative 2,  Connected Actions-Continued Use of Vessels. As 
stated earlier, under normal operation, the engines in the 180s contribute only a trace 
amount to the load of petroleum hydrocarbons in the environment. Therefore, we 
conclude that continued use of some of the 180s and/or the Fir by other Federal agencies, 
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State and local governments or the private sector would not have significant impacts on 
air quality. 

Scrapping and Disposing of Scrap 

Typically, a vessel is only scrapped if the vessel no longer has the capability for 
continued use (Beach 2000’; Cohen 2001). When the USCG Yard scraps a vessel, the 
vessel is removed from the water, anything that generates oil in a vessel (such as the 
engine) is removed (Beach 2001). The remaining vessel is cleaned and scrapped down to 
the hull. The leftover scraps typically include recyclables, equipment, trash, and some 
hazardous materials. Most of the scrap is recycled. Any hazardous materials (except 
lead paint, which the USCG is not required to remove) are disposed of in accordance with 
state and federal guidelines (Cohen 2000’; Beach 2000’). There may also be equipment 
that can be excessed such as whole engines or shafts, however, excessing is dependent on 
the condition and age of each vessel (Cohen 2001). The USCG does not typically sell a 
scrapped vessel because it is not economical. Sometimes the cleaned hull of the vessel is 
donated for use as part of an artificial reef program (Beach 2001). 

Because scrapped vessels would be removed from the marine environment, and because 
cleaning, scrapping, and disposal of any vessel would be done in accordance with all 
relevant state and federal laws and regulations, there would be no significant adverse 
impacts on air quality. 

4.7.4 Noise 

4.1.4.1 Alternative 1 : No Action 
Under the No Action Alternative, ‘currently active 180-foot vessels would continue to 
operate and would not be decommissioned or declared excess. Additionally, already 
decommissioned 180s would continue to remain in storage. Under the No Action 
Alternative, the Fir would also not be declared excess and would remain in storage. 

Continued operation of the 180-foot vessels and replacement vessels, would contribute 
noise to an already noisy environment resulting from the operation of recreational, 
military, commercial, and international vessels on the water. Vessel size, hull 
construction, speed and maintenance and other factors all affect the noise a vessel 
produces. Generally, as the size, load, and speed of the vessel increase, so does the noise 
it generates. Engine noises, noise from other machinery on board, and the noise of 
turning propellers are propa ated from USCG and other motor vessels through the 
ambient water (USCG 1996 ). F 
Sound can be viewed as traveling through water as pressure waves. The intensity of 
sound pressure in water is measured in international units of pPa. Sound intensity is 
proportional to the average of the pressure squared and usually is measured as the ratio of 
the observed sound pressure to a reference pressure. In water, the reference pressure is 1 
pPa. Sound pressure or intensity is expressed in units of dB in a logarithmic scale as dB 
re 1 pPa. Thus, an underwater sound of 2 dB re 1 pPa is ten times louder than a 1 dB re 1 
pPa sound. Another characteristic of sound is frequency or tone. Frequency is the rate of 
oscillation or vibration, measured in cycles per second or Hz (Richardson et al. 1991). 
The range of human hearing extends from 20 Hz to 20,000 Hz (lowest to highest tones), 
though sensitivity falls off sharply at high and low frequencies (Battelle 1995). 
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Large USCG cutters such as the 180s, the 175s and the 225s,may generate source 
pressures of 160-170 dB re pPa at lm. A human diver would perceive a 160-dB 
underwater sound as unpleasant but not harmful (Battelle 1995). A low frequency, 160B 
re 1 pPa sound attenuates with distance to about 155 dB re 1 pPa at about 100 yards 
(100 m) from the source, and to about 120 dB re 1 pPa at about 2 miles from the source. 
Sounds of USCG vessels would be readily audible to baleen whales, pinnepeds (flippered 
animals), fish, and possible sea turtles over a large area of the ocean. The threshold 
intensity of constant or impulsive sounds for injury to the hearing apparatus of marine 
mammals and turtles is about 200-220 dB re 1 pPa. Strong startle responses have been 
observed in fish at sound pressure levels of 200-205 dB re 1 pPa. Recent studies indicate 
that, contrary to the structural evidence of the manatee ear (Ketten et. al 1992; Batelle 
1999, manatees are sensitive to low frequency sound, and that this sensitivity exceeds 
that of other marine mammals tested (Gerstein 1994; USFWS 1996; Batelle 1995). 
However, USCG vessel noise is below the sound intensities associated with severe injury 
to marine mammals and turtles or a strong startle response in fish. Additionally, there is 
no conclusive evidence to date that short-term disturbance from vessel noise and presence 
leads to long-term effects on individual populations of cetaceans (i.e., dolphins, 
porpoises, and whales). Disturbance from USCG vessels is likely to be short-term. Also, 
low-frequency sounds made by whales travel great distances with little attenuation in 
ocean waters, making them ideal for long-distance communication. USCG vessels that 
would produce such sounds are few in numbers. It is unlikely that these vessels, in and 
of themselves, interfere with whale communications in a significant manner either 
(USCG 1996’). Thus, vessel noise from continuing to operate USCG 180-foot vessels, 
and the operation of the 175-foot class, and 225-foot vessels replacing the currently 
decommissioned 180-foot fleet would not have significant adverse impacts on the marine 
environment. 

Many USCG cutters particularly those engaged in drug interdiction and other law 
enforcement activities, are armed with fixed and portable weapons. Crews of these 
USCG vessels periodically test-fire the larger weapons. Test firing usually takes place at 
sea well away from the coast and human activities. Although test firing of larger 
machine guns and automatic weapons is noisy, it usually is not performed close enough 
to protected bird populations to represent a significance disturbance. Although weapons 
sounds can be perceived under the water surface, the sound intensity is unlikely to be 
sufficient to cause disturbance greater than that of the routine vessel sounds. Therefore, 
USCG weapons testing do not represent a significant source of auditory disturbance to 
marine animals (Battelle 1995). 

USCG vessels operate in an environment where they are either at sea and not near other 
people, or they are in near shore waters where numerous other vessels are also operating. 
There is a certain amount of noise associated with the operation of a vessel, and there are 
noise ordinances in many states to control the decibel levels of marine vessels. As an 
example, the New York State Navigation Law speaks clearly about boat noise. The law 
states: 

“2. (a) No person shall operate or give permission for the operation of any pleasure vessel 
in or upon the waters of this state in such a manner as to exceed a noise level of 90 dB(A) 
when subjected to a stationary sound level test as prescribed by Society of Automotive 
Engineers, Inc. (SAE) 52005. 
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(b) No person shall operate a pleasure vessel on the waters of this state in such a manner 
as to exceed a noise level of 75 dB(A) measured as specified in SAE 51970. Provided, 
that such measurement shall not preclude a stationary sound level test as prescribed by 
SAE 52005.’’ 

“4. No person shall operate or give permission for the operation of any pleasure vessel in 
or upon the waters of this state that is equipped with an altered muffler or a muffler 
cutout, bypass or otherwise reduce or eliminate the effectiveness of any muffler or 
muffler system installed in accordance with this section” (Oneida 2OOO) 

Minnesota’s watercraft noise law states that a motorboat has to have an efficient muffling 
system that prevents excessive or unusual noise, and keeps the noise level below set 
limits of 82 dB (A) at 50 feet (Vermilion 2000). 

Though information is not available regarding the decibel levels produced by the 180- 
foot, 175-foot, or 225-foot vessels, large vessels are typically not considered a major 
source of noise above the water surface. Also, the USCG helps enforce noise ordinances 
and maintains their own vessels to comply with these laws. Additionally, USCG 
personnel participating in producing weapons testing or any other noise activity wear ear 
protection. Therefore noise impacts on the human environment are not considered to be 
significant. 

Continued storage of currently decommissioned 180-foot vessels would not create any 
significant impacts from noise since vessels in storage would not be operating. Replacing 
the already decommissioned 180-foot fleet with the 175-foot or 225-foot vessels as 
described in Section 4.1.1.1 and continuing to operate the currently active 180s would 
create no significant impacts to the marine environment from noise for the reasons 
described above. 

4.1.4.2 Alternative 2: Proposed Action 
4.7.4.2. I Part A: Declare the Already Decommissioned Vessels Excess to USCG 

Needs 

Under this part of Alternative 2, decommissioned vessels would continue to be 
temporarily stored then declared excess to GSA. The impacts of temporarily storing the 
vessels on noise for this alternative are the same as described for storage of vessels under 
the No Action Alternative in Section 4.1.4.1. There would be no direct noise impacts 
from the excessing of the stored 180s and the Fir since excessing to GSA is a paperwork 
exercise. However, the connected action of disposal of these vessels to other Federal 
entities, state or local governments, or the private sector is a likely and reasonably 
foreseeable outcome of declaring them excess to GSA, and will be analyzed for possible 
noise impacts in the section on connected actions below. 

Excess to USCG Needs 
4.7.4.2.2 Part Bs Decommission the Currently Operating WLBs and Declare Them 

Under Part B of this alternative, 180-foot vessels that are currently active would be 
decommissioned, temporarily stored, declared excess, and eventually, would enter the 
mandated disposal process described in Section 2.2.1. The 180s would be replaced by 
the Keeper Class and Juniper Class vessels. As described in Section 4.1.4.1, the No 
Action Alternative, the noise generated by these classes of vessels is comparable to the 
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noise generated by the 180s. Therefore, the impacts would be similar to those described 
in that section as well. Therefore, impacts from this alternative would not result in any 
significant noise impacts. The overall number of new vessels operating in place of the 
decommissioned 180-foot fleet would be fewer. Fewer vessels would mean slightly less 
noise generated by operation of the new fleet. 

4.1.4.2.3 Connected Actions to Alternative 2 Parts A and 6 

Continued Use by Federal, State or Local Governments, or the Private Sector 

Continued use of some of the 180-foot vessels and/or the Fir by other Federal agencies, 
State and local governments, or the private sector would likely have the same impacts on 
noise as USCG continued use described under the No Action Alternative in Section 
4.1.4.1. However, under this alternative, some of the 180-foot vessels may still be in 
operation in conjunction with the operation of the replacement vessels. It is difficult to 
predict the exact impacts from continued use of the 180s or the Fir by Federal, State, 
local government, and/or the private sector when the likelihood and purpose of any 
continued use is unknown at this time. However, the number of vessels that would be in 
continued use would be a very small percentage of all vessels already in operation. 
Based on the information presented in Section 4.1.4.1, continued use of some of the 180s 
and/or the Fir by other Federal agencies, State and local governments, or the private 
sector vessel noise from continuing to operate USCG 180-foot vessels would not have 
significant adverse impacts on the marine environment. 

Use of Vessel as an ArtifZcial Reef 

Transfer of a 180-foot vessel or the Fir for use as an artificial reef would be handled 
through the GSA personal property disposal process for conveyance to a state or local 
government, or non-profit organization (41 CFR $101-44). The level of noise impact that 
could result from sinking vessels as artificial reefs will depend on the chosen method for 
sinking used by each state, local government or non profit entity. When sinking ships, the 
use of methods other than explosives, or using small explosives on a vessel to expedite 
sinking and keeping the size, number, and strength of explosives used to a minimum, 
would help prevent the death of marine life resulting from the concussion created by the 
use of large andlor numerous explosives. While the noise would be temporary in nature, 
if the use of explosives is not carefully controlled adverse effects to marine life could 
occur. It is not possible for the USCG to ascertain what level of noise impacts could 
result since the states, local government, or non-profit organizations and the US ACE 
would control how a particular vessel is sunk for use as a reef. The environmental 
analysis conducted by the USACE as a result of their permitting process should discuss 
the significance of any impacts from noise resulting from a particular plan to sink a 
vessel as an artificial reef. 

Use of Vessel as a Museum 
Use of a decommissioned vessel as a museum may entail removing the vessel from the 
water and placing it in a location where it would be accessible to the public, or the vessel 
could remain in the water and serve as an on-water museum. The only noise that would 
be generated under this scenario would be from visitors to the museum and is not 
expected to be significant. 
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If the vessel were still operable, the noise impacts would likely be the same as described 
under the Alternative 2 ,  Connected Actions-Continued Use of Vessels and is therefore 
not expected to be significant. 

Scrapping and Disposing of Scrap 
Typically, a vessel is only scrapped if the vessel no longer has the capability for 
continued use (Beach 2000’; Cohen 2001). When the USCG Yard scraps a vessel, the 
vessel is removed from the water, anything that generates oil in a vessel (such as the 
engine) is removed (Beach 2001). The remaining vessel is cleaned and scrapped down to 
the hull. The leftover scraps typically include recyclables, equipment, trash, and some 
hazardous materials. Most of the scrap is recycled. Any hazardous materials (except 
lead paint, whch the USCG is not required to remove) are disposed of in accordance with 
state and federal guidelines (Cohen 2000’; Beach 2000’). There may also be equipment 
that can be excessed such as whole engines or shafts, however, excessing is dependent on 
the condition and age of each vessel (Cohen 2001). The USCG does not typically sell a 
scrapped vessel because it is not economical. Sometimes the cleaned hull of the vessel is 
donated for use as part of an artificial reef program (Beach 2001). 

The USCG actions associated with this alternative, the cleaning, scrapping, and disposal 
of scrap, may generate some noise, but would not be more than is typical for a boat Yard. 
Therefore, there would be no significant adverse impacts on noise. 

4.2 Biological Resources 

4.2. I Fisheries 
4.2.1.1 Alternative 1 : No Action 

There are fishery resources associated with all of the coastal waters, Great Lakes, and 
other waterways within the USCG area of responsibility. The affect of the current 180- 
foot vessels’ continuing operations along with the continued operation of 175-foot or 
225-foot vessels replacing the already decommissioned 180-foot fleet may cause fish to 
scatter temporarily because of noise and/or other operational functions. However, 
disturbance from USCG vessels is short-term and the noise level would be below that of 
levels which would have significant impacts to fish. A more detailed discussion of noise 
impacts to fisheries from the No Action Alternative can be found in the previous section, 
Section 4.1.4 Noise, and will not be discussed in this section. 

Continued storage of currently decommissioned 180s would not create any significant 
impacts to fisheries since vessels in storage would not be operating, and as discussed in 
Section 4.1.2.2, vessels stored at the USCG Yard would not have any adverse effect on 
fisheries. This is because the majority of the hazardous materials present on the vessels 
are fully encapsulated or are in a non-volatile form, and therefore, not present for 
exposure (Cohen 2000’). Further, the USCG Yard is on Curtis Bay, off of the Patapsco 
River, which is an urbanizedindustrialized area of Baltimore, Maryland. The water 
quality in the river has limited the quality and diversity of the fisheries resource. Vessels 
stored at a MARAD ready reserve fleet are required to meet, among other things, specific 
standards regarding hazardous materials and environmental compliance. Therefore, the 
effect of the continued storage of vessels on fisheries resources is non-significant. 
Continued operation of 175-foot or 225-foot vessels replacing the already 
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decommissioned 180-foot fleet and the continued operation of the currently active 180- 
foot vessels would create no significant impacts to fisheries for the reasons described 
above. 

Under the No Action Alternative, the USCG Fisheries Law Enforcement Division would 
continue to use the 180-foot fleet, with the 175- and 225-foot vessels replacing the 
currently stored 180-foot fleet to ensure that management actions implemented by the 
NMFS and Fisheries Management Councils are enforced. Enforcement of these 
management actions increases the chance for sustaining invertebrate populations (under- 
and fully exploited populations) and recovery (overexploited populations) of invertebrate 
populations. Enforcement of fishing regulations has had a positive influence on fishery 
resources. Enforcement of closed areas and gear restrictions protects depleted stocks and 
juvenile fish. This enforcement effort allows the populations to remain at levels 
sufficient to support the fishing industry and the local fishing community. Adverse 
impacts to fisheries could occur if the remaining 180-foot vessels continue to deteriorate 
from age and if their deterioration effected their efficiency in carrying out enforcement of 
fishing regulations and laws designed to protect fisheries. .The level of environmental 
impact from continuing to use this aging fleet could range from minor to significantly 
adverse. This depends on the length of time the obsolete 180-foot fleet remained in use, 
and the ability of the USCG to repair and counter inefficiencies caused by use of these 
obsolete vessels. 

As of 01 January 01, three l8O-foot vessels conduct icebreaking operations in the Great 
Lakes. The 180-foot fleet icebreaking responsibilities, however, are primarily limited to 
maintaining established tracks and their assignment to icebreaking duties is minimal. 
Nevertheless, the USCG spends 33 percent of its average annual icebreaking hours in an 
area of the Great Lakes which consists of Whitefish Bay at Lower Lake Superior and the 
St. Mary’s river. Of the nine icebreaking operational areas, this area receives the second 
largest number of annual icebreaking hours. A FEIS on USCG Great Lakes icebreaking 
activities was completed in June 2000. The FEIS concluded that USCG icebreaking 
activities in the Great Lakes and their connecting channels pose no significant impacts to 
sensitive fish species. The FEIS discusses the results of three years of research done by 
the Great Lakes Science Center, National Biological Service Ann Arbor Michigan 
Laboratory on the effects of vessel traffic on lake herring reproduction and larval survival 
during ice-cover in the St. Mary’s river. Research was conducted during the winters of 
1994 through 1996. Three Lake herring egg incubation sites were designated for study 
and monitored for the survival rates of their hatched larvae and live eggs. The results 
were compared to a laboratory control. The study could not find any significant adverse 
effects of winter navigation activities on lake herring spawning in the St. Mary’s River. 
Additionally, the FEIS discusses the results of more fishery research done from 1993 
through 1996 conducted in the Great Lakes area by the Michigan Department of Natural 
Resources (MDNR), Alpena Great Lakes Fishery Station. The MDNR studied the effects 
of winter navigation on fish populations in the St. Mary’s River. Their collected data 
suggest that there is a historically reduced but healthy, viable, population of lake herring 
in the St. Mary’s River. Their study found no significant effects to fish populations from 
winter navigation in the St. Mary’s River (USCG 2000’). The Final Great Lakes EIS is 
available through: 

0310 1 /O 1 55 



Mr. Frank Blaha 
Chef of Environmental and Real Property 
U.S. Coast Guard 
Civil Enpineering Unit 
Routing Symbol: ER 
Room No. 2179 
1240 E. Ninth St 
Cleveland, OH 44 199-2060 

Since there are no adverse environmental impacts associated with physical disturbance to 
fish from 180-foot or replacement vessel operations, continued operation of the 180s and 
their replacement vessels would not contribute significantly to cumulative nepative 
impacts on fisheries. Continued storage of decommissioned 180s. operation of the 
replacement vessels in place of the stored 180s and continued operation of the remaining 
180-foot fleet. would not immediately contribute to significant cumulative impacts on 
fish since the USCG would remain active in enforcing fisheries laws. However, 
continuing to use the remaining aging 180-foot fleet could result in significant cumulative 
adverse effects to over-exploited fish populations at some point in the future if the 
remaining 180-foot vessels could no longer be repaired to maintain their current level of 
effectiveness in fisheries law enforcement. 

4.2.1.2 Alternative 2: Proposed Action 
4.2,7.2,7 Part A; Declare the already decommissioned vessels excess to USCG 

needs 

Under Part A of the proposed action, vessels that are already decommissioned and in 
temporary storage would be declared excess and would eventually enter the mandated 
disposal process described in Section 2.2.1. As discussed in Section 4.1.2.2.2, vessels 
stored at the USCG yard would not have any adverse effect on fisheries because the 
majority of the hazardous materials present on the vessels are fully encapsulated or are in 
a non-volatile form and therefore, not present for exposure (Cohen 2OOO'). Further, the 
USCG Yard is on Curtis Bay, off of the Patapsco River, which is an urbanized 
industrialized area of Baltimore, Maryland. The water quality in the river has limited the 
quality and diversity of the fisheries resource. Vessels stored at a MARAD ready reserve 
fleet are required to meet, among other things, specific standards regarding hazardous 
materials and environmental compliance. Therefore, the effect of stored vessels on 
fisheries resources is non-significant. Actual excessing of the currently decommissioned 
and stored 180-foot vessels and the Fir is a paperwork exercise and would present no 
significant direct or cumulative impact to fisheries. 

4.2.1.2.2 Part Br Decommission the currently operating WLBs and declare them 
excess to USCG needs 

Under Part B of the proposed action, vessels that are active would be decommissioned, 
temporarily stored, declared excess, and eventually, the vessels would enter the mandated 
disposal process described in Section 2.2.1. The currently active 180-foot vessels would 
be replaced by the new 175-foot Keeper Class vessels and the 225-foot Juniper Class 
vessels. The decommissioning, temporary storage, and the actual declaration of excess of 
the 180-foot vessels would not have any significant impact on fishery resources for the 
virtually the same reasons described under the No Action Alternative. As stated in 
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Section 4.2.1.1. there are no significant environmental impacts to fish from temporary 
storage of the vessels. Additionally. as previously stated. one of the missions of the 
remaining 1 80-foot class includes maritime law enforcement. including vessel operation 
and fisheries enforcement activities. To continue to accomplish th s  mission, the USCG 
proposes to replace the remaining 180-foot fleet with one 175-foot WLMs and eleven 
225-foot WLBs. These vessels are capable of supporting the same mission requirements 
as the 180-foot WLBs, with state-of-the-art technology. 

Therefore. the effect on fisheries of removing the 180-foot fleet from USCG operations is 
not significant. In fact since the newer vessels are cleaner and would supply a more 
dependable platform to the USCG for maritime law enforcement activities. removing the 
180-foot fleet from USCG operation would actually have a moderately positive benefit to 
fisheries. Since replacing the 180-foot fleet with more efficient, fewer, cleaner vessels is 
actually a positive benefit to fisheries, the replacement of the currently active 180-foot 
fleet and the operation of the new vessels would help to alleviate negative cumulative 
impacts on fisheries from over fishing, pollution, and other factors. 

4,2,7.2.3 Connected Actions to Alternative 2 Part A and B 
Implementing the proposed action could result in all of the remaining l8O-foot vessels 
and the Fir being transferred through the mandated disposal process described in Section 
2.2.1 for continued use either by Federal agencies. foreign governments. state and local 
governments or the private sector. Additionally, these excessed vessels could potentially 
be used to build artificial reefs, to serve as a museum, or be disposed of as scrap. The 
possible impacts to fisheries from each of these potential connected actions will be 
discussed in the following paragraphs. 

Continued Use by Federal, State or Local Governments, or the Private Sector 

Continued use of some of the 180-foot vessels and/or the Fir by other Federal agencies, 
State and local governments, or the private sector would likely have the same impacts on 
fisheries as USCG continued use described under the No Action Alternative in Section 
4.1.5.1.1. However, some of the 180s may still be in operation in conjunction with the 
operation of the replacement vessels. It is difficult to predict the exact impacts from 
continued use of the 18OslFir by Federal, State, local government, and/ or the private 
sector when the likelihood and purpose of any continued use is unknown at this time. 
However, it is probable that such continued use would have similar impacts to fisheries 
as continued use of the 180s as described under the No Action Alternative. Additionally, 
the number of vessels that would be in continued use would be a very small percentage of 
all vessels already in operation. Continued use by State, local government, or the private 
sector would still be governed by all applicable laws pertaining to protection of the 
marine environment and boating safety mandates. Therefore, continued use of some of 
the 180s and/or the Fir by other Federal agencies, State and local governments or the 
private sector would not have significant impacts on fisheries. 

Use of Vessel as an Artipcial Reef 

Artificial reef creation has become a popular tool used by both government and the 
private sector over the last 30 years. More than 500 artificial reefs have been constructed 
in U.S. waters - over half are located in Florida - and despite these numbers, we still 
understand quite little about the effects of these reefs on the marine environment 
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(Grossman, et. al 1997). “Artificial reefs are currently used for recreational diving, 
breakwaters, solid waste management, environmental mitigation, habitat restoration, 
scientific research, and in fisheries, they are used to create new fishing sites. alter spatial 
and temporal distribution patterns and improve harvesting efficiency, and increase 
fisheries production’’ (Bohnsack, Ecklund, and Szmant 1997). 

There is currently a debate surrounding the environmental impacts of artificial reefs on 
fish stocks. Much of the general environmental debate on artificial reef creation 
surrounds the issue of whether artificial reefs increase habitat for fish, and thereby, 
increase fish populations, or whether artificial reefs can actually deplete existing fish 
stocks by aggregating existing fish at a location which is widely publicized (sometimes 
actually marked by buoys) and available to commercial and recreational fisherman. An 
example of a study that suggests artificial reefs do increase fish populations is a New 
Jersey Department of Environmental Protection study begun in 1997 and still in progress. 
Preliminary results as of March 1999, indicate that New Jersey’s reefs have hundreds of 
times more marine life than areas of sea floor with no reefs. After 2 years on the sea 
floor, the experimental New Jersey reef habitat was retrieved and biologists spent three 
months removing, sorting, counting, and identifying marine life living within the artificial 
reef. The study concluded that the preliminary results indicate that the increased biomass 
of the reef habitat represented a greater number of food and game species [fish, lobster, 
crabs, and mussels] (NJ DEP 1999). 

However, conversely, some studies suggest that rather than bringing back decimated fish 
populations or increasing fish production, the artificial reefs may actually lure surviving 
fish populations into areas where they may be over-fished (Musgrave 1997). An article 
entitled, “Do Artificial Reefs Increase Regional Fish Production?” A Review of Existing 
Data, concluded that artificial reef creation could have a negative impact on reef fish 
populations by increasing: “fish effort and catch rates,” the potential for over-fishing by 
increasing access to fish stock that have yet to be over-fished, and aggregating fish 
populations already over-fished in the past. This same article also stated that existing 
data contained few studies that “...unambiguously demonstrated that artificial reefs 
increased regional fish production rather than merely concentrating available biomass“ 
(Grossman, Jones, and Seaman, Jr. 1997). However, this article did acknowledge that 
there were instances where artificial reef creation could increase production of marine life 
favored by sport or commercial fishers. The article referenced a study done in Japan that 
showed that artificial reefs added to “soft bottom habitat” could increase the production 
of “refuge limited octopi” by increasing the amount of habitat for the octopi to take 
refuge in. Thus, the article concludes, artificial reefs specifically designed to have the 
appropriate refuge habitat for a species that is limited by the availability of such habitat 
could result in increased production for that species. Additionally, the article stated that 
artificial reefs that are geographically restricted, placed in an extensive “soft bottom 
habitat”, located well outside the home ranges or migration routes of fish living in nearby 
natural reefs, and placed such that they did not extensively harm animal and plant life 
associated with the “soft bottom habitat,” would at least not cause ecological damage. 

The debate over how artificial reefs truly affect fish stocks has become know as, “the 
attraction-production question” and has yet to be resolved through comprehensive, 
thorough, and adequate scientific research. In a Fisheries Journal, April 1997 article 
entitled, “Can Science Resolve the Attraction-Production Issue?”, William Lindberg, 

03/0 1 /O I 58  



associate professor in the Department of Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences at the University 
of Florida, concludes that the attraction - production issue can eventually be scientifically 
resolved, but that science has yet to resolve it (Lindberg 1997). Additionally, authors 
James A. Bohnsack, Anne-Marie Eckland (fisheries biologist and research fisheries 
biologist, with National Marine Fisheries Service, respectively), and A h a  Szmant, 
(professor at University of Florida) conclude in their April 1997 article, Artificial Reef 
Research: Is There More than the Attraction-Production Issue?, that even though many 
studies on artificial reefs have been conducted, they have not resolved the attraction- 
production issue. The article states that the attraction-production issue has not been 
resolved because: studies need to be done over larger geographic areas and over longer 
periods of time to differentiate actual impacts from “natural variability”, the impact of 
artificial reefs may be minimal since artificial reefs are still only a very small percentage 
of total reef habitat when compared with natural reefs, and studies continue to conclude 
that higher density of organisms around artificial reefs justifies the conclusion that 
artificial reefs increase production even though those studies do not account for other 
factors that may result in the presence of such high densities. 

Additionally, the use of steel-hulled vessels such as former USCG 180-foot vessels or the 
Fir to create artificial reefs may actually provide little benefit to fish. According to Dr. 
James Bohnsack at NMFS, vessels do not provide a good artificial reef medium if your 
management objective is to increase fish production. Fish mainly use vessels sunk as 
artificial reefs to rest from a strong current, to hide from prey in the shadows, or to wait 
for prey in the shadows. While vessels can attract the growth of corals, they are not the 
best medium to do this, and, therefore, vessels used to create artificial reefs are not used 
primarily as a food source for fish (Bohnsack 2000). Moreover, vessels used as artificial 
reefs are often not designed to withstand heavy storms, can move as the result of a storm, 
and can damage natural reef habitat important to fish. A high vertical profile and the 
trend towards placing vessels at depths accessible to divers make steel-hulled vessels 
vulnerable to major storm systems. For example, damage to artificial reefs using steel- 
hulled vessels occurred as a result of Hurricane Andrew. As a result of this storm, some 
vessels ranging from 175-feet to 200-feet in length endured structural damage (e.g., steel 
plates tom off, hull and superstructure separated, stem broken off, and breakage of hull) 
and moved anywhere from 10 to 75 yards. Some vessels, not designed to withstand 
heavy sea conditions, and further weakened through age and deterioration, may not 
withstand normal sealcurrent conditions, if deployed as artificial reefs, let alone a major 
storm event (Artificial Reef Subcommittee [ARS] 1997). 

Furthermore, vessels are large, non-complex structures that do not necessarily provide 
good habitat for certain fish species. Because vessels do not necessarily provide adequate 
cover and enough intricate habitat to protect fish from prey, some fish species could be 
subject to greater predation (Bohnsack, et. al 1997). Also, the concussion from the use of 
large explosives to sink the vessels can kill fish in the area where the vessel is sunk. 
Vessels sunk as artificial reefs should be sunk with small explosives so that many tiny 
holes are punched into the vessel and damage from the explosions to surrounding marine 
life can be minimized (Bohnsack 2000). 

In conclusion, although the “ attraction-production question’’ has yet to be scientifically 
resolved, there is consensus among many fisheries biologists that the potential for 
negative impacts to fisheries is directly related to the objectives of artificial reef 
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managers. If the main objective of the artificial reef manager is to enhance the abilitF. of' 
fishermen to find and catch fish. and to thereby boost the local economy. rather thanio 
increase or preserve fish stocks. then the potential for overexploitation of fish populations 
is more likely. 

Several states with active artificial reef programs. and which have used USCG vessels in 
the past. were contacted regarding environmental issues associated with secondary use 
materials. Kew Jersey's Artificial Reef P r o e m  has guidelines for artificial reef building 
and a Management PlanPolicy Statement. They do not have any general policies 
regarding the protection of biological resources. Maryland's Artificial Reef Program has 
specifications for Artificial Reef Building, and they follow very similar guidelines to 
New Jersey's. Maryland identifies and prepares plans for additional sites and monitors 
active reefs including annual qualitative inspection for: 1) physical condition of the ship 
or material; 2 )  current position; 3) amount of scouring or silting that has occurred: and. 4) 
biological obsenations (number of modal organisms such as fish and crustaceans. etc. 
Two of Maryland's five existing artificial reef sites are in a No Harvest Zone. which 
prohibits catching of fish, and protects spawning habitat (Mayer 2OOO). Florida's DMR 
oversees the Artificial Reef Program, however the program is actually managed and 
administered in each coastal county by the county government. The state does not have 
any guidelines or regulations regarding protection of biological resources (Maher 2O00). 

Whether artificial reef creation can cause significant impacts to the environment is based 
on how the reef is managed and how and why it is created at each specific site. The 
USCG action of decommissioning and declaring excess its remaining 180-foot fleet and 
the Fir would not have significant impacts on fish. Our action may result in states having 
the ability to acquire one or more of these vessels for artificial reef creation. However, 
the USCG does not have control over the GSA disposal process nor does it have the lead 
on regulating the creation of artificial reefs at specific locations. The USACE has lead 
authority for the sinking of materials as artificial reefs through its permitting process 
which would trigger the requirement for additional NEPA on these site specific actions. 
This PEA can not foresee the exact site specific impacts to fish that would occur from the 
use of one or more of its 180-foot vessel's or the Fir for artificial reef creation at a 
currently unknown location using a currently unknown artificial reef management plan or 
strategy. Site specific NEPA done by the USACE in support of a permit to create the 
artificial reef must address the possible environmental impacts to fish at a specific 
locat ion. 

Use of Vessel as a Museum 
The use of a decommissioned vessel as a museum may entail removing the vessel from 
the water and placing it in a location where it would be accessible to the public. Under 
this scenario, there would be no adverse effect on fisheries because the vessel would be 
removed from the marine environment. However, the vessel could remain in the water 
and serve as an on-water museum. In this instance, fisheries resources could be adversely 
effected if the vessel were to deteriorate in condition. 

If the vessel were still operable, the impacts on fisheries would likely be the same as 
described under Alternative 2 Connected Action, Continued Use. Additionally, the 
number of vessels that would be in continued use would be a very small percentage of all 
vessels already in operation. An operable vessel used as a museum would still be 
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governed by all applicable laws pertaining to protection of water quality and boating 
safety. Therefore. continued use of some of the 180s and/or the Fir by other Federal 
agencies. State and local governments or the private sector would not have significant 
impacts on fisheries. 

Scrapping and Disposing of Scrap 

Typically, a vessel is only scrapped if the vessel no longer has the capability for 
continued use (Beach 2OOO’: Cohen 2001). When the USCG Yard scraps a vessel. the 
vessel is removed from the water, anything that generates oil in a vessel (such as the 
engine) is removed (Beach 2001). The remaining vessel is cleaned and scrapped down to 
the hull. The leftover scraps typically include recyclables. equipment. trash. and some 
hazardous materials. Most of the scrap is recycled. Any hazardous materials (except 
lead paint, which the USCG is not required to remove) are disposed of in accordance with 
state and federal guidelines (Cohen 2OOO’; Beach 2OOO’). There may also be equipment 
that can be excessed such as whole engines or shafts, however, excessing is dependent on 
the condition and age of each vessel (Cohen 2001). The USCG does not typically sell a 
scrapped vessel because it is not economical. Sometimes the cleaned hull of the vessel is 
donated for use as part of an artificial reef program (Beach 2001). 

Because scrapped vessels would be removed from the marine environment, and because 
cleaning, scrapping. and disposal of any vessel would be done in accordance with all 
relevant state and federal laws and regulations. there would be no significant adverse 
effect on fisheries. 

4.2.2 Marine Life (Including Threatened and Endangered Species) 

4.2.2.1 Alternative 1: No Action 

The following is a discussion of the impacts of continued operation of the remaining 
active 180-foot fleet and any currently operating 225-foot or 175-foot vessels replacing 
the already decommissioned 180-foot class on marine life with the main emphasis on 
protected marine species. The currently decommissioned 180-foot vessels and the Fir 
would remain in storage under the No Action Alternative and as such would have no 
direct or cumulative significant impact on marine life under this part of the No Action 
Alternative. 

4.2.2.1.7 Atlantic Coast 780-Foot Operations and Potential Impacts to Marine life: 

Currently, the USCGC Madrona (a 180-foot vessel) operates on the Atlantic Coast. The 
USCGC Gentian, part of the 180-foot fleet, is now being used as a training vessel in 
Florida. 

In the Atlantic, between 1987 and 1993, up to 17 percent of all stranded sea turtles had 
boat-related injuries and ship strikes appear to be a substantial source of mortality for sea 
turtles (USCG 1996’). The USCG is active in many of the cetacean and manatee high- 
use habitats off U.S. coasts because these areas are also used extensively by commercial 
ships, fishermen, and recreational boaters. Additionally, intensive vessel traffic may 
cause physical disturbance to marine animals through the noise vessels produce and from 
perceived threats from vessel and human presence in the vicinity of wild animals. The 
endangered right whale and humpback whale are the most likely ESA-listed species to be 
affected by continued 180-foot vessel operations on the Atlantic Coast. Ninety percent of 
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USCG operations occur within 20 miles of the shore. This is also the primary habitat 
associated with these two whale species. as well as the fin whale and most species of sea 
turtles. Thls area also encompasses the three right whale critical habitat areas in the 
western north Atlantic (USCG 1996l). 

Due to two accidental USCG vessel strikes whch lulled two endangered right whales on 
the Atlantic Coast. the USCG prepared and completed The Endangered Species Act 
Biological Assessment for the U.S. Atlantic Coast, August 1 1995. U.S. Coast Guard and 
Batelle Ocean Sciences, and the FEIS for the U.S. Coast Guard Atlantic Protected Living 
Marine Resources Initiative, October 31, 1996, U.S. Coast Guard and Batelle Ocean 
Sciences. The FEIS analyzed existing USCG vessel and other operations on the Atlantic 
Coast (the No Action Alternative) and USCG vessel and other operations under a 
proposed Atlantic Protected Living Marine Resources Initiative. The APLMRI was 
developed to improve protection of threatened or endangered species along the Atlantic 
coast. The analysis contained in the FEIS resulted in the implementation of the USCG's 
APLMRI. Under the APLMRI, the USCG has established a program on the Atlantic 
Coast to reduce environmental impacts from all its operations including vessel 
operations. The following is a highlight of initiatives under the APLMRI. A full list is 
located in Appendix K under Section 3.2, Preferred Alternative. 

1. 

3 &. 

3. 

4. 

5 .  

The USCG adjusts vessel speed during non-emergency operations in areas where 
protected species are known to be present. This will decrease the likelihood of 
collision and reduce re-suspension of bottom sediments. Speed adjustment will also 
serve to reduce noise in these areas. 
The USCG vessel operating procedures reduce potential adverse impacts on living 
marine resources. Operational modifications include changes in vessel movement 
within critical habitats and in the vicinity of protected species. The USCG is also 
establishing a conservation program to facilitate public education programs. 
The USCG plots known high-use habitats on navigational and law enforcement 
worhng charts. Personnel use this information to determine when they enter or 
approach an area where caution will be necessary to prevent encounters with 
protected species. Personnel are being trained in whale identification and safe vessel 
operation to decrease the likelihood of collision. 
The USCG engages in cooperative efforts with other agencies, particularly National 
Marine Fisheries Service and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, in implementing and 
improving activities designed to protect and enhance populations of protected species 
along the U.S. Atlantic coast. 
The USCG continues to post a lookout on its vessels. Vessel lookouts are provided 
NMFS certified training in the identification of marine mammals. 

The FEIS for the US. Coast Guard Atlantic Protected Living Marine Resources 
Initiative, October 31, 1996, U.S. Coast Guard and Battelle Ocean Sciences is available 
by contacting: 

Coast Guard Headquarters 
Office of Law Enforcement (G-OPL) 

Washington, DC 20593 
2100 2nd St. sw 
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Additionally. to further protect living marine resources from possible environmental 
impacts from vessel operations. a “Coast Guard Vessel and Speed Approach Guidance” 
for whales was released in the spring of 1997 for vessels operating along the Atlantic 
Coast and on October 22, 1997 for vessels operating along the Pacific coast. This 
guidance states: 

“Reduction 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. Speeds as appropriate, yet navigationally prudent, to avoid 
collision with a whale, and $necessary, reduce speed to a minimum at which 
the vessel can be kept on course or come to all stop. 

Do not approach whales head-on, nor approach within 100 Fards. Approach 
distances ma? v a q  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.” 

Additionally, the Coast Guard has completed and issued a strategic plan called “Ocean 
Steward” detailing how the USCG can help our nation recover and maintain healthy 
populations of marine protected species (see Appendix N for a full copy of this plan.) 
Ocean Steward has been endorsed by the Commandant of the Coast Guard and issued to 
our operators in the marine environment as of September 28.2000. 

The preferred alternative (the proposed implementation of the U.S. Coast Guard Atlantic 
Protected Living Marine Resources Initiative) in the 1996 FEIS for the U.S. Coast Guard 
APLMRI discusses the potential for environmental impacts to protected species from all 
USCG vessel operations (including 180-foot vessel operations) on the Atlantic Coast 
with the APLMRI in place. The analysis of the preferred alternative in this FEIS states 
that impacts to the physical environment (air and water quality and coastal habitat) from 
USCG operations on the Atlantic Coast with the APLMRI in place are not significant. 
Additionally, the FEIS states that implementation of the APLMRI could significantly 
reduce the potential for USCG vessel collisions with and harassment of whales, dolphins, 
manatees, pinnepeds (seals) and turtles. The conclusion of the NMFS in their 1996 
biological opinion (BO) issued under the authority of Section 79b of the Endangered 
Species Act stated that the effects of the USCG’s Atlantic vessel operations with the 
APLMRI in place were not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of listed species 
on the Atlantic. Moreover, as a result of a possible whale strike by a USCG vessel, the 
CGC Campbell, in July of 1997 (which occurred after USCG implementation of the 
APLMRI) Section 7 consultation was reinitiated with NMFS, and NMFS reaffirmed their 
earlier conclusion as stated in the 1996 BO in a second BO issued June 8, 1998. Further 
conservation measures were recommended to the USCG in the second BO the majority of 
which the USCG is already implementing (see Appendix L). 

It is unlikely that continued operation of the 180s on the Atlantic Coast would 
significantly impact protected species or significantly contribute to negative cumulative 
impacts on protected species in the short term. This is due to the fact that they are only 
two remaining l8O-foot vessels operating on the Atlantic Coast compared with all vessel 
traffic, and that the APLMRI, along with the additional conservation measures, speed 
guidance, and Ocean Steward are in effect. However, at some point in the future if the 
remaining 180-foot vessels can no longer be repaired to maintain their current level of 
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effectiveness in environmental law enforcement. continuing to use the remaining aging 
180-foot vessels could result in slightly adding to already si,onificant cumulative adverse 
effects to endangered and threatened species and creating minor adverse effects on other 
protected species . 

4.2*2.7.2 Gulf Coast 780-foot Operations: Possible Collision of USCG Vessels with 
Protected Species 

The USCG operates more than 200 vessels, includmg one 180-foot vessel. the Srt*eergum. 
to fulfill its missions in the Gulf of Mexico. All platforms are used in SAR. Law 
Enforcement (LE), Marine Environment Protection (MEP), and AtoN operations. During 
general vessel operations, there is a lookout on duty at all times. but this lookout may be 
the helmsman or the officer of the day (OD), depending on the size of the crew. Vessel 
speed is dependent on weather conditions, the nature of the mission, and energy 
conservation guidelines (Table 9). During operation of these vessels, wildlife may be 
disturbed by the physical presence of these craft and the sounds made by them. The level 
of this disturbance depends on many factors such as the size and speed of the vessel. the 
reproductive status of the species, and the distance between the vessel and wildlife. 
Collisions with wildlife are also possible. 

Vessel 
Size 

Table 9 - Defined Economic Speed Directivdnstruction 

#Crewon MardmumSpeed Typical 
Board mots) speed 

41' 3 22 6-15 

82' 

110' 
I I 4 

10 18-22 6-10 

16 28-30 9-15 

210' 

180' 

There are seven species of endangered marine mammals and five species of marine 
turtles that could potentially be affected by continued 180-foot vessel operations in the 
Gulf of Mexico. USCG interactions with the right, humpback, blue, fin and sei whales, 
and the green, hawksbill, and leatherback sea turtles are unlikely because these species 
are extremely rare in U.S. waters of the Gulf. Therefore, the following discussion will 
concentrate on potential interactions of these USCG vessels with manatees, sperm 
whales, loggerhead turtles, and Kemp's ridley turtles (Battelle 1997). 

h the marine environment, the primary hazard to marine life of USCG operations is 
collisions of USCG vessels with wildlife. The USCG is active in many of the marine 
animal high-use areas in the Gulf of Mexico because these areas also are used extensively 
by commercial ships, fishermen, recreational boaters, and for oil exploration and 
production (Battelle 1997). 

70 15 10-12 

49 13 8 
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Collision with Manatees 

The first of three synoptic aerial surveys conducted by the Florida Fish and Wildlife 
Conservation Commission (FFWCC) Florida Marine Research Institute (FMRI) between 
January 5-6.2001 showed a manatee populations of 3.276. This is an increase of 1.37 
percent from 20oO data (2.222 manatee) and 1.39 percent from 1999 data (2.353 
manatee). which was the highest count observed in the past decade (FMRI 2001 I ) .  The 
largest single source of mortality for the Florida manatee is watercraft-related deaths. 
Most manatee deaths are due to human-related activity. According to biologists at the 
FFWCC M I ,  there were 273 manatee deaths in Florida during 2OOO: the highest 
number since the red tide outbreak in 1996, which contributed to 415 deaths. In 2OOO. 
watercraft-related deaths were 78 compared to the record level of 82 in 1999. An 
indication of high watercraft-related deaths in early 2OOO increased law enforcement and 
education efforts, particularly in Brevard, Broward, Collier and Lee Counties where 
mortality is high. The FFWCC FMRI’s data indicates that on average, only half of the 
boats observed complied with manatee speed zones. The visible presence of law 
enforcement has increased boater compliance to as much as 80 percent (FMRI 2001). 

As previously stated, the most abundant species of manatee in U.S. Gulf of Mexico 
waters is the Florida manatee, which is found primarily along the coast of Florida. 
Therefore, USCG District 7 operations overlap with a large portion of manatee high-use 
habitat. There is only one documented collision of a USCG vessel and a manatee in the 
Gulf of Mexico. On October 20, 1990, a 4 1 -foot USCG boat collided with and killed a 
manatee on Florida’s west coast. The collision occurred in Yankeetown (Levy County) at 
the mouth of the Withlacoochee River between channel markers “31” and “33.” The 
USCG boat was responding to an emergency, a boat fire, and traveling at approximately 
22 miles per hour (mph) at the time of the collision. The cause of death was determined 
to be the impact of the vessel (Battelle 1997). 

Although, the manatee population count is high for the first aerial survey conducted in 
2001, FFWCC biologists are on alert to respond to any manatees that may be affected by 
the cold weather or injuries from boat collisions (FMRI 2001 ’). 

Continued operation of one 180-foot vessel would not have a significant impact on the 
manatee. The USCG has not been responsible for any collisions with manatees since 
1990, and the collision did not involve a large USCG vessel, but a 4 1 -foot vessel 
conducting an emergency operation. Additionally, no-wake rules for motor vessels are in 
place in most manatee high-use habitats. These rules are intended to keep vessel speeds 
low enough that collisions are less likely and injuries less serious, should a collision 
occur. The USCG observes these rules in posted areas, unless conducting an emergency 
operation, and maintains a lookout as required on all vessels underway (Battelle 1997). 
Coast Guard District 7 actively works to help protect manatees as part of its 
responsibilities. In fiscal year 1999, Coast Guard District 7 units wrote approximately 
700 manatee violations. This was a 150 percent increase over fiscal year 1998. District 7 
intends to continue this trend in manatee enforcement as stations are available to enforce. 

03/2 1 /O 1 65 



Collision with Whales 

As previously stated. USCG interactions with the right, humpback. blue. fin and sei 
whales are unlikely primarily because of their low density in the Gulf of Mexico and. 
therefore, the operation of the 180-foot vessels still remaining in the Gulf. would have no 
significant impacts on these species. In the Gulf of Mexico, sperm whales are the most 
numerous of the endangered cetaceans. However. they are usually found in deep water 
and well offshore. In addition. they can stay submerged for more than an hour at a time. 
followed by a prolonged period at the surface. Considering their habitat use patterns and 
behavior, we conclude that USCG vessel collisions with sperm whales are unlikely 
(Battelle 1997). Therefore, there would be no significant impact to these whales from the 
continued operation of the remaining 180-foot vessels. 

Collision with Sea Turtles 
Between 1987 and 1993, up to 17 percent of all stranded sea turtles had boat-related 
injuries. S h p  strikes appear to be a significant source of mortality for sea turtles, and 
reports of vessel-related injuries have increased in recent years (Teas 1994a.b). Of the 
five species of sea turtles that occur in U.S. territorial waters, including the Gulf of 
Mexico, the loggerhead and green turtles appear to be the most susceptible to collisions 
with boats. Kemp's ridley turtles, though smaller than the other sea turtles. occasionally 
are victims of vessel collisions, particularly when feeding on the by-catch discharged 
from commercial fishing vessels. Reports of collisions involving hawksbill and 
leatherback turtles are rare, mainly because these species are extremely rare in U.S. 
coastal waters. 

Loggerhead turtles occur in growing numbers along the west coast of Florida and in 
somewhat smaller numbers along the Texas coast. Nesting is observed frequently along 
the coast of southeast Florida and the Florida panhandle. Ridley turtles are common all 
along the coast of the Gulf of Mexico, particularly along the coast of Texas, where they 
forage in shallow water for crustaceans. These turtles frequently are encountered in 
passes and harbor entrances where they are vulnerable to vessel collisions. 

Sea turtles generally spend greater than 90 percent of the time submerged, making 
sighting of turtles difficult, but also decreasing the risk of a collision with a shallow-draft 
vessel. USCG high-use areas overlap with areas important for sea turtle nesting and 
feeding along the west coast of Florida and the coast of Texas. Although the possibility 
that sea turtles may be directly taken through collision with USCG vessels exists, the 
likelihood of such direct takings is minimal. There are no records of USCG vessel 
collisions with turtles, although such collisions may have gone unnoticed because turtles 
are small in size relative to many USCG vessels. However, even if collisions do occur, it 
is unlikely that such interactions would significantly affect populations of turtles because 
the number of turtles directly affected would be small (Battelle 1997). Therefore, 
impacts to sea turtles from continued operation of the 180-foot vessel would not have 
significant impacts . 
Collision with Seabirds and Other Protected Wildlife 

Marine and coastal birds are not ordinarily vulnerable to collision with USCG and other 
motor vessels. However, during the seasonal molt or after heavy feeding, individuals or 
flocks of marine birds may be unable to fly, rendering them vulnerable to collision with 
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fast-moving vessels (Battelle 1997). Most of the threatened or endangered birds in the 
Gulf of Mexico area are shore birds or migrants; only the brown pelican and the least tern 
are water birds that spend much time on the water surface or diving from the air for food. 
Of these species, the brown pelican is most susceptible to collision because it is slow to 
fly from the water due to its size. Overall, the risk of collisions of USCG vessels with 
marine birds is low and, therefore, impacts from the continued operation of the 180-foot 
vessel and the replacement vessel in the Gulf are not significant. 

Protected species of terrestrial mammals that inhabit the shores of the Gulf of Mexico are 
not vulnerable to injury or death from collisions with vessels. Nor is the Gulf sturgeon. 
The American crocodile inhabits shallow coastal waters and estuaries of southwestern 
Florida. It is restricted primarily to shallower waters than those frequented by the 180- 
foot vessel and the replacement vessels. There are few records of collisions between 
motor vessels and crocodiles. It is unlikely that USCG vessels on routine patrols or 
engaged in other mission operations would collide with crocodiles (Battelle 1997). 
Therefore. the impacts to these species from continued operation of the l8O-foot vessel 
are not significant. 

4.2.2.1.3 Physical Disturbances Resulting from Continued Operation of USCG 180- 
foot vessel 

Intensive vessel traffic may cause physical disturbance to marine animals, birds. and 
wildlife from perceived threats from vessel and human presence in the vicinity of wild 
animals. Vessel traffic may physically displace some species of marine animals, birds, 
and wildlife from preferred feeding areas and may interfere with breeding and other 
social activities if the vessels make repeated close approaches. There is some evidence 
that some populations of cetaceans have been displaced from traditional feeding and 
wintering areas by increased vessel traffic (Baker et al. 1982; Forestell 1986). Continued 
180-foot vessel operations and their replacements in the Gulf of Mexico do not overlap 
with essential habitat for most of the endangered and threatened species listed in for the 
Gulf. USCG Stations Ft. Myers, Cortez, St. Petersburg, Sand Key and Yankeetown are 
located in high-use habitat for manatees. These stations operate only 20 boats and 4 
cutters, not counting AtoN vessels; thus, their contribution to physical disturbance of 
manatees in the area is small. 

Brown pelicans, woodstorks, piping plovers, least terns, sandhill cranes, bald eagles, and 
peregrine falcons nest in the Gulf either on land or in trees. Nesting birds may fly up 
from their nests when disturbed. Birds appear to habituate readily to intrusions of motor 
vessels and people, if the intrusions are not too frequent or intense. Along most of the 
Gulf coast, total small vessel traffic and other human activity is high and growing. Most 
shore and marine birds are used to the presence of humans and their motor vessels and 
are not readily disturbed by such encounters. Therefore, motor vessel traffic near nesting 
sites of endangered birds along the coast of the Gulf of Mexico appears to cause 
relatively little disturbance to marine birds thus impacts are not significant. 

Sea turtles appear to be relatively insensitive to physical disturbance from motor vessels 
of the sizes and types operated by the USCG. When approached too closely by a motor 
vessel, sea turtles often dive. They are able to remain submerged for long periods of time 
and resurface after the vessel has left the area. 
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It is not known if the turtles are sensitive to disturbance from motor vessels during the 
pre-nesting and nesting period. In the Gulf of Mexico. the beaches used by sea turtles for 
nesting vary from year to year. Sea turtle nesting sites, mostly for the threatened 
loggerhead turtle, may be near USCG stations Ft. Myers, Sand Key, Yankeetown. 
Panama City, and Destin, Florida, and possibly Port Isabel and Port Arkansas. Texas. 
The small number of USCG vessels at these stations makes it unlikely that their routine 
operations would cause physical hsturbance to pre-nesting and nesting sea turtles. 

There is no evidence that near-shore vessel activities have interfered with nesting activity 
or decreased the numbers or frequency of visits of female turtles to the shore. It is 
probable that sea turtles become habituated to the presence of motor vessels. They tend 
to seek out and congregate around shrimp trawls and other commercial fishing vessels 
where they feed on the discarded by-catch. This behavior increases the likelihood that 
they would be caught in the shrimp nets or struck by the vessel, major sources of 
mortality for loggerhead. Kemp's ridley, and green turtles. The 180-foot vessel rarely 
operates in shallow waters close to shore where most turtle feeding takes place. 
Therefore, the contribution of USCG vessels to the limited physical disturbance of 
protected marine turtles from vessel activities is low and negligible and would not cause 
significant impacts to these species. 

However, at some point in the future, if the remaining l8O-foot vessels can no longer be 
repaired to maintain its current level of effectiveness in environmental law enforcement, 
continuing use of the remaining aging 180-foot vessel could result in slightly adding to 
already significant cumulative adverse effects to endangered and threatened species and 
creating minor adverse effects on other protected species. 

4.2.2.1.3. I Alaska Coast and Arctic I8O-Foot Vessel Operations (District 17) 

Many routine USCG activities in District 17 include procedures to protect and conserve 
threatened, endangered, and listed species. USCG missions most frequently involved 
with protected species conservation are ELT, Marine Environmental Protection, and 
Vessel Traffic Control (VTC) services. The following are selected activities currently 
undertaken by the USCG to enhance the recovery of endangered and threatened species 
(Battelle 1999). 

One of the USCG's primary missions is the enforcement of laws and treaties, 
including the ESA and the MMPA, in support of the conservation and management of 
living marine resources (LMR). In addition to general LMR enforcement activities, 
the USCG monitors compliance with closed-area fishing regulations and patrols 
protected areas, such as Steller sea lion rookeries and haulouts, to enforce trawl 
exclusion zone regulations. 
In oil or hazardous material spill events, if the responsible party is not known, the 
USCG can initiate cleanup activities through hired contractors. The contractors are 
experienced spill responders who have mandatory training in all aspects of spill 
response, including exposure hazards to fish and wildlife, environmental impact of 
the responses, and marine bird and marine mammal avoidance. If a spill threatens a 
LMR, the FOSC can initiate activities to minimize or avoid exposure of protected 
marine birds and mammals to the oil. During a spill response, a Scientific Support 
Coordinator is designated by NOAA and assists the FOSC on issues related to LMR 
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protection. USFWS may provide support if endangered species under this protection 
are at risk. 
The USCG provides designated platforms for personnel from NMFS, USFWS. and 
other environmental protection agencies. Helicopters. fixed-wing aircraft. and 
surface vessels are able to serve as observation platforms when requested. as long as 
other mission requirements can be met. The USCG provides aircraft and vessel 
support for agency personnel and their contractors to conduct surveys to facilitate 
research withn threatened or endangered species high-use areas. The USCG District 
17 collaborates with the NMFS Protected Resource Management Division (PRMD) in 
responding to strandings, entanglements, and collisions involving protected species, 
particularly Steller sea lions, living west of 144" W longitude, and endangered 
cetaceans. Icebreakers are provided to scientists from April through September each 
year for research in the arctic ice-covered regions of District 17. Some of the work 
includes environmental monitoring and assessment, particularly for bowhead whales. 
polar bears, walrus, and arctic seals. USCG air and surface patrols provide resources 
often unavailable to these agencies, and provide invaluable information on 
endangered and threatened species and their habitats. 
The USCG continues to revise Area Contingency Plans (ACPs) as needed. The ACPs 
help to focus and integrate state and Federal responses to spill events. Because ACPs 
include an inventory of all endangered and threatened species and their habitats in an 
area, they provide an excellent reference for USCG response units in emergency 
situations. This ensures that threatened and endangered species are not adversely 
affected by spill clean-up activities. 
The USCG educates mariners about critical habitats and laws protecting birds and 
mammals, and has many opportunities for contact with the public. Lookouts on 
USCG vessels are trained to identify protected marine mammals. During boating 
safety inspections, the USCG may inform the master and crew of a vessel of the 
presence of critical habitat and trawl exclusion zones. explain the significance of this 
habitat, and describe safe boat-handling techniques when in the presence of 
endangered or threatened species. Public education is an essential part of the 
recovery plans for protected whales and turtles. 
District 17 has a marine mammal sighting program and is mandated to enforce the no- 
take provisions of the MMPA and ESA. A person aboard each USCG vessel has 
primary responsibility for documenting sightings of endangered marine mammals. 
Sighting priorities are for entangled or injured whales, dead whales, large groups of 
whales, and Steller sea lions. The USCG has specific guidelines for monitoring and 
enforcing no-take or no-harassment laws, including enforcing a buffer zone of 100 
yards in all directions around a whale, and a 500 yard buffer zone for the northern 
right whale. 
The Civil Engineering Unit (CEU) Juneau collaborates with EPA and state 
environmental regulators on environmental projects, including preparing Integrated 
Emergency Response Plans, developing Unit Environmental Guides, which describe 
all unit-specific environmental requirements, developing the computerized Unit 
Environmental Compliance system for ISC Kodiak, and performing remediation and 
restoration activities at USCG facilities. 

0 
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0 Aids to navigation operations are performed along the coast of District 17 from the 
Canadian border in the south to Kotzebue Sound in the north. There are more than 
1 .350 AtoN in District 17 that are serviced by several buoy tenders and smaller 
USCG vessels. Proper AtoN maintenance in sensitive areas is important in protectins 
endangered and threatened species, such as Steller sea lions. 
USCG flotillas are located in several Alaskan communities and assist in public 
education. courtesy marine examinations, and operational and public affairs missions. 
LMR regulations and conservation efforts are part of the training. Flotillas are 
located in Eagle River, Fairbanks. Homer, Juneau, Kenai, Ketchikan. Kodial;. Mat Su 
Borough. Sitka. Valdez. and Whittier. 

0 

The USCG files a report for all sightings of stranded endangered marine mammals. 
These reports are submitted to NMFS PRMD that manages the Alaska stranding 
networks. Most sighting reports are for individual or aggregated whales performing 
normal activities. However, between 1990 and the beginning of 1999, there have been 13 
sighting reports for dead or entangled whales, or reports of collisions with whales (Table 
10). Most reports were for entanglement of humpback whales or unknown whales. 

The reports of dead, entangled, or injured whales for 1997 through 2O00, shows that most 
strandings occur in June, July and August. Humpback whales are identified most 
frequently. Unknown whales may include gray. fin. and minke whales. However. gray 
whales usually are only encountered in coastal waters of southeast Alaska and the Gulf of 
Alaska in April-May and in October-November during their spring northward and fall 
southward migrations and so, are not expected to be present in southern Alaskan waters 
during the times when most sightings occur (Battelle 1999). 
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Table 10 - Reports to the -4laska Stranding h'etworks of Sightings by USCG Vessels 

of Entangled, Dead. or Injured Whales in District 17 between 1997 and 2O00 

Year 
1997 

Date SpCieS 
02-Apr Killer whale 

1 09-Apr 1 
23-Apr 

1 1-Jun 
13-Jun 

Whale 
Gray whale 

Unidentified pinniped 
Humpback whale 

1998 
13-J~l  Humpback whale 
03-Jun Whale 
18-Jun Gray whale 
19-J~l  Whale 

I I 22-Aug I Humpback whale 
17-Sep 
24-Sep 

~~ ~ 

Humpback whale 
Humpback whale 

I I 10-0ct I Humpback whale 

2Ooo 

I 1999 I 19-Jan I Beaked whale 

05-Aug Humpback whale 
09-Sep Humpback whale 
12-Jun Stellar sea lion 
July Whale 

16-Aug Fin whale 
3 1 - A u ~  Humpback whale 
16-0ct Humpback whale 

I 

I I 29-Mar I Cuvier's beaked whale 
I I 17-May I Sperm whale 
I I 10-Jun I Humpback whale 
I I 01-Jul I Gray whale 
I I 26-Ju1 I Whale 

4.2.2.1.3.2 USCG Vessels in District 17 - 
As of 01 January 01, the USCG operates more than 80 vessels, including 15 cutters. 65 to 
283 ft in length, homeported in Alaska. The USCG cutters are homeported at several 
locations in southern and southeastern Alaska, including Ketchikan, Petersburg, Auke 
Bay (Juneau), Sitka, Cordova, Seward, Homer, and Kodiak. The vessels include two 
medium-endurance cutters, five patrol boats, five buoy tenders, and one river tender. The 
smaller USCG vessels operate out of the same ports. In addition, a %foot powerboat is 
stationed at MSO Valdez. Aviation training boats (41-foot) are stationed at Air Station 
Kodiak and Sitka, and various size utility boats are stationed at Air Station Kodiak, 
Station Juneau, and Station Ketchikan (Battelle 1999). 

I 

- 
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In addition, 10 high-endurance cutters (WHEC 378 Class) three icebreakers, and three 
medium endurance cutters (WMEC 210 Class) are homeported in Alameda and San 
Diego, CA, Honolulu, HI, Seattle and Port Angeles, WA, and Warrenton, OR to fulfill its 
mission in coastal and offshore waters of District 17. One to three WHECs are on patrol 
at any time in District 17 waters, particularly in the “Doughnut Hole” at the U.S./Russian 
border and in the Bering Sea. Icebreakers, homeported in Seattle, operate during summer 
in the Bering, Chukchi, and Beaufort Seas north and west of Alaska (Battelle 1999). 

Homeport 

Ketchikan 

Table 11 - USCG Vessels Operating in District 17 and Homeported in Alaska 

USCG Cutter Vessel Area of Operation 
Type 

Anthonv Petit (175 ft) BT Dixon Entrance to Juneau 
Petersburg 

Auke Bay 
Sitka 

Anacapa (1 10 ft) PB Dixon Entrance to Y akutat 
Elderberry (65 ft) RT SE Alaska 
Liberty (1 10 ft) PB Dixon Entrance to Yakutat 

*Woodrush (180 I?) BT SE Alaska 

Cordova Prince William Sound, & Gulf of Alaska 
between Yakutat and McArthur Pass BT *Sweetbrier (180 ft) 

Aleutians west of Unimak Pass, Bristol 
Bay & S. Bering Sea BT Spar (225 ft) 

Seward 
Homer 

Kodiak 

Mustang (1 10 ft) PB Gulf of Alaska 

*Sedge (180 ft) BT Cook Inlet and Shelikof Straits 
Roanoke Island (1 10 ft) PB Unimak Pass to Fairweather Grounds 

*Firebush (1 80 ft) BT Kodiak to Unimak Pass 

Although the USCG vessels are all homeported in southeast Alaska, the Gulf of Alaska, 
or Seattle, several of the cutters patrol in the Bering Sea and along the Aleutian Island 
chain. The two MECs, homeported in District 17, patrol in both the Gulf of Alaska and 
the southern Bering Sea/Bristol Bay area. The Spar, a 225-foot tender, Juniper Class, 
homeported in Kodiak, is the only buoy tender routinely operating in the Aleutians and 
southern Bering Sea (Burlingame 2001). Most of the patrol boats operate in coastal 
waters of southeast Alaska, in the Gulf of Alaska, and along the Alaska Peninsula to 
Unimak Pass. Thus, USCG vessels are spread very thinly over District 17’s area of 
responsibility (AOR), which includes nearly 3.6 million square miles of marine waters 
and 33,000 linear miles of rugged coastline. 

Storis (230 ft) 

Most SAR and LE operations are performed within 50 miles of shore. Boardings and 
inspections of commercial fishing vessels in the southem Bering Sea may be further 
offshore. Patrols of the U.S./Russian border areas occur several hundred miles from the 
nearest shore. 

MEC 1 Gulf of Alaska, Bristol Bay & Bering Sea 

During vessel operations, there is a lookout on duty at all times; this lookout may be the 
helmsman or the OD, depending on the size of the vessel and number of personnel in the 
crew. Average vessel speed under way is dependent on weather conditions, the nature of 
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the mission, and energy conservation guidelines (Table 12). Typical cruising speeds of 
the USCG 180-foot/175 foot vessels (and other smaller vessels) are low enough that the 
risk of harmful collisions with protected species is low. The 378-foot HECs that operate 
in District 17 cruise at higher speeds, increasing the risk of a collision. Routine and 
emergency operation of these vessels may result in disturbance of marine animals, birds, 
and wildlife due to the physical presence of the vessels and the noises they make. The 
level of disturbance depends on several factors, including the size and speed of the vessel 
and the amount of noise it makes, the distance between the animals and USCG vessels, 
and previous history of exposure of the animals to similar disturbances. Nesting birds 
and pinnipeds (seals or walruses) in rookeries (breeding places or colonies) often are 
more sensitive to disturbance than the same animals at other times of year. 

Vessel Size (ft) Crew 

41 4 

110 16 - 25 

180 49 

213 - 230 76 - 78 

378 155 

175 24 

Table 12 - Maximum and Typical Operating Speeds of USCG Vessels in District 17 

Maximum Speed Typical Cruising Speed 
omow (knots) 

25+ 8 

26+ 6 

12- 13 8 

14.5 6 

29 8 -  15 

12.5 10 

4.2.2.1.3.3 Protected Species in District I7 
There are seven species of endangered cetaceans that reside in District 17 waters on a 
seasonal or year-round basis. The gray whale was recently de-listed and the Cook Inlet 
population of white or beluga whales is under review by NMFS for possible listing. The 
Steller sea lion is the only pinniped that is listed as endangered or threatened in different 
parts of District 17. The northern fur seal is listed as depleted. The harbor seal, though 
not listed as endangered, is listed by the State of Alaska as species of special concern 
because of it’s declining population or vulnerability to environmental disturbance. Non- 
endangered cetaceans in District 17 that, nevertheless, are protected under the MMPA 
include the narwhal and minke whales, three species of beaked whales, five species of 
dolphins, and two porpoises. Also protected by the MMPA are eight phocid seals, three 
otariid sea lions, walrus, sea otter, and polar bear. 

In addition, there are three endangered and two threatened birds, one endangered and two 
threatened populations of salmon (from the Snake River, Washington, which spend part 
of their ocean residency in the Gulf of Alaska), one species of endangered plants, and 
four species of threatened or endangered sea turtles that have been identified in Alaska. 
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There is little likelihood of encounters between most of these species of protected plants 
and animals and routine USCG activities in District 17. Northern right whales are so 
depleted in the eastern North Pacific Ocean and sightings have been restricted primarily 
to the central Bering Sea and offshore waters of the Gulf of Alaska (Clapham et al 1999). 
that encounters between USCG vessels and right whales are highly unlikely and therefore 
continued operation of the 180-foot vessels and the replacement vessel would not have 
significant impacts on this species. Right whales are vulnerable to vessel strikes and 
entanglement in fishing gear (Kraus 1990); two right whale deaths in Alaskan waters 
have been attributed to fishery interactions. 

Blue, sei, and sperm whales usually remain well offshore in District 17 waters where they 
are unlikely to encounter USCG vessels and, therefore, continued operation of the 
remaining 180-foot vessels and replacement vessel would not have significant impacts on 
these whale species. Female sperm whales and juveniles do not ordinarily migrate north 
of 50" N latitude in the eastern Pacific Ocean. Other Alaskan marine mammals that 
remain primarily well offshore over the continental slope include the short-finned pilot 
whale, Dall's porpoise, Pacific white-sided dolphin, Risso's dolphin, Cuvier's beaked 
whale, Stejneger's beaked whale, northern fur seal, and northern elephant seal (Kajimura 
and Loughlin 1988). Fur seals have extensive rookeries in the Pribilof Islands, where 
they remain from about July through October. These marine mammals are fast 
swimming and usually can avoid collisions with vessels. Thus, continued operation of 
the 180-foot vessels and the replacement vessel would have no significant impact on 
these marine mammals. 

Bowhead whales are restricted primarily to the west central and northern Bering Sea, the 
Chukchi Sea, and the Beaufort Sea. They winter near the ice edge in the central and 
western Bering Sea and summer primarily in the Chukchi and Beaufort Seas, often in 
close association with ice (Bums et. al 1981; Richardson et. al 1995). They migrate south 
from the Chukchi Sea through the Bering Strait into the Bering Sea in October through 
December. They migrate northward through the Bering Strait in March through June, 
depending on ice conditions. Beluga whales often are associated with bowhead whales in 
the Bering, Chuckchi, and Beaufort Seas (Bums et. al 198 1).  However, their winter 
distribution in the Bering Sea is greater than that of bowhead whales and may include 
coastal waters as far south as Bristol Bay. In spring, some migrate northward with 
bowhead whales, but many remain in offshore waters of the northern Bering Sea, and in 
coastal waters and estuaries from Bristol Bay to Amundson Gulf. An isolated population 
of beluga whales, possibly numbering 500, also lives in Cook Inlet during summer. In 
winter, this population disperses over a wide area of the Gulf of Alaska from Yakutat in 
the east to the Trinity Islands in the west. Narwals frequently are encountered feeding 
with belugas in the Chukchi and Beaufort Seas. They rarely migrate south into the 
Bering Sea. Other marine mammals that are associated with sea pack ice, or land-fast ice 
during at least part of each year include the polar bear, walrus, and spotted, ribbon, 
ringed, and bearded seals. Icebreakers are the most likely USCG vessels to encounter 
these ice-associated marine mammals in District 17 and 180-foot and 175-foot vessels do 
not do icebreaking in District 17. However, USCG cutters and patrol boats may 
encounter beluga whales, particularly in Bristol Bay, where there is a significant 
interaction between beluga whales and the net and driftnet fisheries for salmon (Barlow 
et. al. 1994) and in Cook Inlet. 
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Four species of sea turtles have been reported from Alaskan waters. Three of these, the 
green, loggerhead, and olive ridley turtles are subtropical species that can tolerate water 
temperatures below about 10" C for only a short period of time. The leatherback turtle is 
a temperateboreal species that can tolerate moderately cold water. Most sightings of 
turtles in Alaskan waters are of stranded or cold-stunned individuals. These animals are 
unlikely to survive. Therefore, interactions of turtles with USCG vessels in District 17 
are unlikely and, if they occurred, would not be harmful to the turtle populations. 
Therefore, continued operation of the 180-foot vessels and the replacement vessel would 
not have a significant impact on turtles in District 17. 

Fin, minke,  humpback, and gray whales frequently move into nearshore waters in 
southeast Alaska, the Gulf of Alaska, and southern Bering Sea in areas frequented by 
USCG vessels. Essentially the entire population of eastem Pacific (Califomia) gray 
whales passes through Unimak Pass twice each year during its spring and fall migrations 
between southern wintering areas and feeding areas in the central and northern Bering 
Sea, the eastern Chukchi Sea, and the western Beaufort Sea. Humpback whales are 
observed frequently during spring and summer in southwestern Prince William Sound 
and around Kodiak Island (Von Ziegesar et. al 1994; Waite et. al 1999). The killer 
whale, Pacific white-sided dolphin, harbor porpoise, and Dall's porpoise all visit shallow 
nearshore waters of southern Alaska at least seasonally. Harbor seals, northern fur seals, 
and Steller and California sea lions also occur in inshore waters. Sea otters are now 
common in coastal waters, out to a water depth of about 75 meters, from southeast 
Alaska through the Gulf of Alaska, along the Alaska Peninsula, in the southern Bering 
Sea, and out along the Aleutian Island chain. These shallow water, coastal species are the 
most vulnerable to interactions with USCG vessels in District 17. 

4.2.2.7.3.4 Collision of USCG Vessels with Protected Species 

The primary hazard of the 180-foot vessels and replacement vessel operations in District 
17 is collisions of USCG vessels with wildlife. USCG vessels are active in many of the 
marine mammal high-use areas in the southeastern Alaska, the Gulf of Alaska, and the 
southem Bering Sea, because these areas also are used extensively by commercial ships, 
cruise ships, commercial fishing boats, and recreational boats. Vessel activity (including 
USCG vessels) is not heavy anywhere in District 17, especially when compared to vessel 
traffic in coastal waters of the lower 48 states. Large numbers of fishing boats may 
congregate for fishery openings; they usually disperse quickly as the fishery progresses. 
The relatively low vessel traffic density in District 17 means that the risk of a collision 
with marine animals and wildlife is low, but that the animals may be more disturbed than 
animals from high traffic areas by the presence of vessels. 

Collisions with Whales 
The whales that, because of their abundance and distribution, are most likely to encounter 
the USCG's remaining 180-foot vessels or the 175-foot replacement vessel in District 17 
are the humpback, fin, minke, gray, and beluga whales. There is documented evidence of 
collisions between all these species and vessels (Barlow et. a1 1995), though not 
necessarily in District 17. In 1995 and 1996 there were two documented collision 
incidents involving whales in District 17, only one of which involved a USCG vessel, a 
378-foot USCG HEC. However, most collisions with wildlife are not reported, so the 
contribution of USCG vessels to total collisions is probably very low. 

0310 I /O 1 75 



Collisions with large. high-speed commercial vessels are the most serious and often result 
in the death of the whale. Such vessels are not common in Alaskan waters. Georss tv ( 2 1 .  

( 1991) reponed that less than 1 percent of the bowhead whales harvested hy Alaskan 
Eslumos in the Bering. Chukchi. and Beaufort Seas had evidence of collision scars. This 
compares to a ship strike incidence of 20 percent among right whales in the northwestern 
Atlantic Ocean off the U.S. and Canada (Kraus 1990). As stated in the previous 
paragraph. there were two vessel collisions with whales in District 17. one each in 1995 
and 1996. Several vessel collisions involving humpback whales have been reported in 
the western North Atlantic off New England and eastern Canada. probably because parts 
of their hgh-use habitat in this area overlaps with major shipping routes into major 
northeastern U.S. and Canadian ports. Vessel collisions with juvenile gr3y whales have 
been reported off southern California (Sumich and Harvey 1986). Fin and minke whales 
are fast swimmers and there are few reports of vessel collisions involving these species. 
Overall. the frequency of vessel strikes involving whales is related to the numbers of 
whales and vessels operating in the same areas. Although several species of whales are 
abundant in coastal and nearshore waters of District 17 they are distributed over vast 
areas where the coastal human population is very low. The relatively small numbers of 
large. fast motor vessels, including USCG cutters and patrol boats. in District 17 
precludes a high frequency of vessel strikes involving whales. Therefore. the continued 
operation of the 180-foot vessels and the replacement 175 in District 17 would not have a 
significant impact on these species. 

Collisions with Other Marine Mammals 
As discussed above, several species of porpoises, dolphins, seals, sea lions, and the sea 
otter are abundant in coastal and offshore waters of southeast Alaska, the Gulf of Alaska, 
and the southern Bering Sea in areas patrolled by USCG vessels. All these marine 
mammals are smaller than most whales, are fast, agile swimmers, and remain alert. They 
usually can avoid collisions with motor vessels. All have excellent underwater hearing 
and can detect an approaching motor vessel from a distance. Large numbers of seals or 
sea lions may congregate in nearshore water near haulouts and rookeries. When 
approached by a motor vessel, they will scatter, but. because of the large numbers 
present, some may not be able to avoid a collision. In part, because of this, the NMFS 
has restricted vessel traffic in 3-mile buffer zones near Steller sea lion rookeries in 
western Alaska. Thus, the risk of collision between these species and USCG vessels is 
low and continued operations of the 18O-foot vessels and the currently operating 
replacement vessel would not have significant impacts on these species. 

Collisions with Sea Turtles 

Sea turtles are extremely rare in District 17, and most, other than leatherback turtles, 
probably are strays, lost to the main populations living farther south. Most documented 
sightings have been of stranded individuals on shores of southeast Alaska. Collisions are 
a problem in some areas, but USCG vessels are unlikely to encounter or collide with sea 
turtles in waters of District 17. Therefore, there is no significant impact to turtles from 
continued operation of the 1 80-foot vessels and the currently operating replacement 
vessel. 
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Collisions with Seabirds and Other Protected Wildlife 

Marine and coastal birds are not ordinarily vulnerable to collision with USCG and other 
motor vessels. However. during the seasonal molt or after heavy feeding. individuals or 
flocks of marine birds may be unable to fly, rendering them vulnerable to collision with 
fast-moving vessels. Massive breeding colonies of several species of marine birds 
occupy coastal islands in the western Gulf of Alaska, the Aleutians, and the southern 
Bering Sea. During the nesting season, large numbers of birds may congregate on the sea 
surface off the rookeries. These birds, because of their vast numbers. are vulnerable to 
collisions with motor vessels that approach the rookeries. Birds that feed or rest on the 
sea surface tend to either dive or fly away when approached by a motor vessel. None of 
the endangered birds considered in this assessment nest in this way. Most nest in relative 
isolation and so are less vulnerable to vessel strikes. Thus, the risk of collisions between 
marine birds and USCG vessels is very low and continued operation of the 180-foot 
vessels and currently operating replacement vessel would not significantly impact marine 
birds. 

Polar bears occupy a unique habitat in arctic Alaska on the pack ice and sea ice where 
they hunt for food, particularly ringed seals, and reproduce. Polar bears are alert. fast 
moving animals that tend to avoid approaching motor vessels. USCG vessels do not 
operate in their habitat. 

Several runs of chinook and sockeye salmon in the Pacific Northwest are considered 
endangered. Salmon are grouped into behaviorally and genetically distinct "runs" or 
evolutionarily significant units (ESUs). These ESUs of salmon reproduce in watersheds 
of Washington and Oregon. but spend their ocean residency of two to five years in the 
offshore waters of the Gulf of Alaska, and perhaps into the southern Bering Sea. NMFS 
has designated critical habitat for these ESUs. Critical habitat for salmon encompasses 
the river reaches currently or historically accessible to the fish, but does not include 
marine waters (50 CFR Part 226, Vol. 63, No. 45). Thus, USCG vessels from District 17 
never encounter the protected salmon stocks in their designated critical habitats. No 
information is available about the frequency of vessel strikes with salmon and other large 
pelagic fish in ocean waters. Such encounters probably are rare and would have no effect 
on the population level. USCG vessels performing routine operations in District 17 are 
not likely to have collisions with protected stocks of salmon and, therefore, continued 
operation of the 180-foot vessels and currently operating replacement vessel would not 
have significant impacts on salmon (Batelle 1999). 

Physical Disturbances Resulting from Operation of USCG Vessels 4.2.2.1.3.5 

Intensive vessel traffic may cause physical disturbance to marine animals, birds, and 
wildlife through the noises the vessels produce, as described above, and from perceived 
threats from vessel and human presence in the vicinity of wild animals. Vessel traffic 
may physically displace some species of marine mammals, birds, and wildlife from 
preferred feeding areas, and may interfere with breeding and other social activities if the 
vessels make repeated close approaches. There is some evidence that some populations 
of cetaceans have been displaced from traditional feeding and wintering areas by 
increased vessel traffic (Baker et al. 1982; Forestell 1986). 

Populations of Steller sea lions in Alaska have declined rapidly during the last two 
decades and, as a result, they were recently listed as an endangered species (Loughlin 
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1998). NMFS has designated critical habitats for Steller sea lions in Alaska (50 CFR Pm 
226.12. Vol. 63. Xo. 35). Human activities. particularly fishlng. in critical habitats are 
restricted to avoid disturbance of the protected species. The critical habitats include all 
major rookeries and haulouts in Alaska. These are located mostly on rocky islands in 
southeast Alaska, the northern Gulf of Alaska. and along the Aleutian Island chain. 

The critical habitats include a terrestrial zone that extends 3,000 ft landward from the 
baseline and 3,000 ft  above the terrestrial zone. For rookeries and haulouts located east 
of 144" W longitude. the aquatic zone extends 3,000 ft seaward of the baseline (shore). 
The aquatic zone of rookeries and haulouts located west of 144" W longitude extends 20 
kilometers (km) seaward of the baseline. Three special aquatic foraging areas also have 
been designated as critical habitat for Steller sea lions. These include the Shelikof Strait 
between the Alaska Peninsula and the Kodiak Island group, and the Bogoslof and 
Sequam Pass areas of the Aleutian Islands. USCG vessels and aircraft avoid these 
critical habitats except when participating in emergency SAR and LE activities. 

The USCG District 17 collaborates with the NMFS PRMD in responding to stranding, 
entanglements. and collisions involving Stellar sea lions living west of the 14.4" W 
longitude. The USCG provides observation platforms (such as helicopters, fixed-wing 
aircraft, and surface vessels) for environmental protection agencies and their contractors 
to conduct surveys to facilitate research within threatened or endangered species high-use 
areas. In addition to general LMR enforcement activities, the USCG monitors 
compliance with closed-area fishing regulations and patrols protected areas, such as 
Stellar sea lion critical habitats, to enforce commercial fishing exclusion zone 
regulations. and to control vessel traffic. AtoN operations are performed along the coast 
of District 17 from the Canadian border in the south to Kotzebue Sound in the north. 
There are more than 1.300 AtoN in District 17 that are serviced by several helicopters, 
buoy tenders and smaller USCG vessels. Proper AtoN maintenance sensitive areas is 
important to protecting endangered and threatened species such as Stellar sea lions. 
Personnel servicing AtoN in critical habitats of the Stellar sea lion, are required to take 
special precautions (Battelle 2001). 

Collision with motor vessels apparently is a minor source of injury and mortality for 
protected marine mammals in Alaskan waters. The fraction of the total number of motor 
vessels of all sizes in Alaskan waters that is operated by the USCG is very small. 
Therefore, continued 180-foot vessel operations and operation of the replacement 175- 
foot vessels contribute little to this source of injury or death to protected marine species. 
In fact, the USCG contributes to mitigation of the threat of vessel traffic to endangered 
species through its vessel traffic control activities, assistance in enforcing speed limits 
and no-wake zones, enforcement of fishing and critical habitat regulations, and through 
education of mariners about threats of vessel operations to protected species. Overall, 
vessel traffic in Alaskan waters is so low and the contribution of USCG vessels to the 
traffic is very small. Thus, routine continued 180-foot vessel operations and operations 
from the 175 foot replacement vessel in District 17 would not result in significant 
physical disturbance to protected species of marine animals. 

Given the large amounts of oil produced on the North Slope of Alaska and shipped out of 
Valdez in oil tankers, as well as oil production from several offshore wells in upper Cook 
Inlet, there always is a risk of oil spills. The USCG is the lead agency for response to 
spills of oil and hazardous materials in U.S. waters. It plays a major role in protecting 
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threatened and endangered species from the harmful effects of spilled oil and hazardous 
materials. The USCG also aids in enforcement of U.S. and international regulations 
limiting discharges of wastes from vessels at sea. 

Great Lakes 180-Foot Vessel Operations 
As stated in the previous section, as of 01 January 01, there are three 180-foot vessels 
currently operating in the Great Lakes. These three 180-foot vessels currently do 
icebreakmg in the Great Lakes as one of their missions. Threatened and endangered 
(T&E) species reported by the USFWS that are found in states that border the Great 
Lakes include the Scioto Madtom (fish), White Catspaw (pearly mussel), Higgins eye 
(pearly mussel), Winged Mapleleaf (mussel), Iowa Pleistocene Snail. and Illinois Cave 
Amphipod. These species may potentially inhabit the Great Lakes (USFWS 1999). 
Additional T&E species include fish species such as the Lake sturgeon and Lake herring. 
and mussels such as the Northern riffle shell, Salamander mussel, Bean mussel, 
Snuffbox, and Round hickory nut (USACE 1996). 

The primary operation of concern for the 180-foot vessel in the Great Lakes in terms of 
impacting protected species, is the icebreaking mission carried out by the remaining 180- 
foot vessels and its potential affect on endangered or threatened fish species. A FEIS on 
USCG Great Lakes icebreaking activities was completed in June 2O00. The FEIS 
concluded that icebreaking activities pose no significant impacts to wetlands. aquatic 
plants, or sensitive fish species. Suspended solids and sedimentation impact benthic 
macro-invertebrates, but the communities as a whole are not affected. Creation of open 
water tracts causes temporary disruption of animal movement across the ice, but no 
significant adverse impacts have been shown. Impacts to threatened or endangered 
species were considered minor and coordination with the USFWS was concluded (USCG 
2000’). 

4.2.2.7.2 78GfOOt Vessel Operations in the Pacific 

As of 01 February 01, there are two USCG 18O-foot vessels operating in the Pacific. 
Many routine USCG activities on the Pacific Coast include procedures to protect and 
conserve marine life. USCG missions most frequently involved with protected species 
conservation are Enforcement of Laws and Treaties, Marine Environmental Protection, 
and Vessel Traffic Control Services. The following are selected activities currently 
undertaken by the USCG to enhance the recovery of endangered and threatened species 
in the Pacific (Battelle 1998). 

One of the USCG’s primary missions is the enforcement of laws and treaties in 
support of the conservation and management of LMR. In addition to general LMR 
enforcement activities, the USCG monitors compliance with closed area fishing 
regulations, and patrols protected areas such as National Marine Sanctuaries to 
enforce such recent regulations for their protection. 

In oil or hazardous material spill events, the USCG contacts local oil spill 
cooperatives and trustee agencies for assistance but is designated as the Federal On- 
Scene Coordinator. Oil spill response is handled primarily by USCG MSO. MSO 
offices work with the natural resource trustees and NOAA hazardous materials 
(HAZMAT) in all oil spill response activities. 
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The USCG provides designated platforms for refuge, marine sanctuary and NMFS 
personnel. Helicopters, fixed wing aircraft, and surface vessels are able to serve as 
observation platforms when requested, as long as other mission requirements can be 
met. Helicopters, fixed wing aircraft, and surface vessels are able to serve as 
observation platforms when requested, as long as other mission requirements can be 
met. The USCG provides aircraft and vessel support for refuge and marine sanctuary 
staff and/or NMFS officials to conduct surveys to facilitate research within sanctuary 
limits and other threatened or endangered species high-use areas. These air and 
surface patrols provide resources often unavailable to these agencies, and provide 
invaluable information on endangered and threatened species and their habitats. 

The USCG participates in regional marine mammal and turtle stranding networks. 
One of the primary sources of anthropogenic mortality for whales and turtles is 
entanglement in fishing gear or marine debris. Because the USCG provides extensive 
coverage of whale and turtle habitat, it is the perfect liaison for the volunteer 
stranding networks along the west coast. The USCG provides platforms of 
opportunity (POP) for disentanglement efforts of regional stranding teams, and 
notifies regional stranding coordinators when an entangled turtle or whale is located. 
The USCG is authorized to remove nets or fishing gear to free entangle turtles only 
when an immediate response may save a turtle from injury or death. Otherwise, 
personnel contact the appropriate animal protection authorities. If an entangled whale 
is located, the regional stranding network is notified immediately. Many times 
stranding units do not have vessels at their disposal, and the USCG provides a crew 
and vessel support, often on short notice, for disentanglement attempts. The USCG 
also provides crowd control for stranding teams when needed. 

The USCG continues to revise Area Contingency Plans (ACPs) as needed. The ACPs 
help to focus and integrate state and federal responses to pollution events. Because 
ACPs include an inventory of all endangered and threatened species and their habitats 
in an area, they provide an excellent reference for USCG response units in emergency 
situations. This ensures that threatened and endangered species are not adversely 
affected by spill clean-up activities. 

The USCG educates mariners about National Marine Sanctuaries and laws protecting 
marine turtles and mammals. The USCG has many opportunities for contact with the 
public. For instance, during boating safety inspections, the USCG may inform the 
master and crew of a vessel of the presence of critical habit and marine sanctuary 
boundaries, explain the significance of this habitat, and describe safe boating- 
handling techniques when in the presence of endangered or threatened species. 
Public education is an essential part of the recovery plans for protected whales and 
turtles. 

4.2.2.7.2. 7 Protected Species Along the Pacific Coast 

There are six species of endangered cetaceans that inhabit Pacific coastal waters on a 
seasonal or year-round basis: the Fin, Humpback, Right, Sei, Blue and Sperm whales. 
The gray whale, recently de-listed from the threatened list, also inhabits the Pacific 
Coastal waters on a seasonal or year-round basis. The Southem or California sea otter is 
listed as endangered, and the Gaudalupe Fur Seal and the stellar sea lion are listed as 
threatened. Endangered and threatened sea turtles found along the Pacific Coast are: the 
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Hawksbill and Leather back, both endangered, and the Green, Loggerhead, and Olive 
Ridley turtles, both threatened. Non-endangered cetaceans found along the Pacific Coast 
that, nevertheless, are protected under the MMPA include the narwhal and minke whales. 
seven species of beaked whales, five species of dolphins, and two porpoises (Price 2OOO; 
Battelle 1998). 

In addition, there are five endangered and five threatened marine and or coastal birds, 
three endangered and four threatened populations of fish, one species of endangered 
plant. 

4.2.2.1.2.2 Possible Collision of VSCG Vessels with Protected Species 

As of 01 January 01, the USCG operates two remaining l8O-foot vessels on the west 
Coast. All 180-foot vessels are used in SAR, LE, MEP, and AtoN operations. During 
general vessel operations, there is a lookout on duty at all times, but this lookout may be 
the helmsman or the OD, depending on the size of the crew. Vessel speed is dependent 
on weather conditions, the nature of the mission, and energy conservation guidelines (see 
Table 9). During operation of these vessels, wildlife may be disturbed by the physical 
presence of these craft and the sounds made by them. The level of this disturbance 
depends on many factors such as the size and speed of the vessel, the reproductive status 
of the species, and the distance between the vessel and wildlife. Collisions with wildlife 
are also possible (Battelle 1998). 

4.2.3.1.2.3 Collision with Whales 

The Fin whale migrates seasonally from the winter breeding grounds west of central 
California and Mexico towards the California coasts. Ship strikes and entanglement in 
fishing gear are causes of mortality for these whales. Fin whales are among the fastest 
whales and because of their fast swimming speeds they usually are able to avoid 
collisions with vessels. 

The humpback whales migrate seasonally from winter breeding grounds in bays of Baja 
California and southward to shallow outer continental shelf waters off California, 
Oregon, and Washington, and northward to Alaska during the summer. These whales are 
vulnerable to ship strikes and entanglement in fishing gear. There is a possibility of 
collisions between the humpback and USCG vessels in coastal waters. 

The right whale North Pacific population is severely depleted, and is comprised of fewer 
than 250 individuals. They are extremely rare along the Pacific Coast, although they 
have been sighted during the winter and spring in waters off California, Oregon, and 
Washington. Causes of mortality for this species include collisions with ships due to 
their slow swimming speeds and entanglement in fishing gear. USCG interactions with 
the right whale in the Pacific are unlikely because of the extreme rarity of this species off 
the Pacific Coast. 

The sei whale migrates seasonally between wintering grounds off central and southern 
Mexico to summer feeding grounds off British Columbia and tend to remain farther off 
share than Fin whales. Other than whaling there are no confirmed reports of death or 
injury from human interactions because of their preferred offshore habitat. Potential 
collisions with USCG vessels are unlikely due to their high swimming speeds and agility. 
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The Blue whale prefers offshore waters and can be found from central California 
northwards and migrates inshore to deep coastal canyons such as Monterey Canyon. 
during the summer for feeding. Causes of mortality for this species is rarely due to 
human activities because of their offshore distribution and interaction with USCG vessels 
is. thus, also unlikely. 

The Sperm whale can be found in patchy seasonal distribution in deep offshore waters off 
the Pacific coast. With the cessation of the hunting of this species in 1982. feu 
mortalities can be attributed to human activities. There are some records of vessel 
collisions and of entanglement with fishing gear and deep sea telephone cables. Potential 
interactions with remaining 180-foot vessels are very unlikely due to their offshore 
distribution. 

Finally. Grey whales (recently de-listed from the threatened list) migrate from breeding 
and nursery grounds in Baja. California northward to Alaskan waters in March through 
May and migrates southward in the late fall. Migrations along the U.S. Pacific Coast are 
mainly in near shore waters and interactions with USCG vessels including the remaining 
180-foot vessels is possible (Battelle 1998). There is one documented case of a USCG 
vessel (the USCGC Point Stuart, an 82-foot patrol boat) striking a Grey whale. The 
strike occurred on January 2 .  1998 in the vicinity of Point Fermin California. When the 
impact was felt. the USCGC Point Stuart was immediately stopped and remained on 
scene for 30 minutes to determine the whale’s condition. Although the strike did injure 
the whale. its’ injury was not fatal and the whale continued on its way. Although a 
lookout was on watch before and during the incident, the whale breached under the vessel 
striking the hull midway which allowed the ship no time to take corrective action. 
Because the vessel had a mammal guide posted on board, the USCG crewmen were able 
to ascertain the species of the whale. The 82-foot patrol boats are capable of speeds up to 
20 knots and this particular vessel was traveling at a speed of 17 knots at the time of the 
strike . 
One other USCG vessel strike of a whale of unknown species did occur south of 
Davenport, California on 5 May, 1999. The vessel was a 47-foot motor lifeboat involved 
in training exercises. Whales were spotted a half nautical mile away and course was 
changed in response to their presence; however, the speed of the vessel which was 20 
knots was not altered and just as the vessel was changing course, the vessel struck a 
whale. Three crew members saw a whale tail surface behind the vessel after the impact. 
However, due to darkness, they were unable to determine the species nor the extent of 
injury. 

For reasons outlined earlier in this section, interaction between a currently operating 
USCG 180-foot vessel and threatened or endangered whales on the Pacific Coast would 
most likely involve a Humpback whale rather than a fin, Northern right, Blue, or Sperm 
whale. It is also possible that future USCG vessel interactions could occur with the Grey 
whale, however, the Grey whale has recently been de-listed from the threatened species 
list since that species now appears to be recovering well. There have been no known 
cases of either a 180-foot vessel ever striking a whale. and these vessels typically operate 
at slower speeds than the two USCG vessels involved in the two known USCG whales 
strikes on the Pacific Coast. Additionally, the USCG issued guidance entitled, “Whales - 
USCG Vessel Speed and Approach Guidance” to all USCG Pacific Area Command 
vessels on October 22, 1997. 
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This guidance will assist in avoidance of adverse impacts to protected whale species. 
The guidance will minimize the frequency of encounters between the remaining USCG 
180-foot vessels operating in the Pacific Ocean, and protected whale species. USCG 
vessels have been advised of the following “Interim Speed and Approach Guidance” 
which is now mandatory for all USCG vessels engaged in non-emergency operations in 
the Atlantic Ocean (Guidance sent to U.S. Coast Guard Pacific Area by Official Coast 

’ Guard Electronic Communication, 22 Oct 97). Emergency operations are those that 
require rapid response such as (search and rescue) to avoid loss of life and property. 
urgent law enforcement incidents, and situations involving national security. In non- 
emergency operations, all Pacific Area vessels must adhere to the following guidance: 

Speed Guidance: Reduction 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. 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. 

Approach Guidance: Do not approach whales head-on, nor approach within 100 
yards. Approach distances vary if the USCG vessel is assisting in the rescue of an 
endangered whale or performing duties to enforce the ESA or MMPA. 

Reporting Guidance: In case of a whalehi t  collision or strike, conduct a letter 
incident report (LIR) investigation as outlined in Reference B, and forward to 
OPCON with copy to PACAREA (Pof). LIR should include the following 
information: date; time; location; course/speed at time; at time of collisiodstrike, the 
nature of unit operations; avoidance actions taken; species of whale (if known); other 
whales sighted on day of incident and location relative to collisiodstrike position; 
force and nature of physical contact; damage incurred by unit; and description of 
injury to whale (if known). 

Thus, continued operation of the 180-foot vessels would not have significant impacts on 
endangered or threatened whale species inhabiting the Pacific coastal waters nor would it 
significantly contribute to adverse cumulative effects to these species. 

4.2.2.7.2.4 Collisions with Other Marine Mammals 

As discussed above, several species of porpoises, dolphins, seals, sea lions, and the sea 
otter are abundant in Pacific coastal waters and are patrolled by the USCG MSO-Group 
in conjunction with the State of California Fish & Game Commission (Mercado 20o0). 
All these marine mammals are smaller than most whales, are fast, agile swimmers, and 
remain alert. They usually can avoid collisions with motor vessels. All have excellent 
underwater hearing and can detect an approaching motor vessel from a distance. Thus, 
the risk of collision between these species and USCG vessels is low and continued 
operations of the 180-foot vessels would not have direct or cumulative significant 
impacts on these species. 

4.2.2.7.2.5 Collisions with Sea Turtles 

Sea turtles are rare along the Pacific Coast. Collisions are a problem in some areas, but 
USCG vessels are unlikely to encounter or collide with sea turtles in the Pacific (Battelle 
1998). Therefore, there is no significant impact to turtles from continued operation of the 
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l8O-foot vessels in coastal Pacific waters. The operation of these vessels in the Pacific 
would not significantly contribute to any adverse cumulative effects on these sea turtles. 

4.2.2.1.2.6 Collisions with Seabirds and Other Protected Wildlife 
Marine and coastal birds are not ordinarily vulnerable to collision with USCG and other 
motor vessels. Of the ten threatened or listed birds found on the Pacific Coast, only the 
Brown Peleican and the Marbled Murrelet stand the risk of interactions with currently 
operating 180-foot vessels. The Brown Pelican may encounter USCG vessels while the 
bird is gliding on air currents or foraging for food and the Marbled Murrelet also may 
have interaction with USCG vessels while diving for food and swimming underwater. 
However, birds that feed or rest on the sea surface tend to either dive or fly away when 
approached by a motor vessel. Thus, the risk of collisions between marine birds and 
USCG vessels is very low and continued operation of the remaining 18O-foot vessels 
would not directly or cumulatively significantly impact marine birds. 

Snake River Sockeye Salmon can be found along coastal Oregon and Washington. Snake 
River Chinook Salmon and Southern Oregon Coho Slamon can be found along coastal 
California. Snake River Steelhead Trout can be found on the coast of Oregon and 
sometimes central California. No information is available about the frequency of vessel 
strikes with salmon and other large pelagic fish in ocean waters. Such encounters 
probably are rare and would have no effect on the population level. USCG vessels 
performing routine operations in the Pacific are not likely to have collisions with 
protected stocks of salmon (Battelle 1998), and therefore, continued operation of the 
remaining 180-foot vessels would not have direct or cumulative significant impacts to 
salmon. 

4.2.2.7.3 Physical Disturbances Resulting from Operation of USCG Vessels 

Intensive vessel traffic may cause physical disturbance to marine animals, birds, and 
wildlife through the noises the vessels produce, as described above, and from perceived 
threats from vessel and human presence in the vicinity of wild animals. Vessel traffic 
may physically displace some species of marine mammals, birds, and wildlife from 
preferred feeding areas, and may interfere with breeding and other social activities if the 
vessels make repeated close approaches. There is no evidence to indicate that continued 
operation of the remaining 180-foot vessels in the Pacific would result in significant 
direct or cumulatively adverse effects from physical disturbance to protected species of 
marine animals. 

Additionally, the USCG contributes to mitigation of the threat of vessel traffic to 
endangered species through its vessel traffic control activities. For a recent example, the 
threat of hazardous spills resulting from vessel collisions and groundings along the 
California coast was recently greatly reduced following the adoption of new traffic 
separation patterns. The new routes will move ships farther offshore and modify certain 
port approaches. Over 4000 large vessels transit the coast annually and the new measures 
will provide greater protection for the Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary (NMS), 
the Gulf of the Farallones NMS and Channel Islands NMS. The International Maritime 
Organization (XMO) was responsible for finalizing and approving the measure, which was 
proposed by the United States. NOAA and the USCG partnered with numerous local, 
state, and federal government offices, the shipping industry, and environmental groups to 
discuss the traffic patterns and craft the IMO proposal. The final proposal was 
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announced at a joint agency press conference attended by Vice Admiral (VADM) Ray 
Riutta (the new Pacific Area [PACAREA] Commander), Congressman Sam Fan (D-CA) 
and other high level officials. The USCG in the Pacific area also provides assistance in 
enforcing speed limits and no-wake zones, enforcement of fishing and MMPA and ESA 
requirements, and through education of mariners about threats of vessel operations to 
protected species. 

It is important to note that if the 180s continue to operate into the future, they may age to 
the extent that their missions of environmental law enforcement and oil spill clean up 
may be negatively impacted. Constant repairs and break downs due to age could impact 
the ability of these vessels to carry our these important environmental missions which 
could result in minor to significant direct and cumulative negative impacts on these 
protected species. 

4.2.2.Ie3e I 180-foot Vessel Operations in the Caribbean 

As of 0 1 January 0 1, only one 180-foot vessel operates in the Caribbean, the USCGC 
Madrona. 

The protected marine species of primary concern in the Virgin Islands and Puerto Rico 
are the following: Green and Loggerhead turtles - threatened; Hawksbill and Leatherback 
- endangered; Finback and Sperm whales - endangered; West Indian Manatees - 
endangered. The Caribbean monk seal is listed as endangered, but no known populations 
and believed to be extinct (USFWS Dec 20009. 

Sperm Whale 
In the southeast Caribbean, both large and small adults, as well as calves and juveniles of 
different sizes are reported (Ortiz 2000). As stated previously it is unlikely that 
interactions between USCG vessels, and Sperm whales will occur given the offshore 
distribution of the Sperm whale (Battelle 1998). Therefore, environmental impacts to the 
Sperm whale from the USCG continued operation of the USCGC MADRONA are not 
significant and do not contribute significantly to cumulative effects on this species. 

Fin Whale 

As stated before, ship strikes and entanglement in fishing gear are causes of mortality for 
these whales. Fin whales are among the fastest whales and because of their fast 
swimming speeds they usually are able to avoid collisions with vessels (Battelle 1998). 
Although the possibility that a Fin whale may be directly taken through collision with the 
one 180-foot vessel operating in the Caribbean exists, the likelihood of such direct 
takings is minimal and therefore continued operation of the 180s would not have a direct 
or cumulative significant impact on the Fin Whale in the Caribbean. 

Sea Turtles 
Although the possibility that sea turtles may be directly taken through collision with the 
one 180-foot vessel operating in the Caribbean exists, the likelihood of such direct 
takings is minimal. There are no records of USCG vessel collisions with turtles, although 
such collisions may have gone unnoticed because turtles are small in size relative to 
many USCG vessels. However, even if collisions do occur, it is unlikely that such 
interactions would significantly affect populations of turtles because the number of turtles 
directly affected would be small (Battelle 1998). Therefore, impacts to sea turtles from 
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continued operation of the 180-foot vessel would not have significant cumulative or 
direct adverse impacts. 

Manatee 
West Indian Manatee populations exist outside the continental United States in coastal 
areas of the Caribbean and Central and South America. In Puerto Rico, manatees 
apparently occur around the southern and eastern end of the island and around nearby 
Vieques Island. Except for rare sightings, manatees seem to be absent from the Virgin 
Islands at present, but fossils have been found in middens on St. Croix. There are an 
estimated 60 to 100 manatees in Puerto Rico. In Puerto Rico, the primary cause of 
manatee mortality seems to be from entanglement in gill nets. Collisions with boats and 
illegal killing of manatees for food may also be affecting the Puerto Rican population to 
some extent, but supporting data is limited (USFWS Aug 1993). There are no federally 
mandated areas for speed zones, however, the USCG attempts to stay away from the few 
speed zones that do exist. Also, there is no protected habitat areas or specific 
enforcement laws for habitat areas for the manatee in Puerto Rico. According to the 
Chief of Operations at the USCG Greater Antilles Section in San Juan, Puerto, there are 
no enforcement areas for protection of manatees since they are not of issue (Inman 2000). 

Although actual 180-foot vessel operations in the Caribbean are not likely to have 
significant or direct cumulative impacts on the protected species listed above, the effects 
of continuing to use an aging, obsolete vessel to carry out critical environmental missions 
could have minor to significant environmental impacts. This can result from 
inefficiencies caused by continued needed repairs. 

4.2.2.7.3.2 18O-Foot Vessel Operations in Guam /the Commonwealth of 
Northern Marianas 

As of 0 1 January 01, only one 180-foot vessel operates in Guam and around the 
Commonwealth of Northern Marianas. The 180-foot vessel Sassafras replaced the 
currently decommissioned 180-foot foot buoy tender Basswood. Sassafras ’ primary 
missions include maintenance of aids to navigation, maritime law enforcement, search 
and rescue, military readiness, and support to various federal agencies. The cutter 
maintains aids to navigation throughout Guam, as well as the Commonwealth of the 
Northern Marianas. 

Threatened or Endangered Species in Guam and the Northem Marianas that might be 
affected by the operation of the Sassafras are the following endangered sea turtles: the 
Green and Loggerhead turtles - threatened; Hawksbill and Leatherback - endangered 
(USFWS Dec 2000’). Although the possibility that sea turtles may be directly taken 
through collision with the one 180-foot vessel operating in Guam and the Northern 
Marianas exists, the likelihood of such direct takings is minimal. There are no records of 
USCG vessel collisions with turtles, although such collisions may have gone unnoticed 
because turtles are small in size relative to many USCG vessels. However, even if 
collisions do occur, it is unlikely that such interactions would significantly affect 
populations of turtles because the number of turtles directly affected would be small. 
(Battelle 1998) Therefore, impacts to sea turtles from continued operation of the 180- 
foot Sassafras would not have direct or significant cumulative impacts. 
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For all areas of continued 180-foot vessel operations previously discussed in this 
document, there could also be some minor to moderate negative impacts to the marine 
environment and human safety (depending on how long the use of the 180s would 
continue and how much the fleet continued to deteriorate from age) from continued 
operation of the remaining 180-foot vessels since these vessels are over 50 years old. 
They are inefficient and would often be in need of repair. Therefore, their continued use 
could hinder the effectiveness and efficiency of USCG environmental missions and law 
enforcement missions (including ESA and MMPA enforcement, oil spill clean up, etc.) 
on the water. 

4.2.2.2 Alternative 2: Proposed Action 
9.2.2.2.7 Part A: Declare the already decommissioned vessels excess to USCG 

ffeedS 

Already decommissioned vessels are in storage until they are declared excess to GSA and 
they have already been removed from operation. As discussed in Section 4.1.2.2.2, 
vessels stored at the USCG Yard would not have any adverse effect on marine life 
because the majority of the hazardous materials present on the vessels are fully 
encapsulated or are in a non-volatile form and therefore, not present for exposure (Cohen 
20009. Further, the USCG Yard is on Curtis Bay, off of the Patapsco River, which is an 
urbanizedindustrialized area of Baltimore, Maryland. Large marine species are 
uncommon in this area. Vessels stored at a MARAD ready reserve fleet are required to 
meet specific standards, among other things, regarding hazardous materials and 
environmental compliance. 

Impacts to marine life from the excessing the stored 180s would be similar to those 
described under the No Action Alternative (Section 4.1.5.2.1) since operations done by 
the stored, and excessed vessels would be continued by vessels already replacing these 
180s. However; although impacts from operating the new vessels are similar to those 
under the No Action Alternative there are some differences which would result in 
beneficial impacts to the marine environment. For example, there are differences in the 
number of new vessels replacing the 180-foot fleet verses the number of 180s once in 
operation (see Table 8). 

As the Table 8 shows, the total number of vessels that would replace the 18Os, once in 
operation, is 12. Thus, once all the 180s are replaced, they would actually be replaced 
with fewer vessels. Fewer vessels in operation slightly reduce the already low chance of 
collision of a USCG vessel with marine life. 

Additionally, there are differences in the technological make up of the new vessels that 
make their impacts on protected marine life somewhat different from that of the 180s. 
The new 175-foot Keeper Class Coastal Buoy Tenders represent the new wave in buoy 
tending. They are the first USCG cutters equipped with Z-Drive propulsion units instead 
of the standard propeller and rudder configuration. They are designed to independently 
rotate 360 degrees. Combined with a thruster in the bow, they give the Keeper Class 
cutters unmatched maneuverability. With state-of-the-art electronics and navigation 
systems including DPS which uses a Differential Global Positioning System, and 
electronic chart displays - these buoy tenders maneuver and position more accurately and 
efficiently with fewer crew. 
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Other improvements have allowed the USCG to decrease its crew from 49 on 180-foot 
vessels to 18 on the Keeper Class. The draft of the 175-foot vessel is 7.9 feet compared 
to a draft of 13 feet for the 180s. The Keeper Class would require less dredging than the 
180-foot class and this should result in less damage to marine vegetation from dredging. 
The 175-foot increased maneuverability would increase the USCG’s ability to steer clear 
of collisions with marine life. Also, the reduced crew on the new vessels would reduce 
sewage and grey water released into the marine environment. The 175-foot vessels are 
slightly slower than the 180-foot vessels; however, any benefit their slower speed may 
have in terms of limiting collisions with marine life would be likely neutralized since the 
majority of replacement vessels would be from the 225-fOOt class, which can obtain 
speeds up to 15 knots. While the capability for slightly higher speeds from the majority 
of new vessels replacing the 180s may result in a slightly increased risk of collisions with 
marine life, this increased risk would be minimized by the APLMRI program and 
implementation of NMFS recommendations in their BO of 1998 (discussed in Section 
4.1.5.2.1) on the Atlantic Coast and the speed guidance and the adoption of new traffic 
separation patterns in place for the Pacific Coast. Additionally, the increased 
maneuverability of the replacement vessels would serve to offset this increased risk to a 
level of insignificance. The 225-foot vessel’s propulsion system, which utilizes a 
controllable pitch propeller and a bow and stem thruster, makes the vessel more 
maneuverable than the l8O-foot vessels. Like the 175-foot vessels, the 225-foot class has 
DPS which uses a Differential Global Positioning System to maneuver and position more 
accurately and efficiently. The 225-foot vessels also require fewer crew than the 180- 
foot vessels to operate. The 225-foot vessels would have a crew of 40 verses a crew of 
49 on the 180s. Fewer crew means less sewage discharged into the marine environment. 
An additional environmental benefit of the 225-foot class is that unlike the l8O-foot 
vessels, the 225-foot vessels are able to carry oil recovery gear on board for a quicker 
USCG response to oil spill clean up. Since the majority of l8O-foot replacement vessels 
are 225s and would carry this oil recovery gear, this is a beneficial impact to the 
environment. The “B Class” of 225-foot vessels (1 1 vessels) have new low emission 
engines, which would bum cleaner than engines in the 180-foot vessels, the 175-foot 
vessels and the 225-foot A class resulting in a net benefit to marine life since the majority 
of the replacement vessels would have low emission engines. 

4.2.2.2.2 Part B: Decommission the current/y operating WLBs and declare them 
excess to USCG needs 

Under Part B of the proposed action, vessels that are active would be decommissioned, 
temporarily stored, declared excess, and then, eventually, the vessels would enter the 
mandated disposal process described in Section 2.2.1. The currently active 180-foot 
vessels would be replaced by the new 175-foot Keeper class vessels and the 225-foot 
Juniper class vessels. The decommissioning, temporary storage, and the actual 
declaration of excess of the remaining 18O-foot vessels would not have any significant 
impact on protected marine life for virtually the same reasons described under the No 
Action Alternative except that more replacement vessels would be in operation. 

Additionally, as previously stated the remaining 180-foot vessels carry out missions that 
benefit protected and endangered species. USCG missions most frequently involved with 
protected species conservation are ELT, Marine Environmental Protection, and VTC 
services. To continue to accomplish these important missions, the USCG proposes to 
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replace the remaining 180-foot fleet with 175-foot WLMs and 225-foot WLBs. These 
vessels use state-of-the-art technology to more efficiently support the same mission 
requirements as the 180-foot WLBs. Therefore, the effect on protected marine species of 
removing the remaining 180-foot WLBs from USCG operations and replacing them 175- 
foot WLMs and 225-foot WLBs is not significant. In comparison the replacement of the 
remaining 180-foot vessels on the Atlantic coast would result in fewer, cleaner, and more 
efficient vessels in operation which is actually a more environmentally benign proposal 
than continued operation of the remaining l8O-foot vessels. In fact since the newer 
vessels would supply a more dependable platform, be cleaner and more maneuverable, 
and there would be fewer vessels operating, removing the remaining 180-foot fleet from 
USCG operation could actually provide a moderate positive benefit to protected marine 
species. Therefore, decommissioning of the currently operating 180-foot vessels and the 
operation of the replacement vessels in their place would not have significant impacts to 
protected species and would actually help lessen any adverse cumulative impacts on these 
species from other sources such as pollution and adverse effects from fisheries. 

4.2.2.2.3 Connected Actions 

Excessed vessels could be transferred through the mandated disposal process described in 
Section 2.2.1 for continued use either by Federal agencies, foreign governments, state and 
local governments or the private sector. Additionally, these excessed vessels could 
potentially be used to build artificial reefs, to serve as a museum, or be disposed of as 
scrap. The possible impacts to marine life from each of these potential connected actions 
will be discussed in the following paragraphs. 

Continued Use by Federal, State or Local Governments, or the private sector 

Continued use of some of the 180s andor the Fir by other Federal agencies, State and 
local governments, or the private sector would likely have the same impacts on marine 
life as USCG continued use described under the No Action Alternative in Section 4.2.2.1 
with the exception that some of the 180s may still be in operation in conjunction with the 
operation of the replacement vessels. It is difficult to predict the exact impacts from 
continued use of the 180slFir by Federal, State, local government, and  or the private 
sector when the likelihood and purpose of any continued use is unknown at this time. 
However, the number of vessels that would be in continued use would be a very small 
percentage of all vessels already in operation. Continued use by State, local government, 
or the private sector would still be governed by all applicable laws pertaining to 
protection of the marine environment. Therefore, we conclude that continued use of 
some of the 180s and/or the Fir by other Federal agencies, State and local governments or 
the private sector would not have significant impacts on marine life. 

Use of Vessel as an Artificial Reef 
Existing benthos (bottom living animals) in an area equal to the footprint of the vessel 
could be permanently smothered. However, this impact would be offset by the additional 
areas for colonization of marine plants and invertebrates created by the artificial reef 
structure (Jones and Welsford 1997). A detailed description of the possible impacts to 
fisheries from the use of vessels as artificial reefs is provided in Section 4.2.1.3.3. As 
stated in the section on fisheries, vessels used as artificial reefs are often not designed to 
withstand heavy storms and can move as the result of a storm and damage natural reef 
habitat. While this would be a negative impact on marine life, whether the sinking of a 
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18O-foot vessel as an artificial reef would result in this outcome, depends on how the reef 
is placed and managed and site specific NEPA, which is the responsibility of the USACE, 
done for permitting of the reef should address this issue. 

Use of Vessel as a Museum 
The use of a decommissioned vessel as a museum may entail removing the vessel from 
the water and placing it in a location where it would be accessible to the public. Under 
this scenario, there would be no adverse effect on marine life because the vessel would be 
removed from the marine environment. However, the vessel could remain in the water 
and serve as an on-water museum. Further, a positive impact could be the use of vessels 
for teaching purposes such as to teach about the environment. In this instance, marine 
resources could be adversely effected if the vessel were to deteriorate in condition. 
However, since the vessel would not be operable, it is likely that most fluids would be 
drained, and the vessel would be maintained to a level that is appropriate for use as a 
museum and for continued human activity. Therefore, the level of effect to marine life 
would be non-significant. However, the vessel could remain operable if, for example, it 
is to be driven to another location. In this case, the vessel could either be hauled or 
driven under its’ own power for ease of maneuverability. If it is driven under its’ own 
power, it would still have fuel on board and would need to be drained once at its 
destination (Beach 2000l). Additionally, disposal of trash into the water by visitors or on 
the vessel itself could occur, however, only under extreme circumstances and long-term 
build up would the impact be significant. 

Scrapping and Disposing of Scrap 
Typically, a vessel is only scrapped if the vessel no longer has the capability for 
continued use (Beach 2000’; Cohen 2001). If all other transfer options fail, the USCG 
would clean and scrap the vessel. When the USCG Yard scraps a vessel, the vessel is 
removed from the water, anything that generates oil in a vessel (such as the engine) is 
removed (Beach 2001). The remaining vessel is cleaned and scrapped down to the hull. 
The leftover scraps typically include recyclables, equipment, trash, and some hazardous 
materials. Most of the scrap is recycled. Any hazardous materials (except lead paint, 
which the USCG is not required to remove) are disposed of in accordance with state and 
federal guidelines (Cohen 2000’; Beach 2000’). There may also be equipment that can 
be excessed such as whole engines or shafts, however, excessing is dependent on the 
condition and age of each vessel (Cohen 2001). The USCG does not typically sell a 
scrapped vessel because it is not economical. Sometimes the cleaned hull of the vessel is 
donated for use as part of an artificial reef program (Beach 2001). 

Because scrapped vessels would be removed from the marine environment, and because 
cleaning, scrapping, and disposal of any vessel would be done in accordance with all 
relevant state and federal laws and regulations, there would be no significant adverse 
effect on marine life. 

4.3 Socioeconomic Resources 

4.3.7 Alternative 7: No Action 

Under the No Action Alternative, active 180-foot vessels would not be decommissioned 
and already decommissioned vessels including the Fir would continue to remain in 
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storage and replacement vessels currently operating for 180s in storage would continue 
their operations. If active vessels were not decommissioned, habitability aboard these 
vessels would continue to be below USCG standards, with the living space for each 
member of the crew being inadequate. Additionally, the Fir and currently 
decommissioned 180-foot vessels are in storage. Vessels are stored at the USCG Yard or 
at a MARAD Ready Reserve Fleet Facility. Storage of vessels is controlled and 
regulated by internal USCG policy and directives. Storage entails setting up security 
measures to keep the vessel safe, and routine maintenance to keep them operational and 
to minimize deterioration. However, actions implemented for a stored vessel vary based 
on the projected end use of that vessel and the location where that vessel would be stored 
(USCG Yard vs. MARAD). Assigned personnel are limited to only those that are needed 
to maintain the vessels in storage. The task of maintaining vessels in storage is costly 
and taxing on the USCG limited resources needed to perform this function. However, 
this impact is not significant since the number of 180s in storage is relatively small. 

The former USCGC Fir is classified as a National Historic Landmark, and therefore may 
be socially valuable to the community as a commemoration of personnel that formerly 
served on the vessel. This vessel has already been decommissioned. If no action occurs, 
the vessel, currently in storage, would continue to age in storage and may loose historic 
integrity because of deterioration, therefore decreasing the value of the vessel to the 
community . 
The cost is greater for operating existing, over-aged buoy tenders because they have 
obsolete, maintenance intensive equipment, and take a larger crew to operate and 
maintain the vessels. Additionally, continued storage of already decommissioned vessels 
is not cost effective. New vessels would be expected to incorporate the use of current 
technology to improve maintainability and standard operations, thereby reducing 
corrective maintenance costs that are needed for the current fleet. Additionally, 
continuing to operate a deteriorating fleet could result in a decrease in the effectiveness of 
missions such as SAR, law enforcement, oil spill clean up, and fisheries enforcement as 
vessels may be frequently out of service for repair and maintenance. Conversely, the 
operation of the replacement vessels for those vessels that are in storage should have a 
positive impact because they operate with less crew, are more maneuverable, and require 
less time out of service for maintenance. 

Because of the relatively small size of the fleet, direct and cumulative impacts to 
socioeconomics from continued storage of decommissioned vessels, continued operation 
of remaining 180-foot fleet currently in operation, and operation of vessels replacing the 
stored l8O-foot vessels would be insignificant. Use of the newer vessels would provide a 
minor socioeconomic benefit over continued use of the 180-foot vessels. 

4.3.2 Alternative 2: Proposed Action 

4.3.2.1 ' Part A: Declare the already decommissioned vessels excess to USCG 
needs 

Under Part A of the proposed action, vessels that are already decommissioned and in 
temporary storage would be declared excess and would eventually enter the mandated 
disposal process described in Section 2.2.1. Actual excessing of the currently 
decommissioned and stored 180s and the Fir is a paperwork exercise and would present 

3. 
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no siLmificant direct or cumulative socioeconomic impacts. However. declaring these 
hlstoric vessels excess would ultimately result in the connected actions of either the 
transfer of the vessel to other Federal entities. transfer. sale. or donation outside the 
Federal government. or the vessels would be scrapped. The impacts of connected actions 
on the historicity of these vessels is discussed in Section 4.3.2.3. 

4.3.2.2 Part B: Decommission the currently operating WLBs and declare them 
excess to USCG needs 

Under this alternative, 180-foot vessels that are active would be decommissioned. 
temporarily stored and declared excess. The remaining 180-foot vessels would be 
replaced by new 175-foot WLMs and 225-foot WLBs. These vessels use state-of-the-art 
technology to more efficiently support the same mission requirements as the 180-foot 
WLBs. There would, therefore, be a moderately positive socioeconomic impact in that 
USCG S A R ,  law enforcement. aids to navigation, and oil spill clean up activities would 
be more efficient and effective. The number of personnel assigned to these new vessels 
would be less than currently assigned to the 180s. The 175-foot WLMs would only have 
a crew of 18 and the 225-foot WLBs would have a crew of 40. Therefore. there is a 
slight negative impact to those communities that lose the business of the additional crew 
members. 

All the remaining 180-foot vessels may be socially important to former military 
personnel that served on the vessels or to the communities serviced by these vessels 
especially to communities in Duluth, Minnesota where the majority of the 180-foot 
vessels were built. There would be a significant adverse social impact to communities 
that consider these vessels an imponant part of their local or national hstory; however, 
that impact would be mitigated to a level of insignificance by the HAER documentation 
and public notice plan committed to by the USCG as noted in Appendix E, Section I, 
Subsection C of the PA, and the additional mitigation proposed for the 180-foot vessel, 
Sundew, Appendix F. 
The USCG has coordinated with interested parties and the public regarding 
decommissioning and excessing the remaining 180-foot WLBs and the Fir. There are 
numerous support groups for personnel who served on various USCG vessels, and 
historical groups who research and share information about various classes of vessels, 
and may serve as museums. Comments received from the interested parties are included 
in Section 6.0 of this document. None of the comments stated or implied significant 
adverse socioeconomic effects associated with the proposed action. 

Local economies would be impacted by vessel decommissioning only if the vessel is not 
replaced in a given homeport. Personnel assigned to the vessels are assumed to live and 
invest in the local economy in which they are stationed, having a positive impact on the 
local economy. There would be slightly fewer vessels 12 instead of 15 and fewer 
personnel assigned to the new vessels; however, the difference would only have a slight 
negative impact on local economies. 

4.3.2.3 Connected Actions 
Implementing the proposed action could result in all of the remaining 180-foot vessels 
being transferred through the mandated disposal process described in Section 2.2.1 for 
continued use either by Federal agencies, foreign governments, state and local 
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governments or the private sector. Additionally. these excessed vessels could potentially 
be used to build artificial reefs. to serve as a museum. or be disposed of as scrap. 

Continued Use by Federal, State or Local Governments, or the Private Sector 

Continued use of some of the 180s and/or the Fir by other Federal agencies. State and 
local governments, or the private sector would likely have the same impacts on 
operational efficiency and maintenance as USCG continued use described under the No 
Action Alternative in Section 4.3.1. However. impacts described in that section relative 
to continued USCG operations. would not be relevant. 

It is difficult to predict the exact impacts from continued use of the 18OslFir by Federal. 
State, local government. and/ or the private sector when the likelihood and purpose of any 
continued use is unknown at this time. However. the number of vessels that would be in 
continued use would be a very small percentage of all vessels already in operation. 
Therefore. it is likely that continued use of some of the 180s andor the Fir by other 
Federal agencies, State and local governments or the private sector would not have 
significant impacts on socioeconomics. 

Use as an Art@ciaI Reef 
Use of vessels to build artificial reefs could enhance recreational and commercial fishing 
opportunities. as well as provide additional locations for snorkelers and divers to view 
marine life. This would result in a moderate beneficial economic effect. Many states 
with artificial reef programs have stated that they are a positive influence on the state’s 
economy since they attract divers and recreational and commercial fisherman. 

The cost of cleaning a vessel in preparation for use as an artificial reef would be borne by 
the USCG. Vessels for use as reefs would only be transferred to states with functioning 
artificial reef programs, therefore, the funding of the operation would have been a 
planned expense, and would not be a significant direct or cumulative adverse effect. 

Use of Vessel as a Museum 

The use of a decommissioned vessel as a museum would provide opportunities for people 
to tour the ship and learn about its mission and operations. This would require that the 
vessel be maintained to a level that is appropriate for use as a museum and for continued 
human activity. Therefore, the level of effect to the social or economic setting would be 
beneficial, and would not result in a significant direct or cumulative adverse effect. 

Scrapping and Disposing of Scrap 

Typically, a vessel is only scrapped if the vessel no longer has the capability for 
continued use (Beach 2OOO”; Cohen 2001). If all other transfer options fail, the USCG 
would clean and scrap the vessel. When the USCG Yard scraps a vessel, the vessel is 
removed from the water, anything that generates oil in a vessel (such as the engine) is 
removed (Beach 2001). The remaining vessel is cleaned and scrapped down to the hull. 
The leftover scraps typically include recyclables, equipment, trash, and some hazardous 
materials. Most of the scrap is recycled. Any hazardous materials (except lead paint, 
whch the USCG is not required to remove) are disposed of in accordance with state and 
federal guidelines (Cohen 2000’; Beach 2000’). There may also be equipment that can 
be excessed such as whole engines or shafts, however, excessing is dependent on the 
condition and age of each vessel (Cohen 2001). The USCG does not typically sell a 
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scrapped vessel because it is not economical. Sometimes the cleaned hull of the vessel is 
donated for use as part of an artificial reef program (Beach 2001). 

Because scrapped vessels would be removed from the marine environment, and because 
cleaning, scrapping, and disposal of any vessel would be done in accordance with all 
relevant state and federal laws and regulations, there would be no significant direct or 
cumulative adverse effect on the social or economic environment. 

4.4 Cultural Resources 

4.4. I 180-fOOt Seagoing Buoy Tender Class 
4.4.1.1 Alternative 1 : No Action 

The historic 180-foot class of vessels has acheved national significance for participation 
in the Federal service of maintenance of the AtoN system, search and rescue, maritime 
law enforcement, and the other missions as outlined in Section 1.1.1.2 under the historic 
themes of government and humanitarian activities. The 180-foot sea going buoy tenders 
also represent distinctive characteristics of a type, period, and method of construction and 
although the vessels have undergone renovation programs as described in Tables 1-3 in 
Section 1.1.2 the vessels still retain integrity of design and engineering function 
associated with their historic periods of significance. Therefore, the vessels qualify for 
the NRHP under Criterion A (they are associated with events that have made a significant 
contribution to the broad patterns of our nation’s history in government and humanitarian 
services) and under Criterion C (they embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, 
period or method of construction) as specified in 36 CFR Part 60 (regulations which, in 
part, supply criteria for determining whether properties are eligible for the NRHP 
[Section 60.41). 

Under the No Action Alternative, active l8O-foot vessels, which are eligible for the 
NRHP, would not be decommissioned and would not be replaced by new vessels, 
thereby, resulting in no effect to their historicity since these vessels would continue to be 
appropriately manned and maintained and would continue to be under Federal ownership 
and subject to the requirements of the NHPA. Additionally, the vessels would continue 
to carry out the missions that made them eligible for the NRHP. 

Also under this alternative, already decommissioned 180-foot vessels would not be 
disposed of and would remain in Federal ownership and subject to the requirements of 
NHPA. Vessels already operating as replacement vessels for the decommissioned 180- 
foot vessels would continue operating and would not have any significant impacts on 
historic resources. Currently decommissioned vessels are in temporary storage at the 
USCG yard or a MARAD facility. Under the No Action Alternative these vessels would 
remain in storage. When the USCG has decommissioned a known historic vessel in the 
past, the OFCO directing the decommissioning and associated procedures has often 
contained specific instructions not to alter certain aspects of the vessel such as the name 
board and USCG markings on the vessel and other protections specific to the vessel. 
Even with the protections placed in the OFCO, if a vessel is stored at MARAD, certain 
materials on the outside of the vessels, such as equipment, parts, fixtures or other items 
(See Appendix B) for a comprehensive list of these items) must be removed from the 
exterior of a vessel and stowed inside the ship or MARAD would not accept the vessel 
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for storage. Therefore, vessels currently in storage at MARAD may have already been 
significantly impacted depending on what items have been removed and how important 
these items are to the historic nature of the vessel. Additionally, when a vessel is stored 
at the USCG Yard even when protections are placed in the OFCO, past experience has 
shown that the longer the vessels are stored, the greater the potential for: cannibalization 
of the vessel for parts, vandalism, and/or, deterioration of the vessel. Therefore, the 
longer these vessels remain in storage the greater the potential for significant adverse 
impacts to the historic characteristics of the vessels. Thus, continued long-term storage 
has the potential for significant adverse impacts on the already decommissioned 180-foot 
vessels. 

4.4.1.2 Alternative 2: Proposed Action 
4.4.7.2.7 Part A: Declare the already decommissioned 780-foot vessels excess to 

USCG needs 
The actual excessing itself is a paperwork exercise and as such does not have any 
significant impacts to these historic vessels. However, declaring these historic vessels 
excess would ultimately result in the connected actions of either the transfer of the vessel 
to other Federal entities, transfer, sale, or donation outside the Federal government, or the 
vessels would be scrapped. The impacts of connected actions on the historicity of these 
vessels is discussed in Section 4.4.1.2.3. 

4,4,7.2.2 Part E: Decommission the currently operating 780s and declare them 
excess to USCG needs 

Under the National Historic Preservation Act implementing regulations at 36 CFR Part 
800, the USCG believes that there would be an adverse impact to historic resources from 
decommissioning the active 180-foot vessels. 36 CFR Part 800 states that an adverse 
effect is found when an undertaking may alter, directly or indirectly, any of the 
characteristics of a historic property that qualify the property for inclusion in the National 
Register. The USCG has determined that the 180-foot class of vessels is eligible under 
Criteria A for government and humanitarian services performed such as aids to 
navigation and life saving. Decommissioning the currently operating 1 80s would result 
in these vessels no longer carrying out the missions that qualified them for the NRHP. 

Additionally, the Section 106 regulations state that an example of adverse effect is a 
change of the character of the property’s use or of physical features that contribute to its 
historic significance. Removing the 1 80-foot vessels from service (decommissioning) 
would change the character of the property’s use. Also, the Section 106 regulations state 
that “adverse effects may include reasonably foreseeable effects caused by the 
undertaking that may occur later in time, be farther removed in distance or be 
cumulative.” When the USCG decommissions the 180-foot fleet, the vessels would be 
declared excess to GSA and enter the process outlined in Section 2.2.1 for disposal. 
Transfer of the vessel through one of the processes outlined in Section 2.2.1 may result in 
transfer outside the Federal government which is an adverse effect unless protective 
covenants/restrictions can be placed on the vessel( s) such that the covenants/restrictions 
would protect the historic characteristics of the vessels in perpetuity. 

The USCG does not control the GSA disposal process and cannot ensure that the 
remaining 180-foot vessels would stay in the Federal government. Additionally, placing 
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such protective covenants on a piece of personal property such as a 180-foot vessel has 
proven to be very difficult, and the USCG cannot guarantee that we would be able to do 
this for any of the remaining 18O-foot vessels. The USCG believes that upon 
decommissioning and excessing the currently operating 180-foot vessels, it is reasonably 
foreseeable that some or all of the remaining 180-foot vessels would be transferred out of 
the federal government without restrictions protecting their historicity (and could be 
scrapped or transferred to a foreign government under the FAA). Thus, we believe that 
decommissioning and excessing the currently operating 180-foot vessels would have a 
adverse impact on historic resources under the NHPA and its implementing regulations. 
Additionally, the USCG has determined that the 180-foot class of vessels is of national 
significance and that the USCGC Bramble is nationally significant on its own merit. We 
cannot ensure that any of these 180-foot vessels would remain in the Federal government 
or that they would escape scrapping. The criteria for evaluating significance of impacts 
under NEPA in the CEQ regulations at 1508.27 state that in determining the significance 
of impacts, agencies should evaluate the degree to which the action may adversely effect 
structures listed on, or eligible for listing on the NRHP, or may cause the loss or 
destruction of significant historical resources. The l8O-foot class of vessels and the 
USCGC Bramble are nationally significant in this country’s history and the USCG cannot 
ensure that these vessels would not be lost (to foreign governments) or destroyed 
(scrapped). We believe this is an adverse effect of a potentially significant degree. 
Therefore, the USCG has made the determination that the decommissioning of these 
vessels is a potentially significant adverse effect under NEPA. However, the USCG is 
committed to carrying out mitigation measures to reduce the level of impact on the 180- 
foot class and the USCGC Bramble to a level of insignificance by conducting HAER 
documentation (comprehensive photo documentation and a narrative history of the 180- 
foot class and each vessel in the 180-foot class) as specifically spelled out in our PA with 
the applicable State Historic Preservation Officers (SHPOs) of the 14 affected states (see 
Appendix H) and by the mitigation contained in the draft MOA on the Sundew with the 
Minnesota SHPO (See Appendix F). 

4.4.1.2.3 Connected Actions to Alternative 2 Part A and B 

Implementing the proposed action could result in all of the remaining 180-foot vessels 
being transferred through the mandated disposal process described in Section 2.2.1 for 
continued use either by Federal agencies, foreign governments, state and local 
governments or the private sector. Additionally, these excessed vessels could potentially 
be used to build artificial reefs, to serve as a museum, or be disposed of as scrap. 

All connected disposal actions to the USCG decision to decommission and excess the 
remaining vessels of the l8O-foot fleet, not resulting in transfer to other Federal entities, 
would result in adverse effects under the NHPA since protections under that Act that 
apply to Federal actions would no longer apply to vessels transferred outside the Federal 
government and vessels would not continue to carry out the very missions that qualified 
them as historic under National Register Criteria, A. Since the 180-foot vessels are 
nationally significant as a class and the Bramble is individually significant for its 
participation in the transit of the Northwest passage, non-Federal owners are not subject 
to compliance with NHPA, and we cannot guarantee that the vessels won’t be scrapped, 
the potential for significant impacts to the historicity of these vessels is triggered by all 
connected disposal actions except transfer to another Federal agency. 
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Continued Use by Federal, State or Local Governments, or the Private Sector 

Vessels may be transferred within the USCG or the DOT, or offered to other Federal 
agencies through the GSA process. Under these alternatives, the vessels remain under 
Federal ownership. Any new Federal owner must abide by the provisions of the National 
Historic Preservation Act. Minor adverse effects might result under Criterion A because 
it is conceivable that the vessel would be removed from its historical setting, thereby 
resulting in a loss of setting integrity. There could be a further loss of setting integrity 
should the vessel be assigned new tasks not historically a part of its duties in the USCG. 
Changing the use of the 180-foot vessels would be an adverse effect; however, the NHPA 
would apply to another Federal Agency’s use and maintenance of the vessel(s). 
Therefore we do not believe th s  would be a significant adverse effect under NEPA. 

The 180-foot vessels may also be transferred to State and local governments or the 
private sector for continued use. It is difficult to predict the exact impacts from continued 
use of the 180s by States or local governments, and/ or the private sector when the 
likelihood and purpose of that use are currently unknown. However, since the NHPA 
would no longer apply to the new owners of these vessels, there is greater potential for 
significant adverse effects to these historic resources. 

A vessel may be offered through the FAA to a foreign nation. As a result of this 
undertaking, the vessels would leave Federal ownership. Because the vessels would no 
longer receive the protection they currently receive under the NHPA, their use would 
likely change, and they would leave this country, there would be a significant adverse 
effect to historic resources from transferring the vessels to foreign nations. 

Vessels may also be transferred through the GSA process for continued use to State or 
local government, USCG Auxiliary, a veteran’s organization, or SEA’S; or for other uses 
including reef building and museums. Vessels may also be sold through the GSA. 
Contaminated vessels must be cleaned. Since the potential exists for the alteration of a 
vessel’s physical properties after they are transferred to private owners, the duties 
performed by the vessels would likely not reflect its history, preservation covenants that 
protect the vessel in perpetuity are not possible for personnel property such as the 180- 
foot class and because neither GSA nor the USCG is willing to place reversionary clauses 
in the transfer documents, (neither agency wants the vessels to return to them at some 
later date) and there is no way the USCG can guarantee that legally binding restrictions 
would be placed on these vessels to protect their historic nature, all transfers to the 
private sector and sale of the vessel would result in the potential for significant adverse 
effects to the historic nature of the 180-foot vessels under Criterion A and Criterion C. 
The alternative, which requires the cleaning and disposal of a vessel by scrapping, would 
result in the complete destruction of a vessel and in a significant adverse effect under 
both National Historic Register Criteria. 

The significance of any of the above listed adverse effects on historic resources would be 
mitigated to a level of non-significance by the HAER documentation (and associated 
public notice of such documentation) for the 180-foot class proposed in the PA (see 
Appendix D) and other mitigation committed to in the MOA on the Sundew (Appendix 
F). 
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Transferred vessels could potentially be used to build artificial reefs, to serve as 
museums, or be disposed of as scrap. Each of these connected actions would be 
discussed in the following paragraphs. 

Use of Vessel as an Artificial Reef 
The inherent nature of this option results in a significant adverse impact to the historic 
character of 180-foot class. In the process of readying the vessels for reef use, the 
historical fabric is compromised. Vessels are cleaned and stripped of many valuable 
components before the sinking of the vessel commences. Essentially, a complete loss of 
the vessel’s historical integrity under both Criterion A and Criterion C of the NRHP 
would result. The significance of the adverse effects would be mitigated to a level of 
non-significance by the mitigation proposed in the PA and the MOA on the Sundew. 

Use of Vessel as a Museum 
Though this alternative could preserve many historical aspects of the vessel, loss of 
historical integrity under Criterion C could result if the vessel was cleaned of 
contaminants to make it available for human use or if the museum chose to alter the 
vessel. Some loss of integrity could occur as well if the vessel were moved from its 
historical setting and location. One of the criteria by which the vessels were considered 
to be eligible for inclusion in the NRHP was that they were still operable and conducting 
activities associated with them historically, such as humanitarian services. If a vessel 
were to be used as a museum, then its integrity would be lost as it is pertains to historic 
themes in government and humanitarian activities (Criterion A of the HRHP). The 
significance of the adverse effects would be mitigated to a level of non-significance by 
the HAER documentation. 

Scrapping and Disposing of Scrap 
A complete loss of historical value would result from the scrapping of the 180-foot fleet. 
During the scrapping process, vessels are cleaned thoroughly, dismantled, and 
irreconcilably altered. Under this alternative the vessels would be significantly and 
adversely effected under both Criterion A and C of the HRHP. The significance of the 
adverse effects would be mitigated to a level of non-significance by mitigation committed 
to in the PA and the MOA on the Sundew. 

4.4.2 Fir 
The Fir is a National Historic Landmark (NHL). National Historic Landmarks are 
districts, sites, buildings, structures or objects, in public or private ownership, judged by 
the Secretary of the Interior to possess national significance in American history, 
archeology, architecture, engineering and culture, and so designated by the Secretary. 
Properties designated as National Historic Landmarks are listed in the NRHP upon 
designation as National Historic Landmarks. 

4.4.2.1 Alternative 1: No Action 
No action in the case of the Fir is not declaring the Fir excess to GSA but continuing to 
store her at the MARAD facility in Suisun Bay, California. While in storage, the vessels 
are not manned and receive minimal maintenance, potentially resulting in vessel 
deterioration. Furthermore, during MARAD storage, materials on the outside of the 
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vessels, such as equipment, parts, fixtures or other items are removed from the exterior of 
a vessel and stowed inside the ship. Alternative 1 would ultimately translate into a the 
potential for significant adverse effect and a loss of integrity under Criterion C of the 
NHPA. Criterion A has already been compromised since the Fir is decommissioned and 
no longer performing activities associated with its past. 

4.4.2.2 Alternative 2: Proposed Action 
4.4.2.2, I Part A: Declare the Already Decommissioned Fir Excess to USCG Needs 

The actual excessing itself is a paperwork exercise and as such does not have any 
significant impacts on the Fir. However, declaring these historic vessels excess would 
ultimately result in the connected actions of either the transfer of the vessel to other 
Federal entities, transfer, sale, or donation outside the Federal government, or the vessels 
would be scrapped. The impacts of connected actions on the historicity of these vessels 
is discussed in Section 4.4.2.2.3. 

4.4.2.2.2 Part 6: Decommission currently operating vessels and declare them 
excess to USCG needs 

The Fir is already decommissioned therefore this alternative does not apply. 

4.4.2.2.3 Connected Actions 
Implementing the proposed action could result in the Fir being transferred through the 
mandated disposal process described in Section 2.2.1 for continued use either by Federal 
agencies, foreign governments, state and local governments or the private sector. 
Additionally, the excessed Fir could potentially be used to build artificial reefs, to serve 
as a museum, or be disposed of as scrap. The possible impacts to the Fir from each of 
these potential connected actions will be discussed in the following paragraphs. 

Under the National Historic Preservation Act implementing regulations at 36 CFR Part 
800, the USCG believes that there would be an adverse impact to historic resources from 
excessing this NHL. 36 CFR Part 800 states that an adverse effect is found when an 
undertaking may alter, directly or indirectly, any of the characteristics of a historic 
property that qualify the property for inclusion in the National Register. The Fir was 
listed as a NHL because of its exceptional national significance under criteria A and C for 
government and humanitarian services performed such as AtoN and life saving and 
embodying the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction for 
a type of design (see Appendix A). Excessing the Fir would result in the connected 
action of this NHL entering the mandated disposal process outlined in Section 2.2.1 and 
may result in transfer outside the Federal government which would be a significant 
adverse effect unless protective convenants/restrictions can be placed on the vessel such 
that they would protect the historic characteristics of the vessels in perpetuity. As stated 
previously in this PEA, preservation covenants that protect the vessel in perpetuity are 
not possible for personnel property such as the Fir, and neither GSA nor the USCG is 
willing to place reversionary clauses in the transfer documents, (neither agency wants the 
vessels to return to them at some later date). The USCG, therefore, has no way of placing 
this type of legally binding restrictions on the Fir to protect its historic nature. 

However, the USCG is attempting to protect one of the 18Os, the USCGC Sundew, with a 
separate MOA by agreeing in the MOA to act as a broker between the appropriate SHPO 
and any proposed donee interested in obtaining the USCGC Sundew such that the 
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beneficiary would agree to sign an MOA protecting the historic nature of the vessel in 
perpetuity. Such MOA would also require that the beneficiary negotiate another MOA 
with similar protections with a potential new owner if he decides to transfer ownership of 
the vessel at any point in the future. The limitations to this mitigation are, the USCG 
would only be able to implement this mitigation if the disposal process ultimately ends up 
allowing the USCG to exercise its own donation authority at 4 1 USC 64 1, it requires the 
SHPO to agree to be the enforcer of the protections on the vessel, and it requires the 
donee to except the conditions for protecting the historicity of the vessel. While the 
USCG can encourage a SHPO and a donee to cooperate and agree to such an MOA, we 
cannot force the SHPO to participate as enforcer nor can we deny a qualified donee a 
vessel if the only acceptable donee for a l8O-foot vessel refuses to sign such an MOA. 
Therefore, the USCG has committed to HAER documentation of the Fir as our primary 
mitigation for impacts on this NHL. 

Continued Use by Federal, State or Local Governments, or the Private Sector 

The Fir may be transferred within the USCG or the DOT, or offered to other Federal 
agencies through the GSA process. Under these alternatives, the Fir is not required to be 
contaminant-free and remains under Federal ownership, therefore there is little adverse 
effect because the Federal agency must abide by the provisions of the National Historic 
Preservation Act. There could be a loss of integrity and a greater adverse impact under 
Criterion A to the Fir, however, if the receiving agency were to remove the vessel from 
its historical setting or be used for purposes other than those associated with its history. 

The Fir may also be offered through the FAA to a foreign nation. As a result of this 
undertaking, the vessel would leave Federal ownership. Because the vessel would no 
longer be under the same protections afforded by US historic preservation laws there 
would be a significant adverse effect. 

The Fir may be transferred through the GSA process for continued use to State or local 
government, USCG Auxiliary, a veteran’s organization or SEA’S; or for other uses 
including reef building and museums. The Fir may also be sold through the GSA. 
Preservation covenants that protect a vessel in perpetuity are not possible for personal 
property such as the Fir. In addition, neither GSA nor the USCG is willing to place 
reversionary clauses in a vessel’s transfer documents (neither agency wants the vessels to 
return to them at some later date). Therefore, the USCG cannot place legally binding 
restrictions in the transfer documents for this vessel to protect its historic nature. In the 
future, there would be no way to guarantee the vessel’s integrity under either Criterion A 
or C. Hence, transfer outside the Federal government for any use would constitute a 
significant adverse effect on this NHL. The alternative, to clean the Fir and dispose of it 
through scrapping, would result in the complete destruction of the vessel and in a 
significant adverse effect under both National Historic Register Criteria. 

The significance of any of the above listed adverse effects on historic resources would be 
mitigated to a level of non-significance by HAER documentation for the Fir proposed in 
the MOA (see Appendix E). 

Use of Vessel as an Artificial Reef 
The inherent nature of this option unfortunately means that there would be significant 
adverse impacts to the Fir. In the process of readying the vessel for reef use, the 
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historical fabric is compromised. Vessels are cleaned and stripped of many valuable 
components before sinking commences. Essentially, a complete loss of the vessel's 
historical integrity would result. The significance of the adverse effects would be 
mitigated to a level of non-significance by HAER documentation. 

Use of Vessel as a Museum 
Use of a vessel as a museum would also adversely impact the historical fabric of the 
property. Though this alternative preserves many historical aspects of the vessels, loss of 
historical information could result if the vessels were cleaned of contaminants to make 
them available for human use. Some loss of integrity could occur as well if the vessel 
were moved from its historical setting and location. One of the criteria by which the Fir 
was considered to be eligible for inclusion in the NRHP was that it was still operable and 
conducting activities associated with it historically. If a vessel were to be used as a 
museum, then its integrity would be lost as it is pertains to historic themes in government 
and humanitarian activities (Criterion A of the HRHP). The significance of the adverse 
effects would be mitigated to a level of non-significance by HAER documentation. 

Scrapping and Disposing of Scrap 
Typically, a vessel is only scrapped if the vessel no longer has the capability for 
continued use (Beach 2000'; Cohen 2001). When the USCG Yard scraps a vessel, the 
vessel is removed from the water, anything that generates oil in a vessel (such as the 
engine) is removed (Beach 2001). The remaining vessel is cleaned and scrapped down to 
the hull. The leftover scraps typically include recyclables, equipment, trash, and some 
hazardous materials. Most of the scrap is recycled. Any hazardous materials (except 
lead paint, which the USCG is not required to remove) are disposed of in accordance with 
state and federal guidelines (Cohen 2000'; Beach 2000'). There may also be equipment 
that can be excessed such as whole engines or shafts, however, excessing is dependent on 
the condition and age of each vessel (Cohen 2001). The USCG does not typically sell a 
scrapped vessel because it is not economical. Sometimes the cleaned hull of the vessel is 
donated for use as part of an artificial reef program (Beach 2001). 

A complete loss of historical value would result from the scrapping of the Fir. During 
the scrapping process, vessels are cleaned, dismantled, and therefore, irreconcilably 
altered. Under this alternative the Fir would be significantly and adversely effected. The 
significance of the adverse effects would be mitigated to a level of non-significance by 
HAER documentation. 

4.4.2.3 Alternative 3: Congressional Mandates 
4.4.2.3.7 Congressional Mandate - Option 1 

Congress could legislate that the vessel or vessels be transferred to a state or local 
government entity, a private entity or group, or a non-profit organization and provide 
within that legislation specific environmental and/or historic preservation protections for 
the vessel or vessels. 

An example of a reasonably foreseeable Congressionally mandated transfer would be a 
transfer of one or more of the 180-foot vessels or the Fir to a historic preservation society 
where legally binding restrictions would be placed on the transferee to protect the 
historicity of the vessel or vessels. Since the legally mandated disposal process for 
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personnel property makes protecting historic vessels in perpetuity very difficult for GSA 
and/or the USCG (neither GSA nor the USCG can ensure the outcome of the mandated 
disposal process), Congressionally mandated transfers with built in historic preservation 
protections would be a viable and reasonable alternative for divestiture of these vessels 
while ensuring the protection of their historic nature. In addition, Congress has 
implemented legislation in the past that required the USCG to transfer vessels to 
particular parties in the private sector. Congress has also mandated the transfer of 
historic USCG real property to historic preservation societies where the legislation has 
required the protection of that property’s historic characteristics. In this example, 
significant impacts to historic resources would be avoided as long as the legislation built 
in protections to the historic characteristics of the vessels. Even if such a 
Congressionally mandated transfer were implemented and historic preservation 
protections were placed in the legislation, the currently operating 180-foot vessels would 
probably no longer carry out the missions that helped make them eligible under the 
NHPA. This would be an adverse impact under the NHPA; however, this would not be a 
significant adverse impact to historic resources under NEPA if the vessels’ historic 
characteristics were preserved. In any event the USCG would still carry out the HAER 
documentation of the 180-foot class and the Fir mitigating any potential adverse effect of 
a Congressional transfer. Impacts to other resource areas from the implementation of a 
Congressionally mandated transfer with historic preservation protections would be 
similar to impacts discussed under the proposed action alternative’s connected action of 
transfer to the private sector. 

Congress could choose to enact transfer legislation with other environmental protections; 
however, other than possibly placing additional protections in the legislation for ensuring 
that the vessel is not contaminated, we do not think this is likely and we have no way of 
knowing what such legislation would consist of. We believe that it is reasonably 
foreseeable that Congress would enact legislation to protect the historic nature of the 
vessel since protecting the historic nature of these vessels is problematic under the 
current mandated disposal process. However, if Congress chose to legislate the transfer 
and place other environmental protections in the legislation it is likely that such 
legislation would be beneficial to the environment and would not have significant 
impacts. Other than environmental impacts specifically protected against in the 
legislation, this alternative would have similar impacts to those discussed under the 
proposed action alternative’s connected action of transfer to the private sector. 

4.4.2.3.2 Congressional Mandate - Option 2 
Congress could legislate that the vessel or vessels be transferred to a state or local 
government entity, a private entity or group, or a non-profit organization and not provide 
within that legislation specific environmental and/or historic preservation protections for 
the vessel or vessels. An example of a reasonably foreseeable legislative transfer without 
protections would be if Congress enacted legislation to transfer the Fir, or one or more 
of, the historic 180-foot vessels, to a historic preservation society to help protect the 
vessels’ historicity and/or to speed the transfer process (avoiding the delays caused by the 
current mandated disposal process). This would help avoid long-term storage of the 
vessel. By avoiding long-term storage, the Congressionally mandated transfer could help 
avoid possible deterioration of the vessels’ historic character during storage. There 
would be benefits to a Congressional mandate to transfer the Fir, and/or the 180s to 
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historic preservation societies (they are more likely to voluntarily protect the historic 
nature of the vessels). However, since such legislation would not require that the historic 
nature of the vessels be protected, the same impacts to historic resources discussed under 
the proposed action alternative’s connected action of transfer to the private sector would 
be triggered. This alternative has the potential for significant impacts to historic 
resources since no protections would be built into the legislation to ensure protection of 
the historic character of the vessel. In any event the USCG would still carry out the 
HAER documentation of the 180-foot class and the Fir mitigating any potential adverse 
effect of a Congressional transfer. 
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5.0 LIST OF AGENCIES AND PERSONS CONTACTED 

The following list represents agencies and persons contacted during the course of 
preparing this Programmatic Environmental Assessment. The Public Notice List for 
decommissioning and/or excessing of the USCG Lightship Fir and the 180-Foot Buoy 
Tender Fleet is presented in Appendix M. 
Abeyta. Daniel, State Historic Preservation Officer, Office of Historic Preservation. 

California Department of Parks & Recreation, Sacramento, California. Letters 
dated December 29, 1998, and January 14, 1999. 

Association for Great Lakes Maritime History, Bowling Green, Ohio. Public Notice. 

Beach. Jeff, USCG Decommission Boat Manager, Asset Management Division. USCG. 
Personal communication regarding historical and environmental protection. March 
14.2000’. 

Beach. Jeff. USCG Decommission Boat Manager, Asset Management Division. Personal 
communication regarding lead paint and scrapping infonnation. November 14, 
2Ooo2. 

Beach. Jeff. USCG Decommission Boat Manager, Asset Management Division. Personal 

Bittner, Judith E., State Historic Preservation Officer, Office of History and Archaeology, 

communication regarding transfer of vessels. February 2 1,200 1. 

Alaska Department of Natural Resources, Anchorage, Alaska. Letter dated 
December 14, 1998. 

Bohnsack, James Dr., National Marine Fisheries Service. 2000. Personal 

Bowlin, Lauren L., Preservation Officer, Division of Historical and Cultural Programs, 

communication regarding artificial reefs. May 2O00. 

Maryland Department of Housing and Community Development, Crownsville, 
Maryland. Letter dated December 15, 1998. 

Brock, Nancy, Coordinator, Review and Compliance Programs, South Carolina State 
Historic Preservation Office, Columbia, South Carolina. Letter dated December 9, 
1998. 

Brook, David, Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer, North Carolina Department of 
Cultural Resources, Raleigh, North Carolina. Letters dated December 1, 1998, and 
May 19, 1999. 

Brooks, Dr. Allyson, State Historic Preservation Officer, Office of Archaeology and 
Historic Preservation, Washington Department of Community, Trade and Economic 
Development, Lacey, Olympia, Washington. 

communication regarding disposal of excess vessels. April 8, 1999. 

communication regarding disposal of excess vessels. April 8, 1999. 

Brown, Lynn, Deputy Property Program Manager, GCFM Office, USCG. Personal 

Brown, Lynn, Deputy Property Program Manager, GCFM Office, USCG. Personal 
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Brown. Lynn. Deputy Property Program Manaper. GCFM Office. USCG. Personal 
communication regarding disposal of vessels. February 2 1 and 26. 2001. 

Burlingame. Scott. Lieutenant Commander. Office of Cutter Management. USCG. 
Personal communication regarding decommissioning and disposal of excess 
vessels. April 8, 1999. 

Burlingame. Scott. Lieutenant Commander. Office of Cutter Forces, USCG. Personal 
communication regarding decommissioning and disposal of excess vessels. March 
14. 20001. 

Burlinpame. Scott. Lieutenant Commander, Office of Cutter Forces. USCG. Personal 
communication regarding 175- and 180-foot vessels. November 13,2000’. 

Burlinpame, Scott, Lieutenant Commander, Office of Cutter Forces. USCG. Personal 
communication regarding replacement vessel for Ironwood ( 180-foot). February 
20. 2001. 

City of Duluth, Minnesota. Public Notice. 

City of Grand Haven, Michigan. Public Notice. 

Cohen. Fran. Industrial Hygienist, USCG Yard. Personal communication regarding PCB 
contamination and hazardous materials surveys. March 2, 1999. 

Cohen, Fran. Industrial Hygienist. USCG Yard. Personal communication regarding PCB 
contamination and hazardous materials surveys. March 10,2000’. 

Cohen. Fran. Industrial Hygienist. USCG Yard. Personal communication regarding PCB 
contamination and hazardous materials surveys. November 13.2000’. 

Cohen, Fran, Industrial Hygienist. USCG Yard. Personal communication regarding 
scrapping and disposing of vessels. February 2 1, 200 1. 

Connor, Gary, GCI FMS Manager. USCG. Personal communication regarding FMAP 
and transfers of vessels through FAA. June 28. 1999. 

Conway. Brian D., State Historic Preservation Officer, Michigan Historical Center, 
Michigan State Historic Preservation Office, Lansing, Michigan. Letter dated 
February 5 ,  1999. 

Davis, Richard D., State Historic Preservation Officer, Guam Historic Preservation 
Office, Department of Parks & Recreation, Agana, Guam. Letter dated August 18, 
1998. 

Figley, Bill, New Jersey Division of Fish and Game, & Wildlife, Bureau of Marine 
Fisheries. Personal communication regarding Artificial Reef Program. March 15, 
2000. 

Flatley, James H., In, Chief Executive Officer, Patriots Point Naval & Maritime 
Museum, Mt. Pleasant, South Carolina. Letter dated January 6, 1999. 

Gimmestad, Dennis A., Government Programs and Compliance Officer, Minnesota 
Historical Society, Saint Paul, Minnesota. Letter dated December 17, 1998. 
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Guzzo, Dorothy P., Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer, Historic Preservation 
Office, New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection, Trenton, New Jersey. 
Letter dated March 17, 1999. 

Hayes, Tom, USCG. Personal communication relating to lead regulations and vessels for 
Comments #60 and #6 1 received from K. Kelley dated 02/0 1/0 1. February 20, 
2001. 

communication regarding operating speeds for 175-fleet in District 17. November 
13,2000. 

Humpage, Lieutenant John. 17* Coast Guard District, Juneau, Alaska. Personal 

Inman, Commander Mike, Chief of Operations, USCG Greater Antilles Section, San 
Juan, Puerto Rico. Personal communication regarding manatee protection and 
speed zones in Puerto Rico. November 9,2000. 

Jones, Anthony T. and Richard W. Welsford. Artificial Reef Society of British Columbia 
“Artificial Reefs in British Columbia”. 1997. 

Jordan, Jeffrey J., City Manager, City of South Portland, South Portland, Maine. Letter 
dated January 12, 1999. 

Lynch, Edmund E., Curator, Independence Seaport Museum, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. 
Letter dated April 9, 1999. 

Maher, Thomas O., Ph.D., State Archaeologist (for Elizabeth Ann Brown, Deputy State 
Historic Preservation Officer), Alabama Historical Commission, Alabama State 
Historic Preservation Office, Montgomery, Alabama. Letter dated November 23, 
1998. 

Maher, Tom, Florida Department of Environmental Protection, Division of Marine 
Resources. Personal communication regarding Artificial Reef Program. March 15, 
2000. 

Martin, Lieutenant Kirsten, Fisheries Enforcement Branch, USCG, headquarters. 
Personal communication regarding Battelle Sciences study for stellar sea lions. 
November 17,2000. 

Mathison, Stephen A., Restoration Designer, Office of Archaeology and Historic 
Preservation, Washington Department of Community, Trade and Economic 
Development Lacey, Olympia, Washington. Letter dated November 25, 1998. 

Mayer, DeWitt, Maryland Division of Natural Resources, Fisheries Service. Personal 
communication regarding Artificial Reef Program. March 15,2000. 

Membership Chair, Council of American Maritime Museums, c/o Mystic Seaport 

Mercado, Lieutenant Carlos, Marine Safety Office-Group, USCG. Personal 
communication regarding patrolling marine mammals along the Pacific Coast. 
November 16,2000. 

Museum, Mystic, Connecticut. Public Notice. 

Michigan Historic Preservation Network, Clarkston, Michigan. Public Notice. 

Moehl, Dick, Great Lakes Lighthouse Museum, Mackinaw, Michigan. Public Notice. 
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- Munro, Ralph, Secretary of State, Olympia, Washington. Letter dated January 2 1, 1999. 

National Maritime Museum Association, San Francisco, California. Public Notice. 
._ National Trust for Historic Preservation, Washinton, D.C. Public Notice. 

Nautical Research Guild, Silver Spring, Maryland. Public Notice. 

Nelson, L.W., Trustee, Spring Point Museum, South Portland, Maine. Letter dated 
January 25, 1999. 

Oaks, Lany (succeeded Curtis Tunnel1 1/01/99), Executive Director and State Historic 
I 

Preservation Officer, Texas Historical Commission, Austin, Texas. 

Pocotte, Robert T., The Marine Historical Society of Detroit, Port Clinton, Ohio. Public - Notice. 

Price, Tim, National Marine Fisheries Services. Personal communication regarding 

Roberts, Jerry, National Lightship Trust, New York, New York. Public Notice. 

Shettleworth, Earle G., Jr., State Historic Preservation Officer, Maine Historic 
Preservation Commission, Augusta, Maine. Letter dated May 30, 1997. 

Stackpole, Renny A., Director, Penobscot Marine Museum, Searsport, Maine, Letter 
dated January 4, 1999. 

Teas, W.G. 1994a. 1993 Annual Report of the Sea Turtles Stranding and Salvage 
Network. Atlantic and Gulf Coasts of the United States. January - December 
1993. Contribution No. MIA-94/95 12 from the Miami Laboratory, NOAA, 
NMFS, Southeast Fisheries Center, Miami, Florida. 

protected species in the Pacific Coast. November 16,2000. 

Teas, W.G. 1994b. Marine Turtle Stranding Trends. 1986 to 1993. Pages 293-295 in 
K.A. Bjomdal, A.B. Bolten, D.A. Johnson, and P.J. Eliazar. Eds., Proceedings of 
the Fourteenth Annual Symposium on Sea Turtle Biology and Conservation. 
NOAA Tech. Memo. NMFS-SEFC-35 1. 

Thomas, William G., Superintendent, San Francisco Maritime National Historical Park, 
National Park Service, United States Department of the Interior, San Francisco, _. 

California. Letter dated February 12, 1999. 

Wheeler, Wayne, President, United States Lighthouse Society, San Francisco, California. - Letter dated February 8, 1999. 

Wilson, Michael D., State Historic Preservation Officer, Hawaii State Historic 
Preservation Division, Department of Land and Natural Resources, Honolulu, 
Hawaii. Letters dated May 23, 1997, and August 10, 1998. 
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URS Greiner Woodward Clyde Federal Services 

Kathy Baumgaertner, Project Manager 
5900 Windward Parkway, Suite 400 
Alpharetta, GA 30005 
67 81356-8 300 

Angela Chaisson, Wildlife Biologist 
200 Orchard Ridge Drive 
Gaithersburg, MD 20878 
30 1/258-9780 

Mark Edwards, Historic Preservation and Cultural Resource Group Manager 
200 Orchard Ridge Drive 
Gaithersburg, MD 20878 
301/258-9780 

Susan Salvatore, Cultural Resource Specialist 
200 Orchard Ridge Drive 
Gaithersburg, MD 20878 
3011258-9780 

John Sprinkle, Senior Cultural Resources Specialist 
200 Orchard Ridge Drive 
Gaithersburg, MD 20878 
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Mina Vseer, Environmental Planner 
5900 Windward Parkway, Suite 400 
Alpharetta, GA 30005 
6781356-8300 

03/0 1 /O 1 112 
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APPENDIX A 

National Park Service Landmark Study 



- .  MARITIME HERITAGE OF THE UNITBD STATES N€EI THEMg STUDY--LARGE VESSRLS 
NPS PO= 10-900 USDf/NPS NREP Ragi8tration Form (Rev. 8-86) OHB NO. 1024-0018 

- FIR (Lighthou8e Tender) Page 1 
- United Stater Departmenr of the Interior, National Park Service National Register of Historic Places Registr8tion Form 

- 1. HAKB OF PROPERTP 

Historic Name: Fir 

Other Name/Site Number: U . S .  Coast Guard Cutter Fir (WLM 212) 
- 

- 
2. LOCATION 

- Street 61 Number: 1519 Alaskan Way, South 

City/Town: Seattle 
- 

State: WA County: King 

I 

3 CLASSIFICATION 

- Ownership of Property 
Private : 

Public-local: 
- Public-State : 

Public-Federal: X 

Not for publication: 

Vicinity: 

Code: 033 Zip Code: 98134-1192 

Category of Property 
Building(s): 

District: 
~~ ~ 

Site: 
Structure: X 

Object : 

- Number of Resources within Property 

--. sites 
1 structures 

1 0 Total 

Contributing Noncontributing 
buildings 

objects 

Number of Contributing Resources Previously Listed in the National 
Register: 0 

N a m e  of related multiple property listing: N/A 
LI 



NPS P ~ r r  10-900 USDI/NPS NBBP R@gi8+r8tim P ~ r r r  (Rove 8-86) NO. 1024-0018 - FIR (Idghthouee M e r )  Page 2 
United Smtor Daprrnant of tho htorior, Natianrrl P8rk SatvFco b t i o n r r l  Eogirtor of Birtoric Placoa Rogirtration Form 

- 

- 
As the designated authority under the National Historic Preservation Act of 
1986, as amended, I hereby certify that this nomination request 

registering properties in the National Register of Historic Places and 
meets the procedural and professional requirements set forth in 36 CFR Part 
60. In my opinion, the property meets 
Register Criteria. 

for determination of eligibility meets the documentation standards for  - 

does not meet the National - 

Signature of Certifying Official Date 

State or Federal Agency and Bureau 

In my opinion, the property meets does not meet the National 
Register criteria. 

Signature of Commenting or Other Official Date 

S t a t e  or Federal Agency and Bureau 

5.  NATIONAL PARK SERVICE CERTIFICATION 

I, hereby certify that this property is: 

Entered in the National Register 

National Register 

National Register 

- Determined eligible for  the 

- Determined not eligible for the 
- Removed from the National Register - Other (explain): 

Signature of Keeper Date of Action 



NPS Form 10-900 USDI/HPS NEHP Regirtration Fora (Rev. 8-86) OHB NO. 1024-0018 

- FIR (Lighthouse Tender) Page 3 
United State. Department of the hterior,  N 8 t i o o . l  Park Service Natiolul Reglrter of Hirtoric Places Registration Form 

I 

6 .  FUNCTION OR USE 

Historic: Transportation 

- Current: Transportation 

Sub: Water-related 

Sub: Water-related 

- -  
7. DESCRIPTION 

Architectural Classification: Materials: .. N/A Foundation: Steel 
Walls : S t e e l  
Roof: Steel 

- Other Description: Many fittings are 
wood and brass 

I 

Describe Present and Historic Physical Appearance. 

II 

The lighthouse tender Fir is currently used as an active U.S. 
Coast Guard buoy tender serving Washington and Oregon. Currently 
moored on the Seattle waterfront on Lake Union, the vessel serves 
buoys, lighthouses, and other navigation aids in the Pacific 
Northwest. Fir also periodically engages in search and rescue, 
marine environmental protection, and in law enforcement. The 
vessel is scheduled fo r  decommissioning in October 1991. The 
Coast Guard is currently working with the nonprofit group, 
Friends of Fir, to create a plan for the vessel's preservation. 

[Note: The Coast Guard reported on December 4, 1991, that Fir 
had been decommissioned in October, moved to the downtown Seattle 
waterfront, secured, and placed in storage. Legislation is 
currently being written to transfer Fir to the Friends of Fir, 
who will maintain the vessel as a floating exhibit on the 
downtown Seattle waterfront in connection with a proposed 
maritime museum.] 

- FIR AS BUILT AND MODIFIED 

7 Fir is a twin propeller, steel lighthouse tender. 
989 tons, and has a length of 175 feet and a beam of 34 feet. 
She draws 12 feet of water. Her hull is riveted steel and is 163 
feet long at the waterline. 
protective steel "rub rail" above the waterline which guards 
against damage when working with buoys. 

She displaces 

The hull is reinforced with a 

- Fir was built as a coastwise lighthouse tender by the U.S. 
Lighthouse Service. She was designed to serve the West Coast, 
replacing an earlier tender, Heather. 
Drydock Company in Oakland, California, in April 1936, and she 
was launched by the Lighthouse Service, March 22, 1939. The 
Lighthouse Senrice was absorbed by the U.S. Coast Guard in July 
1939. Fir was commissioned into the U S .  Coast Guard, October 1, 

Her keel was laid by Moore 
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1940. Fir was one of three 175-foot tenders, the others being 

decommissioned in 1982. Walnut was subsequently transferred to 
the country of Honduras and Hollyhock's fate is unknown. 
most likely scrapped. 

The fleet of Lighthouse Service tenders once numbered dozens of 
vessels. In 1925, the Lighthouse Service operated more than 50 
tenders in addition to numerous smaller boats used to service 
lighthouses and lightships.' Fir is the last of these vessels 
to remain in active service. Former Coast Guard commandant, A h .  
James Gracey called her "the last of a breed," and a "classic1o 
vessel? Accented with oak and brass, and carrying many of her 
original furnishings, Fir remains ''a classic and hardworking 
ship. ' I 4  

Walnut and Hollvhock.' Both of Fir's sister ships were - 
She was 

- 

When built, Fir's power plant consisted of two oil burning triple 
expansion steam engines and two Babcock & Wilcox watertube 
boilers. In 1951 these were replaced with twin Fairbanks Morris 
diesel engines which continue in use today. 
American steam-powered lighthouse tender to be dieseli~ed.~ The 
only other modification to Fir occurred in 1982 when the ship's 
hydraulic main boom hoist was replaced by an electrically-powered 
A-frame one. This change did not alter Fir's overall appearance. 

Fir was the last 

As has been the custom for more than a century in the Lighthouse 
Service and Coast Guard, Fir is painted in the traditional 
lighthouse tender scheme, with a black hull and white 
superstructure.6 In recent years the characteristic Coast Guard 
diagonal stripe and logo have been painted on her sides just aft 
of the bow. 

As a classic American lighthouse tender, Fir's exterior has a 
raised foredeck, buoy well with a large boom, rounded wheelhouse, 
rub rails for protecting her sides against buoys, and an ample 
superstructure. Her interior is unique in its intact Lighthouse 

'Robert Scheina, U S .  Coast Guard Cutters and Craft of World 
War I1 (Annapolis: Naval Institute Press), pp. 110-111. 

2George Weiss , The Liahthouse Service (New York: AMs Press , 
1974, 2nd printing) p. 100-101. 

3Admiral James Gracey, Commandant, U . S .  Coast Guard. Personal 
communication with the author. 

40fficial U . S .  Coast Guard public information announcement, 
13th Coast Guard District, Seattle, Washington, n.d. 

'James Gibbs, Sentinels of the North Pacific (Portland, 
Oregon: Binfords & M o r t ,  1955), p .  112. 

6Robert E. Johnson, Guardians of the Sea (Annapolis, Maryland: 
Naval Institute Press, 1987), p.  166. 

e 
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Service district superintendent's quarters, complete with 

fitted with wood and brass, and in her wardroom, her builder's 
plate proclaims she is a U.S. Lighthouse Service vessel. The 
wardroom overlooks the buoy deck in Lighthouse Service fashion. 
It is an attractive, well-appointed room, virtually unchanged 
from the Lighthouse Service era. Elsewhere on the ship, the 
enclosed main deck passageways are designed in the classic 
Lighthouse Service style. These and other features distinguish - Fir from her buoy tender descendants. 

- original sofa and wooden frame screen door. Her bridge is amply 

8. STAT- OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Certifying official has considered the significance of this property in 
relation to other properties: Nationally: X Statewide: Locally: 

Applicable National 
Register Criteria: A .  B,, C L  D 

Criteria Considerations 
(Exceptions ) : A- *- c- D- E- F- G -  

NHL Criteria: 1, 4 

NHL Theme(s): XII. Business 
L. Shipping & Transportation 

X I V .  Transportation 
B. Ships, Boats, Lighthouses & Other Structures 

Areas of Significance : Period(s) of Significance Significant Dates 
Architecture (Naval) 1939 
Maritime History 1939 
Transportation 1939 

Significant Person (s ) : N/A 

Cultural Affiliation: N/A 

Architect/Builder: U.S. Lighthouse Service/Moore Dry Dock Company, 
Oakland, California 
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Considerations, and Areas and Periods of Significance N o t e d  Above. 

The tradition of aids to navigation in the United States dates to 
colonial times. One of the first actions of the new federal 
government was the establishment of lighthouses. Often built on 
isolated and rugged shores, lighthouses required a special type 
of vessel to service and maintain them. These vessels were 
lighthouse tenders, which, with lightships were the only seagoing 
aspects of the Lighthouse Service. Lighthouse tenders in the 
United States date to 1840, and scores of these hardy and 
distinctive vessels were built by the United States government's 
agencies in charge of aids to navigation. The U.S. Lighthouse 
Service built dozens; the 1920 edition of Merchant Vessels of the 
United States lists 55 tenders. Laid down at the end of the 
tenure of the Lighthouse Service, Fir was transferred to the 
newly formed Coast Guard in 1939 when launched. Essentially 
unmodified, with the exception of re-engining, Fir is the last 
surviving unaltered American lighthouse tender, and the last 
working member of the U . S .  Lighthouse Service fleet. Fir 
represents a largely unheralded workaday aspect of the Lighthouse 
Service, as well as the seafaring foundation from which the 
modern Coast Guard's buoy tender fleet evolved. 

The preceding statement of significance is based on the more 
detailed discussion below. 

ORIGINS OF LIGHTHOUSE TBNDERS 

Man has built lighthouses since 300 B.C.' 
lighthouses and subsequently supplying and manning them, it soon 
became apparent that ships would be needed to aid in lighthouse 
operation. A variety of vessels were purchased or chartered for 
lighthouse work over the centuries. The first recorded mention 
of a lighthouse tender was a British vessel noted in 174SO8 
Subsequently, other vessels are mentioned as engaged in 
lighthouse and buoy work. The earliest vessels were sailing 
ships, often fairly small sloops or yachts. 

Both in building 

Eventually specialized sailing craft were built to serve Great 
Britain's lighthouses and buoys. These vessels' design was 
derived from three very different sources. First, the sleek 
yachts of the royalty inspired graceful lines. Second, sturdy 
construction ships and workboats of the period inspired heavy- 
duty building techniques so that tenders could endure the 
hardships of their line of work. Third, the vessels were 

7D. Alan Stevenson, The World's Liahthouses Before 1820 
(London: Oxford University Press, 1959), p. 5. 

'Richard Woodman, Keepers of the Sea: A Historv of the Yachts 
and Tenders of Trinitv House (Lavenham, England: Terrence Dalton, 
Limited, 1983), pp. 13-16. 

c 
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designed to adapt to local sea conditions, often with inspiration 
- from local fishing fleets. 

American lighthouse tenders were similarly descended, but with a 
major difference. 
design by the cutters of the U . S .  Revenue Cutter Service (later 
made part of the U S .  Coast Guard). Thus, American tenders came 
to have a different appearance than their European counterparts. 
British and Irish tenders retain a yacht-like or cargo ship-like 
appearance, even to this day, and the term yacht is still 
occasionally attached to English and Irish tenders. 

Many American tenders were influenced in 

American lighthouse tenders generally bore more resemblance to 
either sleek revenue cutters or, in some cases, to large seagoing 
tugs. In fact, the first American tender of the Lighthouse 
Service was the former revenue cutter, Rush, which was acquired 
in 1840.' An example of the revenue cutter-influenced American 
tender, Fir is the last of this line of "pure" old time U.S.- 
style lighthouse tenders. 

The first American tenders built specifically to service 
lighthouses and buoys were constructed in the mid-19th century. 
In 1857 the sidewheeler Shubrick, the first steam-powered 
American lighthouse tender, was built. Later that year she 
proceeded to her first assignment serving California, Oregon, and 
Washington." By 1887, steam had become the standard method of 
propulsion and all American lighthouse tenders using sail had 
been retired or sunk. Steam-powered tenders gradually grew in 
size, propellers replaced sidewheels for propulsion beginning in 
1868. Vessels were also fitted with large freshwater tanks for 
supplying offshore light stations and lightships, and their 
cargo-carrying capacity was expanded. Over time, the ships also 
grew in size, the largest reaching 175 to 200 feet in length. 
All these changes allowed tenders to serve more facilities in a 
single run and to provide supplies which would last for longer 
periods. This was especially important on the West Coast where 
such vast distances between ports were involved. Fir was 
designed specifically for long runs to lighthouse and lightship 
stations in lonely Pacific Coast waters. Lighthouse tenders such 
as Fir were the supply line for almost all our manned lighthouses 
and lightships into the 1930s and in a few cases as late as the 
1970s . 
The ships which ultimately replaced Fir and her earlier sisters 
w e r e  the 180-foot class buoy tenders built by the U.S. Coast 
Guard in the 1940s. These ships marked the beginning of a new 
ship type. Buoy tenders were built to senrice buoys rather than 

'George R. Putnam, Liqhthouses and Liqhtshim of the United 
States (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1917), p. 211. 

''Ralph Shanks, Guardians of the Golden Gate: Liqhthouses and 
Lifeboat Stations of San Francisco Bay (Petaluma, California: 
Costano Books, 1991) . 
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lighthouses, which were declining in importance even by the 
1940s. The 180-foot buoy tenders were heavily influenced by 
icebreaker designs and had the capability of acting as 
icebreakers. While buoy tenders retained buoy well decks and 
booms, they were designed with broad blocky bridges and no longer 
retained distinct Lighthouse Service features such as a 
superintendent's room, a compact rounded wheelhouse, a wardroom 
placed at the forward end of the ship's superstructure, wooden 
screen doors, and the like. 

Since the Lighthouse Service tenders were a well-built collection 
of ships, one or more of them continued in active duty for the 52 
years after the merger of the Lighthouse Service into the Coast 
Guard. The October 1991 decommissioning of Fir signals the end 
of an era. 

THE HISTORY AND CAREER OF FIR 

As the last active American lighthouse tender, Fir was to have an 
unusually long and varied career. From 1940 through 1991 Fir was 
stationed at Seattle, Washington, except for the period of July 
1982 through September 1983, when she assumed the tender Walnut's 
duties out of L o s  Angeles Harbor, serving southern California 
from Point Arguello to the Mexican border.. 
Seattle, Fir served both Washington and Oregon. 

From her homeport of 

Duties of the Vessel 

- Fir's best known and most important duty was, of course, 
servicing aids to navigation. She regularly transported 
lighthouse keepers and brought them their supplies, mail, fuel, 
and sometimes water. Lighthouse inspectors (now Coast Guard 
officers) also sometimes rode her on inspection tours. 

Transferring personnel at remote offshore light stations was 
often a dangerous and time-consuming task for both ship and crew. 
At Cape Flattery, Washington, for instance, keepers had to be 
hoisted by derrick onto the island in an open box dangling from a 
hook. A small boat had to be worked in under the box as 
personnel were transferred, sometimes under rough sea conditions. 
Fir, like other tenders, had to routinely go into dangerous 
waters where no other type of ship dared venture. "The 
navigational skill of the officers of the tenders and the 
boatwork of their crews is of the very highest order, as indeed 
it has to be, for they are forever maneuvering around dangerous 
rocks and sandbars."11 
enter waters where no other vessel was supposed to go. 

- Fir was a ship which routinely dared to 

- Fir also served lightships, bringing them fuel, water, and relief 
personnel. There were three lightship stations in the Pacific 

"T. G. Wilson, The Irish Liahthouse Service (Dublin: Allen 
Figgis, 1968), p. 89. 
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Northwest which needed supplying: Swiftsure Bank at the entrance 
to the Strait of Juan de Fuca in Washington; Umatilla Reef off La 
Push, Washington; and at the mouth of the Columbia River on the 
Oregon-Washington border. 
the moored light vessel and put over small boats to ferry 
supplies and personnel and to connect hoses to pump fuel and 
fresh water. Mail was also often delivered at such times and 
inspections might occur. 

Tenders generally tied up astern of 

As Pacific Northwest lightships were replaced by large buoys and 
lighthouses were automated between 1950 and 1980, Fir became the 
last tender to serve numerous West Coast light stations, adding 
to h e r  historic importance. 
navigation work at or near such important light stations as Cape 
Flattery, New Dungeness, and Destruction Island in Washington 
state. 

In 1991, she still conducted aids to 

"Working buoys," that is picking up old buoys and setting out 
newly reconditioned ones, was Fir's most frequent task. This 
responsibility, more than any other, required that Fir regularly 
enter dangerous waters. Crewmen hoisted huge buoys weighing tons 
on and off the rolling ship's deck. This was hard and dangerous 
work; often the deck was slick with Pacific Northwest rain and 
sea slime and on rare occasions seas were reported to wash across 
the deck while work was going on. Lighthouse tenders generally 
had smaller buoy decks than did buoy tenders and were less stable 
platforms. 
being snagged by a moving anchor chain, or suffering a nasty fall 
faced tender crews almost daily. Placing buoys was not only 
potentially dangerous, but also required precise navigation. The 
buoys had to be positioned with extreme accuracy, otherwise 
numerous vessels would be misguided in their courses. 
Responsibility hung heavily on the tender's officers and crew. 

The risk of being crushed by a wildly swinging buoy, 

Search and rescue work also involved Fir throughout her career. 
Usually this work occurred because Fir, so often at sea, happened 
to be near the scene of a disaster and was the best qualified 
vessel to help. Some examples include saving 19 persons from the 
motor vessel Andalucia off Neah Bay, Washington, on November 4, 
1949; assisting the freighter Beloit Victorv off Destruction 
Island in 1954; escorting a Navy tug, Yuma,  and her tow USS 
Tinian to safety after engine trouble developed off the 
"Swiftsure Bank" lightship in 1958; salvaging a sunken Coast 
Guard helicopter in 1962; engaging in a major search effort for a 
crashed Navy plane the following sear; and fighting a Todd 
shipyard fire at Seattle in 1968. On July 5, 1990, Fir saved 
the life of a mariner trapped on the bow of a rapidly burning 
pleasure boat on Shilsole Bay, Washington, extinguishing the fire 
and saving the boat. 

12Robert Scheina, U.S. Coast Guard Cutters & Craft: 1946-1990 
(Annapolis, Maryland: Naval Institute Press, 1990), p. 163. 
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Other duties included coastal defense during World War I1 when 
Fir was temporarily armed with a three-inch deck gun; law 
enforcement activities; and marine environmental protection. 
During her career, Fir has truly been a multi-mission ship whose 
accomplishments mirror the changing American maritime scene for 
more than half a century. - 

- - 

Thus, F i r  is the last of a long, honorable line of s h i p d 3  
Commissioner of Lighthouses George Putnam wrote, tenders are Ita 
fleet of vessels whose duty [was] to go where no other vessel was 
allowed to go, and who, through storm, darkness and sunshine 
[did J their work for humanity. l4 

AS 
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- 9 .  M2WOR BIBLIOGRAPHICAL REFERENCES 

See footnotes in text. 

Previous documentation on file ( N P S ) :  

- Preliminary Determination of Individual Listing (36 CFR 67) has 

- 
- 

# - - Recorded by Historic American Engineering Record: # 

been requested. 
Previously Listed in the National Register. 
Previously Determined Eligible by the National Register. 
Designated a National Historic Landmark. 
Recorded by Historic American Buildings Survey: 

- 

P r i m a r y  Location of Additional Data: 

State Historic Preservation Office 
- Other State Agency 
X Federal Agency 

Local Government 
- University 
- Other: Specify Repository: U.S. Coast Guard 13th District 

Headquarters, Seattle, Washington 

10. GEOGRAPHICAL DATA 

Acreage of Property: Less than one (1) acre. 

UTM References: Zone Easting Northing 

10/549720/5270770 

Verbal Boundary Description: 

All that area encompassed within the extreme length and breadth 
of the vessel. 

Boundary Justification: 

The boundary incorporates all that area of the vessel as she lays 
at her berth. 
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Date: August 19, 1991 
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Maritime Administration (MARAD) "Requirements for Sponsors of 
Vessels Held in Storage in the National Defense Fleet Sites" 



INSTRUCTIONS TO FORM MA-496A 

(FOR NON-RETENTION VESSELS) 

REQUIRE- FOR SPONSORS OF VESSELS HELD 
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I Maritime Administration 

Division of Reserve Fleet 
mice of ship opcfatioos 
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1. GENERAL 

1 .I 
deactivation and lay-up of a vessel for subsquent placement in a National Defense Resent Fleet 
site under custody of h e  Maritime Administration. The vessel GUI be received h m  a 
govemment a 5 q  under an MOA and funded annually via a funding document, such as a 
MIPR. Other fundiag methods may be employed, on occasion, if they arc deemed mutually 
beneficial to both the Maritime Administration as well as the vessel sponsor. 

PURPOSE. The purpose of this document is to set forth the minimum rquirements fur 

1.2 
OY other eligible t y p s  as determined by the Chief, Division of Reserve Fleet. 

ELIGIBLE SHIP TYPES. Ships nominated for layup shall be convertible merchant types 

1.3 
Division of Reserve Fleet, to obtain information on current ~lcstrictions such as maximum dtaft, 
height limitations, availability of moorage as well as othw -ptanct Crihtria JkfARAD’s 
~ccepta~~cc of any vessel will be conditioned upon the capability of the dcsignatcd m c ~ e  fleet to 
properly moor the ship and to maiutain it safely and sccurtly during its stay in the nsem  flee^ 
With regard to phyucal rquimnents, the draft shall be d u d  to the minimum practical but in 
w case shall fcadings ex& the draft Iimit for the reserve flcct site to which the vessel has been 
assigned Draft limits arc maximum draft restrictions, not mean drafts far thc various reserve 
flcct sites and dcptnd on the availability of deep berths. The air draft is the clawan= helow 
bridge structures, a! mum high wattr, under which a ship must pass to arrive at a fleet 
anchorage- 

NOMINATION. When a ship is  nominated for layup, the sponsor shall contact the Chtef, 

Flat  Site - Draft AirDrafi 

iii 



James River 25 feet 145 f t t t  
Beaumont, TX 28 feet 136 feet 
SuisuBay 26feet 135 fect 

1.4 PRELMI"YRE0uIRE MENTS. The assigned MAWW Region Dirtctor, when 
informed of the inspection scheddc, will initiate actions to cvduaot the work pcrfurmcd for 
conformance with thcse requirements. Should an issue develop which is not adequar~ly c o v c d  
by these instructions, i t  shall be dared to the chief, Division of &SWC neet for resolution. 

sponsor shall ptbvide the assigned MARAD Region Director and Fleet Suwntendcnt 
advance notice of the following actions: 

0 date and location of a ship's pmspative drydocking, bottom repair, bottom painting, 
underwater blsvllriag of sea chesls, and sea connections; 

0 &W when completion of various major states of deactivation prepadom are 
anticipated; 

0 seven day prior notice of thc date the ship will be ready for c o m " c n t  of tow to the 
f l a t  site. 

Prior to delivuy at the agreed upon location, the vcssel must pass an acce~ tance insmxtion, and 
have a CODV of the form MA496 (A-mndix C)  Reimbursable Vessel Amtance - R e m  rt 
certifying to the satisfactory compliance with all the provisions of this instruction dclived to the 
Fleet Superintendent. 

The sponsor .chall provide the approPriate NfAUD Region Director a copy of the ship's latest 
drydock rcm prior to entry into the NDRF. The sponsor shall also supMse the work 
performed to ensure that it mcefs tht quirements of this form in every respect and provide the 
MARAD Region Director a 
acceptance of the work by MARAD shall be hquircd. Should a requimnents issue develop 
which is not adequately c o v d  by these instructions, particulars shall be ref& to the Chief, 
Division of Restme Flcet 

of anv shiward sDecifrcations that are being used. Fmal 

1.5 ACCEPTANCE. MARAD3 acceptan- of any vessel into the resave fleet will be b d  on 
two conditions. Fust, on thc capability of the designatad reserve fleet site to properfy moor the 
ship, maintain it safely and securely during the time pcriod it is in MARAD custody. Second, on 
the condition of the vessel relative to compliance with form MA496, including the condition of 
the vessel relative to h a z m a h v j n t a l  compliance criteria provided henin. 

c 

Y 

(a) Unless MARAD sptcrfically agrees otherwise, tht sponsor shall provide to MARAD 
the following: 
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0 Liquid load/tank soundings, identifylng tank contents and amounts, 
including any ballast or water trtated with sodium silicate or any other 
substance. 

a 

a 

Drawing of hull Blank kations 
Booklet of General Plans, including hydrostatic c w e s  and tables 

Asbestos sampling survey 
Radiologid Report 
PCB Inventory and Sampling Report including a list of all PCBs =moved 
from the vessel in accordantx with Form MA496A Section 5.6.2. 

Sodium Chromate S w e y  of Tanks 
CHT System Certification of Qtaning and Gas Frtt Report 
Deratification Survey 
Certification of Declassfication (former military vessels only) 
certification of Demilitarization (farmer f i t a r y  vessels only) 

Mulcurys~eY 

1.6 DELIVERY TO THE NDRF FLEET S m  A ship acccptd for lay-up shall be 
&livered, at sponsors expense, LO the agrtcd upon flcct site. It shall have a moderate trim and 
no si@Cant list. If possible, permanent hull cathodic anodcs shouid be submerged. 

1.7 BERTHING AND LAYUP EXPENSES. b y  major lay-up work that is planned shall be 
accomplished prior to the vessel entering the flwt site. This nonaally includes sealing of s- 
for weather tightness - Sponsors shall be responsible for the cost of berthing a ship in a fleet  sit^ 
as well as other expenses such as those incurred for bringing electric power aboard if required. 
This includes OVM costs as allocated. If it is necessary for a vessel to make an outside 
passage between tht deactivation site and the fleet site, in ballast condition, the sponsor shall be 
responsible for the expense of &ballasting the ship on= it reaches the fleet site. 

1.8 
their ship after d e l i v e ~ ~  and undemntc its custodial and preservation costs after delivexy. 

MOA shall be anranged to provide more spi f ic  gUidancc for the work to be performed and the 
associated cost. A funding document will be providd to cover the costs. Non-retention costs 
B L ~  normally associated with regular inspection activity. 

CUSTODY AND PRESERVATION COSTS. Sponsors shall retain accountability for 

Payments for such costs shall be mada on a reimbursable basis to cover the tstimated costs. An 

1.9 PRE-ARRIVAL INSPECTION. A pre-amval inspection shall be scheduled with 
EvlARAD fleet site rcpresentative(s) prior to vessel atrival at the assigned MARAD Fleet site. 
The purpose of this inspection is to identify and document any discrepancies that would prcclludt 
a vessel’s acccptazlct in to a MARAD reserve fleet site. This inspection shall be scheduled, with 
the sponsor’s concumncc, such as to allow a sufficient rimn interval for correcting any 
deficiencies prior to a vessel’s scheduled arrival into a MARAD reserve fleet site. MARAD 

5 

7 



fleet repfcsentaLivc(s) shall conduct the pre-anival inspection with a sponjor's reprtscntativc in 
attendance. 

1.10 ARRlvALLNsPmo N. Upon arrival of the vessel at the assigned rwmt fleet site, 
fleet pcrsonncl designated by the Fleet Superinttmdent shall inspeEt the vessel along with the 
sponsor's hphscrrtativc to dtttrmine that satisfactory conditions exist relative to cleanliness, 
order, sanitation, security, status of hazardous materials, water tight integrity, and safety. 1.11 
STRIPPING AT FLEET S m S  . Stripping at the fleet site of installed machinay, equipment and 
components, that are not essential for safe lay-up (ancbot windlass, bower anchors and chains 
remain) from a vessel designated for scrapping is acceptable prior to title transfer provided it 
does not in- with the watertight integrity, towing seaworthintss of the ship, or safety of 
workers. Hazardous material spiUs shall be cleaned, and friable ashtos shall be repaid. This 
operation is limited to the ability of MARAD to provide support and maintain safety with 
respect to the specific vessel. Costs shall be reimbursed by the sponsor. If items on a ship 
cannot be removed before title transfer to MARAD, all items that should have been removed 
shall be tagged and identified in a list which is provided to the rwpeCtive Fleet Superintendent. 

1.12 TmE TRANSFER. Tbt ownership of a ship, which is a merchant-typc vessel or 
determined by MARAD to be capable of conversion to a merchant-type vessel, may be 
transfad to MARAD when ihe sponsor wishes to relinquish all claim to the ship. This is 
accomplished via a title transfer form (Appendix D). To effect such a transftr all conditions of 
tbis document must be satisfled. Along with the title transfer cufain documnu, ctrtifrcatcs, and 
the combination(s) to the ship's safe(s)shdl be d e l i v e d  to MARAD. The following, or 
equivalent, is among the required items: general anangemat plan sounding tube location 
drawing, capacity plan, hydrostatic tables, trim and stability booklet, and the combination to any 
safe(s) remaining on board. 

1.13 
accepting custody to reimbursable ships into MARAD Rcservc Flat sits. 

ORDER OF EVENTS. The following order of events shall normally be utilized for 

1. Tbt reimbursing customer (agency) advises MARAD of the desk to place a vessel 
into a MAlUtD Rcscrvt Fleet for custody. Chief, Division of Rescwc Fleet -412) 
a shall -e as the point of contact for MARAD. 

2. MAR-612 forwards the request to the Superintendent of the sekctcd Rescrvt Fleet and 
requests an estimate (ifrcquirtd). 

3. The Fleet Supahtendent submits an estimate for anival and f i t  year custody 
semi= 10 MAR-612. 

4. MAR412 provides custoxncr with a cost tstimatc (if q u i d )  and the capability of 
the s e l d  Rcstnte F k t  site to acccpt the vessel. MAR412 also sends a copy of the 
applidle imtruc~ -on (MA-496A for Non-Retention assets) to the customer to provide 
assistance in lay-up planning, budgeting, and industrial availability specifications. 
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5.  The customer forwards a “custody package” (consisting of those items of 
documentation discussed in sec. 1.5 above, including a “Fact Sheet** that describes the 
incoming vessel’s particulars, and a completed Fom MA49dA) to MAR-612. 

2. 

6. MAR-612 prompts the generation of a salaxy code for the vessel. 

7. MAR412 forwanis the “CWody pa~kag~’’ and ~ a l q  code to the meiving fleet. The 
m i v i n g  fleet inputs a project code into RFTAS. 

8. After reccivhg the “custody package”, the &vhg fleet schedules a prc-anivd 
inspection of the vessel with the customer’s concurrence. 

9. The receiving fleet conducts the pharrivd inspection with the customer’s designated 
representative in attendance, using Form MA496A to guide the inspecting party and fo 

verify the accuracy of the customer’s submitted Form MA496. 

10. The receiving fleet forwards prearrival inspection report to [be customer within seven 
(7) working days afkr completion of insptction, documenting the i-tion and 
identlfyiog any discrepancies, which wodd p d u d e  vessel acceptance. 
11. Customer takes corrective action and informs the Ieccjving fleet when conrctive 
action(s) have been completed. At this time the Superintendent of the Receiving Fleet 
detumints whether an additional inspection is ntctssary, b a d  on the nanrrt of the 
discrepancies. If another inspection is warranted, it is scheduled and canducted. 

12. If any dischpancies are of a nature to compel a customer to request a waiver, the 
llequest shall bt made, at this time, to Chief, Division of Restme meet (MAR-612). 
MAR-612 seeks advice from the Fleet, then makes a ftnal determination to the Fleet and 
customer. 

13. Vessel anival i s  scheduled and compte& A Ship Delivery Certificate is issued to 
MAR-612 and the customer. 

14. As soon as is @cable after arrival, an Arrival Xnspection is conducted by the 
receiving fleet. In any case, a Ship Condition Report (Form MA-279) is submitted to 
MAR-612 and the customer within seven working days. This report shall document 
vessel mattrial condition at time of arrival at the rcctiving fleet. 

D-0 NS AND ABBREWATIONS. 

2 1  RETENTION. The classification of a vessel where the sponsor desires to keep the vessel 
in a state of preservation with the intention of mobilization of the vessel for some purpose in the 
fume. The degree of prwervation is the sponsor’s option and may vary fbm a minimum of 
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simple periodic insptctions to a maximum of dehumidification monitoring, cathodic protection, a 
painting schedule (environmcnd conditions permitting), and minor maintenance. 

2.2 
preservation of the vessel and intends to eventually dispose of the vessel but desks that it 
remain m o o d  in a safe condition. 

NON-RETEPQTI ON. The classifkation of a vessel wbue tht sponsor does not require 

2.3 
security of those items aboard the vessel in designated locatias. 

STOWAGE, The rtlocation of sptcified items within or from the vessel and the pfopc=r 

2.4 
designed to ensurt that the vessel is in a good statt of water tight integrity, Clcanlincss, well and 
properly presented, well mnintained, repaired and in all respects prcpared for layup. 

DEACTIVATION. Work performed of a general mahtaancc and prtscnation nature 

2.6 D/H. Dehumidifrcaton Preservation 

2.7 UP. Cathodic Protection hervation 

2.8 MARAD. MaritimeAdministration 

2.9 MYUP REOUREM€M'S. The preparation of the vesscl for low maintenance custody. 

2.10 NDRF DESIRABLE. This is a cargo vessel which MARAD indicates as a dcshable 
addition to the NDRF. It is g e m y  to tht advantage of the government to give these ships the 
besr layup and preservation possible. 

2.1 1 
impacting upon the seaworthiness of, or availability of the vessel. 

DEFERRED m S .  Work items which MARAD determines can be d e f d  without 

2.12 
and responsible for the requiremtnts in this document. May also be the vessel owner. 

SPONSOR. The organidon mpansible for placing a vessel into the NDRF fleet site 

2.13 SHORTTERM . D u d o n  lasting kss than one year. 

2.14 KING TERM . Duration lasting one year or longer. 

2.15 
vessel in reasonably the s a m t  condition as when it arrived at tht fleet 

P W E R  VATION. Maintaining D/H and c/p equipmeat with the goal of keeping the 

2.16 
define the responsibilities and limits of each for a particular set of circums~ces. 

MEM ORANDUM OF AGREEMENT. Document drawn up by two or mom parties to 
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2.17 HAZARD OUS MATERLAL. Any useable material which, if re- or spilled, may 
pose a hazard to human health OT the eavhnmcnt due to its quantity, concentration, nbysical 
characteristics, chemical characteristics, or infcctious characteristics. 

2.18 HAZARDOUS WASTE. Any unusable material, liquid, solid or gaseous, which, if 
improperly treated, stored, transported, chsposed, or otherwise managed, may pose a substantial 
present or potmtial h a a d  to human health or the environment but to its quanfity, conccntratioa, 
physical chamctcristic, or chemical characteristice 

2.19 B. The removal of equipment, parts, fixtucles or any other valuable equipage 
items ftom a vessel in phparation for ship sclapping. Vessels assigned to hrlARAD reserve fket  
sites will follow tht stripping policies of the vessel s p s m .  F'kt  p m e l  will generally not 
be utilized as a labor source to strip vessels of paxts or mattrial, except on a reimbulsable basis. 
Utilization of fleet personnel for this activity shall be at the disctetion of the fleet superintendent 
and dependent upon the level of fleet operational activity during the requc~ted time framr. 

2.20 CANNIBAJJZATION. The removal of quipment, parts, fix-, or any other items of 
value fiom a vessel in order to support another vessel or operation. Vtsstls assigned to MARAD 
CcseNe fleet sits will follow the camibalization policies of the vessel sponsors. Fleet personnel 
will generally not be utili& as a labor source to facilitate the Canaibahtion of  pan^ or 
material, except on a reimbursable basis. Utilization of fleet personnel for this activity shall be at 
the discretion of the fleet superintendent and dependent upon the level of flett Operational 
activity during the requested timt h e .  

2.21 
R e s "  Fleet functions resident at MARAD Headquarters, Washington, DC. 

CHIEF. DMSTON OF RESERVE FIE". Individual responsible for guidance of the 

2.22 
Reserve Flat oversight far a specific geographic Egion. 

RE GIONAL DIRECNlR. Person responsible for carrying out MARAD policy and 

2.23 
include maintenance, care and d t y  at a flwt site. 
1 . Person with custaiial responsibility for the vessel 10 

2.24 
vessel in their organization and has decided to transfer ownership of the vessel either h u g h  
their own methods or bough MARAD. MARAD can assume ownership of the vessel and either 
dispose of it via a scrap sale M enter the vessel into the NDRF. 

DISPOSAL The classifidon of a vessel where the sponsor has no future plans far the 

2.25 FUND ING DOCUMENT . A document fiom a federal agency that authorizes the 
meiving agcacy to obligate and expend finds for h e  purpose sated on the mimbursable 
agreement AD farms of expenses in completing the project, Le. contracts, purchases, tmvel, and 
salaries may be reimbursable. 

2.26 "& A compartment or series of compartments, which a constructed in such a 
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manner, that tbey are segregated fhun other areas of the ship by a structure such as a continuous 
bulkhead or dcck, thus requiring a separate access. 

3. HULL AREAPREPARATX ON. 

3.1 
blaaks installed. All sea valves sball be blanked off at the skin valve and a dtawing of blank 
locations by frame number shall be provided. Std blanks shall have a mini” of 3/8 in. 
tbckness, wben applied to flanges where valvedpiping must be femovcd or a minimum of 1/8 in. 
thick galvanrzed sml where a ‘banjo” scylc blank can be slip@ in between flanges. The sizc 
of each blank shall be noted on this dmwing at its co-ding locatioa. If a vessel is to be dry 
docked prior to lay up e x t d  blanks shall be installed. See section 3.3.4 bclo~,  for external 
blank requirements. 

BLANKING . All vessels not scheduled for dry docking prior to lay up shall have internal 

3.2 WATERXJNE MARKINGS. All vessels shall have waterline markings painted on the 
hull. Paint four (4) inch wide s m p  dong the watcrht extending hOriurntalIy thirty six (36) 
inches toward midships h m  the bow and s t a n  on both sides of the vessel, using two full coats 
of paint that will perfarm well over a long mod of time. The paint wlm should be easily 
visible against the background bull color. Reflective white or intuaasional orange can typically 
be used. Approximately two fttt above each stripe a second stripe similnr in widtb and length 
shall be painted. A similar additianal floatation mark shall also be painted on the trailing edge of 
the mddcr. 

3.3 
itcms shall be i n c l W .  During this drydocking, the ncce~sary repairs to ensure the watmight 
integrity of the ship during prolonged layup or occan tow shall be accomplished. 

pRvDOC KING. If a ship is scheduled far drydocking prim to rsryuP the below listed 

3.3.1 UNDERWATER SURFACES. Prepare underwater surfaces up to tht wind and water line 
by removing all foreign substances including loose paint, rust, and d e ,  and paint u n h a t e r  
body, md&, and appurdages h m  the kctl to two (2) feet below the line of floararion with three 
(3) coats of high solids surface tolerant epoxy compatible with the existing underwater coating 
system at least 6.0 mitcr dft. Alterme coats may be approved by MARAD, 

3.3.2 SEACHESTS . Clam and paint the sea chest strainer plates as s p d f i a i  for the 
uaderwatcrbody. Tag and stow plates in a proc~cted area aboard the ship unless hull openings 
art txttrnally blanked Clean and paint the interior surfaces of all  sca chests with a high solids 
surf- t o l ~ t  epoxy coating. 

3.3.3 J”S DUCER . Install transducer cover plates, if fitted. Large Navy type transducers 
shall be completely p”i by some struchut or completely ~ul)i~vtd. 

3.3.4 BLANKS. Welded outboard blanks shall be installed on all hull penetration 
openings below the waterline. The minimum thickness of such blanks shall be one-half (112) 
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inch. Blanks dull be internally stiffened, box type closum e x q t  witbin the area extending 
fiom two (2) fett below and four (4) fett above the quiescent watetline, whut  only flush t yp  
blanks shall be used. Blanks shalt be air tested with 2.5 P.S.X. air pressure. Pipe plugs provided 
for air testing shall be reinstalled using a sealant on the threads. On completion of all undmmcr 
blanking an outline sketch &&ne optninm blanked. ~VDC of blank. etc., shall be provided to the 
M ~ t i m e  Administration for ref-=. 

3.3.5 STERN TUBE, Each s t a n  gland and rudder gland shall be rtpacked prior to delivery. 
Stem tube and strut bearing boots mgy be installed at sponsors discretion. The outer seal on oil 
1ubricatrA stern tube bearings shall be caulked or otherwise sealed 10 prevent oil leaking f" the 
sealant. 

3.3.6 RANGEANCHORCSHAIN . The anchor chains shall be ranged, washed, abrasive grit 
blastd to "bnIsb off blast (SSPc-SP-7)'', and, if necessay, gat@ and my defective parts 
replaced. Chains, chain locker, sump and hand pump system shad1 bc drained and thoroughly 
cleaned of ail  mud, scale, and other foreign materials. The eductor, if quip@, shall be madc? 
operable. Chains, chain lockers, and sump shall be properly pmwd by coating with Grade No. 
II metal conditioning compound, Spec. No. "I-1520513 (NAVY) or equivalent, btfore the 
chains are mitowed. The chain shall be painted to mark iu length as is typically done for a 
vtsstl of that type. 

4. TOPSIDE PPPSARATION. 

4.1 DECKC- G. Every piece of material or equipment which is not an integral part 
of a pcrmaaeptly attached topside appurtenance shall be rm" from the ship or stowed and 
lashed stcurp;ly below. Decks shall be thoroughly clcantd to remove all dirt, loose scale, trash, 
hazardous materials and other foreign matter. Deck drains shall be p v c n  clear and k. 

4.2 
mopme (or equivalent) to prevent them from resting on the metal of tbc cradle and then they 
shall be properly sccurtd Vane, blocks, and other loose running gear shall be snugged dawn 
and lashed to the individual booms with wire lashing clear of the rirrk and hatch coytrs. Heavy 
lift booms shall be properly stcurtd in their n o d  position (usually vertical) with suitable wire 
lashings and all loose gear shall also be lashed stcurcly to the boom. The booms and all 
goosen& shall be properly clantd. All hydraulically powered cargo gear shall be d"i of 
hydraulic fluids. 

BOOMS/CRANES . All baadcrants SUI be lowered into their cradles on strips of 

4.3 SOUNDING PIPES AND DECK PLUGS. All sounding pipes shall be proven clear by 
verification that maxi" soundings can be obstrvtd. Dcck fittings and plugs shall be in good 
condition. Sounding pipas and plugs shall have legible identification. Plugs and tags shall be 
mewed as r q u i d  Quick closing soonding tube valves shall be inspected for praper spring 
action closing. Threads of the deck fittings and plugs shall be coated with watcrpxoof grease. A 
drawing of rank sounding pipe locations sball be provided. 
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4.4 
the ship shaU be closed and secure& E m q p c y  exits shaU be provided in accordance with 
OSHA quimnents. Normal access to the interior of the vessel shall be limittd to two (2) 
exterior doors per zone which shall be conveniently located on the main c k k  ami shall be fined 
with a hasp and bale or other suitable locking device- The door shaU be painted bright yellow 
and padlock& with kcyd alike lacks with tht keys provided to the Fket Suptdnteadent. 

. All *lights, doors, hatches, porfholes, and windows throughout 

All exmior doors and opeaings shall be secured fiam the inside in such a way to allow kyless 
opening from h i d e  and no access from the outside. An accrpttable method is to use a smng 
back and "J" bolt. It is constructed with a length of 2" X 4" lumber that will span the door 
opening on the inside of the space. A hole is drilled b u g b  the strongback at a point what a 
318 in. NC J-bolt can be slipped -ugh the hole and hooked around the door pull. 
headed end of the J-balk now proeuding t h u g h  the strongback, is =wed q a i ~ t  the 
strongback by a w a s h  an largt wingnut, and hand tightened. In this way, a simple means of 
emergency exits provided witbout the need for tmls, should personnel be cut off from tht n o d  
access doors, while maintaining a n"l security posture f" the outside. For fruthtr details 
on the strongback au J-bolt s d g ,  refer to the sketch in Attachment B. 

The 

4.5 MOORING E O U D "  . All mooring biw, fairleacis, capstans and windlasses arc to be 

fr#. For ships entering the James River Resuvt  Fleet having less than 2 la" diameter anchor 
chain, the sccond and third shots of chain from both port and starboard anchor chainfi shall be 
r~noved and one of thest 2 shot lengths shall be placed ou Cach side of the forecastle area Thc 

will be provided by MARAD on a reimbuxsable basis. 

and clear of any obstructions. Hydraulically p ~ e d  mooring quipment shall be leak 

=chon shall W bc reconnecttd tb the Rmahhg chain and h o w .  N-SW I7lM-g W ~ S  

Both bower anchors shall be in place with a full complement of andm chain with the bittcr end 
pmperly s c c d  in the chain locktr. The anchor windlass shall be in good Optrating condition 
and d y  for sewice upon amivd to the fleet site. On ships equipped with a steam Windlass, a 
section of sttamline shall be removed 
a 1 In'' pipe connrrtim quick dismnnect fitting. The exhaust valve shatt also be removed and 
thast sections of tht s m  and exhaust lincs Leading aft shall be blanked off. The removed 
sections of s t a m  Lints and exhaust valve iue to be secured by wirt to tk windlass. On ships 
with an electric wiudlass MARAD will provide power supply unless the spozmr is othciwisc 
advised. However, in all cases the anchors shall be ready for letting go u p  azTival at the fleet 
site without tht d to energize tht anchor windlass. Therefore on alt anchors the riding pawls 
should not bt down and the spill pipes should be uncovered and cement free upou arrival to 
f~tarctheirusc.  

way of the steam valve and a flange insblled fitted with 

4.6 HA CHCOVE S. ~ w c a t h e r d e c k h a t c h c o v m s h d k d  
w m g h t  in M approved mcthod. Scals shall be replaced if-sary to ensure watertight 
integrity. Folding fypt hatcb covers shall be closed and dogged. Any wcathmkk hatches fitted 
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with tarps shall be in good condition and with all the necessary tie downs. Weather tightness 
shall be proven by hose test. 

- 
4.7 LXFEBOATSfLFEWWI' S. Lifeboats that remain onboard shall be left 6ne of debris, 
covered and well secured in davits, with davit locking bars in place. AutOmatic drain balls shall 
be moved.  Fuel shall be rcmved, tanks flushed with fksh warn, and made gas free. In 
addition, all supplies and materials shall be removed. All l i f d  nhall be removed f" thc 
vessel or stowed below unless one is q u i d  to be left on deck far ust of a riding crew 
accompanying the vessel to the fleet. In such case the raft shall be of the inflatable type approved 
by the U.S. Coast Guard or its equivalent. This raft shall be either removed or promptly stowed 
below upon arrival at tht reserve fleet. 

- 

L 

4.8 ACCOMMODATION LADDERS. All accommodation laddm shall bt sccurtd in place as 
i f d y f a r s e a  

4.9 STACK COVERS. A metal stack cover shall be s e c d  by tack welding all around and 
sealed for weather tightness. 

4.10 
is to be removed drom a weatherdeck its wiring shall never be CUI but shall be disconnected 
from the equipment and pulled back into the ship. The opening thus crcatcd will be made 
watertight by blanking as previously specified. The exposed conoections shall be dead ended by 
discomedng from the Canmkr or switchboard. 

WEATHER-DECK ELECT'R1CA.L W " G .  Wherever electrically o p e d  quipment 

5.  INTERXOR PREPARATION. 

5.1  TERN GLAND. S k m  glands sball be made wate~ght by whatever maam necessary. 
Conventional packing glands fihalt have sufficient packing far futuIt &-up. All ships fittd 
with oil l u b r i d  stem bearings shall have the sealing systems serviced and all reservoirs and 
tanks filled. The sponsor shall be responsible for ensuring that the sealing system will not allow 
oil leakage or allow the entry of stawaer. 

5.2 SKAFT LX)CK. The shaft locking device is to be installed in accordance with ~ 1 C a t i o n s  
set forth in Appcndix B or approved securement by a n~opnl7rA marine classification society. 
Each shaft locking device shall bc designed and fabricated after suitable calculations arc carried 
out to dcterminc within acccytablt limits the sizes of bolting and other structural modifications 
needed to secure the shaft. Shaft lock shall be painted with 1 coat of bright yellow paint. It 
shall be designed and fabricated so as to facilitate ready sccumn"e for towing without the nttd 
for on board welding. 

5.3 RUDDER LxlcIc The rudder is to be secured in the "midships" position and physically 
locked with a device approved by a recognized marine classification society or a designated 
MARAD qrescntative. The steering motors art to be s d  and a l l  hydraulic valves are to be 
closed. The rudder is to be secured with a "rudder lock" in a fixed position. Appendix B shows 
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an example of a commonly uscd rudder lock. Ruddcr lock@) shall be painted with 1 coat of 
bright yellow paint. The installation of both the rudder lock W be to the satisfaction of tht 
MARAD rcprtsentative . It shall be designed and fabricated so as to facilitatt ready securcmtnt 
for towing without the need fur additional welding. 

5.4 s 3  . All sea valves are to be tightly closed and valve wheels chained and locked 
to the vdve body in a closed position to pvmt  accidental opening.. provide keys to the 
e g n a a  f l ~ t  representative. Ekctri~, hydralilic, or air operated valves shall be disabled at 
controller. 

5.5 CLEANIN G. Spaces, e s p i a l l y  engine and boiler moms, shall bt thoroughly cleaned to 
rcmovt all dirt, loose paint and scale, oil, grease, water, and 0th fareign matuials. Remove 
and dispose of all  trash and other debs from any cargo holds, decks, s W " s ,  living quarters, 
engine room, lockms, shafi alley, stctring engine room, peaks, and other space3- Statemoms 
shall bc thoroughly cleaned (including toilets), blown e, and s d  by locking. Toilets shaU 
be c o v d  by a positive means, such as plywood secured to the fbture with banding, to prevent 
use (fouling). A full set of kcys shall be p v i d c d  to the Fleet Supcrinturdent 01 daignatd 
MARAD reprwentative. All drawers and lockers in berthing areas shall be opened, cleaned, and 
reclosed. All roams, coanparttmnts and passageways shall be swept cltan, damp mopped aad 
left dust frte. 

Tht fallowing g c n d  categories of item shall be removed prior to the vessel's &livexy to the 
fleet site. Food and any consumahlt liquid items shall be m o v e d  and disposed of from 
refrigerators, messrooms, stonmom, galley and lockers. Refrigerated spaces shall be left in a 
clean condition; no food should be leh aboard by ridiog crews. Any weapons including small 
arms and ammunition shall be temovtd. Cylinders of k o n  as well as oxygen, hydrogen, 
acetylene and other gases of a combustible or toxic nature, except C02, shall be removed. Other 
items such as recteational reading materid, leased equipment, and personal effects shall be 
mnoved. All hazardous waste, medicines, and medical wasles shall be f t m d  
documents kji on board will be kcpt in n file cabinet or the ship's safe for pcnnancnt storage. 

Any 

5.6 HAZARDOUS MATEMAL, A N D  HAZARDOUS 'WASTE. Bcfose a vessel enters the k t  
site, the sponsor shall dcsnonstrate during the prearrival insptctioon, that the vessel is in an 
environmeatdy acceptable condition and is frtt of hazardous waste. It is p r e f e d  that ail bulk 
hazardous mattrial be moved.  However, some amount may be retained on board if a Written 
javentwv as well as Material Safetv Data Sheets IMSDS's) arc provided describing the type and 
amount of hazardous matcrid that m a i n s  aboard and if agrud to by the Fleet Superintendent. 

Hazardous awerial that is part of the ship's structure, or that is an inkgral part of the ship system 
need not be r t m o d  A separate rtport shall be provided summarizing the status and amount of 
PCBs aboard the vessel. The sponsor will reimburse any and all costs to maintain hazardous 
material storage and disposal of haardous material that evolves into hazardous waste. 
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5.6.1 FUEL. Prior to placing a vessel in a reserve fleet site, ail fbel must benmoved (taxh 
must bc pumped dry) with the excmtion of diesel fuel far the emergencv diesel generator, unless 
othemise specified or directd by MARAD. Emergency generator fuel oil tanks, with fbcl 
remaining, shall be treated with appropriate biocide. 

5.6.2 PCBs. Prior to acceptance, the sponsor shall provide MARAD with a polychlorinated 
bipbenyl(PCB)inventory, which s P " a r i z c ~  the status, locations, and amouts of P C B s  aboard 
the vessel, including, but not limited to, cable, insulation, rubber gaskers, felt gaskets, thermal 
insulation mated, transformers, capacitors, heat transfer dielectric fluid, eltcuonic equipment 
containing internal capacitors and/or transformers, voltage regula cor^, switches, recloscrs, 
bushings, electromagnets, adhesives, tapes, m ~ c  oil, wrk hull anti sweat insulation, 
caulking, rubber isolation mounts, foundation mounts, pipe hangers, and light ballasts. PCB 
contaminated liquids and or mareSials shall be removed if possible. If not removed, all remaining 
items cbntaining PCBs shall be identified and labcled in accordzIIlce with F & d  des, 
regulations, and laws. An inventory of the items containing PCBs, which arc xcrnaining aboard 
the vessel, shall  be provided to the Fleet Superintendent. 

(a) All hydraulic fluid systems shall be tested for containing P a s .  Any hydraulic system 
containing PCBs must be drained of all fluids with the exception of hydraulic systems 
necessary for the o m o n  of the vcsscl in a non-retention status. The Fleet 
Supahtendent shall be provided a listing of aU hydraulic systems rctainbg hydraulic 
fluid as well as the applicable Material Safety Data Sheet (MSDS)for that particular fluid. 
Any PCB-frce hydrdicjluid remaining aboard shall be cemied in writing us being 

f n c  ofPCBs. 

5.7 ASBESTOS. All damaged or deteriorated asbcstos shall be abated by removal or xcpaircd so 
as to prevent the spread of airborne asbestos fibers. The sponsor shall  conduct air sampling and 
laboratory analysis for concentfations of airborne asbestos fibers in all suspect axmu that may 
coatain asbestos. Sampling shall be conducted by or under the technical supcrvrsian of a 
cerfifitd industrial hygienist. A ccr t i f ieded  CODV of the laboratow analvsis mort shall be 
furnished to the respective Reserve Fleet Superintendent before the vessel will be allowed to 
enter the meme fleet. To ensure that persome1 are not being exposed to hazardous levels of 
airbarne asbestos fibers above OSHA standards, the sponsor shall post notices, as approved by 
MARAD, at all entrances aboard vessels which contain asbestos. These notices shail indicate 
that asbestos is present, that the spaces are safe for workem and that asbestos shall not be 
disturbed except as approvtd by MARAD. The posting of such notices is not a substitute for the 
actions to be takcn for asbestos control as required under this irem but shall be done in addition 
tothesetasks. 

5.8 BILGES. Bilges and tank tops must bc pumped dry and be free of oil, water, and 
C M C a I I h n t S .  



S.9 FLOOR PLATWGRATIN GS. Floor plates and gratings and supports shall be properly 
secured in placed. Missing plates and handrails shall be replad. The Fleet Superintendent may 
allow sdety chains or wire in hazardous areas where platcs and rails are missing. 

5.10 E X E R M W A  TION. A qualified exterminator shall rid the ship of both rodtnts and 
objectionable insects before its dtliwy to the MARAD reserve fleet si&. The exterminator shall 
firnrish a Deratification certificate to MARAD attesting to the fact that he has successfully 
completed this work 

5.11 FLOODINGFRE ALARM - One complete electrical flooding and fm alarm system is to 
be installed aboard the vessel. NlARAD nonnally utilizes a 115 volt ZLC system on p o w d  rows 
or utilizes a battery or solar power systems (12 or 24 volt d.c.) as an alternative power soufcc for 
vessels located in unpowered MWS. The Fleet Superintendent or his designated rcprestotative 
shall be consulted prior to any installation addressed by this section. "he fl&g alsirm system 
shall be installed to provide complete coverage since COmpartmentaLion may isolate a flooding 
incident. It shall be set in drain wells on tank tops (lowest point) in the engine room, shaft alley, 
and other places as designated by the MARAD representative. One heat stnsitivt unit (fk wire) 
activawi at 150 & p e s  Fahrenheit is to be Ioca!ed in thc top of the engine room and one in each 
topside house living a r ~ &  h s t d e d  w&b the necessary Water t ight  coLIl1CCtiOll hxm,  fhed safety 
switches and marine type lighting fixtures. A white light and siren shall be placed high in a 
conspicuous place on the ship which is activated by either sensor. If the sponsor is unable to 
provide an adeqwte system then MARAD may provide it on a reimbursable basis. The systems 
will be tested and rtpairtd or replad, if necessary, 

5.12 C02 SYSTEM. All C02 system(s) shall be d i s m a l  and all  C02 bodes discoonecttd 
from discharge piping and capped. Low pressure C02 system shall bt emptied dsactivation. 
If other than a C02 system exists for the fixed fmfightiag system, the system sha l l  be disableti, 
Halon systems shall be treated as C02 systems. 

5.13 DUNNAGE. All wooden and temporary dunnage shall be removed from tht vessel. 
Stainless steel and other dwnage of a more permanent nature should be nearly stacked in each 
cargo spaice. Dunnage in good condition may remain in place if approved by the assigned Fleet 
Superinteadent 

5.14 WATER TANKS. The fare and d e r  peak tanks shall be pumped dry unless otherwise 
directed. Any double bottom fresh water tanks a d  not be pumped out unless required to mea 
trim or fleet draft limitations. All double bottom tanks shall have openings properly gasketed 
and made watertight. AU liquid ballast, not essential for trim or stability, shall be removed. 
Where ballast is to bc left aboard, sufficient blanking shall be installed to prevent water 
migration to other spaces. All water ballast aboard shall be fresh dock watcr (non-river). 
Questions regatding amnmt, retention and treatment of water ballast required far stability 
purposes shall be ref& to the assigned F k t  Superintendem 
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5.15 CARGO TANKS. AlJ cargo tanks shall be thoroughly stripped, cleaned and gas f k d  
before arrival at the fleet site. A copy of the gas free chficate shall be ppcrly posted and a 
copy shall be provided to the reEpective restme Fleet SupeMkndcnt Tankers off& for lay-up 
shall have all cargo tanks, p u m p ~ m  and pipelines gas fked and a copy of the gas k 
ctrtificatc shall be properly posted. 

5.16 TANK SOUNDINGS. Furaish cumnt soundinps of dl tanks to include: oil, fuel, and 
water left on board. Provide a listinn ofthe amount of water, fbd and oil remainiag on board by 
each specific tank, as well as a listing of empty tanks. Provide vessel specific drawings showing 
location, framt numbas, tank identifeation for all fuel oil, diesel oil, lube oil tanks, and ballast 
tanks. Provide vessel specific drawings showing the location of all sounding tubes and tank 
sounding tables. 

5.17 INTERIOR HATCH COVERS. Interior hatch covers shall be closed and secured. No part 
of thc cover shall bt missing. A safety chain or wire in way of dl unguarded hatches or openings 
may be allowed on a case by case basis. 

5.18 ITEMS TO BE STOWED. All tasjly removable items left aboard at the sponsors option 
should be stowed below decks or in secure lockers. These items include, but are not limited to 
the items listed in Appendix A. Storerooms for pilferable items shall be staled by at least one 
welded bar. This bar should lap the door by a p p m ~ t e l y  four (4) incbes an each si& and 
should be solid rather than tack welded The sponsor may use an a l t e d v e  securing method if 
approved by the Fleet Superintendent. Two screened openings of approximntcly 8" X 10" should 
be provided in thtse comparrmcnts to permit flow ad circulation of dry air, one opening close to 
the deck and the other close to the overhead. Items considered not easily removable arc as 
follows; radar scanners and engine order telegraphs. They may be removed and stowed in the 
vessel at the sponsor's option. These items should be protected fiom the weather, if remaining in 
place, and e x p o d  anas made weathutight as a result of their rcmoval. The MARAD 
representative shall verify tbe inventory prior to securing the space. 

5.19 INVENTORY. An inventory of items Iefk aboard shall be conducted by the sponsor and 
shall reflect the lacation of each item. Storerooms inventories shall have a copy placed in the 
ship's safe or a locked box installed on the vessel in the Ships or Masters office. A copy shall be 
placed inside the storen" in a conspicuo~~s place and a copy provided to the meet 
Superintendent. "he MARAD representative who witnessed the inventory shall sign the 
inventory sheet copies. 

5.20 VALVES. Settling tank valves shall be left closed and chained and locked to prevent 
opening. Pmvidt keys to the dtsignatd fleet representative. All valves shsll be surveyed for 
leaks. All leaking valves will be -aired, replaced, or blanked at the flange. Take up on 
packing glands or repack valves as required. Valves and their reach rods shall be left in good 
working ordcr. All other valves affecting seawonhiness &all k closed, chained, and locked, and 
keys provided to the designated fleet representative. 
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5.21 L4MPXNG. All emergency light fixtures in the following arms shall be lampd and 
opcratlanal: engine room, emergency generator room, boiler room, shaft alley, steering gear 
mom, and living spaces including the bridge. Use of long life impact resistant bulbs is 
rtcommcnded. 

5.22 D U I " G .  This shall consist of opening dl existing drain valves, pet cocks and drain 
plugs on all machkxy, pipelines, and heat exchangers throughout the vessel. No 
shall be opened or pipe connections brokcn for drainage purposes. 
shall be drained. Domestic tanks, drain tanks, and sentice tanks are to be drained by opening 
drain valva or removal of existing plug. Engine room and shaft alley bilges shall be pumpai 
after drainagt is complcrcd. 

Strainers and pump casings 

5.23 OZONE DEPLF'I"G SUBSTANCES (REFRXGEIUTION SYSTEMS). Ship's 
refrigemtion systcm(s) and air conditioning system (s) shall be evacuated. Refrigerant gasses 
shall be bottled and rtmovcd at deactivation. All ozone depleting substams shall be reammi 
f" refrigeration and air conditioning systems and be disposed of l~ycled in a c c d a m c  with 
EPA regulauons. All bottled ozone depleting substances shall be moved from the vessel prior 
to MARAD acceptance inspection. Ship's refrigemtion plant shall be secured by shutting ail 
suction and discharge valves. The sponsor shall provide MARAD with an ozone depleting 
material survey upon completion of the tasks required by this section. 

5.24 BERTHING AREAS. All available keys shall be pmvided to the appropriate Flcet 
superintendent. 

18 

2 0  



I 

APPENDIX A 

ITEMS TO BE STOWED 

AntellMs,radio 
Baromet.cn * 
Batteies (new and in a dry state) 
Binnacles * 
Binoculars * 
Blocks, portable 
Blueprints 
Books, instruction 
Boxes, storage 
canvass 
chtonomcters * 
Cliaometcrs * 
clocks’ 

Compass, gyro and magnetic * 

C02 Cylinders 
Davits, small gooseneck 
Equipment, galley 

clothing (stewards d c p m t )  

Correspondence, vessel 

Equipment, medical 
Equipment, offict 
Equpmentt, painting 
Equipma pantry 
Equipment, sdcty 
EJctingrushers, fire 
Fans, mom 
Roadlight, detachable 
Flags * 
Furnishings, mom 
Gangways, brow 
Gratings,WrRthtrdCCk 
Guards, pipe 
Hood,binnacle 
Hose, fire, fiuh, steam a d  air 
Ins”cnts, electrical * 
Ladders, pilot/SOLAsljacobs 

http://Baromet.cn


M n g ,  chain 
Ufcboats, complete with outfitting gear (foodlwatcr not included) 
Lights, embarkation,cargo, and signal 
Linc throwing apparatus 
Linen 
Lines, gantlines/heaviningIineSbg litmilmooring lines 
Lining, grain and/or ammunition (sheathing) 

and bell books 
Machines, washing and drymg 
M a c k ,  ice malting 
M a c h i s ,  sounding 
Mattresses 
Medical cquipmenr 
Meters, portable electric 
Micm" * 
Name b o d ,  detachable 
Navigation ias-nts (parallel rules, dividers, etc.) 
Navigation equipment (RDF, Ix)RAN, Silt Nav, etc. ) 
Pillows 
Radar 
Radio, crew entertainment 
Radio, telephone 
Reels, wirt (including wire) 
kfkigeratofs, domestic t ~ > e  
Rq=- lgyro"pass  
Rope, wittlnaturaysynthetic 
Scanners,& 
Screening, weather deck ventilation and ducting 
Searchlights, detachable * 
Sextants * 
Spare parts, electrical, mechanical, radio, and navigation quipment 
Table, chan 
Tablewatt 
Tachometers 
Telephone, sound powered and interior communication 
Television sets It 

Tools, electrical, hand, and pneumatic* 
Transceivers * 

Wrtnchts, s F i a l  such as propeller, rudder, etc- 

c 

Typcwriwm * 

NOTE: Items marked as "*" are considered to be highly piIf#able. 



'I,.,,- - --  - - -  

APPENDXXB 

(1) RUDDER LOCK AND SHAFT LOCK DIAGRAMS 

(2) STRONGBACK AND J-BOLT SECURING DEVICE 
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RHMBURSABLE VESSEL ACCEPTANCE REPORT V.S. Dcpwncat of 'thaqrarurap 

Adminktntian MA496A 
25 lun 1998 

SPONSOR SIGNATURE MARAD SIGNATURE: 

3 NAME NAME: 



TRANSFER OF V E S S a  

Title of 

from 

(vessel name) is bercby pansfetrad 

(agency name) to the Masitimt 

Administrationthis (date) day of (month) of ( P I .  

This vessel is k of all encumbrances to transfa. All stripping actions q u i d  of the &ove 

agency have k z ~  accomplished prior to thjs uansfer. 

Agency Representative Date 

Title of the above mtntioned vessel is hereby acceptcd by the Maritime Administmiion this 

( d e )  w of (month) of (ytar). 

c 

Associate Administrator for 
National Security 

Date 



APPENDIX C 

Executive Order 12114, Environmental Effects of Major Federal Action 
Abroad 
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APPENDIX D 

Programmatic Agreement for Treatment of the 180-Foot Seagoing Buoy 
Tender Class 



PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT 
AMONG 

THE UNITED STATES COAST GUARD, 
THE ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION, 
AND VARIOUS STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICERS 

REGARDING THE DECOMMISSIONING AND\OR DECLARATION OF 
EXCESS OF THE 

18O-FOOT SEAGOING BUOY TENDER CLASS (WLBS) 

WHEREAS, the United States Coast Guard (USCG) intends to decommission and\or 
declare excess the remaining 25 vessels in the 180-foot Seagoing Buoy Tender class 
(Undertaking); and 

WHEREAS, the vessels for which decommissioning and/or declaration of excess is 
proposed are described in Appendix A to this Programmatic Agreement (Agreement); 
and 

WHEREAS, the definitions given in Appendix B are applicable throughout this PA; and 
, 

WHEREAS, upon the USCG declaring the vessels “excess personal property,” as that 
term is defined in the Federal Property Management Regulations, Title 4 1, Part 101, 
Section 43.001-6 of the Code of Federal Regulations (41 C.F.R. 5 101-43.001-6), the 
vessels could eventually be removed from USCG custody and control, and possibly 
Federal ownership through one of the following mandated processes in priority order: 1) 
a Congressional or Presidential mandate, 2) the General Services Administration (GSA) 
personal property disposal process for transfer to other Federal agencies, (41 CFR $101- 
43), 3) the Foreign Military Assistance program, Title 22, Section 2321 j of the United 
States Code, (22 USC 2321 j), 4) the GSA personal property disposal process for 
conveyance to a state or local government, or non-profit organization (41 CFR §101-44), 
5) direct Coast Guard transfer to the USCG Auxiliary, Service Educational Activities 
(SEA’S), or a non-profit public body or private organization, (14 USC 641), 6) the GSA 
personal property disposal process for sale to the highest bidder, 7) if transfer of 
ownership through one of the above processes is not possible, the USCG will scrap the 
vessels; and 

WHEREAS, the USCG understands that the GSA generally will not accept vessels that 
are contaminated with hazardous materials for conveyance to a non-Federal entity; and 

WHEREAS, the USCG has determined that some of the vessels in this class are 
contaminated with polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) and other hazardous materials at 
varying levels and that removal of these hazardous materials may render these vessels 
inoperable and could seriously compromise their physical integrity; and 

WHEREAS, the Toxic Substance Control Act (15 USC, Chapter 53) prohibits the USCG 
from distributing PCB contaminated vessels in commerce; and 

1 ENCLOSURE( I 



WHEREAS, the result of declaring the vessels excess personal property may be that the 
~ . -  - . vessels __- will eventually be removed from the ownership and control of the Federal 

government or that the vessels will be scrapped; and 

WHEREAS, the USCG has determined that the class of vessels is eligible for listing on 
the National Register of Historic Places, based on consultation with the appropriate 
SHPOs and several studies of the 180-foot Seagoing Buoy Tender class, including 
Historical Context and Statement of Signijicance: Cactus, Mesquite, and Basswood 
Classes, United States Coast Guard l8O-foot Buoy Tenders ( W s )  (Mid-Atlantic 
Technology and Environmental Research, 1997); and 

WHEREAS, the USCG has determined that the process of decommissioning and 
declaring the 180-foot Seagoing Buoy Tender fleet excess personal property constitutes 
an adverse effect as defined in 36 CFR Part 8OOS(a)( 1); and 

WHEREAS, the USCG has consulted with the appropriate State Historic Preservation 
Officers (SHPOs) (listed in Appendix C) that may have an interest or have jurisdiction 
over the current location for each vessel (described in Appendix A); and 

WHEREAS, the National Historic Preservation Act consultation was conducted under 
the implementing regulations effective at the time of consultation, and National Historic 
Preservation Act consultation conducted after June 17, 1999, was conducted in 
accordance with the implementing regulations published at 64 Federal Register 27043 
(May 18, 1999), including consultations with the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation (Council) pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800.6(a)( l)(i)(C) in the development of 
this Agreement; and 

NOW, THEREFORE, the USCG, the appropriate SHPOs, and the Council, agree that, 
upon the decision to proceed with the Undertaking, the USCG shall implement the 
following stipulations in order to take into account the effect of the Undertaking on 
historic properties. 

Stipulations 

The USCG shall ensure that the following stipulations are implemented and will contact 
the regional National Park Service (NPS) Historic American Engineering Record 
(HAER) program office in Philadelphia, PA to confirm that the following level and 
content of HAER documentation, with the exception of items I.A. 1 .d. and I.B.5., is 
appropriate. 

.-- 
I. Treatment of Historic Properties. 

A. Documentation of the 180-foot Seagoing Buoy Tender Class History. 
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1 .  The USCG shall prepare a narrative description of the 180-foot tenders’ 
origin, mission, andsgdicant highlights of its tenure in the service to the _ _  - - 

nation. This narrative shall include, but not be limited to: 

a. A description of the 18O-foot tenders’ design, construction, and 
technology. This description should outline the history of the 
ships’ design and essential systems and its place within the history 
of naval architecture. This history shall describe the design 
elements of the l8O-foot tenders, the significant differences 
between the Cactus, Mesquite, and Basswood classes; and the 
significant differences brought about by the USCG’s renovation 
programs known as Austere Renovation, Major Renovation, and 
Service Life Extension Programs. 

b. A general outline of the service record of each vessel in the 180- 
foot class. This description should include where the vessel was 
stationed, its length of service, and any important programs, 
incidents, missions, or operations the vessel was involved in. 
Emphasis would be placed on the vessels’ service during World 
War II and their subsequent peacetime roles. 

c. A description of the general work conducted by the USCG with 
these vessels. This description will include placing and servicing 
aids to navigation, search and rescue operations, law enforcement 
operations, and other missions. This study shall include a brief 
history of aids-to-navigation and buoy technology. 

d. A visual record of the vessels during construction, at work, and 
in port. This record would include presentation of representative 
photographs for each vessel maintained by the USCG Historian’s 
office. This process will include copying selected historical 
photographs of the 180-foot class, suitable for publication. 

B. Documentation of 180-foot Seagoing Buoy Tender Class Technology. 

1. The USCG shall identify a 180 vessel that has undergone the Major 
Renovation Program for comprehensive photo-documentation. The 
USCG will also identify a vessel of the 180 class that has undergone the 
renovation program known as Austere Renovation, and a vessel that has 
undergone the Service Life Extension Program. These next two vessels 
will be used to photo-document the differences between a vessel that has 
undergone a Major Renovation and vessels that have undergone Austere 
Renovation and the Service Life Extension Program. 

2. The USCG shall implement a historic documentation research design 
for the vessels identified in each of the renovation programs and shall 
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assemble documentation that best represents the programs according to the 
pho togqhc  guidelines described below. ~ _ _ .  

3. Comprehensive photographic documentation shall include the following 
components : 

a. Large format (4” x 5” negatives, black and white) photography 
of the selected vessel’s exterior and interior spaces taken in 
accordance with guidance provided by Secretary of the Interior’s 
Guidelinesfor Recording Historic Ships, Historic American 
Buildings Survey/Historic American Engineering Record 
(HABS/HAER) (1995) and any additional guidance provided by 
the National Park Service regional office. 

b. Exterior views shall include: 
Outboard 

Port profile 
Starboard profile 
34 view at bow 
End-on-view of bow 
% view at stem 
End-on-view of stern 
Elevated view for broadside 
Elevated view for stem quarter 
Elevated view for bow quarter 

Main deck showing general arrangements of 
deckhouses, rails, superstructure, equipment 
Other exterior deck views 

Distinguishing exterior characteristics, including 
ropeworldart work and unique social 
characteristics for one vessel only 

Weather Decks 

Modifications 

c. Interior views shall include: 
Accessible framing and structure of the hull 
Machinery spaces 
Machinery 
Pilothouse 
Navigation, communications equipment 
Captain’s Quarters 
Crews quarters (representative example) 
Public spaces (galley, mess, staircases, holds, workspaces, 
stowage spaces, store rooms) 
Lighting fixtures 
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d. Mechanical and functional detail views 
___-- Steering gear 

Pumps 
Winches 
Tender’s specialized equipment for servicing aids-to- 
navigation as well as for search and rescue, maritime law 
enforcement, environmental protection, salvage tasks, ice 
breaking, and survey work 

4. The USCG shall identify the significant design and engineering 
differences between the major renovation program selected for 
comprehensive photographic documentation above and the two other 
renovation programs. The USCG shall photographically document these 
significantly different design components in a manner consistent with the 
program described above in Stipulation I.B.3. 

5 .  The USCG shall photograph (5x7, black and white, on archivally stable 
paper) all distinguishing characteristics, including mascots and rope 
WorWartwork and unique social or technical characteristics, for each 
vessel for repository in the USCG Historian’s Office. 

6. The USCG shall prepare documentation of vessel drawings by 
identifying a set of original drawings for one vessel in each of the Cactus, 
Mesquite and Basswood classes. The USCG shall also produce large 
format (4” x 5” negatives, black and white) photographs of the Cactus 
class vessels’ design and construction drawings sufficient to document the 
class’ construction, lines, major engineering systems, and interior and 
exterior details. These copies shall be reproduced on archivally stable 
negatives and contact prints. 

a. Photographed drawings shall include: 
Line drawings showing the shape of the vessel’s hull 
Construction drawings 

Outboard profile 
Inboard profile 
Main deck plan 
Other deck plans 
Sections 
Propulsion 
Details (structural joints, fasteners, fittings, joinery, 
machinery, etc.) including plans for buoy handling 
equipment and other specialized equipment for 
servicing aids-to-navigation, search and rescue 
missions, maritime law enforcement, 
environmental protection, salvage, ice breaking, 
and survey work. 
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7. The USCG shall identify thesignificant original design and engineering 
differences between the Cactus class documented above and the two other 
classes. The USCG shall produce archivally stable copies of the original 
drawings that illustrate the significant differences in these classes in a 
manner consistent with the program described above in Stipulation I.B.6.a 

8. The USCG shall identify remaining significant modifications made to 
the USCGC BRAMBLE (WLB-392) in preparation of the Northwest 
Passage trip and shall ensure that these modifications are documented 
according to the photographic program described above in Stipulation 
I.B.3. Original drawings that illustrate these modifications will be 
documented according to the program described in Stipulation 1.B .6.a. 

9. The USCG shall identify significant design and engineering differences 
between the original class designs and the renovation programs. Original 
drawings that illustrate these renovations will be documented according to 
the program described in Stipulation I.B.6.a. 

10. At its discretion, the USCG may alter the methodology or technology 
used to photographically document these vessels or the construction plans, 
provided such methods result in a record format that is as archivally stable 
and as easily accessible as the proposed photographic medium. 

C. Reporting. , 

1. The USCG will ensure that the result of this historical research 
conducted under 1.A and 1.B is compiled into a technical report. This 
technical report will include the results of the technological documentation 
as well as the history of the 180-foot Seagoing Buoy Tender class. 

2. In addition, the USCG shall ensure that the results of the technical 
report are summarized in a popular report suitable for publication. This 
report shall outline the history of Seagoing Buoy Tender class, its mission 
and service life, as well as providing a description of its design and 
construction. This popular report will contain a maximum of 50 pages of 
text and include numerous illustrations of the vessels. Illustrations may 
consist of prepared drawings as well as photographs, including some of 
the photographs collected pursuant to I.B.5, documenting some of the 
vessels’ unique characteristics, their construction, service mission, and 
naval features. 

c 

3. The USCG shall ensure that the HAER photo documentation is 
completed and accepted by the NPS before decommissioning and/or 
excessing , as appropriate, the vessels scheduled for photo documentation. 
The HAER narrative documentation will be completed and submitted to 
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the NPS for review and approval as well but need not be submitted prior to 
vessel decommissimirgm transfer. -- - 

4. The USCG shall prepare a minimum of 150 copies of the final 
technical (non-archival prints) and popular reports and distribute these 
copies to the following institutions: 

US.  Coast Guard Academy 
NPS National Maritime Initiative 
Selected maritime museums 
Signatory SHPOs 
Universities with maritime history programs 
Merchant Marine academies 

Additionally, the Coast Guard shall post the full text of the popular report 
on an Internet web site for a minimum of 2 years. Individuals and 
organizations, in addition to those specified above who have requested 
detailed information on this Undertaking shall receive notice of the 
availability of the web site and information on how to obtain a hard copy 
of the popular report if access to the internet is not available to them. 

D. Artifacts from the 180-Foot Seagoing Buoy Tender Class. 

1. For those vessels that are not transferred for continued use, the USCG 
shall ensure that significant artifacts from each of the 18O-foot class 
vessels are removed in an appropriate manner and transferred to the 
USCG’s repository in Forestville, Maryland, for permanent curation. 

2. These artifacts shall include but are not limited to: ship’s bell; ship’s 
plaque; Engine Order Telegraph (EOT); wheel; and any other objects 
deemed appropriate by the USCG’s curatorial and historical staff. 

3. The USCG shall ensure that the objects removed from the 180-foot 
vessels are stored in compliance with provisions outlined in 36 CFR Part 
79. The USCG shall also ensure that these artifacts are provided for loan 
to museums or institutions according to the provisions of 36 CFR Part 79 
as well as appropriate USCG guidelines. Upon execution of this 
Agreement, the USCG will maintain a record of items loaned to museums 
or institutions until the last 180-foot buoy tender is decommissioned. 

II. General Provisions. 

A. Execution of Agreement. 

This Agreement will be executed in counterparts with a separate page for each 
signatory and concurring party. After the USCG, Council, and GSA sign the 
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Agreement, copies will be sent individually to all appropriate SHPOs. Upon 
signature by-eachSHPO or hidher authorized designee, the Agreemenbdlgo 
into effect for the vessel(s) associated with that state. The USCG will ensure that 
each signatory and concurring party is provided with a copy of the fully executed 
Agreement. 

B. Dispute Resolution. 

1. Should any party to this Agreement object, within thirty (30) days to 
any actions pursuant to this Agreement, then the the USCG shall consult 
with the objecting party to resolve the objection. If the USCG determines 
that the objection can not be resolved, the USCG shall forward all 
documentation relevant to the dispute to the Council. Within thirty (30) 
days after receipt of all pertinent documentation, the Council shall either: 

a. Provide the USCG with recommendations pursuant to 36 CFR 
800.2@)(2), which the USCG shall take into account in reaching a 
final decision regarding the dispute; or 

b. Notify the USCG that it will comment pursuant to 36 CFR 
800,7(c), and proceed to comment. Any Council comment 
provided in response to such a request will be taken into account 
by the USCG in accordance with 36 CFR 800.7(c)(4) with 
reference to the subject dispute. The USCG responsibility to carry 
out all actions under this Agreement that are not subjects of the 
dispute will remain unchanged. 

C. Public Objection. 

If at any time during the implementation of the measures stipulated in this 
Agreement, should an objection be raised by a member of the public, or a 
consulting party, the USCG shall take the objection into account and consult with 
the objecting party, any SHPO, the GSA, other interested parties, and the Council, 
as necessary, to resolve the objection. 

D. Amendment, Non-Compliance, and Termination. 

If any signatory believes that the terms of this Agreement cannot be carried out or 
that an amendment to its terms should be made, that signatory shall immediately 
consult with the other parties to develop amendments to this Agreement pursuant 
to 36 CFR 800.6(~)(7). If this Agreement is not amended as provided for in this 
stipulation, any signatory may terminate it, whereupon USCG shall proceed in 
accordance with 36 CFR 800.6(c)(8). 
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A. Identification of Vessels to be Photo-Documented. 

The USCG shall identify which vessels will be photo-documented within 60 days 
of this Agreement. The USCG shall provide the list of vessels it intends to 
photographically document to the signatory parties to this Agreement. 

B. Documentation and Distribution of Materials. 

1. For vessels not decommissioned prior to the execution of this 
agreement, the USCG shall complete all photography required under this 
Agreement prior to the start of decommissioning activities. The USCG 
shall complete photographic documentation of previously 
decommissioned vessels before disposition of these vessels. 

2. In order to meet established decommissioning time frames, the USCG 
will undertake vessel photo-documentation upon execution of this 
Agreement. The USCG shall complete all other historical documentation 
within one year of execution of this Agreement. Additionally, if feasible, 
the USCG will distribute the documentation to parties specified in section 
I.C.4. of this Agreement within one year of execution of this Agreement; 
however, the USCG may take a maximum of two years from the execution 
of this Agreement to distribute the documentation. 

If the stipulations in this Agreement have not been implemented by December 3 1,2005, 
this PA shall be considered null and void, and the USCG, if it chooses to continue the 
Undertaking shall re-initiate its review in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800. 

Execution of this Programmatic Agreement by the USCG, the appropriate SHPOs, and 
the Council and implementation of its terms, is evidence that the USCG has afforded the 
Council an opportunity to comment on the Undertaking and its effects on historic 
properties and that the USCG has taken into account the effects of its Undertaking on 
historic properties. 

SIGNATORY PARTY: 

UNITED STATES COAST GUARD 

By: Date: 11 /I 9 14 7 
U.S. Coast Guard 

Chief, Ofice oMutter Management 
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SIGNATORY PARTY 
----. 

ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION 

Date: d/<bwy 
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CONCURRING PARTY: . - -- 

G E N E W  SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

Date: / / ->9-94  
Ms. Deidre Huber, Director 
Prom Management Division 

.- 
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SIGNATORY PARTY 

ALABAMA Hf$TORICAL COMMISSION 
/ 

By: Date: 1 rt -00 

Dr. Lee Warner, State Histofic Preservation Officer 
L 
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SIGNATORY PARTY 
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SIGNATORY PARTY 
- -- 

CALIFORNIA OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION 

Date: ~?$‘{h, 
ervation Officer 



SIGNATORY PARTY 
--- - 

FLORIDA DIVISION OF HISTORICAL RESOURCES 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE ~ 
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SIGNATORY PARTY 
- -- --__ 

ATION OFFICE 
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SIGNATORY PARTY 
- _-__ .- 

HAWAII STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION DIVISION 
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SIGNATORY PARTY 
_-  

MAINE HISTORIC 

By: c- J, Date: ’:/‘;b f 
Mr. Ear1 G. Shettlefiorth, Jr., State €@pdPreservation Officer 

- 
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SIGNATORY PARTY 

MARYLAND HISTORICAL TRUST 

Date: /-/&em 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
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SIGNATORY PARTY 
- -  

STATE HISTORI RVATION OFFICE 

ate: 
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SIGNATORY PARTY 

N E T Q X S E Y  DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRO 
I 

Jh ENTALPRC)?ECTION 

7’1s*o Date: / I t  j-0 
istoric Preservation Off3cer 
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SI~NATORY PARTY 

OREGON STATE PARKS AND RECREATIONDEP” 

I w . W Y  - VIL 
. e 8  . . .  . . . .  . . . . .  . 

r b .  ... - . . . . .  
.. . .. u 

OREOON STATE HISTMiIC PREsEmrATION OFFICE - 

Janes M, H m i c k ,  Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer 

Historle Prwervation 
-StabPUk&Reamatbn 
1116 Commefctd St. NE Sta 12 

s a h ,  0- 97301-1012 
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SIGNATORY PARTY 

SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTKENT-OF ARCHIVES & HISTORY 

0 A -:++-- By: 
Dr. Rodger @ Stroup, State Historic Preservation Officer 
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SIGNATORY PARTY 

TEXAS H I S T O R I C ~ S S I O N  

- m c e  Oaks, State Historic Preservation Oficer I f  
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. SIGNATORY PARTY 
-- 

HAEOLOGY & HISTORIC PRESERVATION 

Date:&. 2 I .  /T f7  
toric Preservation Officer 
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A. "A CLASS:" See Cactus Class. 

B. AUSTERE RENOVATION: The term Austere renovation refers to a renovation 
program conducted on the following 180-foot tenders: Planetree, Mallow, Iris, 
Basswood during 1974 and 1975. This renovation involved the removal and overhaul 
of the propulsion generators, main motor, weight handling equipment, and other buoy 
deck components. It also involved renovating the bathrooms, known as "heads" and 
the sleeping and eating areas of these vessels. 

C. "B CLASS:" See Mesquite Class. 

APPENDIX B 

DEFINITIONS 
-- 

D. BASSWOOD CLASS: Three Classes of 180-foot sea going buoy tenders were built 
between the years1942 and 1944, the first class of vessels built was the Cactus Class 
(also known as the A-Class, and it consisted of 13 vessels all built in Duluth, 
Minnesota. The second class of tenders was the Mesquite Class (B-Class) consisting 
of 6 tenders all built in Duluth Minnesota with the exception of the Ironwood which 
was the only 180 built in the Coast Guard Yard in Baltimore, Maryland. The primary 
difference in the B Class when compared to the A class was that B-Class vessels had 
design improvements made to their boom and deckhouses. The third class of tenders 
was the Basswood Class (C-Class) consisting of 20 vessels all built in Duhth 
Minnesota. The C-Class differed from the B-Class in that the C-Class vessels had an 
improved propulsion system (which increased the shaft horsepower from lo00 to 
1200) and additional fuel capacity. 

E. BOW: The front section of a vessel. 

F. "C CLASS:" See Basswood Class. 

G. CACTUS CLASS: Three Classes of 180-foot sea going buoy tenders were built 
between the years1942 and 1944, the first class of vessels built was the Cactus Class 
(also known as the A-Class, and it consisted of 13 vessels all built in Duluth, 
Minnesota. The second class of tenders was the Mesquite Class (B-Class) consisting 
of 6 tenders all built in Duluth Minnesota with the exception of the Ironwood which 
was built in the Coast Guard Yard in Baltimore, Maryland. The primary difference in 
the B Class when compared to the A-Class was that B-Class vessels had design 
improvements made to their boom and deckhouses. The third class of tenders was the 
Basswood Class (C-Class) consisting of 20 vessels all built in Duluth Minnesota. The 
C-Class differed from the B-Class in that the C-Class vessels had an improved 
propulsion system (which increased the shaft horsepower from 1000 to 1200) and 
additional fuel capacity . 
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H. 

I. 

J .  

K. 

L. 

M 

N. 

0. 

P. 

DECOMMISSION: The term dcco"ksion means to take a vessel out of active 
service. 

ENGINE ORDER TELEGRAPH: At one time in the history of the 180 foot tenders, 
speed orders to the engine mom were handled by a piece of machinery called an 
engine order telegraph. This piece of equipment had sectors marked AHEAD: 
FLANK, FULL, STAND 20,  1/3 - STOP - BACK: 113, u3, FULL. When the lever 
on the engine order telegraph was moved to the required speed sector, it had a pointer 
that followed to the same speed sector as soon as the engine room had complied with 
the order. 

EXCESS PERSONAL PROPERTY: Excess personal property is any personal 
property under the control of any Federal agency which is not required for its needs 
and the discharge of its responsibilities, as determined by the head of the agency. 

FOREIGN MILITARY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM: U.S. Coast Guard vessels are 
offered to friendly foreign governments as excess defense articles under this program 
which is authorized by the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (FAA) as amended, (22 
U.S.C. 5 2321j). The transfer of Coast Guard vessels to friendly foreign governments 
under this program is the responsibility of the Department of Defense and the State 
Department, with the final authority for allocating a vessel to a specific country 
residing with the Department of State. However, the Coast Guard is a full partner in 
the formal allocation of decommissioned vessels offered for transfer to foreign 
governments under the provisions of the FAA 

GALLEY: The kitchen of a vessel. 

HOLD: The lower interior part of a vessel or aircraft in which cargo is stored. 

IN BOARD: To be within the hull or toward the centerline of a vessel. 

MAJOR RENOVATION: The term Major Renovation refers to a renovation program 
conducted on the following 180-foot tenders: Sedge, Bramble, Ironwood, Mariposa, 
Acacia, Sweetbrier, Hornbeam, Spar, Sassafras, Sundew, Firebush, and Woodrush 
during 1974-1979. This renovation involved the complete removal and overhaul of 
all mechanical systems. It involved the installation of a new Sewage System, an AC 
switchboard, three new generators, and a bow thruster (a bow thruster is the propeller 
inside a pipe, which runs side to side in the bow of the ship). The main engines and 
the propulsion switchboard (this is the electrical panel that controls the motor that 
controls the vessel propeller) were overhauled. The vessels were also recabled, 
repiped, and all habitability spaces were renovated (all new equipment and 
furnishings were added from bow to stem) and the forward hold was redesigned to 
accommodate more sleeping area. 

MESOUITE CLASS: Three Classes of 180-foot sea going buoy tenders were built 
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Q. 
R. 

S. 

T. 

U. 

between the years1942 and 1944, the first class of vessels built was the Cactus Class 
(also knowusheA-Class, and it consisted of 13 vessels all b u i l m  F 

Minnesota. The second class of tenders was the Mesquite Class @-Class) consisting 
of 6 tenders all built in Duluth Minnesota with the exception of the Ironwood which 
was built in the Coast Guard Yard in Baltimore, Maryland. The primary difference in 
the B Class when compared to the A class was that B-Class vessels had design 
improvements made to their boom and deckhouses. The third class of tenders was the 
Basswood Class (C-Class) consisting of 20 vessels all built in Duluth Minnesota. The 
C-Class differed from the B-Class in that the C-Class vessels had an improved 
propulsion system (which increased the shaft horsepower from lo00 to 1200) and 
additional fuel capacity. 

MESS: The dining facility on a vessel, also known as a mess deck. 

OUTBOARD: To be located along the outside hull of a vessel, or to be away from the 
centerline of the hull of a vessel. 

PILOT HOUSE: An enclosed area on the deck or bridge of a vessel from which the 
vessel is controlled. 

PORT: The left-hand side of a ship or aircraft facing forward. 

SERVICE EDUCATIONAL ACTIVlTIES (SEAS): Educiitional activities that have 
been determined to be of special interest to the Military Services. These educational 
activities are eligible to receive donations of DOD surplus property only from the 
Department of Defense surplus and from other agencies like the Coast Guard, if there 
is legislative authority for them to receive such property. These educational activities 
include: Military Schools Division, Class Military Junior College, Class Military 
Institute, High Schools, Naval Honor Schools, and National Organizations (such as 
the Boy Scouts of America) dealing with education, religious, social, welfare and 
recreational needs of members of armed forces. 

V. SERVICE LIFE EXTENSION PROGRAM: The service life extension program 
(SLEP) was a renovation program conducted on the following 180s: Sorrel, Gentian, 
Cowslip, Conifer, Madrona, Laurel, Papaw, Sweetgum, and Buttonwood. S E P  
included major upgrades to the propulsion switchboard (it was updated to a computer 
programmable control system), renovation of the sleeping areas which included 
renovations to accommodate the assigning of female enlisted personnel, modification 
of the interior compartments of the vessel to improve damage control integrity, 
reconfiguration of the pilot house, and major upgrades to the electrical systems. The 
weight handling system was also changed from electrical to hydraulic. The upgrades 
took place from 1983-1 989 and 1990-1 992. 

W. STARBOARD: The right-hand side of a vessel or aircraft facing forward. 

X. STERN: The rear section of a vessel. 
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Y, ,wlN CHES: Stationary motor-mechanically drive- -p-owered hoisting 
machines with a drum around which a rope, wire cable or chain winds as the load is 
lifted. 
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Appendix C 

State Historic Preservation Officers Participating in Section 106 Consultation on the 
Programmatic Agreement for the Decommissioning and/or Declaration of Excess of 

the 180-Foot Seagoing Buoy Tender Class (WLBs) 

State Historic Preservation Officers in the following states are participating in Section 
106 consultation on the Programmatic Agreement for the Decommissioning and/or 
Declaration of Excess of the 180-Foot Seagoing Buoy Class Tender (WLBs): 

Alabama 
Alaska 
California 
Florida 
Guam 
Hawaii 
Maine 
Maryland 
Michigan 
New Jersey 
Oregon 
South Carolina 
Texas 
Washington 



APPENDIX E 

Memorandum of Agreement for Treatment of the Fir (WLM-212) 



MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT 
AMONG 

THE UNITED STATES COAST GUARD, 

THE CALIFORNIA STATE EIISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER, 
REGARDING THE PROPOSED TRANSFER OF THE 

ADVISORY COUNCXL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION, AND THE 

FORMER UNITED STATES COAST GUARD CUTTER FDR (WLM-212) 

WHEREAS, the United States Coast Guard (USCG) has determined that the former 
United States Coast Guard Cutter (USCGC) FIR, a property designated as a National 
Historic Landmark, is excess property; and 

WHEREAS, the USCG has declared the USCG FIR to be excess property to the General 
Services Administration (GSA) for ultimate disposition; and 

WHEREAS, upon the USCG declaring the ex-FIR “excess personal property,” as that 
term is defined in the Federal Propew Management Regulations at 4 1 C.F.R. 5 10 1 - 
43.001-6, the vessel could eventually be removed &om USCG custody and control, and 
possibly Federal ownership, through one of the following mandated processes in priority 
order: 1) a Congressiongl or Presidential mandate, 2) the General Services 
Administration (GSA) personal property disposal process for transfer to other Federal 
agencies, (41 CFR 101-43), 3) the Foreign Military Assistance program (22 USC 2321 j), 
4) the GSA personal property disposal process for conveyance to a state or local 
government, or non-profit organization (4 1 CFR 10 1 -44), 5) direct Coast Guard transfer 
to the USCG Auxiliary, Service Educational Activities (SEA’S), or a non-profit public 
body or private organization, (14 USC 641), 6) the GSA personal property disposal 
process for sale to the highest bidder, 7) if transfer of ownership through one of the above 
processes is not possible, the USCG will scrap the vessel (41 CFR 101-46); and 

WHEREAS, the USCG understands that the GSA generally will not accept vessels that 
are contaminated with hazardous material for conveyance to a nowFederal entity; and 

WHEREAS, the USCG has determined that the former FIR contains some 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) and other hazardous material; and 

WHEREAS, the Toxic Substance Control Act prohibits the USCG fiom distributing 
PCB contaminated vessels in commerce; and 

WHEREAS, the result of declaring the vessel excess personal property may be that the 
vessel will eventually be removed from the ownership and control of the Federal 
government; and 

WHEREAS, the USCG has determined that the process of declaring the former U S C W  
FIR excess may result in an adverse effect as defined in 36 CFR Part 800.5(a)( 1); and 
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WHEREAS, the USCG has consulted with the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation (Council) pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800.6(a)(l)(i)(B), and Part 800.10@) in 
the development of this agreement; and 

WHEREAS, the USCG has consulted with the Department of Interior, National Park 
Senrice (NPS) pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800.1qc); and 

WHEREAS, the former USCGC FIR was last home-ported in Washington and is 
currently in storage in California; and 

WHEREAS, the USCG has consulted with the California SHPO and has invited the 
SHPO to concur in this agreement; and, 

WHEREAS, the USCG has consulted with the Washington SHPO and invited the SHPO 
to concur in this agreement and the Washington SHPO has declined to participate; and 

WHEREAS, the National Historic Preservation Act consultation was conducted under 
the implementing regulations effective at the time of consultation, and National Historic 
Preservation Act consultation conducted after June 17,1999, was conducted in 
accordance with the implementing regulations published at 64 Federal Register 27043 
(May 18,1999), including consultation with the Council pursuant to 36 CER Part 
800.6(a)( l)(i)(B).and Part 800.1 Ob) and consultation with NPS pursuant to 36 CFR Part 
800.1 O(c) in the development of this MOA, 

NOW, THEREFORE, the USCG, the California SHPO, and the Council agree that, upon 
the USCG’s decision to proceed with the undertaking, the USCG shall implement the 
following stipulations in order to take into account the effect of the proposed undertaking 
on the former USCGC FIR. 

S tinulations 

The USCG shall ensure that the following stipulations are implemented and has contacted 
the regional National Park Service (NPS) Historic American Engineering Record 
(HAER) Program office to confirm the following level and content of HAER 
documentation: 

I. Treatment of Historic Properties 

A. Documentation of former USCGC FIR technology 

1. The USCG shall implement a historic documentation research design 
for the former USCGC FIR. One set of all the photographs referenced in 
Section 1 .A. 1 .a - e., Section 1 .A.2 and in Section B. 1 .d. will be produced 
on archival quality paper (Le. on fiber based paper). The research design 
shall include, but may not be limited to, the following components: 
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a. Large format (4” x 5” negatives, black and white) photography 
of the selected vessel’s exterior and interior spaces taken in 
accordance with guidance provided by the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Guidelines for Recording Historic Ships, Historic 
American Buildings Survey/Historic American Engineering 
Record (1 995). 

b. Exterior views shall include: 
Outboard 

Elevated view of starboard profile 
Port profile 
Starboard profile 
34 view at bow 
Elevated view of bow quarter 
End-on-view of bow 
34 view at stern 
Elevated view of stern quarter 
End-on-view of stem 

Main deck showing general arrangements of 
deckhouses, rails, superstructure, equipment 
Other exterior deck views 

Document any exterior modifications from the 
standard design plans for the former USCGC FIR. 

Weather Decks 

Exterior Modifications 

c. Interior Views shall include: 
Accessible framing and structure of the hull 
Machinery spaces 
Machinery 
Pilothouse 
Navigation, communications equipment 
Captain’s Quarters 
Crews quarters (representative example) 
Public spaces (gailey, mess, staircases, holds, workspaces, 
stowage spaces, store rooms) 
Lighting fixtures 
Any interior modifications from the standard design plans 
for the former USCGC FIR 

d. Mechanical and Functional Detail Views 
Steering gear 
Pumps 
Winches 
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Cutter’s specialized equipment for search and rescue, 
maritime law enforcement, environmental protection, 
salvage tasks, and survey work 

e. Other Unique Vessel Characteristics 
Vessel mascots 
Fancy rope work or other artwork unique to vessel 

2. Large format (4” x 5” negatives, black and white, archival quality) 
photography of the vessels design and construction drawings sufficient to 
document the vessel’s construction, lines, major engineering systems, and 
interior and exterior details. This shall consist of between 20 -25 copies 
of the existing original dfawings, including: 

a. Line drawings showing the shape of the vessel’s hull 
b. Construction drawings 

Outboard profile 
Inboard profile 
Main deck plan 
Other deck plans 
Sections 
Propulsion 
Other details (structural joints, fasteners, fittings, joinery, 
machinery, etc.) including plans for specialized equipment 
for search and rescue missions, maritime law enforcement, 
environmental protection, salvage, and survey work. 

B. Documentation of the former USCGC FIR’S history 

1. The USCG shall prepare a brief history of the creation, growth and 
mission of Coast Guard lighthouse tenders and a discussion of how the 
USCGC FIR fit into this overall mission and how the vessel is similar 
and/or unique to other lighthouse tenders. The narrative will specifically 
describe the vessel’s origin, mission, and significant highlights of the 
ship’s tenure in the service to the nation. This nmtive shall include, but 
not be limited to: 

a. A narrative description of the vessel’s design, construction, and 
technology. This description should outline the history of the 
ship’s design and essential systems and its place within the history 
of naval architecture. 

b. A general outline of the service record of the vessel. This 
description should include where the vessel was stationed, its 
length of service, and any important programs, incidents, missions, 
or operations the vessel was involved in. Emphasis would be 
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C. Reporting 

placed on the vessel’s service during World War II and its 
subsequent peacetime d e s .  

c. A description of the general work conducted by the USCG with 
this vessel, including search and rescue operations and law 
enforcement, as well as other missions. 

d. A visual record of the vessel during construction, at work, and in 
port. This record would include presentation of representative 
photographs for this vessel maintained by the USCG Historian’s 
office, as well as from other sources. This process will include 
copying selected historical photographs of the fonner USCGC 
FIR, suitable for publication. Other information contained in the 
USCG’s Historian’s ofice files will be copied on archivally stable 
materials. 

1. The USCG will ensure that the result of this historical research is 
compiled into a technical report. This technical report will include the 
results of the technological documentation as well as the history of the 
fonner USCGC FIR. 

2. In addition, the USCG shall ensure that the results of the technical 
report are summarized in a popular report suitable for publication. This 
report shall briefly outline the history of the creation, growth, and mission 
of Coast Guard lighthouse tenders and a discussion of how the USCG FIR 
fits into this overall mission and how it is similar and /or unique to other 
lighthouse tenders. The reports shall also include the history of the former 
USCGC FIR, its mission and service life, as well as providing a 
description of its design and construction. This popular report will contain 
about 30 pages of text and include numerous illustrations of the ship 
documenting its construction, service mission, and naval features. 

3. The USCG shall submit a draft of the technical and popular reports 
(which will include copies of the historic photographs, a set of 
photographic prints and a draft photographic index) to the NPS for review 
and comment prior to preparation of the f i ~ l  reports. 

4. The USCG shall ensure that the HAER photo-documentation is 
completed and accepted by the NPS. 

5 .  The USCG shall prepare 150 copies of the final technical and popular 
reports and distribute these copies to the following institutions: 

U.S. Coast Guard Academy 



NPS National Maritime Initiative 
Selected maritime museums 
California SHPO where the fonner USCGC FIR is now located 
Washington SHPO where the fonner USCGC FIR spent her career 
Universities with maritime history programs 
Merchant Marine academies 

The USCG may, at its discretion, publish the final results of this study in 
an electronic fonnat and make this report available to the public via the 
World Wide Web or other medium. 

D. Artifacts from the fonner USCGC FIR 

1. The USCG shall enswe that the objects removed from the former 
USCGC FIR are stored in compliance with provisions outlined in 36 CFR 
Part 79 at its facility in Foresmille, Maryland. The USCG shall also 
ensure that these artifacts are provided for loan to other museums or 
institutions according to the provisions of 36 CFR Part 79 as well as 
appropriate USCG guidelines. 

The USCG shall ensure that a complete set of plans and drawings of the 
former USCGC FIR-(if available) are provided to the GSA to transfer to 
the subsequent owners. The USCG shall provide an appropriate docking 
plan for this vessel. 

II. General Provisions 

A. Should any signatory to this Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) object, within 
thirty (30) days to any actions pursuant to this MOA, then the USCG shall consult 
with the objecting party to resolve this objection. If the USCG determines that the 
objection can not be resolved, the USCG shall forward all documentation to the 
Council. Within thirty (30) days after receipt of all pertinent documentation, the 
Council shall either: 

1. provide the USCG with recommendations pursuant to 36 CFR 800.2@)(2), 
which the USCG will take into account in reaching a final decision regarding the 
dispute; or 

2. notify the USCG that it will comment pursuant to 800.7(c), and proceed to 
comment. Any Council comment provided in response to such a request will be 
taken into account by the USCG in accordance with 36 CFR 800.7(~)(4) with 
reference only to the subject of the dispute. The USCG responsibility to carry out 
all actions under this MOA that are not subjects of the dispute will remain 
unchanged. 
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B. Public Objection. At any time during the implementation of the measures 
stipulated in this MOA, should an objection be raised by a member of the public, or a 
consulting party, the USCG shall take the objection into account and consult as 
needed, with the objecting party, the California SHPO, the NPS, and the Council, if 
necessary, to resolve the objection. 

C. Amendments to the MOA. If any signatory determines that an amendment or 
addendum is necessary to this MOA that party shall immediately request the 
consulting parties to consider an amendment or addendum to the MOA. Such an 
amendment or addendum shall be executed in the same manner as the original MOA 
pursuant to 36 CFR 800. 

D. Tennination. If the agreement is not amended, any signatory may terminate it. 
The USCG shall then either execute a Memorandum of Agreement with signatories 
under CFR Part 800.6(c)( 1) or request the comments of the Council under 800.7(a). 

E. Duration. This agreement shall be terminated if the undertaking has not been 
implemented within five years from the date this agreement takes effect. 

Execution of this Memorandum of Agreement by the USCG, the California SHPO, 
the NPS, and the Council, and implementation of its terms, is evidence that the USCG 
has afforded the Council an opportunity to comment on the undertaking and its effect 
on historic properties and that the USCG has taken into account the effects of the 
undertaking on historic properties. 

Signatory Parties 

UNITED STATES COAST GUARD 

By: Date: 7/?/9 
W. H. Wissman, Captain, U.S. Coast Guard 
Chief, Office of Financial Management 

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 
OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
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ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION 

By: Date: I l$5/9q bfi Mr. JohnM. Fowler, 
Executive Director 

Concurring Party 

GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

M s .  DeiQe Huber, Director 
Property Management Division 
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APPENDIX F 

Draft Memorandum of Agreement for Treatment of the Sundew 



MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT 
AMONG THE U. S. COAST GUARD, THE GENERAL SERVICES 
ADMINISTRATION, AND THE MINNESOTA STATE HISTORIC 

PRESERVATION OFFICER, FOR THE POTENTIAL DECOMMISSIONING 
EXCESSING, AND DISPOSAL OF THE 

GUARD CUTTER SUNDEW (WLB-401), LOCATED IN DULUTH, MINNESOTA 
180-FOOT SEAGOING BUOY TENDER, THE UNITED STATES COAST 

WHEREAS, the United States Coast Guard (USCG) intends to decoZtnission and 
declare excess its 180-foot Seagoing Buoy Tender, the USCG Cutter (USCGC) 
SUNDEW (WLB-404); 

WHEREAS, upon the USCG declaring the vessel “excess personal property,” as that 
term is defined in the Federal Property Management Regulations, 41 C.F.R. 
43.001-6, the vessel could eventually be removed from USCG custody and control, and 
possibly Federal ownership, through one of the following mandated processes in priority 
order: 1) a statutory mandate. 2) the General Services Administration (GSA) personal 
property disposal process for transfer to other Federal agencies, (41 CFR 8 101-43.309). 
3) the Foreign Military Assistance program (22 5 USC 232 lj), 4) the GSA personal 
property disposal process for conveyance to a state or local government, or non-profit 
organization (4 1 CFR Part 10 1 -44), 5) direct USCG transfer to the USCG Auxiliary, 
Service Educational Activities (SEA’S), or a non-profit public body or private 
organization. (1 4 USC 641). 6) the GSA personal property disposal process for sale to the 
highest bidder, 7) if transfer of ownership through one of the above processes is not 
possible, the USCG will scrap the vessel; 

10 1 - 

WHEREAS, the result of declaring the vessel excess personal property may be that the 
vessel will eventually be removed from the ownership and control of the Federal 
government or that the vessel will be scrapped; 

WHEREAS, the USCG has determined that the entire 180 foot class of vessels (the 
USCGC SUNDEW included) is eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic 
Places, based on consultation with the appropriate SHPOs and several studies of the 180- 
foot Seagoing Buoy Tender class, including Historical Context and Statement of 
Signijcance: Cactus, Mesquite, and Basswood Classes, United States Coast Guard 180- 
foot Buoy Tenders (WLBs) (Mid-Atlantic Technology and Environmental Research, 
1997); 

WHEREAS, the USCG and GSA have determined that decommissioning, declaring the 
USCGC SUNDEW excess personal property, and eventual disposal of the USCGC 
SUNDEW constitutes an adverse effect as defined in 36 CFR Part 800.5(a)( 1); 

WHEREAS, the USCG also intends to decommission and declare excess its entire 180- 
Foot Seagoing Buoy Tender Class; 

WHEREAS, the USCG has completed a Programmatic Agreement for the treatment of 
the adverse effects of the decommissioning and declaration of excess of the all remaining 
vessels of the 18O-Foot Seagoing Buoy Tender Class including the USCGC SUNDEW; 



MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT 
AMONG THE U. S. COAST GUARD, THE GENERAL SERVICES 
ADMINISTRATION, AND THE MINNESOTA STATE HISTORIC 

PRESERVATION OFFICER, FOR THE POTENTIAL DECOMMISSIONING 
EXCESSING, AND DISPOSAL OF THE 

180-FOOT SEAGOING BUOY TENDER, THE UNITED STATES COAST 
GUARD CUTTER SUNDEW (WLB-404), LOCATED IN DULUTH, MINNESOTA 

WHEREAS, the Minnesota SHPO is not a signatory party to the Programmatic 
Agreement; 

WHEREAS, the USCG in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800 has consulted separately 
with the Minnesota State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) (the USCGC SUNDEW 
is currently located in Duluth, Minnesota) to develop a separate Memorandum of 
Agreement (MOA) on the USCGC SUNDEW; 

WHEREAS, this National Historic Preservation Act consultation was conducted in 
accordance with the implementing regulations published at 64 Federal Register 27043 
(May 18, 1999); 

NOW, THEREFORE, the USCG, the GSA, and the Minnesota SHPO, agree that the 
USCG and/or GSA, as appropriate, shall implement the following stipulations, in order to 
mitigate the adverse effect of the proposed undertaking on the USCGC SUNDEW. 

Stipulations 

I. Treatment of Historic Properties. 

A. The USCG agrees to designate the USCGC SUNDEW as one of the vessels to 
receive comprehensive photo documentation as specified in Section I.B. 1. of the 
Programmatic Agreement Among the United States Coast Guard, the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation (Council), and Various State Historic 
Preservation Officers Regarding the Decommissioning, and/or the Declaration of 
Excess of the 180 Foot Seagoing Buoy Tender Class (Appendix A). The USCG 
also agrees to supply the Minnesota SHPO with a list of the 180 foot vessels 
chosen for photo-documentation under the terms specified in Section 111. A of 
Appendix A. 

B. The USCG shall provide to the Minnesota SHPO a copy of the final technical 
report (containing non-archival prints) and the popular report compiled in 
accordance with Appendix A. Contingent on the availability of finding and 
barring any unforeseen and uncontrollable delays, the USCG shall make a diligent 
good faith effort to complete all historical documentation of the USCGC Sundew 
required by this MOA, by March 3 1 ? 2002 and complete distribution of the 
documentation to the Minnesota SHPO by May 3 1,2002. If the USCG is unable 
to meet these deadlines as established in this MOA yet all other provisions of the 
MOA can still be met, then the USCG shall notify all signatory parties to the MOA 
of the new dates for completion and no amendment will be required. If, however, 
the USCG is unable to meet these deadlines and the proposed new timeframes will 
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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT 
AMONG THE U. S. COAST GUARD, THE GENERAL SERVICES 
ADMINISTRATION, AND THE MINNESOTA STATE HISTORIC 

PRESERVATION OFFICER, FOR THE POTENTIAL DECOMMISSIONING 
EXCESSING, AND DISPOSAL OF THE 

GUARD CUTTER SUNDEW (WLB-404), LOCATED IN DULUTH, MINNESOTA 
180-FOOT SEAGOING BUOY TENDER, THE UNITED STATES COAST 

prohibit the USCG from carrying out any other USCG responsibility under this 
MOA, then the USCG shall prepare an amendment to this MOA, as specified in 
Section D. below. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

The USCG agrees that if the mandated process described in the second recital of 
this MOA results in the USCG having the ability to exercise its authority under 14 
USC 5 64 1, the USCG will make a good faith effort to negotiate a separate MOA 
for signature by the Minnesota SHPO, and the donee which will contain conditions 
which will ensure the long-term preservation of the United States Coast Guard 
(USCG) SUNDEW’s historic significance. 

Among other protections, this separate MOA will, if signed, provide protection for 
the former USCG SUNDEW’s historicity in perpetuity by requiring the donee, 
after it takes full title to the USCG SUNDEW and prior to selling or otherwise 
disposing of the former USCG SUNDEW, to negotiate and sign a new MOA 
containing identical provisions to the previous MOA with any proposed future 
owner of the former USCG SUNDEW and the Minnesota SHPO. 

The GSA agrees that if the mandated process described in the second recital of this 
MOA, results in GSA having the ability to exercise its authority at 4 1 CFR 10 1-44, 
the GSA will encourage the donee to negotiate a separate MOA for signature by 
the Minnesota SHPO and the donee which will contain conditions which will 
ensure the long-term preservation of the former United States Coast Guard 
(USCG) SUNDEW’s historic significance. 

Among other protections, this separate MOA will, if signed, provide protection for 
the former USCG SUNDEW’s historicity in perpetuity by requiring the donee, 
after it takes full title to the former USCG SUNDEW and prior to selling or 
otherwise disposing of the former USCG SUNDEW, to negotiate and sign a new 
MOA containing identical provisions to the previous MOA with any proposed 
future owner of the former USCG SUNDEW and the Minnesota SHPO. 

If possible, the USCG agrees to contact the Minnesota SHPO in April of 2003 or 
one year prior to the planned decommissioning of the USCGC SUNDEW (which 
ever comes first) and notify him or her that the USCG intends to decommission the 
USCGC SUNDEW in accordance with the terms in this MOA. Such notification 
will include the current proposed date for the decommissioning of the USCGC 
SUNDEW. Concurrent with notification to the Minnesota SHPO, the USCG also 
agrees to notify the parties listed in Appendix B to this MOA that the USCG 
intends to decommission the USCGC SUNDEW in accordance with the terms in 
this MOA. Such notification will include the current proposed date for the 
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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT 
AMONG THE U. S. COAST GUARD, THE GENERAL SERVICES 
ADMINISTRATION, AND THE MINNESOTA STATE HISTORIC 

PRESERVATION OFFICER, FOR THE POTENTIAL DECOMMISSIONING 
EXCESSING, AND DISPOSAL OF THE 

180-FOOT SEAGOING BUOY TENDER, THE UNITED STATES COAST 
GUARD CUTTER SUNDEW (WLB-404), LOCATED IN DULUTH, MINNESOTA 

decommissioning and a contact point in the USCG disposal office for any parties 
that wish to express their interest in obtaining the USCGC SUNDEW through 
donation. 

F. If the mandated USCG andor GSA disposal processes do not result in either of the 
following outcomes: 

1. USCG conveyance under 14 USC tj 641, or 
2. GSA conveyance under 4 1 CFR Part 101 -44, then, 

the Minnesota SHPO agrees that mitigation as specified in Section I., paragraphs 
A.-B. of this MOA is sufficient to mitigate the adverse effects of this undertaking 
on the USCGC SUNDEW. 

G. If the mandated USCG andor GSA disposal processes result in either of the 
following outcomes: 

1. USCG conveyance under 14 USC 5 641, or 
2. GSA conveyance under 4 1 CFR Part 10 1-44, then, 

the Minnesota SHPO agrees that mitigation as specified in Section I., paragraphs 
A.-B. of this MOA, and the effort made pursuant to Section I., paragraphs C. or 
D. of this MOA, is sufficient to mitigate the adverse effects of this undertaking on 
the USCGC SUNDEW. 

H. The Minnesota SHPO agrees that a transfer of the USCGC SUNDEW to another 
Federal entity is an undertaking that will not result in an adverse effect. 

11. General Provisions. 

A. Execution of this MOA. This MOA will be considered fully executed once all 
signatory parties have signed the MOA. The USCG will ensure that each 
signatory party is provided with a copy of the fully executed MOA. 

B. Dispute Resolution. Should any party to this MOA object, within thirty (30) days, 
to any actions conducted by the USCG or GSA pursuant to this MOA, then the 
USCG or GSA (as appropriate) shall consult with the objecting party to resolve the 
objection. If the USCG or GSA determines that the objection cannot be resolved, 
the USCG or GSA (as appropriate) shall forward all documentation relevant to the 
dispute to the Council. Within thirty (30) days after receipt of all pertinent 
documentation, the Council shall either: 1. Provide the USCG/GSA with 
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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT 
AMONG THE U. S. COAST GUARD, THE GENERAL SERVICES 
ADMINISTRATION, AND THE MINNESOTA STATE HISTORIC 

PRESERVATION OFFICER, FOR THE POTENTIAL DECOMMISSIONING 
EXCESSING, AND DISPOSAL OF THE 

GUARD CUTTER SUNDEW (WLB404), LOCATED IN DULUTH, MINNESOTA 
180-FOOT SEAGOING BUOY TENDER, THE UNITED STATES COAST 

recommendations pursuant to 36 CFR 800.2(b)(2), which the USCG/GSA shall 
take into account in reaching a final decision regarding the dispute; or 

Notify the USCG/GSA that it will comment pursuant to 36 CFR 800.7(c). and 
proceed to comment. Any Council comment provided in response to such a 
request will be taken into account by the USCG/GSA in accordance with 36 CFR 
800.7(~)(4) with reference to the subject dispute. The USCG/GSA responsibility 
to carry out all actions under this MOA that are not subjects of the dispute will 
remain unchanged. 

C. 

D. 

Public Objection. If at any time during the implementation of the measures 
stipulated in this Agreement, should an objection be raised by a member of the 
public, or a consulting party, the USCG or GSA (as appropriate) shall take the 
objection into account and consult with the objecting party, any SHPO. other 
signatory and interested parties, and the Council, as necessary, to resolve the 
objection. 

Amendment. Non-Compliance, and Termination. If any signatory believes that the 
terms of this MOA cannot be carried out or that an amendment to its terms should 
be made, that signatory shall immediately consult with the other parties to develop 
amendments to this Agreement pursuant to 36 CFR 800.6(~)(7). If this Agreement 
is not amended as provided for in this stipulation, any signatory may terminate it, 
whereupon USCG shall proceed in accordance with 36 CFR 800.6(~)(8). 

If the stipulations in this Agreement have not been implemented, as planned, by 
December 31,2005, this MOA shall be considered null and void, and the USCG, if it 
chooses to continue the Undertaking shall re-initiate its review in accordance with 36 
CFR Part 800. 

Execution of this MOA by the USCG, the GSA, and the Minnesota SHPO is evidence 
that the USCG has afforded the Council an opportunity to comment on the undertaking 
and its effects on the USCGC SUNDEW, and that the USCG has taken into account the 
effects of its undertaking on the USCGC SUNDEW. 

SIGNATORY PARTIES 

UNITED STATES COAST GUARD 

By: Date: 
D. Deputy, Captain U.S. Coast Guard 
Chief, Office of Cutter Forces 
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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT 
AMONG THE U. S. COAST GUARD, THE GENERAL SERVICES 
ADMINISTRATION, AND THE MINNESOTA STATE HISTORIC 

PRESERVATION OFFICER, FOR THE POTENTIAL DECOMMISSIONING 
EXCESSING, AND DISPOSAL OF THE 

180-FOOT SEAGOING BUOY TENDER, THE UNITED STATES COAST 
GUARD CUTTER SUNDEW (WLB404), LOCATED IN DULUTH, MINNESOTA 

By: Date: 
W. H. Wissman, Captain, U.S. Coast Guard 
Chief, Office of Financial Management 
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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT 
AMONG THE U. S. COAST GUARD, THE GENERAL SERVICES 
ADMINISTRATION, AND THE MINNESOTA STATE HISTORIC 

PRESERVATION OFFICER, FOR THE POTENTIAL DECOMMISSIONING 
EXCESSING, AND DISPOSAL OF THE 

GUARD CUTTER SUNDEW (WLB-404), LOCATED IN DULUTH, MINNESOTA 
180-FOOT SEAGOING BUOY TENDER, THE UNITED STATES COAST 

GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

By: Date: 
Ms. Deidre Huber, Director 
Property Management Division 

MINNESOTA HISTORICAL SOCIETY 

By: Date: 
Dr. Nina Archabal, State Historic Preservation Officer 
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APPENDIX G 

Mailing List of Interested Parties 



PUBLIC NOTICE ADDRSS LIST FOR PEA ON DECOMMISSIONING AND 
EXCESSING OF THE FIR THE 180 FEET 

Don L. Klimal Director 
Preservation 
Old Post Office Bldg. 
1 100 Pennsylvania Ave., NW 
Suite 803 
Washington, DC 20004 

Paul J. Mason 
P.O. Box 41 
DePere, WI 541 15 

William Muzynski 
Acting Regional Administrator 
Environmental Protection Agency Region 9 
Region 2 75 Hawthorne Street 
290 Broadway 
26th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1 866 

Felicia Marcus/ Regional Administrator 
Environmental Protection Agency 

San Francisco, CA 941 05 

Jack McGraw/Acting Regional Director Gregg Cookel Regional Administrator 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 8 Region 6 
999 18th Street 
Suite 500 1445 Ross Avenue 
Denver, CO 80202-2466 

Environmental Protection Agency 

Fountain Place 12th Floor, Suite 1200 

Dallas, TX 75202 

Thomas C. Voltaggio 
Regional Administrator Environmental protection Agency 
Environmental Protection Agency Region 5 
Region 3 
1650 Arch Street 
Philadelphia, PA 191 03-2029 

David Ullrichl Acting Regional Administrator 

77 W. Jackson Blvd. R19J 
Chicago, IL 60604 

Charles Clarke/ Regional Administrator Ira Leighton 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 10 
1200 Sixth Avenue 
Seattle, WA 981 01 

Christine Todd WhitmanIAdministrator 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Headquarters 
401 M Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20460-0003 

Acting Regional Administrator 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 1 
One Congress Street, Suite 1 100 
Boston, MA 021 14-2023 

Stanley Meiburg 
Acting Regional Administrator 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 4 
61 Forsyth St., SW 
Atlanta, GA 30303-3104 



William Hartwigl Regional Director 
Fish and Wildlife Service 
Region 3 ( Great LakeslBig Rivers) 
US Dept. of Interior 
BHW Federal Bldg. 
1 Federal Drive 
Fort Snelling, MN 551 11-4056 

Nancy Kaufmanl Regional Director 
Fish and Wildlife Region 
Region 2 (Southwest) 
US Dept. of Interior 
P.O. Box 1306 
Albuquerque, NM 871 03-1306 

Christine EustislProgram Assistant 
Fish & Wildlife Service 
Region 4 (Southeast) 
US Dept. of Interior 
1875 Century Blvd. 
Atlanta, GA 30345 

Anne Badgleyl Regional Director 
Fish and Wildlife Service 
Region 1 (Pacific) 
US Dept. of Interior 
91 1 NE 11 th Ave. 
Portland, OR 97232-4181 

Dave Allen/ Regional Director 
Fish &Wildlife Service 
Region 7 (Alaska) 
US Dept. of Interior 
101 1 East Tudor Road 
Anchorage, AK 99503 

Dr. Mamie ParkerlActing Regional Director 
Fish &Wildlife Service 
Region 5 (Northeast) 
US Dept. of Interior 
300 Westgate Center Dr. 
Hadley, MA 01 035-9589 

Nancy Glomanl Chief Director 
Fish & Wildlife Service 
Division of Endangered Species 
US Dept. of Interior 
4401 N. Fairfax Drive 
Room 420 
Arlington, VA 22203 

Northwest Fisheries Science Center 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
2725 Montlake Blvd. East 
Seattle, WA 981 12-2097 

National Marine Fisheries Service 
N O M  Fisheries Headquarters 
SSMC3 National Marine Fisheries Service 
131 5 East-West Highway 
Silver Spring, MD 2091 0 

Donna DarmlActing Director 
Alaska Fisheries Science Center 

7600 Sand Point Way, NE 
Seattle, WA 981 15-0070 

Administrator Rebecca LentIRegional Administrator 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
Southeast Region Southwest Region 
9721 Executive Center Drive North 
St. Petesburg, FL 33702 

National Marine Fisheries Service 

501 West Ocean Blvd. 
Suite 4200 
Long Beach, CA 90802-421 3 

Ron ArnbergerlRegional Director Coordinator 
National Park Service Administration 
Alaska Area Region 
2525 Gambell St. 
Room 107 Room 61 17 
Anchorage, AK 99503-28992 

Office of Policy and Strategic Planning 
14th Street and Constitution Ave, NW 

Washington, DC 20230 



Denis Galvin/Acting Director 
National Park Service Headquarters 
1849 C Street NW 
Washington, DC 20240 

William W. ShenW Regional Director 
National Park Service 
Midwest Region 
1709 Jackson St. 
Omaha, NE 68102 

John Reynolds/ Regional Director 
National Park Service 
Pacific West Region 
600 Harrison St. 
Suite 600 
San Francisco, Ca 941 07-1 372 

Terry Calstroml Regional Director 
National Park Service 
National Capital Region 
11 00 Ohio Dr., SW 
Washington, DC 20242 

Mr. Phil Phillips 
Atlantic - MLCP(se) 
US Coast Guard 
Suite 500 
300 East Main St. 
Norfolk, VA 2351 0-91 04 

Counsel 
Marine Mammal Commission 
Office of General Counsel 

Patricia Kurkul/ Regional Administrator 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
Northeast Region 
One Blackburn Dr 
Gloucester, MA 01 930-2298 

Karen T. Wade/ Regional Director 
National Park Service 
Intermountain Park Service 
P.O. Box 25287 
Denver, CO 80225-0287 

Marie Rust/ Regional Director 
National Park Service 
Northeast Area Region 
US Custom House 
200 Chesnut St., 5th Floor 
Philadelphia, PA 191 06 

Jerry Betson/ Regional Director 
National Park Service 
Southeast Region 
100 Alabama St., SW 
1924 Building 
Atlanta, GA 30303 

CDR Robert Diehl 
MLCP(sa) 
US Coast Guard 
Coast Guard Island 
Building 54-D 
Alameda, CA 94501-5100 

Contact 
Clearinghouse and Plan Review Unit 
Maryland Office of Planning 

14th Street and Constitution Ave., NW 301 West Preston St., Room 1104 
Room 5814A Baltimore, MD 21 201 -2365 
Washington, DC 20230 

Point of Contact Contact 
Florida State Clearinghouse Governments 
Department of Community Affairs 
2555 Shumard Oak Blvd. 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-21 00 

535 Griswold, Suite 300 
Detroit, MI 48226 



Contact 
Community Affairs 
Division 
401 Adams Avenue 
Montgomery, AL 361 03-5690 

Terry Roberts/ Senior Planner 
Office of Planning and Research 
1400 Tenth Street 
Room 222 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Grants Team 
Planning 
P.O. Box 12428 
Austin, TX 7871 1 

Omeagia Burgess/ Single Point of Contact 
Budget Control Board 
Office of State Budget 
1 122 Lady Street 
12th Floor 
Columbia, SC 29201 

Joyce Benson/ Single Point of Contact Point of Contact 
Research 
Office of the Governor 
P.O. Box 2950 
Agana, GU 96910 
Guam 

State Planning Office 
184 State Street 
38 State House Station 
Augusta, ME 04333 

Manager 
Transportation 
Environmental Affairs Office 
P.O. Box 47331 
Olympia, WA 98504-7331 

Tom Fitzsimmons/ Director 
Washington State Department of Ecology 
P.O. Box 47600 
Olympia, WA 98504-7600 

Michele Brown/ Commissioner 
Conservation 
41 0 Willoughby Ave. 
Suite 105 
Juneau, AK 99801-1 795 

Lindsay A. BaWDirector 
Department of Fish and Wildlife 
ODFW Headquarters 
2501 SW First Ave. 
P.O. Box 59 
Portland, OR 97207 

Allen Garber/Commissioner 
Resources 
500 Lafayette Rd. 
St. Paul, MN 5515-4001 

Stephanie HallocWDirector 
Quality 
81 1 SW 6th Ave. 
Portland, OR 97204-1 390 

Robert C. Shinn, Jr./ Commissioner 
Protection 
P.O. Box 402, 401 E. State Street 
Trenton, NJ 08625 

Officer 
Department of Land & Natural Resources 
P.O. Box 621 
Honolulu, HI 96809 

Preservation Officer Officer 
Alabama Department of Natural History Office of Historic Preservation 
Office of History and Archaeology 
550 West 7th Ave. 
Suite 1310 Sacramento, CA 94296-0001 
Anchorage, AK 99501 -3567 

Recreation 
P.O. Box 942896 



Preservation Officer 
Resources 
Kakuhihewa Building, Suite 555 
601 Kamokila Boulevard 
Kapolei, HI 96707 

Preservation Officer 
Minnesota Historical Society 
345 Kellogg Boulevard West 
St. Paul, MN 55102 

Preservation Officer, Dir. 
Division of Historical Resources 
Department of State 
R.A. Gray Building, Room 305 
500 South Brounough St. 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0250 

Preservation Officer 
Guam Historic Preservation Office 
Department of Parks and Recreation 
P.O. Box 2950 Building 13-8 Tiyan 
Hagatna, Guam 96932 

Preservation Officer Preservation Officer 
Maryland Historical Trust 
100 Community Place 
Third Floor Station 65 
Crownsville, MD 21 032-2023 

Maine Historic Preservation Commission 
55 Capitol Street 

Augusta, ME 04333 

Preservation Officer Officer 
State Historic Preservation Office 
Michigan Historical Center 
71 7 W. Allegan Street 
Lansing, MI 48918 

Alabama Historical Commission 
486 South Perry Street 
Montgomery, AL 361 30-0900 

Preservation Officer Preservation Officer 
Department of Archives and History 
8301 Parklane Road 
Columbia, SC 29223 
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INTRODUCTION 
The United States Coast Guard (USCG) is in the process of replacing its aging fleet of buoy 
tenders. The primary mission of these vessels has been the maintenance of aids to navigation 
(AtoN). The black-hulled ships that perform this mission are commonly referred to as the 
"Black Fleet", distinguishing them fiom the traditional white-hulled Coast Guard cutters 
(Papp 1990). Currently. the Coast Guard operates a fleet of twenty-one (16) 180-foot. 
seagoing buoy tenders (WLBs), many of which are World War 11-vintage cutters. Shorter- 
range buoy tenders included four (3) 157-foot and five ( 5 )  133-foot coastal buoy tenders 
(WLMs). 

As part of the replacement process, the Coast Guard is preparing to decommission andor 
declare excess the remaining l8O-foot buoy tenders. Those tenders are as follows: Acacia 
(WLB-406), Basswood (WLB-388), Bramble (WLB-392), Buttonwood (WLB-306), Confer 
(WLB-301), Cowslip (WLB-277), Firebush (WLB-399, Gentian (WLB-290), Hornbeam 
(WLB-394): Ironwood (WLB-297), Laurel (WLB-291), Madrona (WB-302), Mariposa 
(WLB-397), Papaw (WLB-308), Planetree (WLB-307), Sassafras (WLB-401), Sedge 
(WLB-402), Sundew (WLB-404), Sweetbrier (WLB-405), Sweetgum (WLB-309), and 
Woodrush (WLB-407). 

In accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, the regulations of the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, and other applicable Federal mandates', the 
Coast Guard is required to determine the historic significance of its ships and property before 
decommissioning and subsequent disposal. 

To complete the necessary historical research and significance assessments, the Coast Guard 
contracted Mid- Atlantic Technology and Environmental Research, Inc. (M-AT/ER) of Castle 
Hayne, North Carolina. M-ATER is a consulting firm that specializes in maritime history 
and underwater archaeological investigations. Through extensive historical research, M- 
ATER prepared a historical context and statement of significance for each tender scheduled 
for decommissioning. These investigations were conducted in Washington, D.C., at the 
Office of the Coast Guard Historian, the United States Naval Historical Center, and the 
National Archives. 

A National Policy for historic preservation has been established in accordance with authorization contained in Section 106 
and 110 (formerly E.O. 11593) of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 as amended following the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation Regulations (36 CFR 800). Executive Order 1 1593 and the Historic Preservation Act 
Amendments of 1980 specified that the Federal Government shall provide leadership in preserving, restoring, and 
maintaining the historic and cultural environment of the Nation. Because of these and other legislation. state and federal 
agencies are required to administer cultural properties under their control in a spirit of steivardship and trusteeship. Each 
agency is required to initiate such measures as are necessary to insure that policies, plans, and programs will preserve sites, 
structures, and objects of historical or archaeological significance that exist on properties owned by the Federal Government 
or are subject to federal regulation. 
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HISTORICAL CONTEXT 
Today, the United States Coast Guard maintains more than 40,000 navigational aids. 
including lighthouses, lighted and unlighted buoys, shore lights, ranges, day markers, and 
long-range electron navigation systems (LORAN and Differential Global Positioning System 
radio beacons). This AtoN system encompasses a large portion of the world, including the 
continental United States, Alaska, Hawaii. Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands. Guantanamo Bay. 
and U.S. Territories in the Pacific Ocean (Papp 1990). The American AtoN system is 
considered the best in the world; buoy tenders play a major role in the maintenance of this 
system. 

Originally, the United States Department of Treasury was responsible for the aids-to- 
navigation system in American waters. On 7 August 1789, the First Congress passed [a]n act 
for the establishment and support of light-houses, beacons, buoys, and public piers (Marshall 
1995). Under this new law, the responsibility for navigational aids was placed under the 
supervision of the newly appointed Fifth Auditor of the Treasury. Initially, maintenance was 
administered through private contractors. The Collectors of Customs contracted local pilots 
and other knowledgeable mariners for the maintenance of minor navigational aids. By the 
middle of the nineteenth century, poor management of the AtoN system and the need for 
standardization caused change. In 1852, the Lighthouse Board was formed to take over the 
troubled system. The Lighthouse Board was composed of officers from the Army and Navy. 
Within a few years, the Lighthouse Board provided the needed organization and control over 
lighthouse, lightship, and buoy systems maintenance. The Board provided standardization 
and is credited with developing the “lateral system” or “red right return” that continues to be 
used today. 

When the Lighthouse Board was formed, all the tenders in use were sail powered. Because 
of the obvious problems of maneuvering, accuracy of placement, inefficiency of the sail- 
powered tenders, the Lighthouse Board built the first steam-powered tender, Shubrick, in 
1857. Constructed in the Philadelphia Navy Yard, the Shubrick proved an immediate 
success, illustrating the advantages of steam power over sail power. The Lighthouse Board 
began to purchase more steam-powered vessels and, in time, took control of buoy placement 
from contractors. 

The Lighthouse Board hnctioned with some success until 191 0 when Congress dissolved the 
group and created the United States Lighthouse Service (USLHS), which was placed under 
the control of the new Department of Commerce and Labor (Marshall 1995; Peterson 1997). 
The USLHS divided its organization into geographical districts, with district supervisors 
given direct control over the maintenance of navigational aids. Under the control of USLHS, 
the aids to navigation system received vast improvements; better buoys and lighthouses were 
developed. In addition, radio-beacon technology was developed, which enabled ships to 
navigate towards distance inlets and around hazardous shoals without visible buoys. 
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The USLHS also inherited the Lighthouse Board's fleet of 
problems associated with an ever-increasing recreational and 

steam tenders along with the 
commercial use of inland and 

coastal waters. Historically, Lighthouse Board district superintendents had been given 
autonomy to design vessels to meet their needs. This resulted in a diverse configuration of 
tenders ranging in size from 72 feet to 201 feet in length. The need for standardization and a 
new fleet of tenders was obvious. However, the cost of building and funding such a 
specialized fleet inhibited advancement and needed improvements (Cowart 195 8). 

In 1908, for the first time, a class of eight (8) tenders was built to the same specifications. 
These tenders - the so-called Manzanita or 8-Tender Class - were made up of the Manzanita. 
Sequoia. Cypress, Orchid, Tulip, Hibiscus, Anenome, and Kukui. The primary improvements 
incorporated into these vessels were all-steel hoisting gear and wire rope (instead on w7ood 
and manila rope) along with a "turtle back" forecastle for better visibility. 

During World War I, the USLHS tender fleet was place under the control of the Army (who 
then was responsible for coastal defenses). The Army used the fleet primarily as mine- 
planters. When the war ended, and the tender fleet was returned to the Lighthouse Service; 
the Army also turned over several old mine-planters for conversion to buoy tenders. 
Although the addition of the mine-planters to the buoy tender fleet was much needed, it did 
not eliminate the need for a building program to update the aging fleet. Some of the 
Lighthouse tenders still were steam powered with stern- or side-paddle wheels. Most of the 
fleet still used old steam winches and wooden booms to handle increasingly larger and 
heavier buoys. 

Eventually, after a long congressional debate, a limited building program was approved, and 
a new coastwise tender was planned and designed. The result of the design effort was the 
Juniper, a twin screw 177-foot-long tender with a maximum beam of 32 feet and an 8-foot 7- 
inch draft. It was the first all-welded steel and diesel-electric-propelled coastwise buoy 
tender in the fleet (Scheina 1990), and the first tender contracted and built by the Coast 
Guard (Peterson 1997). 

l8O-Foot Tenders 
In 1939, Congress incorporated the USLHS into the Coast Guard. Under the Coast Guard . 

mandate, fimding to improve the buoy tender fleet became more readily available. By 
working with the Juniper's 177-foot hull design, the Coast Guard made modifications that 
further increased the ship's versatility. The vessel's bow and stem were given finer lines, 
reducing the beam-to-length ratio. The propulsion was changed to a single screw (1000 
S.H.P.) powered by a single electric motor, which was connected to two generators driven by 
two Cooper-Bessemer diesel-electric engines. The bow was significantly reinforced and 
given a cutaway stem. The single-screw design and changes in the bow gave the ship ice- 
breaking capabilities. An A-frame positioned at the forward end of the deckhouse supported 
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the tender‘s hoist-boom. To further increase the ship‘s search-and-rescue capabilities. fire 
pumps, and fire fighting gear also were added (Peterson 1997). 

In early 1941, the Coast Guard’s new tender design had been approved, and construction 
contracts were awarded to Marine Iron and Shipbuilding Corporation, and Zenith Dredge 
Company. both of Duluth, Minnesota. Marine Iron and Shipbuilding finalized the ship‘s 
design and made additional changes, such as extending the bridge deck to the ship‘s sides, 
thereby providing a wide, all-weather bridge (doors facing aft). Also, interior space for 
additional crew and an enclosed main deck were added to increase habitability in adverse 
conditions. Only eight months before the United States entered World War 11. the keel for 
the first 180-foot tender was laid. Four more ships were under construction by December 7, 
1941, when the Japanese attacked Pearl Harbor (Scheina 1990; Peterson 1997). The resulting 
ship design soon was recognized as one of the most versatile and practical ships in the Coast 
Guard fleet. 

CACTUS, MESQUITE, AND BASSWOOD CLASSES 

The 180-foot tenders of the Cactus, Mesquite, and Basswood Classes were designed as buoy 
tenders. However, their design included capabilities for ice breaking, search-and-rescue 
missions, fire fighting functions, and logistical support tasks. Each vessel generally had a 
complement of 5 officers and 42 crewmen. Their missions have varied according to duty 
stations, but their primary function has been maintenance of the AtoN system. Short-range 
navigational aids require annual inspection and maintenance visits in order to ensure their 
reliability. Search-and-rescue missions, as with all Coast Guard ships, take precedence over 
any other task. The WLBs have the capability to operate in a variety of conditions and can 
work steadily as a tender, yet respond immediately to emergencies. The 18O-foot, seagoing 
tenders are considered the backbone of the “Black Fleet” and the workhorse of the Coast 
Guard in general. 

Cactus Class (A-Class) 

The first 180-foot tender completed was the Cactus (A-Class), which was built by Marine 
Iron and Shipbuilding Corporation, and commissioned on 1 September 1942. The BaZsam 
was completed next by Zenith Dredge Company and commissioned 14 October 1942. 
Between August of 1942 and August of 1943, thirteen (13) Cactus-Class Tenders were 
constructed by the two Duluth companies. The ships ranged in price from $861,589 to 
$ 9 2 7 ~  56 per unit (Scheina 1990). 

By late fall and early winter 1942, the Cactus had undergone sea trials. Because of the trials 
and military needs brought about by the war, design modifications to the Cactus Class were 
warranted. The preliminary, original design changes were drafted by the Coast Guard and 
finalized by A. M. Deering of Chicago, Illinois (Scheina 1990). The new modifications were 
first incorporated into the design of the Ironwood - the only 180-foot tender built at the Coast 
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Guard Yard at the Curtis Bay, Maryland. 
delayed, and the keel was not laid until 2 November 1942. 

However. construction of the Ironwood was 

Mesquite Class @-Class) 

Because of the delays, the Mesquite was the first of the new 18O-foot, B-Class tenders to be 
launched at Marine Iron and Shipbuilding Corporation in Duluth. The Mesquite‘s keel was 
laid on 20 August 1942 and launched on 14 November 1942. Consequently. instead of 
“Ironwood Class”, the class is generally referred to as the “Mesquite Class’’. 

The primary B-Class changes were made to the boom and deckhouse. The configuration of 
the bridge was changed so that the doors opened to the sides. The radio room was placed 
one-half deck below and aft of the bridge. The Commanding Officers’ quarters were moved 
from directly below the bridge to a position directly below the radio room. The hoist-boom 
was no longer supported by an A-frame. Instead, supports were added under the bridge 
wings so that a more traditional vang supported hoist-boom could be utilized. Vangs were 
attached at the foward end of bridge wings to the end of the hoist-boom. The engine exhaust 
was no longer vented through a stack but was vented out the side of the hull (Peterson 1997). 
The size of the fuel storage tanks also was reduced, thus reducing the vessel’s range (Scheina 
1990). 

Although the Mesquite got its start before Ironwood, the Ironwood was the first B-Class 
tender completed. The Ironwood was commissioned on 4 August 1943, with the Mesquite 
being the next tender commissioned, on 27 August 1943. Four more Mesquite-Class tenders 
were produced (all by Marine Iron and Shipbuilding) before additional modifications were 
made (Scheina 1990). 

Basswood Class (C-Class) 

A total of 20 Basswood Class or 18O-foot, C-Class tenders were commissioned in rapid 
succession between January and September 1944. The Basswood was the defining ship of 
the class. She was the first hull launched on 20 May 1943 and commissioned in 12 January 
1944 (Peterson 1997). The primary difference in the Basswood-Class and Mesquite-Class 
tenders was an improvement to the propulsion system, which increased the shaft horsepower 
from 1000 to 1200. With the additional horsepower, additional fuel capacity was added to 
the C-Class tender; however, the vessel’s range was still considerably less than the original 
Cactus-Class ships (Scheina 1990). 

Thirty-nine (39) 1 80-foot tenders were constructed between 1942 and 1944. Twenty-one 
(21) of those were built by Marine Iron and Shipbuilding Corporation, and seventeen (17) 
were constructed by the Zenith Dredge Company. Only one of the 180-foot tenders was built 
at the Coast Guard Yard at Curtis Bay, Maryland. The original designation for the ship hull 
number was WAGL (Navy hull designation for auxiliary vessel, lighthouse tender). In 1965, 
a new designation of WLB (seagoing buoy tender) was authorized by the Coast Guard. 
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CONSTRUCTION AND STATUS 

Three classes of tenders resulted from the original design: Cactus (A-Class), Mesquite 
(B-Class), and Basswood (C-Class). The construction information and status of the tenders 
area as follows: 

Name 

A-Class (Cactus) 

Hull # Builder Commissioned Status - 

Balsam 
Cactus 

Woodbine 
Gentian 

Laurel 
Clover 
Evergreen 
Sorrel 
Citrus 
Conger 
Madrona 
Tupelo 

Cowslip 

WLB-62 
WLB-270 
WLB-277 
WLB-289 
WLB-290 
(now WLX) 
WLB-29 1 
WLB-292 
WLB-295 
WLB-296 
WLB-300 
WLB-30 1 
WLB-302 
WLB-303 

B-Class (Mesauitelhonwood) 

Zenith Dredge 
Marine Iron 
Marine Iron 
Zenith Dredge 
Zenith Dredge 

Zenith Dredge 
Marine Iron 
Marine Iron 
Zenith Dredge 
Marine Iron 
Marine Iron 
Zenith Dredge 
Zenith Dredge 

Ironwood WLB-297 Curtis Bay Yard 
Mesquite WLB-305 Marine Iron 
Buttonwood WLB-306 Marine Iron 
Planetree WLB-307 Marine Iron 
Papaw WL B - 3 0 8 Marine Iron 
Sweetgum WLB-309 Marine Iron 

C - C 1 ass (Bass wood) 

10142 
9/42 
10142 
1 1/42 
1 1/42 

1 1/42 
11/42 
4/43 
4/43 
5/43 
7/43 
5/43 
8/43 

8/43 
8/43 
9/43 
11/43 
10143 
11/43 

Decomm. 3/76 
Decomm. 1 117 1 ; 
Active 
Decomm. 2/72*; 
Active but as training 
vessel not as 180 
Decomm. 12/99 
Decomm. 6/90; 
Decomm. 6/90 
Decomm. 6/96 
Decomm. 9/94 
Active 
Active 
Decomm. 9/75; 

Active 
Aground 12/89; 
Active 

Current 
Home Port 

Sold 9/77 
Sold 10/73* 
Astoria, Or. 
Donated; Sold 

Miami, Florida 
CG Yard Storage 
Sunk as target 92* 
Transferred to Navy 
CG Yard storage* 
Dominican Republic* 
San Pedro, Calif. 
Charleston, S.C. 
Sold 9/77 

Kodiak, Alaska 
Sunk 1/90* 
Alameda, Calif 

Decomm. 3199;Storage in Suisun Bay, Calif. 
Decomm. 8199;Storage in Suisun Bay, Calif. 
Active Mobile, Ala. 

Basswood 
Bittersweet 
Blackhaw 
Blackthorn 
Bramble 
Fire b us h 
Hornbeam 
Iris 
Mallow 
Mariposa 
Redbud 
Sagebrush 
Salvia 
Sassafras 
Sedge 
Spar 

WLB-388 
WLB-389 
WLB-390 
WLB-39 1 
WLB-392 
WLB-393 
WLB-394 
WLB-395 
WLB-396 
WLB-397 
WLB-398 
WLB-399 
WLB-400 
WLB-40 1 
WLB-402 
WLB-403 

Marine Iron 
Zenith Dredge 
Marine Iron 
Marine Iron 
Zenith Dredge 
Zenith Dredge 
Marine Iron 
Zenith Dredge 
Zenith Dredge 
Zenith Dredge 
Marine Iron 
Zenith Dredge 
Zenith Dredge 
Marine Iron 
Marine Iron 
Marine Iron 

1 144 
5/44 
2/44 
3/44 
4/44 
7/44 
4/44 
8/44 
6/44 
7/44 
5/44 
4/44 
2/44 
5/44 
7/44 
6/44 

Decomm. 9/98; Storage in Suisan Bay, Calif. 
Decomm (?) Sold to Estonia 9/97 
Decomm. 2/93; Scrapped; Sunk as target* 
Sunk Tampa Bay 1/80; Scuttled as reef 3/80* 
Active Port Huron, Mich. 
Active Kodiak, Alaska 
Decomm. 9/99 CG Yard Storage 
Decomm. 6/95 Suisan Bay, Calif. 
Decomm. 5/97 CG Yard Storage 
Active Seattle, Wa. 
Trans. to Philippines 1972 
Decomm. 4/88; Scuttled as reef* 
Decomm. 419 1 ; 
Active Guam 
Active Homer, Alaska 
Decomm. 2/97* CG Yard Storage 

Sunk as target 
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Sundew WLB-404 Marine Iron 8/44 Active 
Sweetbrier WLB-405 Marine Iron 7/44 Active 
.4 cacia WLB-406 Zenith Dredge 9/44 Active 
Woodrush WLB-407 Zenith Dredge 9/44 Active 

HISTORY OF INDIVIDUAL VESSELS 

Acacia (WLB-406) 

Duluth. Minn. 
Cordova, Alaska 
Charlevois, Mich. 
Sitka. Alaska 

The Acacia is a C-Class buoy tender that onginally (during its construction) was named the 
ThistZe. The tender was officially renamed Acacia upon commissioning, in honor of the 
original Acacia built in 1919 for the USLHS, and sunk by a German U-boat off the British 
West Indies on 17 March 1942. The original Acacia is the only tender that was sunk in 
battle. Acacia WLB-406 was built by Zenith Dredge Company and was the second-to-last of 
the thirty-nine (39) 1 SO-foot tenders built. 

Her first duty station was at Detroit, Michigan, where she stayed until she was reassigned to 
Port Huron, Michigan, on 1 July 1958. At both duty stations, she maintained aids to 
navigation, performed ice-breaking duties, and participated in numerous (sometimes heroic) 
search-and-rescue missions in ice and harsh weather (Scheina 1990). 

In 1975, the Acacia was sent to the Coast Guard Yard at Curtis Bay for major renovations, 
under the Service Life Extension Program (SLEP). At Curtis Bay, Acacia underwent 
structural renewal and hull preservation along with the overhaul of the main engines. In 
addition, a number of items were installed, including a bow thruster, hydraulic weight 
handling gear, new ship’s service generators and electric distribution system, and habitability 
improvements such as an air conditioning (Papp 1990; Scheina 1990). 

After going through SLEP, the Acacia was stationed at Portland, Maine, for approximately 
one year before being transferred to Sturgeon Bay, Wisconsin, for the years 1977 to 1979. In 
1979, the Acacia moved to Grand Haven, Michigan, and there she remained until 1990 
(Scheina 1990). In 1990, she moved again, this time to Charlevoix, Michigan, where she is 
still active today. 

The Acacia served nearly her entire career in the Great Lakes, principally in Lake Michigan. 
Except for her short tour in Portland, and a short tour of law enforcement patrols in the 
Caribbean (winter of 1987 to 1988), the Acacia was a freshwater boat. The maintenance of 
navigational aids, ice-breaking assistance, and search-and-rescue missions made up the bulk 
of her duties (Scheina 1990). 

Basswood (WLB-388) 
The Basswood was the first of the 1 SO-foot, C-Class buoy tenders constructed. She was built 
by Marine Iron and Shipbuilding Corporation of Duluth, Minnesota. Her keel was laid on 21 
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March 1943, and she was launched just two months later. on 20 May 1943. The tender was 
commissioned on 12 January 1943, primarily to maintain the aids-to-navigation system and 
for search-and-rescue missions (Scheina 1990). 

Upon commissioning, Basswood was immediately sent into World War 11. Her first duty 
station was Pearl Harbor, fiom which she conducted search-and-rescue missions and 
provided logistical support, for a short time. Next, she was sent to Seattle, Washington. for a 
few months (1 June 1944), and then to Astoria, Oregon, on 15 September 1944. The 
Basswood worked two years in Astoria. Then, in August of 1946, she was reassigned to 
Honolulu, Hawaii, where she was homeported until 1968. In the years following World War 
11, the tender’s duties took her throughout the Pacific. She serviced aids to navigation any 
place that U.S. ships were operating, including Eniwetok, French Frigate Shoals. Kwajalein. 
Midway, and Okinawa. The tender also made annual patrols to Jarvis, Baker. and the 
Howland Islands to support title and sovereignty claims for the United States (Scheina 1990). 

In 1968, the Basswood was reassigned to Guam. Basswood was then decommissioned in 
September 1999 and is in storage at Suisan Bay. California today. 

Bramble (WLB-392) 
The Bramble is a C-Class buoy tender that was constructed by Zenith Dredge Company of 
Duluth, Minnesota. Her keel was laid on 2 August 1943, and she was launched by 23 
October 1943. The tender was commissioned 22 April 1944 (Scheina 1990), primarily for 
maintaining aids to navigation and for ice-breaking duties. Besides her normally duties, she 
has been deployed to the Caribbean for law enforcement patrols during the winter months. 

Immediately after her commissioning, the BrambZe was assigned to the Ninth District at 
Cleveland, Ohio, during which time she and her crew underwent training and indoctrination, 
and performed ice-breaking duties for the District. In the spring of 1944, she was assigned to 
San Pedro, California, where she serviced and maintained navigational aids. On 1 March 
1944, she was reassigned to Juneau, Alaska, for only one year before transferring to San 
Francisco, on 1 February 1946. From 1946 to 1949, the Bramble was shuffled between 
stations at Honolulu and San Francisco. On 20 July 1949, the tender was stationed at San 
Juan, Puerto k c o ,  where she serviced aids to navigation and became more active in search- 
and-rescue missions for the next four years (Scheina 1990). 

On 1 July 1953, the Bramble was reassigned to Miami, Florida. Miami became the tender’s 
base of operations for the next nine years. Her basic duties were maintenance of navigational 
aids; however, she was also an U.S. emissary, calling on foreign ports in the Caribbean as 
well as Columbia and Ecuador. During her tenure in Miami, she participated in a variety of 
search-and-rescue missions as well as research missions. Her most famous voyage began 26 
May 1957 when the ship departed Miami for Seattle, Washington, via the Panama Canal. 
Upon arriving in Seattle, on 28 June 1957, the Bramble was assigned to the Commander of 
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"Task Force Five". On 1 July 1957. the tender, along with Coast Guard cutters Storis 
WMEC 38 (230-foot) and Spar WLB 403 (a sister ship to the Bramble). left Seattle and 
sailed through the Bering Strait into the Arctic Ocean. The ships were part of the 
Hydrographic Survey Unit of the U.S. Military Sea Transport Service (MSTS) Western Task 
Force. Their goal was to determine the feasibility of the Northwest Passage as a route for 
cargo vessels. After rounding Alaska and leaving Point Barrow, their track brought them 
near the coast of Canada's Northwest Territories, towards Simpson Strait. After clearing 
Simpson Strait, the three ships turned northward and traversed the Rae, James, Ross. and 
Franklin Straits to Bellot Strait. While in Franklin Strait, the convoy was trapped in an ice 
floe field for several days before the Spar managed to free itself and help the other two 
vessels reach clear water. 

Throughout the voyage, the ships charted and recorded water depths. The convoy became 
the first deep-draft vessels to transit the 17-mile Bellot Strait from west to east. Met by the 
Canadian icebreaker HMCS Labrador, the convoy sailed into the ice-free waters of Prince 
Regent Inlet. From there they proceeded through Lancaster Sound, Baffin Sound, and Davis 
Strait and into to the Labrador Sea. Once they arrived off the coast of Newfoundland, the 
convoy was diverted to search for survivors of an Air Force B-47 that had been forced down 
(Cox 1997). When the Bramble returned to Miami, she had completely circumnavigated the 
North American Continent. 

Through their efforts, the Coast Guard task force determined Northwest Passage would not 
be a practical route for supply ships. However, the successful passage and the convoys 
continuous soundings and surveys provided important information about the 4,500 miles of 
semi-charted waters through which they sailed. 

Following her historical voyage, the Bramble returned to her more mundane duties as a buoy 
tender. Her participation in search-and-rescue missions was frequent and included the 
evacuation of individuals stranded by hurricane Gracie in Savannah and Charleston, on 30 
September 1959. 

On 1 August 1962, the Bramble was transferred to Detroit, Michigan. Operation from 
Detroit included ice-breaking duties and cold weather rescues, along with her normal duties 
of maintaining navigational aids. The tender remained in Detroit until 1974 when she 
underwent major renovations under SLEP (Scheina 1 990). Renovations included structural 
renewal and hull preservation, along with the overhaul of the main engines, a new boom with 
hydraulic weight handling gear, new ship's service generators and electric distribution 
system, and habitability improvements such as air conditioning. After completion of SLEP 
in September 1975, the Bramble was stationed at Port Huron, Michigan, where she remains 
today. 
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Buttonwood (WLB-306) 
The Buttonwood is one of only six 18O-foot, B-Class buoy tenders constructed. The 
Buttonwood was built by Marine Iron and Shipbuilding Corporation of Duluth, Minnesota. 
Her keel was laid on 5 October 1942, and she was launched on 30 November 1942. The 
tender was commissioned on 24 September 1943, primarily for maintenance of navigational 
aids. However, her duties have included law enforcement and numerous search-and-rescue 
missions (Scheina 1990). 

Following her launching, nearly 11 months passed until she was commissioned. The 
Buttonwood initially was stationed at San Francisco, prior to being attached to the U.S. 
Navy’s Seventh Fleet in October 1944. Upon her arrival in the Philippines. she was 
immediately thrust into the war by an attack from a Japanese aircraft, on 9 November 1944. 
T h s  attack proved a mere prelude to events to come. The Buttonwood underwent 132 air 
attacks in November 1944 alone, 1 1 of which occurred in one day (USCG 1949). 

Throughout her war career, she was engaged in survey, supply, and aids-to-navigation duties. 
Consequently, she frequently operated alone in forward areas. By the end of the war, the 
Buttonwood had endured and survived an unbelievable 269 air attacks. Fighting back with 
her limited armament (a single, 50-caliber machine gun and a 3-inch deck gun), the ship and 
her crew were credited with shooting down a twin-engine Japanese bomber. She also rescued 
the ship SS SommelskiJ’k by extinguishing the vessel’s fires and saving the 182 members of 
her crew (USCG 1949; USCG n.d.). 

Following the war, the Buttonwood was stationed at Honolulu, Hawaii. She was primarily 
utilized for aids-to-navigation maintenance, which included supplying outlying stations. The 
tender’s work carried her throughout the Fourteenth Coast Guard District in the Pacific as far 
south as American Samoa, west to Okinawa, Guam, the Philippines, and the Marshall Islands 
(Kwajalein, Bakati, and Eniwetok). Consequently, the tender typically was underway more 
than 180 days (logging more than 15,000 miles) per year. During her tenure in the Pacific, 
the Buttonwood served to improve navigation systems throughout the U.S. Territories and 
frequently was called upon as an U.S. emissary of goodwill to Pacific Island Kingdoms. 
During SOUTHPAC of 1976, following visits to Western Samoa and Fiji the tender served to 
transport the King of Tonga back to his home in Nuu’alofa (USCG n.d.). 

In 1981, the Buttonwood was reassigned to Galveston, Texas. In Galveston, she continued 
her maintenance duties of the AtoN system, although her range of operations was 
significantly reduced relative to her past duties in the Pacific. The Buttonwood remained in 
Galveston until 1990 (Scheina 1990) when she was sent to the Coast Guard Yard for SLEP 
renovation, and then onto Alameda, California, where she remains today. 



Conifer (WLB-301) 
The Conifer is an A-Class buoy tender constructed by Marine Iron and Shipbuilding 
Corporation of Duluth, Minnesota. Her keel was laid on 6 July 1942, and she was launched 
on 3 November 1942. Eight months later, on 1 July 1943, the tender was commissioned. 

Immediately after commissioning, the Conifer was sent to Boston where she was stationed 
for the remainder of World War 11. In route to Boston, the Conifer sited a submarine 
surfacing at three miles distance. As the submarine dived, the new ship and crew came to 
general quarters and searched for the submarine. After picking up the submarine on sonar, a 
total of eight depth charges were dropped; however, there was no indication that the 
submarine had been h t .  After the short engagement and search, the Conifer proceeded on to 
Boston. 

In Boston, she was equipped for weather patrol duty. For the remainder of the war, the 
tender alternated among weather stations at various regions throughout the Atlantic Ocean 
and her home port. She assisted in a search for several downed planes, and on various 
occasions, she fired rockets and depth charges on unconfirmed submarines. At the war’s end, 
the tender was reassigned to Portsmouth, Virginia, where she maintained the AtoN system 
and assisted numerous vessels in distress. 

On 2 August 1952, Conifer was transferred to Morehead City, North Carolina, where she 
serviced navigational aids and performed search-and-rescue missions as needed. She 
remained at Morehead City until 1 September 1960 when she was transferred back to 
Portsmouth. The Conifer again was sent to Morehead City in 1975. There she remained 
until July 1983 when she was sent for a major overhaul under SLEP. 

The overhaul of the Conifer was conducted during a three-year period. In July 1986, the ship 
made its first trip to the West Coast for assignment to San Diego, California (Scheina 1990). 
In 199 1, she was transferred to San Pedro, California, where she is stationed today. 

Cowslip (WLB-277) 
The Cowslip is an A-Class buoy tender constructed by Marine Iron and Shipbuilding 
Corporation of Duluth, Minnesota. Her keel was laid on 16 September 1941, and she was 
launched on 11 April 1942. Seven months later, on 17 October 1942, the tender was 
commissioned (Scheina 1990). 

Immediately after commissioning, the Cowslip was sent to Boston where, for the remainder 
of World War 11, she was attached to the First District. Primarily, her duties included 
maintenance of aids to navigation and supplying outlying stations and vessels in the Atlantic 
Ocean from Argentina to Labrador. Following the war, the Cowslip was stationed at 
Portland, Maine, where she serviced navigational aids, conducted numerous search-and- 
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rescue missions. and performed ice-breaking tasks. The tender's base of operations remained 
at Portland for more than 29 years until she was decommissioned and sold 29 March 1973. 

In January of 1980, the Coast Guard cutter Blackthorn was lost in a collision in Tampa Bay. 
Consequently, on 19 January 1981, the Cowslip was repurchased (for $1.6 million) to 
augment the fleet. She was sent to the Coast Guard Yard to be refitted before being 
recommissioned on 9 November 198 1 (Peterson 1997). After recommissioning. she was 
stationed at Governors Island, New York. From January 1983 until June 1984, she 
underwent a major overhaul at the Coast Guard Yard at Curtis Bay, Maryland. Following 
renovations, the tender was reassigned to Portsmouth, Virginia, to service navigational aids. 
conduct search-and-rescue missions, and perform ice-breaking duties on the Chesapeake. 

Today, the C o ~ d i p  is stationed at Astoria, Oregon. 

Firebush (WLB-393) 
The Firebush is a C-Class buoy tender constructed by Zenith Dredge Company. Her keel 
was laid on 12 November 1943, and she was launched on 3 February 1944. Eight months 
later, on 20 July 1944, the tender was commissioned (Scheina 1990). 

Immediately after commissioning, the Firebush was stationed at New London, Connecticut, 
where she was used in aids-to-navigation and search-and-rescue duties for only a short 
period. In 1946, the tender was placed on active reserve due to a lack of Coast Guard 
personnel. On 26 October 1946, she was reactivated and placed in service at Staten Island, 
New York. The Firebush serviced aids to navigation and performed search-and-rescue 
missions in Northern New Jersey and along the New York and Connecticut coastlines. On 
many occasions, she was called on to perform ice breaking in the Hudson River as far inland 
as Albany (Scheina 1990). 

Although primarily a buoy tender, her duties were many and varied. In 1961, she was 
assigned to transport the Continental Navy gunboat Philadelphia from New York to 
Washington, D.C. She worked on an Offshore Seismic Experiment in 1965, and conducted 
search-and-rescue missions for the bulk carriers Anita, Norse Variant, and Opsail. In 
September of 1976, the crew of the Firebush rescued a woman from the East River, and 
helped the tanker Chester A.  Poling, which was foundering in 30-foot seas and 60-mile-per- 
hour winds (USCG n.d.). 

From April 1978 until June 1979, Firebush underwent major renovations at the Coast Guard 
Yard at Curtis Bay, Maryland, as part of SLEP. In June of 1979, the tender was transferred 
to Kodiak, Alaska, (Scheina 1990) where she is stationed today. There she continues to 
maintain the AtoN system, and perform search-and-rescue missions and ice-breaking duties. 
In 1987, she participated in Operation Brimfrost 1987, a multi-service exercise to defend 
against sabotage (USCG n.d.). 
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Gentian (WLB-290) 
The Gentian is an A-Class buoy tender built by Zenith Dredge Company. Her keel was laid 
on 3 October 1941, and she was launched on 23 May 1942. The tender was commissioned 
on 3 November 1942 (Scheina 1990), primarily for maintenance of aids to navigation, 
search-and-rescue missions, and law enforcement. 

On 3 February 1944, the Gentian was stationed at Cape May, New Jersey, where she 
remained until October 1956. The Gentian was suited to the New Jersey coast. as she clearly 
demonstrated the versatility of the WLBs. While stationed at Cape May, she not only helped 
maintained the AtoN system but assisted numerous vessels in distress. In one instance. 
Gentian responded to Swedish motor vessel Dugmar Salen; she was able to rescue 42 people 
and save the vessel by bringing an engine room fire under control. Also, Gentian frequently 
worked as a towboat, taking several U.S. Coast Guard vessels down to Curtis Bay for repairs. 
During the winter months, she often was sent to the Hudson River to break ice. 

In October 1956, the Gentian was transferred to Miami where she continued to service 
navigational aids and perform search-and-rescue missions. During September 1 959, the 
tender provided support during Hurricane Gracie by assisting in the evacuations from 
Charleston and Savannah. In 1960, she participated in Operation Big Slam. From July 1960 
to September 1976, the Gentian served in Galveston, Texas, where she continued to maintain 
the AtoN system (Scheina 1990; USCG n.d.). 

In September 1976, the Gentian was decommissioned and stored at the Coast Guard Yard at 
Curtis Bay, Maryland, until the early 1980s when she underwent a major overhaul under the 
SLEP program. Under SLEP, she received new equipment - main diesel engines, a 
propulsion control computer, a central fluid power system, electronics and navigation 
machinery, and a marine sanitation system. Generators, berthing spaces, and the vessel’s 
weight-handling system were redesigned and improved. Interior spaces were redesigned and 
improved, as well. The ship’s office and radio room was expanded, and storage space was 
added (USCG n.d.). 

In August 1983, all restorations were completed, and the tender was recommissioned. She 
was assigned to the Fifth Coast Guard District to maintain the AtoN system and perform 
search-and-rescue missions along the Virginia and North Carolina Coasts. She was 
homeported in Atlantic Beach, North Carolina, and moored at the Coast Guard Base at Fort 
Macon. 

In September 1989, for the second time in her career, Gentian provided relief and assistance 
to the residents of Charleston, South Carolina, this time following Hurricane Hugo. Gentian 
was temporarily decommissioned on May 18 of 1998 and re-commissioned as a training 
vessel in April of 1999 and is currently active in that role in Miami, Florida 
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Hornbeam (WLB-394) 
The Hornbeam is a C-Class buoy tender constructed by Marine Iron and Shipbuilding 
Corporation, of Duluth, Minnesota. Her keel was laid on 19 June 1943. and she was 
launched on 14 August 1943. Eight months later, on 14 April 1944, the tender was 
commissioned (Scheina 1990). 
Immediately after commissioning, the Hornbeam spent three months in the Ninth Naval 
District where she underwent shakedown and drydocking , as well as a short tour of ice 
breaking in the Great Lakes (Scheina 1990). 

In July 1944. Hornbeam was stationed at Woods Hole, Massachusetts. For the following 
thirty-two years, the tender’s regular territory ranged from Block Island, Rhode Island. to 
Nantucket, Massachusetts. At Woods Hole, her primary mission was the maintenance, 
establishment, disestablishment, and relief of the AtoN system. In the course of her duties 
there, she also assisted in several marine disasters and rescues. The most famous of which 
was the collision between the Andrea Doria and Stockholm, in July 1956. Hornbeam was the 
first rescue vessel on the scene. The following morning, the tender’s crew saved Captain 
Piero Calamai and 45 Italian crewmembers just before the Andrea Doria sank (USCG n.d.). 

The Hornbeam played a major role during the Cuban Crisis in 1962. On short notice she, 
along with three 30- and 40-foot patrol boats, was dispatched to Puerto Rico to assist in the 
shipping quarantine (USCG n.d.). Throughout the winter months. while homeported at 
Woods Hole, the Hornbeam also functioned as an icebreaker. Ice breaking was primarily 
conducted in the Buzzards Bay area, keeping major shipping channels passable to shipping 
traffic. On several occasions, she rescued ships aground or stranded in the ice (Scheina 
1 990). 

In March 1971, the Hornbeam effected a dramatic rescue of the fishing vessel Gannet. 
Although not on search-and-rescue standby, the tender quickly recalled her crew to respond 
to the Gannet’s call for assistance. She traveled through hurricane-force winds and 30-foot 
seas to reach the disabled vessel, which was in distress 70 miles off the coast of Cape Cod. 
Despite the extreme conditions, the tender was able to pass a towline to the Gannet and tow 
the stricken vessel to safety, saving the crew and the vessel (USCG n.d.). 

In July 1976, the Hornbeam was sent to the Coast Guard Yard at Curtis Bay, Maryland, for a 
major overhaul. The renovation was completed in April 1977, and the tender was reassigned 
to Cape May, New Jersey, (Scheina 1990) where she remains today. As before, her normal 
duties continue to include maintenance of navigational aids, search-and-rescue missions, and 
law enforcement in Delaware Bay, and along the coasts of Delaware and New Jersey. 

The Hornbeam was decommissioned in September, 1999 and is being stored at the USCG 
Yard in Baltimore, Maryland. 
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Ironwood (WLB-297) 
The Ironwood is a B-Class buoy tender and the only 180-foot tender constructed at the Coast 
Guard Yard at Curtis Bay, Maryland. The Ironwood was the design model for the 
modifications to the original Cactus Class. Her keel was laid on 2 November 1942, and she 
was lauched 16 March 1943. The Ironwood was commissioned on 4 August 1943. 

After commissioning, the Ironwood got off to somewhat of a slow start. Following a 
shakedown cruise while stationed with the Atlantic Fleet at Boston, the Ironwood (along with 
the Mesquite) were reassigned to San Francisco. While en route to Key West, just off Jupiter 
Inlet, Florida. the tender began to loose headway; it soon was discovered that she had broken 
a propeller shaft. Consequently, the Mesquite went ahead, and the Ironwood was towed back 
to Curtis Bay for repairs. In January 1944, she was underway and again traveled to Key 
West, Florida. There, personnel underwent instruction at the Fleet Sound School, and the 
tender again underwent repairs, until mid-February 1944 (USCG n.d.). 

Following the repairs in Key West, the Zronwood was sent to Noumea. New Caledonia, in the 
Pacific. She was stationed a Noumea until 15 December 1944. One of her first tasks upon 
arriving at Noumea was the rescue of 65 Navy and Marine personnel from the SS John Lind, 
who were stranded on a reef. A few days later, the Ironwood and a Navy tug successfully 
freed the John Lind (USCG 1949; USCG n.d.). 

For the next several months, the Ironwood was busy with transshipment of supplies and 
cargo, removal and transport of torpedo nets, and establishment and 'disestablishment' of 
moorings and navigational aids. In December, the tender was sent to Guadalcanal, in the 
Solomon Islands, and was assigned to the Harbor Defense Officer. In January 1945, she was 
sent to Cape Esperance to recover a two-man Japanese Submarine in approximately 30 feet 
of water. Divers rigged the submarine with a chain sling, raised it to the surface, and then 
secured it alongside the tender. Ironwood then towed the submarine to Florida Island where 
it was turned over to a Navy Crane Barge (USCG 1949). 

The Ironwood remained in the Solomon Islands until August 1945 when she was assigned to 
the Leyte (in the Philippine Islands) and the Commander of the Seventh Fleet. There, the 
tender remained, primarily renewing the AtoN system until July of 1946 (Scheina 1990). 

Following the war, the Ironwood was stationed in Monterey, California. In May 1950, she 
retumed to the Pacific where she was stationed at Guam until July 1954. In July 1954, the 
tender was transferred to Honolulu. While stationed in Hawaii, she was used to service aids 
to navigation and Loran stations throughout the Pacific, including Okinawa, Kwajalein, and 
French Frigate Shoals. The tender also participated in numerous search-and-rescue missions 
and assisted vessels in distress (Scheina 1990). 
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In October 1969, the Ironwood was homeported in Homer, Alaska. and used to maintain the 
AtoN system until July of 1974 when she was sent to the Coast Guard Yard at Curtis Bay. 
At the Yard, the tender underwent a major overhaul. After renovations, in early 1975, she 
was assigned to Adak, Alaska, and in May 1979, she was transferred to Kodiak (Scheina 
1990) where she continues to service navigational aids today. 

Laurel (WLB-291) 
The Laurel is an A-Class buoy tender built by Zenith Dredge Company of Duluth. 
Minnesota. Her keel was laid on 17 April 1942, and she was launched on 4 August 1942. 
The tender was commissioned on 24 November 1942 (Scheina 1990). 

Following commissioning, the Laurel was sent to Portland, Maine, where she underwent sea 
trials. In the early months of her career, she traveled the Atlantic fi-om Argentina to 
Greenland, primarily as a passenger/cargo transport and icebreaker. After the war. she was 
stationed at Boston, Massachusetts, where she maintained the AtoN system. In December 
1946, she was transferred to Rockland, Maine, and utilized for aids-to-navigation 
maintenance, search-and-rescue missions, and ice breaking (Scheina 1 990). 

In January 1968, the Laurel was reassigned as an oceanographic vessel for approximately one 
year before being transferred to Morehead City, North Carolina, in May 1969. In North 
Carolina, the tender resumed her primary function of servicing navigational aids. 

In fall of 1975, the Laurel underwent “Austere Renovation”. Upon completion, in January 
1975, she was reassigned to Ketchikan, Alaska. She remained in Alaska until September 
1983 when she was transferred to San Pedro, California. In addition to servicing navigational 
aids, in Southern California the tender was employed for law enforcement patrols, MX 
Missile tests, NOAA buoy deployments, and mine laying. In July 1986, the Laurel was 
decommissioned; she spent the next four years undergoing SLEP renovation at the Coast 
Guard Yard at Curtis Bay (Scheina 1990). In 1990, the tender was recommissioned and 
assigned to Mayport, Florida. Laurel was decommissioned in December of 1999 and is 
currently in storage at the USCG yard in Curtis Bay, Maryland. 

Madrona (WLB-302) 
The Madrona is an A-Class buoy tender built by Zenith Dredge Company of Duluth, 
Minnesota. Her keel was laid on 6 July 1942, and she was launched on 11 November 1942. 
The tender was commissioned on 30 May 1943 (Scheina 1990). 

After commissioning, the Madrona was assigned to Miami, Florida. There, she, along with 
eight (8) other buoy tenders, helped expand navigational aids along convoy routes and around 
minefields. In addition, the tender participated in the development of destroyer escorts as 
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part of increased shipping activity during the World War 11. The tender also served as an 
escort for convoys in the Caribbean (Scheina 1990). 

In September 1947, the Madrona was stationed at Portsmouth, Virginia. where she remains 
until April 1984. While homeported at Portsmouth, her territory included the region fiom 
Ocean City, Maryland, all along the Virginia Coast and the Chesapeake Bay. Although her 
primary function was servicing aids to navigation, she also provided emergency towing, and 
performed search-and-rescue missions, law enforcement, and ice-breaking services (Scheina 
1990). 

On April 1984, the Madrona was decommission to undergo major renovations under SLEP. 
In 1990, the she was recommissioned and sent to Charleston, South Carolina. (Scheina 1990) 
where she currently is stationed. 

Mariposa (WLB-397) 
The Mariposa is a C-Class buoy tender constructed by Zenith Dredge Company of Duluth, 
Minnesota. Her keel was laid on 25 October 1943, and she was launched on 14 January 
1943. Less than seven months later, on 1 July 1944, the tender was commissioned (Scheina 
1990). 

Immediately after commissioning, the Mariposa was stationed at St. George, Staten Island, 
New York, for the next 10 years. From St. George, she serviced aids to navigation, and 
conducted search-and-rescue missions and ice-breaking duties, particularly on the Hudson 
River (Scheina 1990). 

In June 1954, the Mariposa transferred to New London, Connecticut where she continued to 
service aids to navigation and break ice on the Hudson River. The tender also provided relief 
and assistance to flood victims on the Housatonic River, in 1959. In addition, she assisted 
vessels that collided and ran aground, and helped to recover weckage of a DC-7 crash off 
Long Island, in the winter of 1965 (Scheina 1990). 

In 1973, the tender was decommissioned to undergo a major overhaul at Curtis Bay. Upon 
completion, she was recommissioned and assigned to Detroit, Michigan. Mariposa was 
responsible for all the navigational aids on Lake Erie and Lake Ontario, many of which are 
pulled every winter and repositioned every spring (Scheina 1990). 

In September of 1990, the Mariposa was re-engined by Bay Shipbuilding Company in 
Sturgeon Bay, Wisconsin. Her two, 46-year-old, Cooper-Bessemer diesel engines were 
replaced with two, GM, Electromotive Division diesels. In August of 1991, the Mariposa 
was reassigned to Seattle, Washington, and given responsibility for all the navigational aids 
in Puget Sound. The Mariposa remains on duty in Puget Sound today. Besides maintaining 
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floating navigational aids. the tender has restored five (5) area lighthouses. In addition. her 
duties include law enforcement and search-and-rescue support (USCG n.d.). 

Papaw (WLB-308) 
The Papaw is a B-Class buoy tender constructed by Marine Iron and Shipbuilding 
Corporation. She was the fourth of the 18O-foot, B-Class tenders constructed. Her keel was 
laid 16 November 1942, and she was launched 19 February 1943. Eight months later, on 12 
October 1943, the tender was commissioned (Scheina 1990). 

After commissioning, the Papaw was sent to the Coast Guard Yard at Curtis Bay for 
alterations. Upon leaving Curtis Bay, in April of 1944. she spent a short time in Norfolk. 
Virginia, before heading for the Pacific and World War 11. Only days after leaving Norfolk. 
while en route to the Panama Canal the Papaw dropped depth charges on what appeared to be 
a small submarine. Although air bubbles, oil, and discolored water were sighted on the 
surface, no confirmation of a sunken submarine was made (USCG 1949). 

The tender continued on to Hawaii, stopping for a few weeks in San Diego, California, for 
repairs and additional gear. From Hawaii, the Papaw was sent to the Marshall Islands and 
from there on to Mariana Island with buoys and supplies. From her arrival in the Pacific 
until well after the Japanese surrender (10 August 1945), the Papaw stayed busy with 
servicing buoys. unloading barges, towing vessels, assembling moorings and sounding for 
placement of new buoys (USCG 1949). 

The Papaw and her crew saw their share of action. The ship was caught in a typhoon for 
three days in October 1944, and while at anchor she was hit by a floating Japanese mine on 
24 December 1944. Fortunately, the floating mine struck the tender near her icebreaker bow; 
although the blast tore a large hole in the hull, the damage was minimal (USCG n.d.). 

Following the war, Papaw was stationed at Astoria, Oregon, from February 1946 until June 
1949. There, her primary duty was servicing aids to navigation. In 1949, she was transferred 
to Miami, Florida, where she remained until September 1954. From September 1954 until 
1990, the Papaw was station in Charleston, South Carolina. During her career in Miami and 
Charleston, besides her normal maintenance duties, she assisted in two hurricane evacuations 
including Jacksonville, Florida, in 1952, and Savannah and Charleston, in 1959. She also 
provided search-and-rescue assistance to numerous vessels and downed aircraft (USCG n.d.). 

A few of the more interesting duties carried out by Papaw have included: fighting a fire at 
Standard Oil Company in Charleston, in October 1959; transport of the first nuclear-powered 
weather buoy NOMAD to the Gulf of Mexico, in February 1964; and the rescue of 43 
Dominican refugees from an overloaded 30-foot boat, in December 1985. In 1990, the 
Papaw underwent a major overhaul at the Coast Guard Yard at Curtis Bay, Maryland. After 
the overhaul was completed, she was stationed at Galveston, Texas, where her primary duties 
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included servicing aids to navigation, law enforcement, and search-and-rescue missions 
(USCGn.d.). 

The Papaw was decommissioned in August 1999 and is currently being stored in Suisan Bay, 
California. 

Planetree (WLB-307) 
Built by Marine Iron & Shipbuilding Corporation, Planetree was the fifth of the 18O-foot, 
B-Class buoy tenders constructed. Her keel was laid on 4 December 1942, and she was 
launched on 20 March 1943. Seven and one-half months later, on 4 November 1943. the 
tender was commissioned (Scheina 1990), primarily to service navigational aids. 

For her first six months, Planetree was stationed in Seattle, Washington. From 1 June 1944 
to 1947, she was homeported at Pearl Harbor, Hawaii, and attached to the Seventh Fleet. In 
1947, the tender was temporarily decommissioned due to a shortage of personnel. However, 
on 1 September 1949, the Plantree was recommissioned and assigned to Guam. Mariana 
Island, where she was used to maintain the aids-to-navigation system at Eniwetok, French 
Frigate Shoal, Guam, Okinawa, Philippines, Saipan, and other islands (Scheina 1990). 

When her service there ended on 1 October 1954, she was reassigned to Honolulu. Hawaii. 
where she continued to maintain the AtoN system in the Western Pacific. For five days in 
November 1957, she searched for missing Pan American Flight 944. Also during her tenure 
at Honolulu, in late July 1970, Planetree provide medical assistance to fishing vessel Kairtisa 
Maru No. 28, located 930 miles south of Honolulu. A few days later, she MEDEVACED 
crewman from that vessel (Scheina 1990). 

On 7 August 1974, PZanetree was transferred to Juneau, Alaska, where she served until 1985. 
During her service at Juneau, not only did the Planetree rescue other vessels in distress, she 
also was the victim of misfortune. In late January of 1983, she took on a considerable 
amount of water when trapped in a fierce storm 1,100 miles west of San Francisco. The 
damaged tender was escorted to Hawaii by Coast Guard cutter Munro (Scheina 1990; Daily 
Times Advocate 1983). The very next year, in January, the tender ran aground at the 
southern end of Wrangell Narrows and took on water. The buoy tender refloated herself and 
no injuries were sustained. After repairs, she was stationed at Ketchikan, Alaska. She was 
decommissioned in March 1999 and is currently being stored in Suisan Bay, California. 

Sassafras (WLB-401) 
The Sassafras is a C-Class, seagoing buoy tender constructed by Marine Iron & Shipbuilding 
Corp. of Duluth, Minnesota. Her keel was laid on 16 August 1943, and she was launched on 
5 October 1943. On 23 May 1944, the tender was commissioned (Scheina 1990) for duties 
that would include aids-to-navigation, ice breaking, search-and-rescue, fire fighting, law 
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enforcement, providing fuel and portable water. and assistance to the National Oceanographic 
and Seismographic Survey (USCG n.d.). 

Sassafras began service fiom San Francisco, California, where she was stationed from 15 
April 1945 to 23 August 1946 (Scheina 1990). For the next year, she was homeported at 
Honolulu, Hawaii, where she assisted the Seventh Fleet involved in wartime operations in the 
Philippines. On 22 August 1947, the tender was assigned to Cape May, New Jersey. where 
she remained until 1977 (Scheina 1990). 

Throughout her service, the Coast Guard tender aided many distressed vessels of various 
types. On 5 December 1986, for example, she was able to rescue two people from the 
sailboat Joie de Mar, which was disabled 550 miles southwest of Honolulu. Hawaii. In 
addition to watercraft accidents, Sassafras assisted in aircraft accidents, including a mid-air 
collision between two USAF F89 aircraft in Delaware Bay, on 4 September 1957. and a 
United Airlines Flight 8 1 1 crash off Hawaii, in February 1989 (Scheina 1990). 

On 12 January 1969, Sassapas grounded on a pinnacle in the Hudson River, north of Bear 
Mountain Bridge; she was re-floated four days later. Between 1977 and 1978, the tender 
underwent a major renovation at the Coast Guard Yard at Curtis Bay, Maryland. 
Immediately thereafter, she was stationed for three years at Governors Island, New York, 
before returning to assignment at Honolulu (Scheina 1990). In tseptember 19998, the 
Sassaffas was relocated to Guam and is currently homeported there. 

Sedge (WLB-402) 
The Sedge is a C-Class, seagoing buoy tender constructed by Marine Iron & Shipbuilding 
Corp. of Duluth, Minnesota. Her keel was laid on 6 October 1943, and she was launched on 
27 November 1943. The tender was commissioned on 5 July 1944 (Scheina 1990), primarily 
for maintaining the aids-to-navigation system in South Central Alaska. However, the 
tender’s duties have included search-and-rescue missions, law enforcement, fire fighting, 
military preparedness, recreational boating safety, and marine environmental protection, as 
well (USCG n.d.). 

Sedge was stationed first at Honolulu, Hawaii, for aids-to-navigation duties throughout the 
Pacific. Her tenure there lasted from 11 August 1944 to 26 February 1947. Because of a 
personnel shortage (phase down following World War 11), the tender was out of commission 
from 26 February 1947 to 14 April 1950. However, on 1 May 1950, she was reassigned to 
Kodiak, Alaska, and primarily involved in aids-to-navigation and search-and-rescue duties. 
Among her rescue missions while at Kodiak, Sedge MEDEVACED crewman from the 
fishing vessel Evening Star, and she helped remove casualties from a private aircraft at 
Montague Island (Scheina 1990). 



When Sedge was reassigned to Cordova, Alaska, on 15 July 1957, the tender‘s life-saving 
duties continued. While stationed at Cordova, she MEDEVACED a crewman from fishing 
vessel Unimak, rescued survivors from motor vessel Rousfabout, and MEDEVACED seaman 
from Russian fishing vessels Dozorny and Arseniew (Scheina 1990). 

From 28 April 1973 to 25 June 1974, Sedge underwent a major rehabilitation at the Coast 
Guard Yard at Curtis Bay, Maryland. Upon renovation, she was assigned to Homer, Alaska. 
primarily for aids-to-navigation duties (Scheina 1 990). Fifteen years later, from October 
1989 to April 1990, the tender underwent a major ‘re-engining’ shipyard period in 
Bellingham, Washington. The %million project included the replacement of the main diesel 
engines, the ship’s generators, reefer system, shaft seals. In addition, asbestos insulation was 
removed and replaced, berthing areas and crew’s lounge upgraded, a renewed hull coating 
system was added, a cargo boat refitted, and much more (USCG n.d.). 
In more recent years, Sedge has responded to the blowout of the Marathon Steelhead platform 
and the grounding of the tanker Glacier Bay. Also, she played a significant role in the 
massive cleanup effort following tanker Exxon Valdez’s grounding in Prince William Sound, 
in 1989. The tender has been presented two Coast Guard Unit Commendations for 
exceptionally meritorious service which has included fighting a fire on the motor vessel 
Alaskan Constructor, participating in the joint military exercise “Operation Brimfrost”, and 
correcting ice-related AtoN discrepancies during the harsh winter of 1989 (USCG n.d.). 

Sedge remains stationed at Homer, Alaska. 

Sundew (WLB-404) 
The Sundew is a C-Class buoy tender constructed by Marine Iron & Shipbuilding Corp. of 
Duluth, Minnesota. Her keel was laid on 29 November 1943, and she was launched on 8 
February 1944. The tender was commissioned on 24 August 1944 (Scheina 1990). Although 
employed primarily to maintain the aids-to-navigation system and for ice breaking, the 
tender’s duties have included search-and-rescue missions, law enforcement, marine 
environmental protection, and military preparedness. More recent tasks have included 
assisting biologist with monitoring the Zebra Mussel migration into Lake Superior, water and 
bottom sampling surveys, monitoring and reporting weather to the National Weather Service, 
and assisting the National Data Buoy Center and the National Oceanic And Atmospheric 
Administration in maintaining weather collection buoys on Lake Superior (USCG ad.). 

First stationed at Milwaukee, Wisconsin, on 1 November 1945, Sundew was primarily used 
for maintenance of the aids-to-navigation system and for ice breaking. On 15 July 1953, the 
tender was reassigned to Sturgeon Bay, Wisconsin, where for five years she performed those 
same duties. The majority of her service was performed from the Charlevoix, Michigan, 
station. During her 19-year tenure there, her rescue missions included saving two people 
from the motor vessel Carl D. BradZey that was distressed in northern Lake Michigan, and 
searching for survivors of a collision between U.S. motor vessel CedawiZZe and Norwegian 
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motor vessel TopdaZsjjord which occurred 1 mile northeast of Mackinaw City, Michigan 
(Scheina 1990). 

From August 1977 to August 1978, Sundew underwent major renovations at the Coast Guard 
Yard at Curtis Bay, Maryland, under SLEP (Scheina 1990). During the overhaul. her boom 
was converted fiom electric to hydraulic, a bow-thruster was installed. and air conditioning 
was added. (In 1985, the main engines were replaced, and a new boiler system was 
installed.) Upon rehabilitation, the tender was immediately returned to service and again 
stationed at Charlevoix until 1980 when she was permanently assigned to her current home 
port at Duluth, Minnesota. 

Sweetbrier (WLB-405) 
The Sweetbrier is a C-Class buoy tender constructed by Marine Iron & Shipbuilding Corp. of 
Duluth, Minnesota. Her keel was laid on 3 November 1943, and she was launched on 30 
December 1943. On 26 July 1944, the tender was commissioned (Scheina 1990:142), 
primarily for maintaining the aids-to-navigation system and for ice breaking. However, the 
tender's duties have included search-and-rescue missions, law enforcement. and military 
preparedness, as well (USCG n.d.). 

On 11 August 1944, Sweetbrier was assigned her first base, at Eureka, California, where she 
was stationed until 1 April 1946. The tender spent her next two years at Honolulu, Hawaii. 
From her station there, she assisted the Seventh Fleet. In one instance, on May 6, 1945, in 
the vicinity of Keramo Rhetto, Sweetbrier fired upon a threatening Japanese plane. Although 
ultimately the plane was brought down by two Corsair fighters, the tender's efforts were 
noteworthy (USCG 1949). 

Because of a personnel shortage following World War 11, on 1 February 1948, Sweetbrier 
was temporarily decommission. On 5 May 1950, she was again placed into service and 
stationed at Ketchikan, Alaska. There. she was used for ice breaking as well as maintaining 
the aids-to-navigation system, until 15 July 1957. Sweetbrier assisted many distressed 
vessels of various types. On 1 1 July 1953, the tender herself sustained moderate damage 
when she struck a rock off Sugar Load Island (Scheina 1990). 

Once again, the tender was reassigned. Sweetbrier was stationed at Juneau, Alaska, from 15 
July 1956 to 1974. During her tenure there, in particular, the tender performed rescue 
.missions on downed aircraft. She rescued two people from a private plane near Juneau, and 
in June 1963, she assisted following a Northwest Airlines crash. Also, in 1967, she was able 
to rescue two people fiom a crashed aircraft on Admiralty Island. That same year, the tender 
assisted in MEDEVACING persons from Soviet motor vessel Tuloma (Scheina 1990). 
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Under SLEP, Sweetbrier received extensive renovation at the Coast 
Bay, Maryland, from 1974 to 31 October 1975. Upon renovation 
Cordova, Alaska, where she remains on active status today. 

Sweetgum (WLB-309) 
The Sweetgum is a B-Class buoy tender constructed by Marine 

Guard Yard at Curtis 
she was stationed at 

Iron & Shipbuilding 
Corporation of Duluth, Minnesota. Her keel was laid on 21 February 1943, and she was 
launched on 15 April 1943. The tender was commissioned on 20 November 1943 (Scheina 
1990), primarily for maintaining the aids-to-navigation system and for ice breaking. 
However, the tender’s duties have included search-and-rescue missions, law enforcement. 
environmental assessment support, and military preparedness, as well (USCG n.d.). 

Almost immediately after her commissioning, Sweetgum began ice breaking in the upper 
Great Lakes, near her home port of Grand Haven, Michigan (USCG n.d.). On 15 March 
1944, she was assigned to Miami, Florida, to maintain the aids-to-navigation system until her 
service there ended on 1 September 1946. For the next 44 years, she was stationed at 
Mayport, Florida (Scheina 1990). 

In 1967, the Sweetgum received a coveted award for outstanding military readiness. The 
bronze plaque was awarded in recognition of an overall grade of “excellent” in refresher 
training in Charleston, South Carolina. The accompanying letter commended the crew’s 
team effort and command interest which led to “the high degree of proficiency, training and 
readiness” (USCG Public Information Office 1967). 

Sweetgum grounded on a 6-foot knoll at the mouth of Patapsco River, in April of 1973. 
During efforts to refloat her, two crewmen sustained minor injuries, requiring transfer to land 
for medical treatment (USCG Telecommunications Center 1973). 

In September of 1955, the tender assisted with hurricane evacuation of the Jacksonville area. 
During August and September of 1967, she participated in a project to assess the potential of 
pollution from sunken World War I1 tankers. And, in January of 1986, she helped recover 
debris from the space shuttle Challenger explosion (Scheina 1990). 

Today, Sweetgum is stationed at Mobile, Alabama. 

Woodrush (WLB-407) 
The Woodrush is a C-Class buoy tender constructed by Zenith Dredge Co. of Duluth, 
Minnesota. Her keel was laid on 4 February 1944, and she was launched on 28 April 1944. 
On 22 September 1944, the tender was commissioned (Scheina 1990), primarily for 
maintaining the aids-to-navigation system and for ice breaking. However, the tender’s duties 
have included search-and-rescue missions, law enforcement, and military preparedness, as 
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well. In recent years, her expanded duties have included enforcing customs laws. fisheries 
treaties. and pollution regulations (USCG n.d.). 

Woodrush spent 34 years at her birthplace, having been stationed at Duluth, Minnesota. from 
22 September to 3 1 July 1978. Over the years. the tender earned the reputation as “workshop 
of Lake Superior” (USCG n.d.). During her tenure at Duluth, the tender assisted distressed 
vessels of various types, and salvaged an USAF F-1OlB aircraft near Marquette. Wisconsin. 
in 1962. For three days in May 1953, Woodrush searched for survivors of the motor vessel 
Henry Steinbrenner, 15 miles off Passage Island. Although that search was unsuccessful. in 
November 1980, she assisted during a successful rescue of passengers and crew from cruise 
ship Prinsendam (Scheina 1990). 

From 3 1 of July 1978 to March 1980, under SLEP, Woodrush underwent major renovation at 
the Coast Guard Yard at Curtis Bay, Maryland. After completion, the tender was assigned to 
Sitka, Alaska, where she was involved in servicing aids-to-navigation, law enforcement. 
search-and-rescue missions, and ice breaking (Scheina 1990). In 1989, she underwent 
another extensive yard period during which new main propulsion engines and generators. 
ship service generators, water desalinator, and a new, state-of-the-art steering system were 
installed (USCG n.d.). 

Woodrush has received numerous ribbons and awards including the following: a Coast Guard 
Meritorious Unit Commendation with Operational Distinguishing device, a gold star in lieu 
of a second Meritorious Unit Commendation, a gold star in lieu of a third Meritorious Unit 
Commendation, American Campaign Service Ribbon, World War I1 Service Ribbon, and a 
National Defense Ribbon (USCG n.d.). 

The tender remains at Sitka on active status. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The United States Coast Guard is a unique military organization. Because the organization is 
assigned varied, yet interrelated maritime missions, versatility is important. Maintenance of 
the aids-to-navigation system has been an important federal government function since 1789 
and the primary mission of the Coast Guard for more than 55 years. Because the Coast 
Guard performs a variety of tasks, its fleet of vessels has traditionally been designed to 
perform under nearly all conditions and circumstances. 

Among the Coast Guards diverse fleet, the Cactus, Mesquite and Basswood Classes of the 
180-foot tenders are arguably the most versatile. Although designed before World War 11, 
these cutters have proven very reliable; and. they are considered by many to be the 
workhorses of the Coast Guard. Their capability to perform dutifully as tenders, yet respond 
when needed to for search and rescue or other duties has made the 180-foot design one of the 
most successful for the Coast Guard. 
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Evaluating Historic Vessels for 
the National Register of Historic Places 
In order to be eligible for nomination to the National Register of Historic Places. a vessel 
must be of a certain type and meet certain criteria. Five (5) historic vessel types may be 
eligible for listing in the National Register: floating historic vessels (more than 40 feet in 
length and weighing more than 20 tons); dry-berthed historic vessels; small craft (less than 
40 feet in length): hulks (substantially intact abandoned vessels not afloat); and shipwrecks. 
For a vessel to qualify for National Register nomination, the vessel must be more than 50 
years old and must retain “integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship. 
feeling, and association.” The vessel must be “significant in American history. architecture. 
archaeology, engineering. or culture.” In addition, the vessel must meet one or more of the 
four National Register criterion: 

A. be associated with events that have made a significant 
contribution to the broad patterns of our history; or 

B. be associated with the lives of persons significant in our 
past; or 

C. embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or 
method of construction, or represent the work of a master, 
or possess high artistic values, or represent a significant and 
distinguishable entity whose components lack individual 
distinction; or 

D. yield, or be likely to yield, information important in 
prehistory or history. 

(National Register Bulletin 20, 1992) 

The Coast Guard determined that the entire class of 180-foot tenders is considered eligible 
for the register under criteria A and C above. The 180 class of vessels is nationally 
significant. Historically, these vessels are significant under the themes of government and 
humanitarian activities for their association with the Federal service of maintenance of the 
aids-to-navigation system for over 5 5 years. Technically, the vessels represent the distinctive 
characteristics of a particularly successful type and period of vessel design and construction 

Bramble’s Eligibility 
The Bramble was associated with the first successful transit of the Northwest Passage, and 
she was one of the first vessels to circumnavigate the continent of North American. For this 
reason, the vessel individually may be considered for nomination under Criterion A. 

Under Criterion A, a vessel may qualify for listing in the National Register through an 
association with historic themes. Under the obvious maritime theme, the Bramble’s 
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association with 
Service Western 

the 1957 Hydrographic Survey Unit of the U.S. Military Sea Transport 
Task Force is the most significant event (using National Register Criteria) 

associated with the 180-fleet. The Hydrographic Survey Unit’s mission to determine the 
feasibility of the Northwest Passage, as a route for cargo vessels, was as potentially 
dangerous as it was economically important. It was determined that the passage was not 
practical for commercial shipping. However, hydrographic surveys conducted by the 
Bramble and her fellow Coast Guard vessel on the mission did produce the first reliable chart 
of the depths of the Northwest Passage. Because of the nature of the mission, the Bramble 
may be considered eligible under the categories Commerce, Exploration, and Science. 

In addition to meeting one or more of the criterion, the vessel must retain “integrity of 
location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association.’’ Although the 
BrambZe underwent SLEP renovation in 1974, the vessel’s integrity of design has been 
maintained. Outwardly, the ship has undergone a variety of minor modifications since her 
construction; however, the ship evokes a sense of historic design. 

The Bramble meets the requirements for nomination to the National Register of Historic 
Places as part of an historic class of vessels and the Bramble is individually eligible for the 
National Register of Historical Places. The BrambZe is nationally significant 
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PROTOCOL FOR ARTIFICIAL REEF 
CONSTRUCTION 

Any person, firm, or corporation wishing to deploy materials to be used as 
artificial fishing reefs will adhere to the following materials and 
deployment guidelines and float plan filing procedures. 

MATERIALS 

The Alabama Department of Conservation and Natural Resources, Marine 
Resources Division's goal is to provide long-lived, locationally stable marine 
habitat which will support a complex reef community. Materials to be used in 
the construction of artificial reefs should be chosen with safety to the marine 
environment, durability, and stability in mind. All reef material must be of such 
construction and material type so as not to disassociate, and be substantially 
weighted to insure that the material will stay in place on the bottom. All 
materials which could float during deployment must be removed, and materials 
must be cleaned to ensure that no visible oil or other chemical "sheen" will be 
evident upon deployment. Examples of acceptable materials follow. 

CONCRETE 

Concrete, whether from demolition or purposely fashioned, makes excellent 
artificial reef material. Specifics of preparation include: 

http ://w .dcnr.state.al .us/MWprotocol. htm - 0412 1 /2000 
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1) Concrete must be clean and fiee of residue. 

2) Any exposed steel reinforcement rod associated with demolished concrete 
structures must be removed entirely so as not to unduly endanger divers. 

3) Reinforcement rod used in purposely fashioned concrete reef structures must 
be configured so as not to unduly endanger divers. 

4) Purposely fabricated concrete reef structures must have a nine-inch by 
twelve-inch, non-porous, flat surface on their upper aspect for placard 
placement. 

5) ADCNR/MRD inspectors will consult with prospective reef builders 
regarding the use of other concrete materials. Call the ADCNR/MRD for 
information. 

PLASTICS 

Certain plastic materials may be permitted for use as artificial reefs (example: 
plastic 55 gallon drum reef modules). Inspectors will review plans and evaluate 
same based upon durability and proper weighting. 

1) Plastic 55 gallon drums may be used as reef modules provided they are 
bolted together in groups of three (3) or more. Each drum must contain a 
minimum of 160 pounds of poured concrete (two (2) 80 pound sacks). Stainless 
steel bolts 3/8" diameter or larger, stainless nuts and large-diameter washers 
must be used to fasten these modules together. At least three such 
bolt/washer/nut attachments must occur at each contact point. As an added 
safeguard against disassociation, all drums in a module must be attached with 
polypropylene rope at least 3/8 inch diameter. An external anchoring device 
must be utilized to ensure stability on bottom. 

LARGE VESSELS 

Barges, ships and other large vessels will be inspected and permitted on an 
individual basis. 

TIRES 

http ://m .dcnr . state.al .us/M Wprot ocol . htm 04/2 1 /2000 - 
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Tires must be embedded in concrete. The minimum of four (4) automobile or 
light truck tires must be used per reef unit, with a minimum of 45 pounds of 
concrete per tire. If other than car tires are to be used, the following formula is 
applicable: concrete must equal 2X +lo% of the weight of the tire(s) with a 
minimum total weight of 260 pounds. 

MATERIALS NOT ALLOWED 

AUTOMOBILES, automotive andor truck bodies or parts will not be 
permitted. 

WHITEWARE (APPLIANCES) - will not be permitted. 

SHOPPING CARTS - will not be permitted. 

PVC PIPE - will not be permitted. 

SMALL BOATS - will not be permitted. 

INSPECTION AND PERMITTING 

ADC”l personnel must inspect reef material prior to deployment. Reef 
builders requesting pre-approval of reef building material should call our 
offices (DI: 334-861 -2882, GS: 334-968-7576). 

1) Material to be inspected must be in such position as to allow a complete and 
safe inspection. 

2) ADCNlUMRD inspectors will signify approval of acceptable material and 
configuration by applying an approved ADCNR/MRD placard. An inspection 
placard signifying ADCNR/MRD approval will not be placed on the reef 
material until all discrepancies identified by the inspector have been corrected. 

3) When pre-inspected material has been loaded for offshore deployment, the 
reef builder must obtain a permit which will be issued by the inspector. 
Inspector will affix permit number to each reef component. 

DEPLOYMENT 

http ://www.dcnr. state .al.us/MR/protocol. htm - 
0412 1 /2000 
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1) Reef builders will have ten (10) weekdays to deploy a reef or reefs after - 
receiving a pexmit, after which a new pexmit must be obtained. Under certain 
circumstances, special provisions on deployment may be added to the permit by 
the inspector. 

2 )  Vessels transporting permitted artificial reef material shall depart the dock 
and deploy said material only during the hours of one hour before sunrise to 
one hour after sunset. Return travel from the deployment site is allowed during 
darkness. 

3) Failure to file a float plan invalidates a reef construction permit. See float 
plan protocol below. 

4) Upon completion of the reef deployment, the builder must file a Notification 
of Completion (incorporated in the permit form). A new permit cannot be 
issued until ADCNR/MRD has received fiom the reef builder a properly 
executed Notification of Completion for the previous reef building permit. 

COMMERCIAL BUILDERS NOTE 

1) Any person, firm, corporation, or association which is bonded by a bonding 
company licensed to do business in Alabama, in the minimum amount of a 
penal sum of $50,000.00 for each occurrence of breach, insuring performance 
in accordance with the permit issued, this regulation, and all other applicable 
laws and regulations, may, upon written authorization of the Director, 
ADCNR/MRD, be authorized to transport materials during other hours of the 
day or night or other days of the week. 

REEF DEPLOYMENT FLOAT PLAN 

Reef construction permits are not valid without properly filed float plan. The 
protocol for float plan filing is as follows: 

1) Following material inspection and permit issuance, the prospective reef 
builder will notie the individual agent of the ADCNR/MRD who issued the 
permit, or in his absence, the administrative support staff fiom that 
ADCNR/MRD office, and provide the following specific information regarding 
the proposed deployment event: II 

(a) Reef deployment area. 

http://www.dcnr.state.al .us/MR/protocol.htm 04/2 1 /2000 I 
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(b) Date and time of departure from dock (no earlier than one (1) 
hour before sunrise). 

(c) Estimated time of arrival at destination (no later than one (1) hour 
after sunset). 

(d) Date and time of return to dock. 

2) Filing of float plans must be conducted at least one (I)  day in advance of 
deployment and between 8:OO and 5:OO p.m. Monday through Friday. If 
planning a Monday deployment, contact the ADCNR/MRD agent or office of 
permit issuance on the Friday prior, for plan filing instructions. ADCNR/MRD 
staff will record the above information on standardized forms, and will notify 
the U.S. Coast Guard of same immediately. 

@CNWW-H-OME I Agency Info I Aaificial Rgef-Prog” I License Information I Boating 
Access Points I Fishing Creel Limits 

State Record Fish I Shrimpinn Info I Shell Mound Park I Weather, Tides, FishingInfo I Laws and 
R e a l  ati ons 

E-Mail Dauphin Island 

E-Mail Gulf Shores 

Jim DufQ and Ralph Havard 

Date Last Modified: 02/20/99 

- 
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3. ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS, INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTtON 

This section of the FEIS discusses alternatives and describes the Preferred Alternative, which is designed 
to improve the USCG’s ability to cany out its many mandated missions while at the same time complying 
with applicable environmental laws - specifically, the Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA) and the 
Endangered Species Act @SA) - and with Memoranda of Understanding (MOU). Additionally, this 
section and the response to comments describe additional alternatives. This section and responses to 
comments suggesting additional alternatives compare the environmental impacts of alternatives in 
summary form. 

3.1 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the USCG would continue to conduct activities to protect the marine 
environment, but without the adoption and implementation of the USCG Atlantic Protected Living Marine 
Resources Initiative. Under this alternative, most protection activities would be conducted under the 
Marine Environmental Protection Program, Vessel T f l i c  Services, and Law Enforcement organizational 
components discussed in Section 2.2.1,2.2.3, and 2.2.4, respectively. 

The Marine Environmental Protection Program (MEP), which directs activities conducted for protection of 
the marine environment, would remain the focus of USCG marine protection under the No Action 
Alternative. The MEP primarily focuses on marine pollution and includes Marine Safety Ofices, a 
National Strike Force, multi-mission USCG cutters and aircraft, and a National Response Center (NRC). 
Methods and resources to mitigate marine pollution fiom oil spills and hazardous pollution are documented 
in Area Contingency Plans (ACPs). The ACPs describe the methods and resources that will be used to 
combat spills of oil and hazardous materials in coastal waters and to protect sensitive habitats from harm. 
They identify environmental sensitivities within each area, and establish priorities and strategies for 
responses based on those sensitivities. Each Area Committee identifies the following three types of 
sensitive habitat requiring protection: 

Human high-use areas 

Fish and wildlife habitat areas 
Sensitive habitats (e.g., habitats that may be slow to recover fiom a spill) 

The first two categories include habitats of endangered or threatened whales and marine turtles. , 

Identification and siting of these habitats is requested fiom the responsible agencies during the Area 
Committee planning process. Sensitive areas are mapped and natural collection sites, boom sites, and 
specific response strategies for different types of spilled materials in or near these areas are included on the 
maps. The maps also show all possible marine and coastal locations of endangeredthreatened species 
(e.g., critical habitat for right whales, nesting beaches for loggerhead turtles, etc.) in as much detail as 
practical. Environmental Sensitivity Index maps produced for ACPs will continue to be revised, as 
appropriate, under the No Action Alternative. 
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NAVTEX 
NAVTEX is an international automated direct printing 
sewice for the promulgation of navigational and 
meteorological warnings and urgent information to ships. 
NAVTEX consists of a Series of coastal stations transmitting 
radio teletype safety messages on the intcmational-standard 
medium frequency (5  19 kHz). Each station has a range of 
100-500 nautical miles day and night. N A W X  coverage is 
reasonably continuous to 200 nautical miles offshore. 
NAVTEX transmitters are located in Boston, Massachusem; 
.Portsmouth, Virginia; and Miami, Florida Information 
included in NAVTEX transmissions includes distress, 
urgent. and safety messages; gale, storm. and hurricane 

l warnings; and offshore marine weather forecasts. Routine 
messages normally are broadcast four to six times daily; 
urgent messages are broadcast upon receipt, unless an 
adjacent station is already transmitting. 

VHF (Marine Radiotelephone which operates on VHF-FM 
fieq u ency ) 
In contrast. VHF (very high frequency) transmits 
continuously, with most mariners monitoring standard 
frequencies (e.g., 16). It is not feasible for the USCG to 
continuously transmit information over VHF. VHF provides 
one-way transmission; distress calls can not be received 

4 

Under the No Action Alternative, Vessel Traffic 
Services (VTS) plays a vital role in the prevention 
or reduction of risk of pollution, harm to 
endangered species, or other damage to the marine 
environment caused by ship collisions and 
groundings in coastal areas and critical marine 
habitats. VTS functions as the “electronic eyes 
and ears” of the port and reports incidents and 
advises mariners on hazards to navigation. Radio 
warning systems, such as the Naval 
Telecommunication Exchange (NAVTEX). are 
used to transmit vital information to mariners. 
Marine Radio Telephone (VHF) is another method 
for transmitting information to mariners. These 
NAVTEX and VHF transmissions help to protect 
the marine environment by transmitting vital 
information to prevent vessel accidents and 
collisions with protected species. 

Law enforcement activities directed towards 
conserving and managing living marine resources 
would continue under the No Action Alternative. 
Enforcement is conducted by the Law 
Enforcement organizational component. The 

USCG has authority to conduct law enforcement activities on U.S. flag vessels on the high seas and US. 
territorial waters and otherwise subject vessels to U.S. jurisdiction for the prevention, detection, and 
suppression of violations of U.S. law, as well as to provide support to NMFS to meet its management goals 
for protected marine mammals and sea turtles. The USCG and NMFS are both responsible for enforcing 
the Endangered Species Act. The USCG would continue the following enforcement activities under the 
No Action Alternative: 

Patrolling the perimeter of the U.S. Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) to prevent encroachment and 
harvesting of U.S. marine resources, including endangered species and products made fiom them, 
by foreign commercial fishing vessels; 

Patrolling within the EEZ to ensure that U.S. fishing vessels comply with fishery resource 
management regulations, such as the use of turtle excluder devices (TEDs) in shrimp trawls; 

Protecting anadromous fish (e.g., salmon) originating in U.S. territory throughout their migratory 
range, including areas of the high seas outside the EEZ; and 

Patrolling areas of the high seas beyond the EEZ to monitor compliance of U.S. and foreign 
fishing vessels with applicable international agreements (e.g., the United Nations moratorium on 
large-scale high-seas pelagic driftnet fishing). 

~ 
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The USCG’s participation with NMFS and other agencies in enforcement of provisions of the following 
Federal statutes would continue. 

The Marine Mammal Protection Act (1 6 USC 1361, e? seq.) 
The Endangered Species Act (1 6 USC 1536, et seq.) 
The Whaling Convention Act (1 6 USC, 916, et seq.) 
The Magnuson Fishery Conservation and Management Act of 1986, as amended (1 6 USC 180 1. et 
seq. ) 

The USCG actively participates in enforcement of other Federal and international regulations that deal 
with protection of threatened or endangered species of marine animals and their critical habitats. 
Continued enforcement of these regulations results in numerous benefits for living marine resources. 

In addition to the protective measures described above, the USCG would use current guidance for safe 
speed as described in the Inland and International Rules. Under these rules, “safe speed” is defined as 
“every vessel shall at all times proceed at a safe speed so that she can take proper and effective action to 
avoid collision and be stopped within a distance appropriate to the prevailing circumstances”. In 
determining “safe speed,” mariners use the following factors: (1) the state of visibility; (2) the traffic 
density; (3) the maneuverability of the vessel with special reference to stopping distance and turning ability 
in the prevailing conditions; (4) the presence of background light at night, such as from shore lights or 
from backscatter; ( 5 )  the state of the wind, sea, and currents, and the proximity of hazards; and (6) the draft 
in relation to the available depth of water. This guidance directs mariners to adjust speeds to accommodate 
hazards that they may encounter during the course of operation. The guidance emphasizes that whales, just 
like other hazards, require course and speed adjustments. 

. 

As described above, the USCG, under the No Action Alternative, would continue with current efforts to 
protect the marine environment. However, the No Action Alternative does not include a coordinated effort 
between all organizational components and across all Area and District areas of responsibility (AOR) to 
oversee and direct activities to protect the marine environment. In addition, the No Action Alternative 
does not have the organizational structure to e~aluate and implement new limits on vessel and aircraft 
movements nor would a formal Conservation Program be adopted. Observations of protected species 
would be reported and individual animals would be avoided, but without any regimen or protocol to 
maximize effectiveness. Given the requirement for the USCG to effectively comply with all environmental 
laws, determine how it will respond to the July 1996 Biological Opinion (BO), and enhance its compliance 
with MOUs designed to encourage USCG protection of endangered species and marine mammals, the No 
Action alternative is not practical or reasonable. Nevertheless, the No Action alternative is analyzed in this 
DEIS to serve as a baseline that will allow decision makers and the public to compare the environmental 
effects of the No Action Alternative with the other alternatives. 

3.2 Preferred Alternative: Adoption and Implementation of 
the USCG Atlantic Protected Living Marine Resources Initiative 

The Preferred Alternative is the adoption of a formal USCG Atlantic Protected Living Marine Resources 
Initiative (the Initiative) which has two main components: the Internal Program and the Conservation 
Program. The Initiative is a mitigation plan that is composed of individual elements to protect and 
conserve living marine resources more effectively. The Preferred Alternative is an “umbrella” program that 
encompasses all organizational components of the USCG. The proposed undertakings are developed fiom 
recommendations in the Biological Opinions (BO) issued by NMFS in September 1995 and July 1996, the 
September 1995 USCG EA, and the comments received in response to the EA and DEE. The 
implementation of the Initiative would enable the USCG to more effectively comply with environmental 

~- ~ 
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laws and to fulfill the commitments made in MOUs while effectively fulfilling USCG missions. 
Beginning on 1 January 1997, the USCG would provide an annual progress report to jurisdictional 
agencies (e.g., NMFS) on implementing the Initiative. 

3.2.1 Internal Program 

The USCG Internal Program is the first part of the proposed Initiative. This program consists of two 
distinct elements: operational directives and operating procedures. 

Operational Directives 

The Internal Program would use USCG directives to establish USCG policy and procedures that support 
the Conservation Program and protect living marine resources. 

A USCG directive is a written communication that initiates or governs action, conduct or procedure. 
Directives promote consistency, continuity, planning, understanding, and teamwork, and ensure that 
delegation of authority is followed. Often, Districts will issue regionally appropriate directives to 
implement USCG policy or general procedure contained in a directive issued from USCG Headquarters. 
Within the USCG, directives are issued to do the following: 

Establish policy, 
Prescribe a method or procedure, 
Establish standards of conduct, 
Establish or change organizational structure, 
Delegate authority, 
Assign responsibility, 
Establish a form or report, or 
Revise, supplement or cancel a directive. 

USCG directives can come in several different forms such as circulars, notices, instructions, regulations, 
orders, and handbooks. Each type of directive is designed for a particular situation. For example, an 
“Instruction” is a directive prescribing authority and/or containing information with continuing reference 
value or that requires continuing action. An instruction remains in effect until it is replaced or canceled by 
the originator or higher authority. A “Notice”, while it has the same force as an Instruction, is a directive 
of a one time or brief nature which has a self canceling provision. 

Under the Preferred AItemative, USCG Atlantic Area (LANTAREA) and District commands would use 
the Commandant Instruction on Protected Living Marine Resources Program as the basis for developing 
operating procedures for their respective areas and units (Appendix I). The Commandant’s Instruction on 
the Protected Living Marine Resources Program (PLMRP) would be formally issued because it will 
provide all USCG commands with a written communication that initiates or governs action, conduct, or 
procedures, and it prescribes authority, contains information with continuing reference value, and requires 
continuing action. As an instruction, it would remain in effect until it is replaced or canceled by the 
Commandant. The USCG Atlantic Area (LANTAREA) and District Commanders would use this 
Instruction as the basis for the development of more specific operational directives for their respective 
areas and units discussed in the following paragraphs. 

~- ~ 
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The interim protection programs currently in effect in the USCG Atlantic Coast Districts in the form of 
District Law Enforcement Bulletins (LEBs) and Instructions (see Appendices J and K ) would be revised 
and adopted into formal Marine Mammal and Endangered Species Act Protection Programs for the 
Atlantic Coast area Districts (First, Fifth, and Seventh) and the LANTAREA. Guidelines developed for 
these programs would include requirements to provide (1) a description of areas of special interest, 
including designated critical habitat and marine sanctuaries (note: Environmental Sensitivity Index Maps 
have been developed by NOAA, USCG and/or cognizant state agencies for Area Contingency Plans, and 
are available at all USCG Marine Safety Offices), (2) enforcement procedures, (3) marine animal stranding 
response protocols, (4) operational control (OPCON) and monitoring responsibilities, and ( 5 )  procedures 
for the disposition of dead or injured protected species. Standardized fonns for reporting boat collisions 
with marine animals, or entangled turtles or whales would be included, as well as the names and telephone 
numbers for stranding network personnel. Additionally, where USCG units assist in the salvage, rescue, or 
disposal of a marine mammal, they would be required to submit a letter report to the USFWS and/or 
NMFS with a copy to the appropriate District. LANTAREA and the Districts would conduct annual 
verification and updating of USCG procedures related to stranding and phone contacts at NMFS regional 
ofices and stranding networks. 

The USCG would complete and implement a Commandant Notice addressing “Endangered Species Act 
and Marine Mammal Protection Act Consultation on Response Activities”. This Notice will require 
consultation with USFWS or NMFS when pollution response activities could affect species protected by 
ESA andor MMPA, and will require changes to Area Contingency Plans to include special spill-response 
protocols to be used when operating in critical habitats or in proximity to where the spill has the potential 
to impact a potential resource. This Notice will apply to all USCG units including those in LANTAREA. 

Enforcement 

As reflected in the LEBs and Instructions, the USCG would refocus its enforcement of the ESA and the 
MMPA by formally adopting the enforcement guidance described in the First District Instruction, dated 
1 July 1996, Prohibitions and Enforcement, section 2 (pages 7 through lo), the Fifth District LEB 20-96, 
section C, part 2 (pages 8 through IO), and the Seventh District Instruction I621 4.5, dated 14 April 1995, 
section 6 (pages 6 through 8). This enforcement guidance would apply to the Atlantic Coast area Districts 
(First, Fifth, and Seventh) and the LANTAREA. In addition, these USCG Districts and LANTAREA 
would intensify their efforts to protect threatened and endangered species by engaging in “pulse 
operations” that focus enforcement activities on times when waterways are most heavily used (e.g., holiday 
weekends when recreational boating increases). Pulse operations would be conducted based upon the 
availability of USCG resources. The availability would be determined by the Area and District 
Commanders and their staffs (e.g., pulse operations focusing on ESA and MMPA enforcement might not 
be feasible while USCG resources are responding to emergencies such as the recent TWA flight 800 crash, 
a major spill such as the recent oil spill off Rhode Island, or during periods of increased illegal migration 
such as the Muriel boatlift from Cuba). 

The USCG would formally implement the interim protective measure developed in the LEBs and 
Instructions and continue enhanced enforcement of the ESA and MMPA. USCG units would be directed 
to target significant violators or those vessel operators that act in a manner that may result in injury or 
harassment of protected species (Appendices J and K ). Educating the public about proper boat handling 
techniques around whales, sea turtles, and manatees would be a fundamental part of the USCG-enhanced 
compliance efforts. Education would be conducted during outreach programs, such as boat safety training 
courses. 
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Lookouts 

Standard operating procedures aboard USCG vessels include posting a lookout and identifjing and 
avoiding objects in the water. This measure ensures the safety of the crew, minimizes potential vessel 
damage, and protects wildlife in the area. Operational directives to USCG vessels would be revised to 
specify that lookouts who have successfully completed marine mammal training would be posted during all 
emergency and non-emergency USCG transits made within 20 nm of shore. For example. trained lookouts 
would be posted during transits in all seasonal high-use areas; areas of known whale concentrations; and 
critical habitats in Cape Cod Bay, the Great South Channel, and in the calving grounds off the Florida 
coast and other special areas off Florida and Georgia that are delineated in the conservation 
recommendations of the 15 September 1995 BO. Exceptions would be made during periods of low 
visibility (e.g., dense fog or night travel) when posting a lookout would be ineffective. Operational 
directives to USCG operational commanders would be revised to clearly state that marine mammal training 
is applicable to bridge watch personnel and boat crews. 

Train in g 

To obtain NMFS curriculum certification, the USCG would provide NMFS with the cunent classroom 
marine mammal identification training course (Appendix L). After obtaining certification, the Districts 
would use the course to train lookouts and the USCG would work with NMFS to provide copies to 
interested organizations, agencies, and individuals. It is expected that training of all lookouts would be 
completed within one year of curriculum certification. 

The USCG would work with NMFS, USFWS, and the established Recovery Plan Implementation Team 
for each species to develop and implement a field training program that would augment the classroom 
marine mammal training course. Spotting whales, manatees, and turtles, and maneuvering around them is 
an acquired skill that is developed through education and experience. Periods of normal onboard duty 
would be used to conduct field training for sighting techniques, identification, and common behavioral 
patterns of endangered whales and other species as they are encountered during operations. Cross-agency 
training programs would also help to increase awareness of the marine environment and its inhabitants. In 
turn, wildlife observation skills would be enhanced and potential for collisions with wildlife would be 
minimized. 

The USCG would train VTS and Group personnel regarding endangered species in their AOR so that 
USCG personnel can issue, in a timely manner, NAVTEX and Notices to Mariners when sightings of 
endangered species are reported in addition to the standard notices described in the No Action Altemative. 
This training would require a detailed NMFS-developed protocol and information on which species pose a 
risk of collision or require exclusion zones. 

Speed 

Operational directives to USCG vessel commanding officers and coxswains have been revised - as 
interim protective measures - to clearly state that, for non-emergency transits, a speed standard would be 
followed. Implementation of the Initiative would formally adopt this protective measure. During non- 
emergency operations, vessels transiting critical habitats, high-use areas, and migratory routes would use a 
speed that allows the lookout to see and report whales and other endangered or threatened species in a 
timely manner to allow the vessel to vary course and speed to reduce the potential for a strike. If a whale is 
spotted, USCG vessels would avoid approaching the whale, and would utilize a speed and course 
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necessary to permit the vessel to open the distance from the whale or to allow the whale to successfull: 
evade the vessel. Observations by researchers have indicated that right whales can travel at speeds of 5 AX 
thus, vessel speeds of 5 kt or less could allow a right whale to successfully evade a vessel. Unless and until 
another whale species is positively identified, the USCG would treat any large whale sighted as a right 
whale. 

The operational guidance for vessels should use language that mariners are familiar with, understand. and 
accept by convention. In Inland and International Rules, “safe speed” is defined as “every vessel shall at all 
times proceed at a safe speed so that she can take proper and effective action to avoid collision and be 
stopped within a distance appropriate to the prevailing circumstances.” In determining “safe speed,” 
mariners use the following factors: (1) the state of visibility; (2) the traffic density; (3) the maneuverability 
of the vessel with special reference to stopping distance and turning ability in the prevailing conditions; (4) 
the presence of background light at night, such as from shore lights or from backscatter; ( 5 )  the state of the 
wind, sea, current, and the proximity of hazards; and (6) the draft in relation to the available depth of 
water. The guidance should also reflect that mariners recognize that speeds must be adjusted to 
accommodate hazards that they may encounter during the course-of operation. The guidance emphasizes 
that whales, just like other hazards, require course and speed adjustments that may include reducing speed. 
Terms such as “slow safe speed” and “slowest safe speed,” which are used in the BO, have been 
interpreted for USCG vessel operators (Appendix T) as an interim protective measure who, like other U.S. 
and foreign-flag mariners, must operate their vessels following the International Rules or Inland Rules. 
Practical impediments to using specific speed limits include the fact that the “clutch-in speed” of vessels 
varies. For example, most 1 10-A USCG patrol boats “clutch in” at 9 knots. For this reason, a safe speed 
standard, rather than a strict nautical-mile-per-hour standard, is appropriate. 

In response to the 22 July 1996 BO, the USCG worked with NMFS to develop appropriate speed guidance 
to comply with that portion of the reasonable and prudent alternative that addresses speed and issued that 
guidance on 15 August 1996. The USCG interim vessel speed guidance which was issued on 15 August 
1996 is as follows: To avoid a collision with a whale during the course of normal operations, USCG 
vessels transiting critical habitat, migratory routes and high-use areas shall use extreme caution, be alert, 
and reduce speeds, as appropriate. Appropriate reduced speeds should be based on the factors identified in 
Rule 6 (Safe Speed) of the IntemationaVInland Navigation Rules (COMDTINST M 1 6672.2C). Additional 
reductions in speed should be considered when a whale is sighted or known to be in the immediate vicinity 
or within 5 nm of the vessel. In these situations, vessels shall use those courses and speeds as appropriate, 
yet navigationally prudent, to avoid a collision with a whale, clear the area and, if necessary, reduce speed 
to the minimum at which the vessel can be kept on course or come to all stop (Appendix T). 

Approach Distance 

Until such time as NMFS can establish a detailed protocol regarding approaches to whales, operational 
directives developed as an interim protective measure in response to the 22 July 1996 BO specify that 
USCG vessels would maintain a safe minimum distance of 500 yd from right whales. In addition, unless 
another whale species is positively identified, any large whale would be considered and treated as a right 
whale. The USCG will also maintain a minimum distance of 100 yards from all whale species as another 
protective measure to avoid accidental interactions with whales. Adjustments to these distances would be 
made if the USCG is assisting in the rescue of a protected species, including right whales, or performing its 
duties to enforce the ESA and MMPA. In response to the Reasonable and Prudent Alternative (RPA) 
discussed in the 22 July 1996 BO, the USCG, after obtaining NMFS approval, issued the interim 
approach guideline to all USCG vessels (Appendix M) 

~ ~~ 
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Notices 

The USCG would notify mariners by publishing and broadcasting seasonal notices to all mariners advising 
caution in endangered or threatened species critical habitat. If a threatened or endangered whale is spotted 
and reported, USCG would notify other vessels in the vicinity of the whales via VHF radio and advise 
those vessels to proceed through the area with caution. One disadvantage of such notices is that some 
people may use those notices to locate whales for closer viewing. The USCG would participate in 
NAVTEX posting of right whale locations and other whale and turtle concentrations in the southeast and 
the northeast and investigate expanding NAVTEX to cover all areas of the Atlantic coast. 

Charts 

The USCG would plot critical habitat and marine sanctuary boundaries on locally held unit navigational, 
aeronautical, and law enforcement working charts. This procedure would alert the crews of USCG vessels 
and aircraft to sensitive areas and locations where encounters with wildlife are likely, thereby assisting 
crews in avoiding harmful interactions with protected species and habitats. 

Operating Procedures 

The Internal Program’s operating procedures for USCG vessels and aircraft in the Atlantic area is designed 
to prevent, to the maximum extent possible, harmful interactions with protected living marine resources. 
The operating procedures would allow USCG personnel to conduct mission-firlfilling activities such as 
marine environmental protection, search and rescue, law enforcement, vessel trafic services, and marine 
safety while helping to avoid harmful interactions of USCG vessels and aircraft with protected living 
marine resources. 

The USCG would provide guidance and directions to USCG vessels and aircraft during non-emergency 
operations, when transiting or overflying marine sanctuaries, critical habitats, and areas of intermittent 
protected species concentrations (e.g., nesting areas, seasonal high-use areas, migratory routes). Guidance 
would be issued as USCG directives (e.g., by message or Commandant Notice or Commandant 
Instruction). The areas of intermittent protected species concentrations, such as bald eagle nests and 
cetacean feeding areas, would be identified during informal consultation with regional USFWS and NMFS 
offices. (Note: emergency operations are operations for which rapid response is required such as SAR to 
avoid the loss of life and property, urgent law enforcement incidents, and urgent matters of national 
security as defined by operational commanders on a case by case basis.) 

In addition to the operating procedures mentioned above, both USCG vessels and aircraft would avoid, 
whenever possible, sensitive pinniped (seal) rookeries two hours before and after low tide. When passing a 
haul-out site, vessels and aircraft would use appropriate speeds and increase distance altitude if animals 
appear to be startled. None of the five species of pinnipeds found in Atlantic waters along the United 
States is endangered or threatened. This measure would be implemented once NMFS has exercised its 
authority to protect sites that are very sensitive to vessel or aircraft traffic. 

Vessels - The USCG would continue to post a lookout. Posting a lookout and identifying and avoiding 
objects in the water are standard operating procedures aboard USCG vessels of all sizes. This measure 
ensures the safety of the crew, minimizes vessel damage, and protects wildlife in the area. The Initiative 
additionally proposes that the USCG would post lookouts who have successfully completed marine 
mammal training. These lookouts would be posted during all transits, both emergency and non- 
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emergency, that occur within 20 nm of shore. This would be in addition to posting lookouts during transits 
in all high-use areas, areas of whale concentrations and critical habitats in Cape Cod Bay, the Great South 
Channel, and in the calving grounds off the Florida coast and other special areas off Georgia and Florida 
that are delineated in the conservation recommendations ofthe 15 September 1995 BO. Exceptions would 
be made for periods of low visibility such as dense fog or night travel when this practice would be 
ineffective. During non-emergency operations, vessels transiting critical habitats, high-use areas, areas of 
known whale concentrations, and migratory routes would be directed to use extreme caution and be alert 
for marine animals. If a whale is sighted, vessels would (1) give whales a wide berth, (2) use the speed and 
approach distance protocols developed in consultation with NMFS, per the 22 July 1996 BO, to reduce the 
possibility of a whale strike, and (3) notify all vessels (USCG and non-USCG vessels) in the vicinity about 
the locations of whales via VHF radio, and direct them to proceed through the area with caution 
(operational security measures may require not disclosing the location of the vessel or aircraft, therefore the 
vessel or aircraft would relay information to a USCG shore facility that would then issue the notification). 
USCG vessels in the vicinity of sea turtle nesting beaches primarily located in the Seventh USCG District 
AOR would use extreme caution during April through October, the months when females are abundant 
just offshore. 

As stated previously, USCG vessels would maintain a safe minimum distance of 500 yd fiom right whales. 
In addition, unless another whale species is positively identified, any large whale would be considered and 
treated as a right whale. The USCG also would maintain a distance of 100 yards fiom all whale species as 
another protective measure to avoid accidental interactions with whales. Adjustments to these distances 
would be made if the USCG is assisting in the rescue of an endangered whale, including right whales, or 
performing its duties to enforce the ESA and MMPA. The USCG approach distance guidance is an interim 
protective measure which would be adjusted to take into account any NMFS promulgated approach 
distance regulation (Appendix X). 

Aircraft - Pursuant to the guidance in the Air Operations Manual, Commandant Instruction 37 10.1 ., 
aircraft must maintain an altitude of at least 3000 ft when flying over wildlife habitat. The USCG will 
modify the Air Operations Manual to bring it in line with current Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR) and 
the USCG will comply with whatever altitude restrictions are in place (note: NMFS has proposed a 1500 
ft protective altitude for northern right whales at 61 Federal Register 4 1 1 16, published 7 August 1996). As 
specified in the FAR, USCG aircraft are prohibited fiom flying over sensitive areas at less than 2000 A, 
unless engaged in emergency operations such as an emergency SAR, law enforcement, or spill response 
operation. At the current FAR altitude of 2000 feet, like the 3000 ft current altitude guidance, the 
momentary disturbance of marine mammals, turtles, and birds is expected to be negligible. However, 
during some USCG operations, particularly SAR missions and missions which require surveillance and 
identification of vessels, it may be necessary to fly below 2000 f?, and often below 500 ft. Such operations 
have the potential to disturb cetaceans, birds, and mammals. Because low-altitude flying is dangerous for 
the aircraft and crew, this altitude is maintained for the minimum time necessary to complete the objective 
of the mission and aircraft time at low altitudes would be limited. The operational impact of directing 
aircraft to maintain an altitude of 2000 ft in offshore critical habitats and high-use areas except in 
emergency missions is that more vessels will be required to patrol those areas because the aircraft's 
capability to identify vessels is diminished. Therefore, aircraft guidance would be written to indicate that a 
2000 ft  altitude would be maintained in the critical habitat (except during those portions of non-emergency 
missions requiring surveillance and identification of vessels) wherever possible. 

USCG aviation will continue to enhance and update flight charts with regard to wildlife habitat. Most, if 
not all, USCG aviation charts are approved by the Federal Aviation Administration. These charts include 
information regarding sensitive areas, such as wildlife reserves. The usefirlness of these charts varies, but 
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most are effective for between 3-6 months. This rapid update ensures accurate charts which promote flight 
safety. During this regular update, wildlife areas also are updated. . 

Each air station operations center also maintains a chart depicting the local flying area. This chart is 
updated on a continuous basis, as changes occur. Operations center personnel would incorporate any 
pertinent information received fiom local agencies regarding wildlife areas. Such information would also 
be distributed directly or through the chain of command, including support organizations such as the 
USCG Civil Engineering Unit. 

Mission Impacts of Operational Directives 

Formal restrictions on USCG vessel speeds, whale approach distances, and USCG aircraft altitude may 
result in major impacts on the USCG's ability to perform its missions. For example, limiting vessel speeds 
and approaches to large marine mammals will likely detract from the USCG's ability to conduct fisheries 
enforcement, particularly in areas such as the northwest Atlantic where the closed fisheries areas overlap 

' with the designated critical habitat. This decrease in fisheries enforcement may lead to a rise in violations 
that would place fisheries resources at risk. Similarly, requiring USCG vessels to travel more slowly will 
increase the time needed to perform all missions or decrease the time available to perform those missions. 
Overall, implementing the Initiative may lead to the need to extend the time existing personnel and 
equipment are employed. Increasing the average work week of USCG personnel could result in a decrease 
in the effectiveness of overtaxed personnel and equipment. As an indication of potential adverse 
consequences, the USCG recently decreased the average work week for USCG stations fiom an average of 
90 hours to an average of 68 hours by internally reorganizing and reassigning 500 personnel. It will prove 
difficult if not impossible to maintain a reasonable average work week if additional hours are needed to 
implement the Initiative. 

Presently, the USCG has made a qualitative determination (based on quantitative estimates - see Appendix 
W) that implementing the Initiative will have an overall negative impact on USCG operations. Actual 
quantification of the Initiative's impacts will require establishing and implementing a program to monitor 
the internal and external impacts. The monitoring program will require at least two years to conduct - the 
development and implementation phase taking up to six months, the monitoring phase taking at least one 
year, and the analysis phase taking approximately six months. The monitoring program would measure the 
impact on the use of USCG resources (e.g., measurements would include the resource hours currently 
measured in the abstract of operations reporting system that will indicate the amount of time various 
USCG assets perform their missions) as well as the impact on environmental resources (e.g., the USCG 
would continue to provide NMFS with data and obtain NMFS assessment of the impacts on marine 
resources based on their stock assessments and takings data). The analysis phase will provide the USCG 
the opportunity to reassess the effectiveness and necessity of the various protective measures and 
determine if adjustments are necessary, whether those adjustments require reinitiation of consultation, and 
whether the monitoring period should be extended. 

3.2.2 Conservation Program 

The Conservation Program, which would help promote the conservation of protected living marine 
resources, consists of procedures involving other USCG activities, including interaction between USCG 
personnel, other Federal and state entities, and the public, which would help promote the conservation of 
protected living marine resources. 

I" 

~ ~ ~~ ~~ 
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Sea Partners 

Sea P ~ C K  Program is a program that was instituted to educate communities at large in developing awareness of marine 
pollution issues and improving compliance with marine environmental protection laws and regulations. Since 1994 the Sea 
Partners program has conducted over 4.800 activities involving 20,500 contact hours with the public. This has been done by 
USCG reservists who have been assigned to each of the 47 USCG Marine Safety Offices located in port communities 
throughout the nation. The Sea P a r "  Program provides educational messages on 1) the effects of oil. hazardous 
chemicals, waste and debris on the marine environment, 2) how marine environmental protection laws and regulations apply 
to various marine users, and 3) various ways p u p s  and individuals can take action to protect the environment. The Sa 
P m e r s  P r o m  has targeted a wide range of audiences, including state, local and Federal officials, merchant mariners, 
offshore industry personnel, ferry operators, recreational boaters, sport and commercial fisherman. seafood processors. local 
business owners, marina operators, students, scouts, and teachers. Through the Sea Partners program. the USCG has been 
able to launch a public education and outreach program with the potential to make substantial contribution to protecting the 
marine environment, and at the same time, has broadened USCG Reserve training opportunities to enhance military readiness 
and ability to respond to contingencies. The program has been funded by the Department of Defense (DOD) Civil-Miliw 
P r o w  during fiscal yean 1994-1996 due to its reserve training value, however, for Fiscal Year 1997 the hnding for this 
p r o w  was dropped by DOD. The USCG will anempt to regain funding for this program because the service recognizes 
the merits of the program in educating the public on marine environmental issues. The USCG has included sea turtle 
conservation information in the Program outreach material and did anticipate incorporating whale and other protected species 
conservation information in the program as well. 

Training/Education of Non-USCG Personnel 

The USCG would work with NMFS, recovery implementation teams, and other agencies to develop public 
information manuals on critical habitats, sanctuaries, and endangered species migration patterns for use by 
mariners. 

The USCG would include protected species awareness information in basic boat safety training 
provided to the public. 

The USCG would incorporate whale and turtle conservation information in the USCG Sea 
Partners marine pollution prevention education efforts (see text box). 

There are two established publications commonly used by mariners for voyage planning purposes. 
These publications are Soiling Directions and the Coast Pilot. Depending upon vessel size and 
areas of operation, most U.S. vessels would have one, if not both, of these publications on board. 
Sailing Directions are maintained and published by the Defense Mapping Agency (DMA) and the 
Coast Pilot is maintained and published by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
(NOAA). The USCG would work with NMFS to develop an educational fact sheet describing 
critical habitats, whale concentrations and high-use areas, photos of whales, applicable regulations, 
and reporting procedures. The USCG would then work with DMA (DMA will become the 
National Imagery and Mapping Agency, NIMA, after 29 October 1996) and NOAA to include this 
information in Sailing Directions and the Coast Pilot. Another advantage to using these two 
publications is that foreign-flagged vessels transiting U.S. waters or operating in and out of U.S. 
ports carry these publications for voyage planning purposes. The USCG would provide input to 
the publications and inform NMFS of the status of conservation measures in an annual progress 
report. The annual progress report for 1996 would be submitted to NMFS by 1 January 1997. 
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The USCG would work with NMFS to include protected species awareness information in 
Commercial Fishing VesseI examination and outreach programs. 

The USCG would work with NMFS to provide copies of USCG training curricula that has been 
certified by NMFS, to other agencies (such as the U.S. Navy) organizations, and individuals. 

It has been suggested that the USCG consider and adopt an alternative requiring whale species 
identification and critical habitat information, as well as all regulations applicable to the protection of right 
whales, be a part of the testing criteria for the public applying for USCG licenses to operate vessels 
(licensing alternative). Currently all U.S. deck officers are tested using the Coast Pilot and, in addition, 
holders of licenses authorizing extended international voyages may be tested on Sailing Directions. 
Examinations for deck officer licenses are maintained by the USCG National Maritime Center. When 
protected species information is included in the Coast Pilot and in Sailing Directions, the USCG would 
then test license applicants on that material. It should be noted, however, that once an individual is tested 
for a particular license, there is no requirement for retesting on renewals for that particular license. 
Therefore, in an effort to provide measures that contribute to the protection of endangered and threatened 
species, the USCG considers the placement of updated species and habitat information in voyage planning 
documents (e.g., the Coast Pilot and Sailing Directions), which are used extensively by mariners 
throughout their careers, to be more significant and environmentally beneficial than only modifying testing 
for licenses. 

It also has been suggested that as part of this licensing alternative, the USCG make compliance with 
regulations designed to protect threatened and endangered species a specific condition in the issuance of 
licenses for operation of vessels. The USCG does not excuse holders of licenses fiom compliance with 
any laws or regulations. If any vessel is found to be in non-compliance with the threatened and endangered 
species regulations, enforcement action would be taken. 

Cooperation with Other Agencies and Recovery Teams 

The USCG would continue to actively participate in and support Regional Multi-Agency Recovery 
Implementation Teams, groups, and task forces . 

The USCG would maintain active membership in the Southeastern Implementation Team for the 
Recovery of the northern right whale and would continue to contribute to Southeastern United 
States (SEUS) early warning right whale system (Appendix N). A program of regular 
reconnaissance flights is one measure that is the subject of a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) 
between the First USCG District and the NMFS (Appendix 0). USCG aircraft from 
AIRSTATION Cape Cod currently perform overflights with NMFS personnel aboard. The USCG 
would continue to participate in the Southeast U.S. Recovery Implementation Team Early Warning 
System aerial survey program, which it has been part of since 1993. The USCG would work with 
the New England Implementation Team to address the feasibility of a similar multi-agency effort 
in the north Atlantic. 

-.L The USCG Districts would develop MOUs with NMFS, the National Marine Sanctuaries Program, 
and the New England and Southeastern Regional Implementation Teams regarding proposals to 
develop and implement protective measures described in the Right and Humpback Whale 
Recovery Plans. - 
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The USCG would work with M S ,  the New England Right Ghale Recovery Plan 
Implementation Team and the Southeastern Right Whale Recovery Plan Implementation Team 
regarding the development of a Mid-Atlantic Implementation Team and also consider expanding 
the areas covered by these teams to include the Mid-Atlantic. Specifically, the USCG would help 
develop a survey program, organize reports of whale sightings in the area, and develop a system to 
provide these sightings reports for broadcast. 

The USCG would participate with NMFS, USFWS, and Recovery Plan Implementation Teams to 
develop and implement a notification program to provide commercial vessels entering major U.S. 
Atlantic coast ports with timely information on current whale locations and critical habitats. The 
USCG would also cooperate in development of a plan to alert commercial traffic through port 
pilots, Captains of the Port, Vessel Trafic Services (where available), and others who are aware of 
ships' locations and port arrival times. The USCG would develop such a plan with NMFS by 
1 January 1997. 

The USCG would continue to work with NMFS, USFWS, the Recovery Plan Implementation 
Teams, and other Federal agencies to determine the feasibility and applicability of new technology 
or research and development efforts in recovery strategies for endangered and protected species. 
The implementation teams and multi-agency efforts provide synergy of effort and resources and, 
most importantly, the teams can evaluate the potential impacts of any initiative on the marine 
environment. 

The USCG would continue to participate in the ESA Inter-Agency Working Group (Washington, 
DC.) currently headed by USFWS. 

The USCG would work with NMFS and USFWS to investigate facility lighting at all beachside 
USCG stations where turtle nesting occurs. The USCG would ensure, in consultation with NMFS 
and USFWS, that USCG facility lighting would not have a significant adverse impact on turtle 
nesting sites. Currently, in Florida, where most known USCG controlled turtle nesting sites occur 
on the Atlantic Coast, the USCG adheres to local Florida lighting ordinances for marine turtle 
protection. These ordinances are designed to protect turtles from the effects of artificial light. 
Additionally, in Florida, lighting is currently evaluated at USCG sites during USCG 
Environmental Compliance Evaluations (ECEs) (conducted on a three year rotational basis). 
Under the Preferred Alternative, the use of ECE analyses to examine lighting at beachside stations 
would be expanded where appropriate. 

On 25 January 1996 an MOA among the USCG, NMFS, the U.S. Navy, and the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers was finalized (Appendix U). The purpose of the MOA is to facilitate right whale 
conservation efforts' along the Georgia and Florida coasts. 

Controlling Non-USCG Vessels 

A comment on the DEIS proposed that the USCG place environmental conditions or other constraints on 
the permitting process for regatta or marine events or deny permits for such events in or near whale 
habitat. Under the Act of April 28, 1908 (codified as 3 3  U.S.C. 1233), the USCG is authorized to issue 
regulations to promote the safety of life on navigable waters during regattas and marine parades. Although 
the USCG currently implements section 1233 through a permitting process, the law neither mentions nor 
mandates issuing permits as the necessary or appropriate procedure to use. Additionally, the authority for 
the current marine event permitting process relies on possible hazard to the safety of life on navigable 

-~ 
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waters of the United States as the basis for exercising authority to regulate marine events. Currently. 
USCG policy allows issuing authorities to add conditions or deny permits for marine events based on 
consideration of environmental concerns (see Appendix V, copy of COMDTINST 1675 1.3A, Regattas and 

. Marine Parades). 

Under NEPA and the ESA, the USCG currently must evaluate each marine event requiring a permit on a 
case-by-case basis to determine whether the event will be held in or near environmentally sensitive areas 
(including areas where the presence of endangeredthreatened species is likely). If the event is planned in 
an environmentally sensitive area possibly involving endangered species, the USCG must enter into 
consultation under Section 7 of the ESA and may have to prepare an EA or EIS depending on the possible 
impacts to the species. Under the current system, the permit applicant is notified of the results of the 
consultation and any NEPA documentation that must be completed. For those events requiring a marine 
event permit under the current procedures, the USCG uses the results of the Section 7 consultation to 
notify a marine event sponsor of protections for endangeredthreatened whales or other protected species. 
The USCG cannot and will not issue a permit for an event that violates the ESA. 

At present, the USCG is responding to the need to reduce the regulatory burden on the public and is 
considering changing the definition of marine events requiring a USCG permit which would result in 
fewer events to be permitted by the USCG. However, those events that would still require a USCG permit 
would continue to be reviewed on a case-by-case basis as described above. Further, the USCG would still 
require sponsors of certain types of events to notifj' the USCG of the event and thereby enable the USCG 
to provide a copy of the notice to other Federal, State, and local agencies regarding navigational and 
environmental concerns. The information provided would allow the USCG to determine whether or not a 
permit with appropriate conditions, navigation safety regulations, notice to mariners, or some combination, 
should be required for the event. These pending changes to the marine event permitting procedures are 
embodied in an Interim Rule and an announcement of availability of the associated EA published in the 
Federal Register on 26 June 1996 (61 FR 33027). In consideration of all comments received, the USCG is 
delaying a decision on the marine event permit procedural changes by postponing the effective date and by 
reopening and extending the comment period. The USCG will announce the dates by publishing a notice 
in the Federal Register. The USCG will examine the comments, including expert comments on possible 
interactions with endangered species, and decide whether to proceed with the pending rule, modify it, OT- 

withdraw it. The USCG will also consider the resulting increases in the information collection and 
reporting burden on additional event sponsors related to broadening the definition of when notice of an 
event or a permit application must be submitted to the USCG. The USCG will continue the ongoing IR 
consultation and NEPA processes and address these issues (see also Appendix Q, comment number 6). 

The USCG has been asked to consider an alternative to promulgate minimum approach and/or distance 
regulations - pursuant to the ESA - to keep vessels and aircraft separated fiom protected species (see 
Appendix Q, comment number 1 Ob). Specifically, the USCG has been requested to promulgate a 500-yard 
protection zone around every northern right whale, and a similar 100-yard rule for all other whales 
(Appendix P). The NMFS, which has the biologists and the resources needed to consider and develop 
these rules, has already undertaken this proposal and the USCG would continue tb support the NMFS 
efforts to develop a workable protective distance rule. The USCG has specific responsibility for enforcing 
the ESA and, in the case of whales, NMFS has responsibility for giving marine species their protected 
status - by listing them as endangered or threatened - and by issuing protective regulations. 

Unfortunately, there will be impediments to strict enforcement such as: (1) northern right whales cannot 
always be identified at 500 yards or, under some conditions of limited visibility, at 100 yards; and (2) 
distance estimates will be subjective (best estimate based on enforcement oficer's training) with no 
electronic means to validate or support the infiaction. Under the existing international regime, 
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enforcement would be limited to U.S. flag vessels - a small minority of vessels - beyond 3 nautical 
miles. The International Maritime Organization (UIO), the entity that addresses international vessel traffic 
and establishes voluntary guidelines has, because of its diverse membership that includes nations opposing 
any limitations on freedom of navigation or on whaling, been reluctant to address protective zones for 
whales. The Department of State is the lead US. agency for IMO initiatives, and the USCG would 
endeavor to use that forum (the IMO) to sensitize members of the international community to protect 
species and habitat. 

As an example of this international effort, the USCG would work with other U.S. agencies (e.g., 
Department of State, U.S. Navy) to develop proposals to designate critical habitat and high-use areas as 
Particularly Sensitive Sea Areas (PSSAs) and/or Areas To Be Avoided (ATBA) that protect species 
habitats beyond 3 nautical miles through the IMO. 

PSSAs are defined as areas which need special protection through action by IMO because of their 
significance for recognized ecological or socioeconomic or scientific reasons and which may be vulnerable 
to damage by marine activity. It should be understood, however, that being designated as a PSSA does not 
mandate protective action, it is simply an identification of an area in which some IMO measure may have a 
positive effect. 

An ATBA is defined as a routing measure comprising an area within defined limits in which either 
navigation is particularly hazardous or it is exceptionally important to avoid casualties and which should be 
avoided by all ships or certain classes of ships. The USCG has created five ATBAs in U.S. coastal waters; 
each was designed to provide some measure of environmental protection. The common theme of the 
ATBAs, whether primarily for casualty prevention or environmental protection, is that they define a 
specific geographic area. There are no ATBAs that are intended to protect migrating marine life and it is 
difficult to envision how one might be instituted for that purpose without creating dangerous confirsion in 
the marine community. The USCG would investigate whether seasonal ATBAs would meet the IMO 
criteria, and will initiate a Port Access Route Study (PARS) if it appears to be feasible. 

There are also a number of other IMO adopted routing measures, for the most part traffic separation 
schemes (TSSs) associated with precautionary areas, which guide mariners in the approaches to many of 
our ports. They are intended to separate opposing streams of traffic and require vessels to operate with 
particular caution where they must converge. There is presently a TSS in the approach to Boston. 
Although there appears to be no way to completely avoid the whale habitat while entering the Port of 
Boston, the USCG would investigate whether any modification to the TSS would be beneficial. The 
USCG would conduct similar investigations in other areas of the coast considered to be high use areas or 
critical habitat and, if warranted, initiate a PARS to determine whether an IMO adopted routing measure 
would aid in the protection of endangered marine life. 

To create or change a routing measure, the USCG is required by the Ports and Waterways Safety Act to 
consult with appropriate Federal agencies and states to ensure other uses of the area under consideration 
are taken into account. This is done by initiating a PARS, which also gathers information from any other 
interested party. PARS generally take about 18 months to complete. Once the information is gathered, a 
proposal is developed for submission to IMO. If the proposal is for a TSS, rulemaking is also required, but 
can be done in parallel with the IMO process. A proposal is submitted to the IMO Subcommittee on 
Safety of Navigation (NAV), which normally meets annually. If approved at NAV, it is then submitted to 
the subsequent session of the Maritime Safety Committee (MSC), which meets three times each biennium. 
The routing measure may enter into force six months after adoption by the MSC. 
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Captain Raymond J. Brown 
Office of Law Enforcement 
United States Coast Guard 
First Coast Guard District 
408 Atlantic Avenue 
Boston, Massachusetts 02110-3350 

Dear Captain Brown: 

Enclosed is the National Marine Fisheries Service's (NMFs) 
biological opinion, issued under the authority of section 7 ( b )  o f  
the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1536; 
ESA) that evaluates the effects of the U.S. Coast Guard's 
Atlantic vessel and aircraft operations on threatened and 
endangered species. The biological opinion re-assesses the 
conclusions of our 1996 biological opinion in light of the U.S. 
Coast Guard Cutter Campbell interaction with a possible humpback 
whale in J u l y  1997. In addition, the biological opinion assesses 
the effects of a proposed multi-mission upgrade on the endangered 
northern right whale (Eubalaena g l a c i a l i s ) ,  humpback whale 
(Megaptera n o v a e a n g l i a e )  , fin whale (Balaenoptera physalus) , 
leatherback sea turtle (Dermochelys coriacea) , Kemp's ridley sea 
turtle (Lep idoche ly s  kempi) , green kea turtle ( C h e l o n i a  mydas) I 
and hawksbill sea turtle (Eretmochelys imbricata) ; the threatened 
loggerhead sea turtle ( C a r e t t a  caretta); and designated critical 
habitat for the northern right whale. 

In summary, after considering the status of threatened and 
endangered species along the Atlantic coast of the United States, 
the environmental baseline of the area, and the direct, indirect, 
and cumulative effects of-the action on threatened and endangered 
species, NMFS concludes that the CGC Campbell's interaction with 
a humpback whale does not change the conclusion of our 1996 
biological opinion that, with the adoption of certain reasonable 
and prudent alternatives, Coast Guard operations are not likely 
to jeopardize the continued existence of listed species. NMFS 
also cvcludes that the proposed multi-mission upgrade is not 
likely to- jeopardize the continued existence of threatened or 
endangered species along the Atlantic coast of the U S . ;  however, 
this conclusion does not apply to the proposed multi-mission 
upgrade in the U S .  Coast Guard's 8th District because the Action 
Area for this biological opinion does not include the Gulf of 
Mexico. Multi-mission upgrades in the 8th District will have to 
be addressed in a separate section 7 consultation. 
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Agency: 

Activity: 

NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE 
ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT - SECTION 7 CONSULTATION 

. 
BIOLOGICAL OPINION 

. 
United States Coast Guard 
(Atlantic Coast Districts) 

Second Reinitiation of Consultation on United States 
Coast Guard Vessel and Aircraft Activities dong the 
Atlantic coast 

Consultation Conducted By: National Marine Fisheries Service 
Northeast Region 

Date Issued: 

InPoduction: The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has reviewed the current status of 
United States Coast Guard (USCG) vessel and aircraft operations along the Atlantic Coast, 
excluding the Gulf of Mexico, based on a request toninitiate formal cod ta t ion  on December 
1 1,1997. This document represents the NMFS Biological Opinion on the effects of those 
activities on endangered whales and endangered and threatened sea turtles in accordance with 
section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, (16 U.S.C. 1531 et scq; ESA) 

This Biological Opinion is based on information provided in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement for the USCG Atlantic Protected Living Marine Resources Initiative (October 3 1, 
1996), the Letter Incident Rcport (July 23,1997) describing a take of a humpback whale by a 
USCG vessel on July 20,1997, and 811 assessment of the status of USCG's implementation of 
the Reasonable and Prudent Alternatives and Conservation Recommendations of Biological 
Opinions issued September 15,1995 and July 22,1996 through a letter provided by Rear Admiral 
Larabee, Commander, USCG First District on December 11, 1997 and through phone 
conversations with Lt. Ray Erne, USCG First District. Review of currcnt information on the 
status of endangered and t h a t e n d  species that may be a f k t e d  by USCG Atlantic Coast 
operations that has become available since the July 1996 consultation has been included in the 
species status section. Idormation on species status provided in the earlier opinions was 
considered in evaluating the USCG 's activities for the purposes of this consultation, some of 
which is only incorporated by reference. Finally, this Biological Opinion has also considered any 
new information since the biological assessment information provided for the 1995 and 1996 
Biological Opinions and the information contained in the Biological Opinions themselves. 
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On April 30, 1998, NMFs sent a letter to the USCG requesting an extension to the 13S-day 
consultation period prescribed in section 7 of the ESA and its implementing regulations (50 CFR 
402.14). That letter asked the USCG to agree to extend the consultation to May 18,1998, when 
the final Biologicd Opinion would be delivered to the USCG. 

On May 15, 1998, r\llMFs sent a letter to the USCG requesting a second extension t@e 135-day 
consultation period that letter asked the USCG to age to extend the consultation t&T 27, 
1998, when the final Biological Opinion would be delive'red to the USCG. - 

Incident Description 

On July 20, 1997, c m  m p b c l l  was en route to Closed Area n (Appendix A) after departing 
from Provincetown, M a s s a c h ~ t t ~  on a domestic fishery enforcement mission. The ship 
proceeded around the tip of Cape Cod and transited Cape Cod Bay Critical Habitat (CCBCH) 
and the southeastem tip of Stellwagen Bank National Marine Sanctuary. While transiting 
CCBCH between 09564 and 11434 and the National Marine Sanctuary between 11434 and 
12 15Q, the bridge watch sighted several humpback whales along the ship 'S track line over a 
distance of about 15 d e s .  Key perSOMCi were aware that sighting sheets and voice radio 
broadcasts related to whale sighthgs weft r e q u i d .  

At 1 10 1 Q the Commanding Officer (CO)' ordered the watch to increase vessel speed to 18 knots 
to fuifill an annual engineering requirement for a fidl power trial, thinking that the ship had 
cleared the CCBCH. The ship did not actually clear the CCBCH until 42 minutes later. At 
1 1454, just afkr the ship cleared CCBCH, the ship 'S speed w k  slowed to 8 hots and the course 
adjusted to avoid two humpback whales sighted at 4,000 yards. The CO came to the bridge after 
being notified of the passing whales. The whales passed the ship at lo00 yds swimming in the 
opposite direction. Once the whales cleared aft of the ship, the ship returned to its original 
course and speed The CO 's plan was to arrive at Closed Area II in time to conduct boardings 
prior to s w t ,  conducting a required Ml power trial en mute ('hence the return to 18 knots). A 
voice radio broadcast was prepared on the sightings, but was not made per CO 's orders. He was 
concerned that a broadcast would encourage other vessels to locate the whales and iacxwsc the 
likelihood of an interaction. Numerous whales were sighted throughout right whale critical 
habitat, throughout the Stellwagen Bank National Marine Sanctuary, and immediately outside of 
the sanctuary; these whales were identified as humpback whales. 

The ship had been cruising at 18 hots since 1 10 1 Q (with the exception as noted above), and the 
full power trial began at 12144. At 12254, two humpback whales appeartd 300 yds off the 
starboard bow. The ship maintained its speed of 18 knots and altered its course away from the 
whales that were traveling in the opposite direction. 

w 

Almost 2 hours later (1415Q), a trained marine mammal lookout observed a humpback whale 
close aboard the starbard bow, 5-10 feet below the suffacc, and immdatcly shouted the report 
into the pilot house door. At the same t h e  various personnel reported a bang or thump 
emanating from the starboard side and felt the ship shudder. The time was logged and position 
fixed. The position was 42"09.6N/O69"12.9'W at 14154 (see chart, Appendix A). Ship's speed 
was 20 knots. Two expanding search patterns were conducted concluding at 17494 which did 
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“To avoid a collision with a whale during the course of normal operations, Coast Guard tu&, 
transiting critical habitat, migratory routes and high use arcas (set 50 CFR Part 2252 and Parr 
227.4) shall use extreme caution, be alert and reduce speeds as appropriate. Appropriate reduced 
speeds should be based on the factors identified in Rule 6 ( d e  speed) of the htcmational/lnbd 
Navigation Rules (COMDTMST M 16672.2c). Additional reductions in speed should be 
considered when a whale iS sighted or h o w  to be in the immediate vicinity or within five 
nautical miles of the veseL In these situations, vessels shall use those counes a d  speeds as 
appropriate, yet navigatidnally pmdent, to avoid a collision with a whale, and, if necessary, 
reduce speed to the minimum at which the vessel can be kept on course or come to ail stop.” 

Also, the USCG’s Law Enforcement Bulletin provides written guidelines have been given for 
vessel operations when a whale is sighted in any location to M e r  reduce contact with the 
whales. Special instructions also have been given to the Seventh District when operating USCG 
vessels in the southeastern right whale critical habitat during calving season and for informing all 
mariners of their presence and wlnerability. 

- 

- 

The USCG’s Law Enforcement Bulletin also provides written approach guidelines for non- 
emergency operations prevent vessels from approaching whales head-on, approaching right 
whales within 500 yds, or other whales within 100 yds. The USCG has asked to waive the 500- 
yard approach limit for northern right whales so that they can contribute to support whale 
conservation, as rquested by NMFS, to photograph ?r collect other whale related data 

I 

- 

Of the USCG ’s missions, emergency operations have the greatest potential for impacting whales 
and turtles on the s u r f “ .  Emergency missions, such as emergency search and rescue ( S A R )  
operations that involve vessels responding to assist or to save persons and property distressed at 
sea, are presumed to have the l a s t  discretion in determining their operating speeds. In practice, 
USCG vessels respond to reports of such emergencies at “maximum safe speed.” This speed is 
determined by weighmg the response vessel’s speed and sea-keeping characteristics against sea 
and weather conditions - wind, wave height and frquency, visibility, forecasts. 

- 

- 

Not all S A R  missions arc emergency operations. In the large majority of S A R  missions, the 
location of the distrtssed vessel or person is known (90 percent), and the victim is within 20 
miles of the shore (95 percent). About 77 percent of S A R  missions are not true emergencies and 
the vessel would be able to decrease speed and deviate from course to avoid interacting with 
listed spebes. Most USCG resources need not respond at “maximum safe speed.” Therefore, in 
most cases, the vessel may reduce speed 

- 

On the Atlantic Coast, the USCG responds to about 18,500 S A R  cases each year (Battelle, 1995). 
There arc no documented collisions of USCG vessels with whales or turtles during S A R  
missions. 
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Action. Area 

C. Status of the Species Included in This Biological Opinion 

W S  has determined that the action being considered in this Biological Opinion may adversely 
affect the following species that are provided protection under the ESA 

Endangered 
Humpback whale 
Northern right whale 
Fin whale 
Leatherback sea turtle 
Kemp 's ridley sea turtle 
Green sea turtle' 
Hawksbill sea turtle 

Megqtera novaeangliae 
Eubalaena glacia/b 

.. Bolaenoptera physalur 
Dermochelys coriacea 
Lepidochelys kempi 
Chelonia my&s 
Eretmochelys imbricata 

(' Green turtles in U.S. waters are listed as h t e n e d  except for the Florida breeding population 
which is listed as endangered. Due to the inability to distinguish between these populations away 
fiom the nesting beach, green turtles arc considered endangered wherever they occur in U.S. 
waters.) 

Threatened 
Loggerhead sea turtle Catena caretta 

Critical Habitat DesigMrtionr 
Northern right whale Eubalaena glacialis 

Complete species accounts, a description of critical habitat, and refmces can be found in the 
September 15,1995 and July 22,1996 NMFS Biological Opinions and arc incorporated herein 
by referen-. This section summdns information contained in previous Biological Opinions 
and provides additional idonnation on the three whale species that arc the focus of the 
consultation. This scction focuses on whales because the new information is the most relevant to 
a re-assessment of the conclusions reached in the 1995 and 1996 Biological Opinions on the 
USCG's Atlantic vessel and aircraft operations. Complete updates of information on sea turtles 
can be found in the Status Reviews ofSea Turtles Listed Under the Endangered Species Act of 
1973 ( N M F S  and USFWS, 1995) and the Synopsis of the Biological Data on the Green Turtle 
(Chelonia mydar) (FWS, 1997). 
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Range wide s t a t z ~ :  
By the 17OOs, the northem right whale was dcplettd by commercial whaling fleets; it was the 
preferred target species because it floated and w a ~  easily captured and butchered. Shore *ding 
was conducted off Massachusetts, New York New Jersey, North Carolina, and Florida beaches. 
By 1750, directed harvest of ri&t whales had d u d  the population to numbers no longer able 
to sustain a vigorous coastal fishery (Allen, 19 16). The latest marine mammal stock assessment 
report estimated the minimum size of the northem Atlantic right whale population to be 295 
(Waring et ai., 1999, an estimated 3 4  percent of the initial population. 

The Northern Right W e  Recovery Plan established a rtcovery goal of 6,000 North Atlantic 
right whales, which represents 60-80 percent of the estimated prc-exploitation level (NMFS, 
199 1 a). Schevill et al., (1 986) compared historical whaling data and modem sighting 
information and concluded that there was no evidence that the right whale population in the 
seventeenth century was any larger than it is today. 

Reeves and Mitchell (1987) also compiled whaling records in an attempt to determine the PR- 
exploitation population levels of right whales. Their studies of the North Atlantic harvest of 
other mysticeta resulted in population estimates through assumptions that the sum of removals 
during the peak decade was comparable to a c o m a t i v e  minimum estimate of the pre- 
exploitation population s&. Incomplete records and conflicting evidence indicate levels of 
harvest of right whales may have been sustainable, with no peak decade evident. A minimum of 
245 right whales were harvested from 1700-1 709; however, similar levels were believed to have 
been harvested in all decades between 1680 and 17 19. The authors noted the possibility that 
Basque whaling effort prior to the 1600s off Newfoundland likely included effort on right whales 
of the same, or a neighboring, stock (also see Reeves and Mitchell, 1986). 

NMFS (1 99 1 a) suggested that Basque whaling activities, which ceased by the late 1600s, may 
have extirpated the western North Atlantic right whale along the Labrador Coast before colonial 
times. R k e s  and Mitchell (1987) concluded that, although they believe Schevill et ul. ‘s (1986) 
suggestion regarding the similarity in abundance of whale now and in colonial time is unlikely, 
they cannot disagree with the possibility that the seventeenth century ”population in this area may 
not have been as large as has been supposed.” Allen (1916) did not give an estimate of pre- 
whaling population levels, but indicated that at the time of settlement of New England and into 
the following century, ‘‘right whales were present in considerable numbers 
Mayflower passengers and other writns of the period indicating whales were abundant in the 

and cites 

- 
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n e  whereabouts of more than 60% ofthe population during the heeding season, including a 
significant podon ofthe female segment, is unknown. Those whales not congregating on &e 
Georgia/Florida breeding GoUdS are likely scatted 
have been reponed f h n  the Gulf of Mexico (Moore and Clark, 1963; Schmidley et al., 1972). 

Nursery: Mead (1 980) identified Massachusetts waters as second only to Florida Wtek  for 
documented right whale calf sightings. winn et d, (1986) observed rigfit whale &Tn this 
region, and indicate ~ V C S  throughout the west- Atlank wete sighted in sr@ficandy 
shallower depths than adult right whales without d v e ~ .  Hamilton and Mayo (1990) repofid the 
OccWence of mother/calf pairs in the bays in six of the ten years of their study, and indicate 
c o w / d f  pairs remain in the bays for only short periods. A total of 30 calves were observed 
between 1979 and 1987, associated with 2 1 different cows. Nine of the 2 1 mothers we= 
observed with calves in two different years, and calving intervals appeared to average three ye=. 
This is consistent with Kraus et al. 's (1986) estimates of calving intmals, which ranged b m  
two to five years with a mean of 3.1 years. Schevill 'S (1986) report of 21 sightings of small 
calves in 12 of the 26 years of their study, including two calves likely born in the bays. Hamilton 
a d  Mayo (1 990) indicated 28 percent of the d v e ~  identified prior to 1987 have been mightad 
in the bays as juveniles or adults. Both studies documented observations of mating behavior, a d  
Hamilton and Mayo (1 990) reported observations of nursing. 

distribution. Sightings over this S a o n  

. 

Foraging: Right whale feed primarily on c~pepods, but  SO c~~ lsume euphausiids and other 
zoo~lankton. Estimates of right whale energetic requirements (Kenney et d., 1986) indicate ody  
very dense patches of moplankton provide Sufficient calories to meet the needs of right whales. 
While precise energetic requirements have not been determined, this model has been supported 
by two quantitative studies of zooplankton patches in the vicinity of feeding right whale 
(Murison and Gaskin 1989, Mayo and Marx, 1990). Both studies indicate right whales are 
capable of detecting dense prey patches and may not exploit patches if concentrations are reduced 
below certain threshold levels (around 1,OOO individual copepods per cubic centimeter). Payne et 
d. (1 990) showed a strong comiation between abundance of coptpods due to the absence of 
sand lance (Ammodyfes ameticanw) in the summers of 1986 and 1987 in Massachucctr_t waters, 
and the Occurrence of right whales in the area in those summers. Competition between sand 
lance and right whales may be the basis for the seasonal patterns of right whale use of this area 
(Payne et ai., 1990; Kenncy et al., 1986). 

Kenney et al. (1 986) suggested variations in the location of adequate prey patches from year to 
year would compel right whales to expend significant amounts of energy to locate acceptable 
zooplankton patches. Gaskin (1 99 1) identified the availability of dense concentrations of 
calanoid copepods as the "bottom line" for right whales in the northwest Atlantic. Inadquate 
prey availability andor competition for prey with other planktivorous animals has also been 
suggested by Mitchell (1 979, Reeves et al. (1 978) and NMFS (I 991 a) as one possible factor in 
the lack of recovery of this species. 

Mortality: Anthropogenic causes of right whale mortality are discussed in detail in Laus 
(1 990) as well as in NMFS (1991 a). Ship collisions and entanglements arc the most common 
direct causes of mortality identified through right whale strandings. Twenty percent of all right 
whale mortalities observed between 1970 and 1989 were caused by vessel collisiodinteractions 
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Actions that impact habitat elements identified as integral to critical habitat designation must 
come under the ESA Section 7 consultation procedures, regardless of the presence of ri&t 
whales at the time of impacts. ThcrtfoR, my  hp*ts to these areas that may affect prey ' 

availability and quality or nursery protection must be considered when analyzing whether habitat 
is adversely modified or destroyed. 

Humpback Whale . 
New Information: the 1996 Biological Opuon on the USCG's vessel and aircraft operations did 
not update information on the status and trends of the humpback whale presented in the 1995 
Biological Opinion on those operations. Since 1995, there has been new i n f o d o n  on the 
status and trends of the humpback whale, although there are sti l l  insufficient data to determine 
the population trend for humpback whales (Waring et al. 1997). 

In 1996,3 humpback whales were killed in collisions with vessels. Another 6 humpback whales 
were seriously injured by entanglement in the same year. Thrce entanglements of humpback 
whales were reported in 1997: one in Gulf of Maine (GOM), one in Bay of Fundy, and one in the 
southeast region. The outcome of these entanglements arc not known and a staWinjuy 
determination has not been made. Preliminary stranding records h m  January, 1997 through 
December, 1997 inciiates 4 stranddfloating humpback W e s  in the Northeast Region (Maine 
- Virginia) (Hartley, ptrs comm). So far in 1998, one humpback whale was entangled and died 
off Ocracoke Island, N o d  Carolina. 

Rangewide stanu: the current rate of increase of the North Atlantic humpback whale population 
has been estimated at 9.Ph (CV4.25) by Katona and Beard (1990) and as 6.5% by Barlow and 
Clapham (1997). The minimum population estimate for the North Atlantic humpback whale 
population is 4,848; the best estimate of abundance is 5,543 (CV4.16; Waring et d. 1997). 
However,h.lsboll et al. (1997) studied humpback whales through genetic markers to identify 
individual humpback whales in the North Atlantic Ocean. Using breeding ground samples from 
1992-1993, Palsboll et al. (1997) estimated the North Atlantic humpback whale population at 
4,894 (95% confidence interval 3,374-7,123) males and 2,804 females (95% confidence interval 
1,7764,463). The authors noted that this total of 7,698 whales is substantially higher than the 
most recent photographic-based estimate (above). 
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Nursery: Clapham and Mayo (1 987) studied the repduction and rtcruitment of humpback 
whales in Massachusetts Bay between 1979 and 1985. k g  this perid, COWS and calves 
occurred in the Bay as early as April. A p p m t  nursing behavior has been observed, although 
this could not be verified. Calves were observed feeding, or attempting to feed, on sand lance by 
late July. Clapham and Mayo (1 987) reported that 44 adult females were identified with 72 
calves, including 20 females which returned with calves more than once during their 1979-1985 
study period. Cows with calves were seen from one to 62 times during a year, with a mean of 
18.5 occurrences. This was signifiqtly higher than COWS without calves, which were s e n  from 
one to 45 times with a mean of 10.1 times. This differtnce in occurrence of COWS with and 
without calves indicates Massachusetts Bay may provide important nursery habitat to humpback 
whales. This is supported by Goodale 'S (1 98 I), observation of a significant difference in mean 
depth of water where calves were sighted as compared to water depths associated with sightings 
of mature animals without calves. Of the 49 calves born prior to 1985,75.5 percent returned in 
one or more years after separation from the COW, indicating that an affinity for foraging areas may 
be determined maternally. 

Foraging: Generally humpback whales fetd in summering artas. Overholtz and Nicolas (1979) 
observed humpback whales apparently feeding on American sand lance in 1977 on Stellwagen 
Bank. Since that time, sand lance have been identified as the major prey species for humpback 
whales in Massachusetts and Cape Cod Bays. Payne et al. (1 986) described the correlation 
between the decline of hming stocks &om the mid- 1960s through the mid-70s and the d t a n t  
increase in stocks of sand lance and the shift in humpback whale distribution fiom the northern to 
the southwestern Gulf of Maine, including Stellwagen Bank Payne et al. (1986) identified a 
relationship between the observed number of humpback whales and the number of sand lance 
relative to sharp bathymetric relief such as those found in the Great South Channel and at 
Stellwagen Bank They suggested humpback whales follow the Great South Channel north to the 
Gulf of Maine until they reach concentrations of sand lance off Cape Cod or on Stellwagen Bank. 
Concentration of sand lance in response to their zooplankton prey found near the surface in areas 
of high h t tom relief provide an energetically efficient source of prey for the whales when 
compared to feeding at depth- 

e 

Sand lance were virtually absent from Massachusetts Bay in the summers of 1986 and 1987 
(Payne et al., 1990). As a result, copepods were abundant and were associated with longer 
residence and more frequent occurrences of right whales in the Bay, as well as the rare 
occurrence of blue and sei whales, which also f e d  on zooplankton. Payne et af. (1 990) 
identified the effect of shifts in herring, mackerel, and sand lance abundance on the distribution 
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w s  believes that coopemtion of vessel operators with trained lookouts or endangcyd species 
observers reduces the likelihood of whales being harmed by W d v e s s e l  interactions. 'In concert 

aerial surveys conducted in right whale critical habivat during the breeding se&>e use of 
trained lookouts or endangered species o b ~ ~ e ~ ,  the ad6ption by vessel op&tors of n e c t s w  
precautions when whales art sighted, and duction h vessel speed during evening hours Or &ys 
of limited visibility when whales have been spend within the p r c V i 0 ~  24 hours, arc neceSSary 
precautions that reduce the likelihood of ves~el collisions with endangered whales. 

Geraci et al. (1 989) identified bioaccumulation of the neurotoxin responsible for paralytic 
shellfish poisoning (saxitoxin) in mackerel c"d by humpback whales as the possible c a w  
of 14 humpback whales deaths observed between November, 1987 and January, 1988. NO 
saxitoxin was identified in plankton or shellfish   amp led in Massachusetts waters at the time of 
the mortality. The authors suggest the neurotoxin Wuld have been transported by mackerel 
obtaining the toxin from planktonic sources in the Gulf of St. Lawrence, the spawning ground for 
mackerel. While a similar multiple m o d i t y  of large whales has not been obstrved, the authors 
suggest individual mortalities caused by the biotoxin would go unnoticed. The reason for the 
multiple mortalities in the winter of 1987 and 1988 has not been explainad, although they may 
have been related to a shift in the n o d  diet of humpback whales due to the lack of sand lance 
in the bays the P~CV~OUS summer. 

Fin Whale 
9 

New information: neither the 1995 or 1996 Biological Opinions on the USCG's vessel and 
aircraft operations updated infomation on the status and trends of the fin whale. Of 18 fin whale 
records collected betwecll1991 and 1995, four mortalities wert associated with ship collisions, 
boat strikes, or propellor scars, although the proximal cause of mortality was not known. In 
1996, another three fin whales wen struck by ships, the collision was confirmed as the cause of 
death for one of these whales. 

Five fin whales have been reported as entangled in fishing gear in 1997. One of the whales 
stranded live in August in Eastham, Massachusetts. The animal was emaciated and line marks 
were visible. The f& of the other animals is unknown; they were seen trailing line and 
polyballs. One of the whales was disentangled by the Center for Coastal Studies and all gear was 
removed from the whale. Four finback whales were reported as having stranded (preliminary 
data summary-Hartley,paj. comm) in the period h m  January I, 1997 to January 1,1998 in 
the Northkt  Region. The c8use of death was not determined for these whales. 

Rangewide stutw: The fin whale is considered one of the more abundant large whale species, 
with a worldwide population estimate of 120,000 (Braham, 1991) .  The fin whale was a prime 
target for commercial whaling after the Norwegian development of the explosive harpoon in 
1864. North Atlantic stocks were heavily fished and because these stocks were relatively small, 
they were quickly depleted 
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Reproduction: The peak months for breeding are December and January in the Northem 
Hemisphere. A single calf avenging about 6 meters in length is produced after a gestation 
perid ofa tittie more than 11 months. Fully m a w  females may calve about every 2 to 3 years. 
In the Northern Hemisphere, females become sexually mature at a length of 18.3 meters and 
males at about 17.7 meters. Although fin whales art sometimes found singly or in pairs, they 
comedy fom larger groups of 3 to 20 which may in turn coalesce into a broadly spread 
concentration of a hundred or more individuals, especially on the feeding grounds (Gamkll, 
1985). Based on studies of photographically-identified fin whales, Agler et d. (1 993) 
the gross annual reproduction rate at 8%, with a mean calving inttrval of 2.7 years. 

MomLity: At least two fin whales died in association with the 1987-1988 multiple m o d i t y  of 
humpback whales, the atuse of which has been linked to ingestion of mackerel that had 
concentrated neurotoxin h m  plankton (Geraci el d., 1989). Lambertson (1 986) identified the 
occurrence of the nematode Crassicauda in fin whales taken in w i n g  efforts off Iceland, and 
describes the associated pathology. Known and theorized anthropogenic effects on recovery of 
fin whales are similar to those discussed above for humpback whales. 

D. Environmental Baseline 

Environmental baselines for Biological Opinions include the past and p e n t  impacts of all state, 
Federal or private actions and other human activities in the action area, the anticipated impacts of 
all proposed Federal projects in the action area that have already undergone fonnal or early 
section 7 consultation, and the impact of State or private actions which are contemporaneous 
with the codtation in pfocess (50 CFR 8402.02). The envin>nmcntal baseline for this 
Biological Opinion includes the effects of several activities that affect the survival and recovery 
of threatened and endangered species in the action area The activities having the greatest impact 
on the environmental baseiine gcnedly fall into three categories: vessel operations, fisheries, 
and recovery activities associated with reducing those impacts. Less direct, habitat related 
impacts include effects of discharges, dredging, ocean dumping, and aq~aculnut. 

In the pad four years, NMFS has undertaken several ESA section 7 coIlSulfatio~ls to addre& the 
effects of vessel operations and gear associated with foderally-permitted fisheries on threatened 
and endangered species in the action arta Each of those consuitations tried to develop ways of 
reducing the probability of impacts of the action on large whales and sea turtles. Similarly, 
recovery actions NMFS has initiated under both the MMPA and the ESA have also tried to 
develop ways of reducing the probability of large whales being taken in fisheries and by vessels. 
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Education md outreach are considered one of the primary tools to reduce the threat of impact 
from private and commercial vessels. The USCG has provided education to mariners on W e  
protection measures and uses their pladorms such as radio broadcasts and notice to mariner 
publications to alert the public to potential whale concentration areas. They are also participating 
in international activities (discussed later) to deem the potential for ~~mmercial shipping 
traffic to strike a whale. 

In addition to the ESA measures for federal activities mentioned above, numaus m v q  
activities are being implemented that are aimed at decreasing the level of impacts b m  private 
and commercial vessels in the action area and during the time period of this consultation. These 
include the early warning system (EWS), Northeast RCCOVCXY Plan Implementation Team for the 
Right Whaie Recovery Plan NIT), Southeast Recovery Plan Implementation Team for the 
Right Whale Rccovery Plan (SEI"), and NMFS regubons. 

Early Warning System. The existing EWS in the Northeast began surveying the Cape Cod Bay 
(CCB) and Great South Channel (GSC) critical habitats h m  January through July 1997 by 
aerial and surface platforms, with right whale sightings infomation caordinated and processed 
by NMFS. Sinhtings for each s w e y  day were plotted in an ARCINFO-based GIs program, 
disseminated by an automated fax system immediately after processing to coaperators, and made 
available to all marine resource USCIS through various media. The coordinates of the right whale 
sightings weft broadcast for 24 hours by USCG via Broadcast Notice to Mariners and NAVTEX, 
N O M  Weather Radio, and A m y  Corps of Engineers T d c  Controllers a! Cape Cod Canal to 
both target shipping traffic as well as other marine resource users. Maps with right whale 
sightings boxes were also posted on Massachusetts and NMFS web pages and linked to other 
sites. A NMFS Inquiry Line at the Northeast Region provided right whale sighting faxes on 
demand to all interestad callers. During the 1997 EWS season, additional cooperators from the 
Navy and MASSPORT (the Boston Port Authority) were involved in planning and supporting 
network operations. 

* 
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500 yard Approach Regularion As part of recovery actions aimed at reducing vessel related 
impacts, NMFS published a p r o p o d  d e  in August 1996 restricting vessel approach to right 
whales (6 1 FR 4 1 1 16) with the god of " i d n g  human-induccd disturbance. The Recovery 
plan for the Northern Right Whale identified disturbance as one of the principal human-related 
factors impeding right w&le recovery (Nh4FS 199 1 a). Following public comment, NMFs 
published an interim final rule h February 1997 codifying the regulations. With certain 
exceptions, the rules prohibit both boats and aircraft fiom approaching any right whaie closer 
than 500 yds. Exceptions for closer approach arc provided when (a) compliance would create an 
imminent and serious h e a t  to a person, vessel, or aircraft; (b) a vessel is restricted in its ability 
to maneuver around a 500 yard perimeter of a whale; (c) a vessel is investigating or involved in 
the rescue of an entangled or injured right whale, or (d) the vessel is participating in a permitted 
activity, such as a rtsearch project. If a vessel operator finds that he or she has unknowingly 
approached closer than 500 yds, the d e s  require that a course be steered away form the whale at 
slow safe speed. Exceptions arc made for emergency situations and wherc certain authorizations 
are provided. In addition, all aircraft, except those involved in whale watching activities, are 
excepted from these approach regulations. The regulations arc consistent with the State of 
Massachusetts' approach regulations for right whaler. 

IMO Initiative. In April 1998, the USCG submitted, on behaif of the United States, a proposal to 
the International Maritimc Organintion (IMO) requesting approval of a mandatory ship 
reporting system in two areas off the e8sf coast of the United States. The USCG worked closely 
with NMFS and other agacies on technical aspects of the pmposal The proposal was submitted 
to the IMO's Subc~mmittet on Safety and Navigation for consideration and submission to the 
Marine Safety Committee at MO. The proposal likely will be approved by the IMO, an& if 
approved, the rtporting system will be implemented by mid-1999. The USCG will have an 
important role in helping implement the system, 

Summary. The potential for vessels to adversely affect whaie~ and sea turtles remain throughout 
the action area of this codtation. However, recovery actions have been undertaken since the . 

prevent additional impacts and d u c t  the overall impacts from vessel operations in the 
environmental baseline in coming years, 

1996 Biological Opinion, as described, and continue to evolve that have, and are expected to _L 

- 
Fishery Operations. Impacts from certain types of fishing gear on threatened and endangered 
species occur in the Action Area This includes both state and federal fisheries, Efforts to reduce 

planning process (state and federal fisheries) and the ESA section 7 process (federally permitted 
impacts from commercial fisheries arc addressed through both the MMPA take reduction - 
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In addition to the protective mwweS to prevent interaction of the lobster fishery with sea turtles 
and marine mammals provided for b o u g h  the ESA process, the Atlantic Large Whale Take 
Reduction Plan was prepared under the MM"PA to address problems resulting h m  fishery 
interactions with large whales. To implement the plan, NMFS established an Atlantic Large 
Whale Take Reduction Team to draft a take reduction plan. The Atlantic Large Whale Take 
Reduction Plan includes (a) gear research to m h h i z e  or eliminate entanglement threats be 
evaluated by gear experts prior to mandatory use; (b) outreach for fishermen and th&i$&g 
industry, (c) a disentanglement network and early'wanring system (deFcribed earlier). 
During 1996 and 1997 the enhanced disentanglement network already resulted in whales being 
successfully disentangled on a number of-ions. This network will be expanded throughout 
the action area of this consultation in 1998 and 1999 and is expected to continue to improve our 
response to entangled whales, rtducing potentially life threatening entanglements to non-serious 
situations. 

Northeast MuItispecies Sink Gillnet FisheTy. The Northeast Multispecies Sink Gillnet Fishery is 
one of the other major fisheries in the action 
whales and sea turtles. This fishery has historidly mumxi along the northern edge of &e 
Action Area for this Biological Opinion from the periphery of the Gulf of Maine to Rhode Island 
in water to 60 fathoms. In recent years, more of the effort in this fishery has o c c d  in ogshore 
waters and into the Mid-Atlantic. Participation in this fishery declined &om 399 to 341 permit 
holders in 1993, and is expected to continue to decline. The fishery operata throughout the year, 
but peaks in the spring and from October to February. Data indicates that gear used in this 
fishery has seriously injured northern right whales, humpback whales and loggerhead and 
leatherback sea turtles. Waring et al. (1997) reports that 17 serious injuries or mortalities of 
humpback whales from 1991 to 1996 were fishery interactions (not neccsSarily multispecies 
gear), the majority of which indicated some kind of monofilament that like that used in the 
multispecies fishery. However, it is often diflic'ult to assess gear found on stranded animals or 
observed at sea and assign it to a specific fishery. Consequently the level of interaction is 
difficult to determine. Six injuries of right whales have been attributed to some kind of gillnet 
(again, not necessarily multispecies gear) (NMFS Biological Opinion, 1996). 

of this consultation that is blown to entangle 

NMFS has issued 11 Biological Opinions on this fishery since 1986; the most recent Biological 
Opinion was issued on December 13,1996. That Biological Opinion, concluded that the 
proposed actions under the Multispecies Fishery Management Plan were likely to jeopardiz the 
continued existence of the northern right whale, but were not likely to jeopardize any other 
endangered or threatened species under NMFS jurisdiction. The reasonable and prudent 
alternatives were designed to be short- term measures and relied on a Take Reduction Team 
process to provide longer-term solutions when the plan was completed in July 1997. 

As a resuliof the 1996 Biological Opinion on the Multispecies Fishery Management Plan, NMFS 
worked with the New England Fishery Management Council to d u c e  the possibility of 
entanglement of northem right whales in multispecies fishing gear by implementing gillnet 
closures to protect right whales in critical habitat (see Framework Adjustment 23 to the FMP 
under the authority of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Management and Conservation Act; 62 FR 
15425). This rule closed federal waters to vessels fishing with sink gi1l.net gear and other gillnet 
gear capable of catching multispecies (with the exception of single pelagic gillnets) in parts of 
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"4 has not decided what alternative will be implemented. The driftnet portion of the fishery 
h a  ceased operatinguder an emergency closure that began in December, 1996 which extended 
kough May 3 1 and subsequently extended for another six months. As mentioned &a, 
" S  prepared an amended Biological Opinion (August, 1997) to evaluate the e- 
updated Atlantic Ocean Cetawan Take Reduction Plan on endangered and thiktened species. 
This amended Biological Opinion recommended closure of the mid-Atlantic (winter) fishery for 
swordfish, tuna, and shark  As a result of the conclusion of the Biological Opinion, NMFS issued 
a find rule under the ESA to close the fishcry until July 3 1,1998. Therefore, the fishery is 
currently not operating at least until August 1,1998, when it may re-open. An extensive 
environmental assessment is being conducted to evaluate this fishery h m  both a fisheries and 
protected species ~ r s ~ t i v e  to determine what measures will be implemented for the longline 
fishery and whether or not the driftnet northeast swordfish segment will reopen in August. 

Weawsh and Summer Flounder, Scup and Black Sea Bass Fisheries . These two fisheries have 
documented impacts on sea turtles (refer to the NbfFs Biological opinions on these fisheries). 
Significant measures have been developed to d u ~ e  the take of s ~ 8  turtle in summer flounder 
trawls and trawls that meet &e definition of a summer flounder trawl (which would include 
fisheries for other species like scup and black sea bass) by requiring Turtle Excluder Devices in 
nets in the area of greatest bycatch off the north Carolina coast NMFS is considering a mort 
geographically encompassing regulation to q u i r e  excluder devices in trawi fisheries that 
overlap with sea turtle distribution to reduce the i m p t  h m  this fishery. Developmental work 
is also ongoing for a TED that will work in the flynets used in the w w h  fisheries. Some 
gill.net activity is associated with these fisheries that adds to the overail problem of W e  
entanglement in gillnets. The requirements of the large whale take duction for gillnets would 
apply to these fisheries as well. 

Other potential impacts in the baseline. A number of activities that may indirectly a f k t  listed 
species in the action area of this consultation include discharges from wastewater systems, 
dredging, ocean dumping and disposal, and aquaculture. The impacts from these activities an 
difficult to measurt. However, extensive monitoring is being required for a major discharge in 
Massachusetts Bay (Massachusetts Water Resources Authority) in order to detect any changes in 
habitat parameters, because it is located in close proximity to Massachusetts Bay. Close 
coordination is occurring through the Section 7 process on both dredging and disposal sites to 
develop monitoring programs and insure that vessel operators do not contribute to vessel-related 
impacts. 

Aquaculthe is currently not concentrated in whale high use arcas, but some projects have begun 
in Cape Cod Bay Critical Habitat and in other inshore artas off the Massachusetts and New 
Hampshire coast Acknowledging that the potential for impacts is currently unknown, NMFS is 
coordinating research to measure habitat related changes in Cape Cod Bay and is ensuring that 
these facilities do not contribute to the entanglement potential in the baseline through the section 
7 process; many applicants have agreed to alter the design of their facilities to avoid lines to the 
surface that may entangle whales and/or sea turtles. 
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MuZti mission upgrade. The Multi mission upgrade, which will become part of overail v-1 
operations, requires that airCraA and VCSSC~ operations considered in 1995 and 1996 be re- 
evaluated to assess the impacts of this change on previous determination ( imi above) 

respect to USCG operations along the Atlantic Coast. One of the major effccts of this 
upgrade is to replace vessels with cruising speeds between 22 and 13 knots (for 41- foot and 44- 
foot boats, respectively, that are cwently deployed) with vessels ratad at cruising spetds in 
excess of25 knots. This vessel also provides greater stability and safety featurts that will allow 
the USCG to operate in more heavy surf  conditions, thus enhancing search and rescue ability. 
While it is easy to see why these features enhance USCG search and rescue operations, these 
features may also make them more hazardous to whales. The USCG notes in the environmental 
assessment prepared for this action that the 47-fmt MLB does pose a slightly greater risk to 
marine mammals and sea turtles where they co-exist along the Atlantic Coast h m  Florida to 
Maine. However, the USCG refers to internal District guidance on operational restrictions around 
endangered and threatened species as adquatt to keep any additional impact to a minimum. 

Deploying a larger number of vessels with 12 and 50% greater speed capacities will increase the 
potential for collisions of vessels with large whales, regardless of operational dir#.,tives because 
most of these directives cannot be applied during search and rescue missions. The EA notes that 
12 stations from Massachusetts and Maine, 7 stations in New York and New Jersey, 7 stations 
from Virginia, Maryland, and North Carolina, 13 stations in Florida, South Carolina, and Puerto 
Rico, and 8 stations in Texas, Mississippi, and Alabama will receive thest upgrades. In the draft 
environmental impact statement on the APLMRI the USCG notes that it deploys 104 cutter class 
vessels (265  feet), but moct than 240 total vessels. The USCG’s Biological Assessment for the 
1995 consultation describes the fleet as consisting of about 150 vessels that arc in the range of 
2 1-55 fwt, under way 400 Wvlyr-a relatively small component of operations compared to the 
patrol boats that see 1500-1800 hr/v/yr. Specifically, in Districts 1-8, there arc 117/ 41-foot boats, 
3 51 44- foot boats and 6/47. foot boats, which is a net change of 152 vessels that may be 
upgraded to the fasttr 47- footers. 

The dredging associated with the multi-mission upgrade is minima, Occurring mostly in existing 
slips or under existing pim (see Table 2 of the EA) with bucket type dredges, and is 
consequedtly not likely to impact any endangered or threatened species under NMFS jurisdiction. 

Considering potential additional effects of this action relative to what was evaluated in previous 
Biological Opinions, this =tion should not appreciably increase the overall effect of USCG 
vessel operations on northan right whales in the Action Area provided that COS adhere to 
current USCG guidance during non-emergency missions (Le. not operating these vessels at 
maximum capacity (excess of 25 knots) during non-emergency transits). For this consultation, 
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n e  close approach by vessels is more Problematic since the injuries that could be sustained by 
the whale could be much more severe- A trained observer should be able to identify a whale at 
500 v&, although the obsefver’s height of eye, weather, conditions, sea conditions, and species 
of &de can make identifications difficult. Assessing entanglements cannot be done bcyond 500 
y&. NMFS recognizes the importance of providing the USCG with prior authorization to 
approach right whales within 500 yds to investigate perceived whale entanglements or 2issisting 
disentanglement efforts. However, the inherent danger close approaches pose to wh&7&~ not 
 SUP^^ a blanket authorization for non-emergedcy operajions. Therefore, NMFS does not 
nropos to change the 1995 Biological Opinion’s requirements that prohibit the USCG vessels 

whales within 500 yds, and all other whales within 100 yds, except to investigate potentidly 
entangled whales and assisting disentanglement teams. 

approaching whales head-on during non-emergency operations, not approaching right 

Summary. Although the 1996 Biological Opinion concluded that the USCG’s vessel and &raft 
o~ra t ions  along the Atlantic Coast were likely to jeopardize the continued existence of h e  
nodern right whale, that Biological Opinion identified‘reasonable and prudent alternatives that 
would, in NMFS’ opinion, avoid the likelihood of jeopardizing the whale. While the USCG 
implemented those reasonable and prudent alternatives, their action would avoid the likelihood 
of j e o p a r ~ g  the continued existence of the northem right whale. Bascd on the best 
information available to NMFS, the USCG is implementing the rcasonable and prudent 
alternatives from the 1996 Biological Opkon; therefore, the actions that were considered in the 
1996 Biological Opinion art not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the northem right 
whale. 

ri 

Since the 1996 Biological Opinion was issued, new information (presented in the Status of the 
Species) suggests that the declining trend of northern right whale population that was presented 
in the 1996 Biological Opinion may be erroneous; based on the new information, the northern 
right whale’s population trend is uncertain - it may be increasing, stable, or decreasing. Since 
the 1996 Biological Opinion was issued, additional actions necessary to recover the northern 
right whaie have been implemented, which include (a) USCG’s contributions to the EWS and 

Whale Take Reduction Plan, (c) part of the Atlantic Ocean Cetacean Take Reduction Plan, (d) 
the reasonable and prudent alternatives &om four previous, un-related Biological Opinions, (e) 
the conservation program in the Navy Biological Opinion, and ( f )  -very activities to reduce 
ship strikes associated with the two implementation teams. (for further information, refer to the 
Environmental Baseline section of this Biological Opinion). Although those actioas have not 
been in place long enough for the northern right whale population to mpond, those actions are 
expected to benefit the northern right whale in the foreseeable fixture. These actions should not 
only improve conditions for the northern right whale, they arc expected to reduce sources of 
human-inhced mortality to this population 

surveillance systems, disenttanglement support, operational directives, (b) the Adantic Large - 
, 

- 

- 

The effects of the new activities and events being considered (a whalelvtssel interaction, multi 
mission upgrade, flight altitude relief) do not change the basis for that conclusion, and since 
analysis of the environmental baseline does not indicate any m e r  impacts from past, present or 
future State, Federal or private activities, or significant changes in the status of threatened and 
endangered species in the Action Arca since the 1996 Biological Opinion, then the overall effects 
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Cumulative effkcts include the effects of future State, tribal, local or private actions that arc 
reasonably certain to occur in the Action Area considered in this Biological Opinion. F u a  
Federal actions that are unrelated to the action being considered in this Biological Opinion are 
not considered in this section because they require separate consultation pursuant to section 7 of 
the ESA. 

The Action Area for this consultation encompasses most of the western Atlantic Ocean along the 
coast of the United States. An innumerable number of State, tribal, or private actions that may 
affect threatened or endangered species Within the Action Arta may occur, although W S  does 
not have infomation on those actions to include in this section of the Biological Opinion, with 
one exception. NMFS is aware of various initiatives to expand oc establish high-speed watercraft 
service in the northwest Atlantic, including one between Bar Harbor, Maine, and Nova 
Scotia with a relatively faster vessel than established watercraft service. Although this pn>posal 
seems reasonably certain to occur, the amount of idonnation available about the proposal is 
limited. These vessels’ operations may adversely affect threatened and endangered whales and 
sea turtles, as discussed previously with private and commercial vessel traffic in the Action kea. 
NMFS will monitor this situation as it occurs. 

e 

G. Conclusion 

After reviewing the status of the humpback W e ,  northem right whale, fin whale, leatherback 
sea turtle, Kemp’s ridley sea turtle, green sea turtle, hawksbill sea turtle, and loggerhead sea 
turtle, the environmental baseline for the action area, the effects of the action, and the cumulative 
effects, it is the NMFS’ Biological Opinion that the U.S. Coast Guard’s vtssel and aircraft 
activities along the Atlantic Coast, including its multi-mission upgrade, is not likely to jeopardize 
the continued existence of the humpback whale, northern right whale, fin whaie, leatherback sea 
turtle, Kemp’s ridley sea turtle, green sea turtle, hawksbill sea turtle, and loggerhead sea turtle 
and is not likely to destroy or adversely modify the critical habitat that has been designated for 
the northern right whale. 

Incidental Take Statement 

Section 9 of the Act and Federal regulation pursuant to section 4(d) of the Act prohibit the take 
of endangered and threatened species, respectively, without special exemption. Take is defined as 
to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture or collect, or attempt to engage in 
any such conduct. Incidental take is defmcd as take that is incidental to, and not the purpose of, 
the carrying out of an otherwise lawful activity. Under the tenns of section 7(bX4) and section 
7(0)(2), taking that is incidental to and not intended as part of the agency action is not considered 
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NMTs remaim concerned about the effects of USCG activities in the Gulf of Mexico and 
pennits for 
recommends that the USCG initiate the Gulf of Mexico d the marine event 
consultations w i t h  6 months of receiving this Bio logd  Opinion. 

One of the many important roles the USCG can play toward the recovery of the hght 
whale is to ensure that the First, Fifth and Seventh District Operational staf€&my 
aware that identification of floating whak carcasSl;es and assistance in both marking a d  
retrieving of that if it is a right whale. NMFS recommends that if identifiation 
cannot be made photographs should be taken and immediately provided to the w s  or 
1 0 4  howledgeable sources for possible identification as soon as possible. USCG 
stations should ais0 provide assistance in identrfymg, reporting and, as appropriate and 
consistent with the availability of resources and vessel safety and operations, making 
and towing the carcass of right whales to location for necropsy. Atlantic Coast Stations in 

district must continue to be made aware of the importance of this to the 
USCG 'S &e resource protection initiatives and responsibilities under the ESA 

events on threatened and endangered spaies. As a real< W S  

. 
(2) 

(3) The USCG should periodically review compliance with the s p e d  guidance it has issued, 
including interviews and &eys of Cornmanding OScers as part of the APLMRl 

. monitoring program to evaluate their knowledge or understanding of the speed guidance. 
If such review indicates the USCG cannot comply with the speed guidance, the USCG 
should reinitiate consultation 

(4) A "Job Aid" has been prepared through coordination With the Northeast Fisherits 
Science Center, Woods Hole, Massachusetts, and the USCG First District to provide 
USCG stations with helpll information that will assist personnel in getting the best 
information from &orts required under the Law Enforcement Guidance that implement 
the APLMRI. This is included in Appendix C. Also included are the standard sighting 
form and the enta@ment form and a call down list and protocol for the Command 
Center. Within thc next three months NMFS will work with the Ftfth and Seventh 
Districts to tailor this job aid to those geographical areas. W e  this is not a required 
document, it will be an effective training and resource tool on how information that will 
be most usefbl to ammgcrs and scientists can be collected. 

(5) NMFS cncouraga the USCG to evaluate all its authorities to identrfL opportunities to 
take affirmatrv e actions to conserve threatened and endangered species in fblfillment of 
section 7(aX1) of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended. In particular, NMFS 
encourages the USCG to evaluate its authorities to identlfy more aggressive opportunities 
to reduce the threat of ship strikes of endangered large whales, by both USCG and 
&mmercial vessei ship traSc. For example, the USCG noted in a letter to Hilda Diu- 
Soltero, Office of Protected Resources, dated 22 December 1997, that, although specific 
protective measures for large whales could not be incorporated into the scope of the rule 
describing the Safkty Management Systems for vessels, consistent with the International 
Management Code already in place, the policy guidance documents implementing the 
rule does provide the opportunity to ensure that mariners are aware of and adhere to 
specific requirements including, but not limited to, regulations and guidelines relevant to 
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incorporate whale, sea turtle, and beach nesting bird conservation information in 
the USCG Sea Partners marine pollution prevention efforts; 

distribute information geared toward cautioning commercial and recreatio@ 
vessel t r a c  &ut collisions with right whales as part of the USCG Vessel 

r!- 
Documentation and Inspection Program; - - 
work with NMFS, USFWS, recovery implementation teams, and other agencies to 
develop a Merchant Mariner Cuniculum on endangered species and develop whale 
identification and awareness inf;rrmation that could be distributed to the pubic and 
merchant vessel operators applying for USCG licenses to operate vessels. 

We request a report on the status of these action items by the last day of June 1999. 
Please send this donnation to the Chief, Protected Resources Division, National Marine 
Fisheries Service, One Blackbum Drive, Gloucester, Massachusetts, 0 1930. 

USCG should assess mission requirements like fbll power trials so that they can be 
scheduled during times of year and in areas wherdwhen they present the least hazard to 
endangered and threatened species. All decisions regarding routine tasks should be 
evaluated in this context. Please send the results of this assessment to the ChieS 
Protected Resources Division, National Marine Fisheries Service, One Blackbum Drive, 
Gloucester, Massachusetts, 0 1930. 

The USCG First District has requested that NMFS review the recommendation to make 
radio broadcasts on the locations of whales. They are concerned that during the boating 
season, these types of broadcasts may actually attract whale watchers to the areas where 
the whales are present and thus, increase the chances of vessel collision with uninformed 
and untrained operators. NMFS recommends that the USCG First District continue to 
support the EWS and other sighting programs by reporting that informatioa to the 
appropriate party as identified in Appendk C. By July 1998, NMFS will work with the 
USCG to determine how to deal with whale sightings when the EWS is not operating. 

NMFS encourages the USCG to continue its training courses for USCG lookouts. Also, 
NMFS encourages the USCG, in consultation with NMFS staff, to continually update and 
revise the courses so that they provide the best avadable information on identlflmg 
marine mammals at sea. 

Reinitiatign of Consultation 

This concludes f o d  consultation on the USCG 's Atlantic vessel and aircraft operations. As 
provided in 50 CFR 9402.16, reinitiation of formal consultation is required where discretionary 
Federal agency involvement or control over the action has been retained (or is authorized by law) 
and if (1) the amount or extent of incidental take is exceeded; (2) new information reveals 
effects of the action that may affect listed species or critical habitat in a manner or to an extent 
not previously considered; (3) the identified action is subsequently modified in a manner that 
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I .  

2. 

3. 

4. 

5 .  

6 .  

7. 

8. 

9. 

RPA Component Status 

Opinion Conserva tion Recommendations 
as modified by 1996 Opinion; report to 

J M F S .  

. 

Post dedicated 100k0Uts during all t rax~~it~ . Complete, marine m d  training of 
within 20 nm of short, in  area^ of whale 
concentrations and high u ~ e  atea~. 

lookouts and bridge watchstanders 
ongoing . 

All lookouts must succeswly  complete Ongoing: training program undergoing 
marine mammal lookout training program. NMFS review and certification. 

Provide support for aerial surveys. Continuing activity; ongoing. 

Issue USCG vessel speed guidance. Co mp l et e. 

Participate in finding technologid . 

solutions to prevent ship strikes. 
Continuing activity; ongoing. 

Issue USCG vessel approach guidance. Complete. 

~mvihe infonnation to commacid ami 
recreational vessei OpCratOK; work to 
update voyage planning publications. 

Continuing activity; ongoing. 

Provide timely idomtion oa endangered Continuing activity; ongoing. 
whales to commercial vessels. . .  

IO. Complete 3 7 consultation with NMFS Ongoing. . 
before CG issues fina d e  on permitting 
marine events. 

1 1. Work wit& US agencies to develop Continuing activity; Ongoing. 
propods for presentation to LMO re: 
desigruge critical habitat a r a ~  & high u ~ e  
artas as Particularly Sensitive Sea Artas 
(PSSA) andor Areas to be Avoided 
(ATBAs) and consider other routing 
measures. 



Ongoing execution. specific examples include: vessel and logistics s u p p n  
for stranding and entanglement effom; NAVTEX and notices 10 manners; and 
dedicated pauok for enforcement and sightings. 

Maintain minimum distance from whales during standard opmtions. 
Guidanceissued 
Ongoing execution . 

=- - 
Notify and advise USCG V ~ S S ~ I S  topoeed,with caution near arms of ta)mte 
sighti figs. 

Guidanceissued 
Ongoing execution 

Develop MOU regarding SEUS and NE regional recovery implementation teams for 
Right Whale and Humpback Whale Recovery Plans. 

Ongoing regional team effort 

Participate with NE and SEUS implementation team efforts to develop Mid-Atlantic 
[mplcmentation Team. 

Ongoing regional recovery plan implementation team effort - considering 
options of either extending existing NE and SEUS team charten to cover mid- 
Atlantic or developing a third team. * 

2. Post dedicated lookouts during all transits within 20 nm of shore, in areas of whale 
concer,Lations and high use areas. 

Status: Complete, lookouts on all transits w i n  20 nm from shore are specifically 
tasked with sighting marine mammals. 

3. A11 lookouts must successfully complete marine mammal lookout training program. 

Status: Ongoing, training undergoing NMFS review and certification 

4. Provide support for aerial surveys. 

Statu: Continuing activity; ongoing contributions to SEUS EWS, USCG aerial assets in 
NKandtoawscd vessel sighting support in mid-Atlantic. 

5 .  Issue USCG vessel speed guidans. 

Status: Complete. 

6. Participate in finding technological solutions to prevent ship strikes. 

Status: Continuing activity; ongoing. We attend Northem Right Whale seminars where 
commercial industry is getting more educated in marine mammal protection efforts. 



Updated protocols and forms for the First District 
First District Notification protocol . .- 

r!- 

(1) PRIORITY CATEGORIES: CG p l a t f o q  shouldhave a single contact point-at is, for 
h e  priority categories identified below, they call in to their Command Center. The Command 
Center relays to the Boston ~ 0 m ” k a t i o l l ~  center. The platforms aren’t asked to deal with a 
complex and changeable calldown list. They only have one call to make, the Same one they 
routinely make. The calldown list is instad located in Boston--easily accessed and updated etc. 
This procedure applies to CG aircraft as well. 

The Boston communications center will have a calldown list as follows: 

Category I: Entangled endangered whale - Center for Coastal Studies, 800-900-3622 
(hotline) 508487-3622 (phone) 

Category II: Live right whales - Pit Gemor, Early Warning System, 508-585-8473( beeper) 
and 508-495-2090 (phone) 

Category III: Dead endangered whalej - Dana Hartley, 978-585-7149 (beeper) and 508495- 
2090 (phone) 
includes 
floating large whales 

Injured alive right whale (e.g., vessel collision) but no gear evident, 

(2) NON- PRIORITY CATEGORY (includes platform-of-opportunity sighting information) 

Instructions and guidance to CG platforms: 

Through coordination with the USCG First District, we have learned that the best approach to 
putting instructions and ID information aboard CG platforms is to do so as a “Job Aid.” This is 
slightly less formal than enforcement guidance, and means that the CG is not responsible for 
producing and distributing or changes-NMFS is. 

We propose to distribute the following “Job Aid” and standard sighting /entanglement forms to 
the First District first, and then expand to the Fifth and Seventh Districts. 
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H. Record of Changes 

CHANGE 
NUMBER 

I 

DATE OF . DATE BY 
CHANGE ENTERED WHOM EI~TERED - . L 

, 

I 
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2 .  sightings of right whales that are alive and well; 

3 .  Dead or human-impacted whales of any species; 

4 .  

C 
d .  

Sighthgs of pilot whales within S miles of shore; , 

Large groups of whales. 
. 

AS a participant in this program, you are being asked to be on, 
the lc3okout f o r  these rare sightings as a routine part of bridge 
watch. 
The effect these tasks will have on operations will be min'imal. 
Months may pass without an sighting of this type. However, in 
the unusual case where one of these sightings is encountered, we 
request personnel document it following the suggested protocols. 

C. Suggested Protocols 

These suggested protocols are intended to complement Enforcement 
Guidance directives regarding the reporting of sightings. When 
investigating a priority sighting, the vessel should be 
maneuvered into a position to optimize video taping and/or 
photographing the animal(s1. See Subsection D. fo r  details on 
approaching and photographing. 

For sightings of r i g h t  whales that are a l i v e  and well-personnel 
should be prepared to provide OPCON with the time, location, and 
the observed right whale features (see the identification aids 
f o r  important right whale characteristics). Filling out the 
Sighting Form will provide you with the list of all the important 
information that may be requested. After getting video footage 
or photographs, there is no need to stand by or maintain visual 
contact with the whale. 

For human-impacted or dead whales--when contacting OPCON about 
entangled whales, personnel should be prepared to provide the 
information recorded on the Entanglement and Boat Collision 
Reporting Form. When contacting OPCON about dead whales, 
personnel should be prepared to provide the information requested 
f o r  the . Sighting Form Comments in Subsection F.19.g. 

When these rare sightings occur, try to keep the whale in sight 
until OPCON instructs otherwise. The vessel is the primary means 
f o r  marking the location of the whale until additionalxesources 
have been activated and directed to the site. A disentanglement 
team may be transported to the location, or in the case of a dead 
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When taking video Or photographs pf r i g h t  whales  that are  alive 
and well--video is preferred. Do not maneuver the vesselrin 
fror,t of the animal. Video or photographs of the “CallBafties” 
on the head are very valuable for identifying an individual 
whale. However, more distant shots will also allow confinnation 
of the sighti-ig as that of a right whale. Shots taken as the 
whale flukes are excellent for verifying a right whale sighting 
(of the species you may see, only humpback, right, and sperm 
whales lift their flukes when diving), and can be taken from a 
considerable distance and still be useful. See the 
identification aids for an example of a right whale tail. 

F o r  e n t a n g l e d  animals-video is prefeirred. Maintain a safe 
distance from the animal, keeping in mind that lines may be 
trailing several hundred feet behind it. When video taping, do 
not zoom in beyond 1SX--“camera shakeu is increased and the 
picture begins to lose sharpness. F o r  still photos, use a 
telephoto lens if available’. Be liberal in video taping and 
taking photos. Focus on ropes or netting wherever it is 
entangled on the animal. Photograph any identifying markings on 
associated buoys or high flyers. Following photography, 
entangled animals should be given plenty of room. 
For dead animals--still photos are preferred. Pull up close and 
get good photographs of as much of the animal as possible. Take 
pictures from several angles. Zoom in on areas where a line 
could get caught, Le., the head, dorsal fin, flippers and tail. 
photograph any line marks on the body. Also look f o r  evidence of 
a ship strike-any gashes or propeller marks (see the 
identification aids for a picture of propeller marks). 

Thoroughly label all tapes and photographs. Include the vessel 
name or aircraft number, the date, time, and position. Also  
include the r o l l  and frame number on the back of photos. Please 
ensure labels are legible. Film should be sent to NMFS 
immediately and accompanying the Sighting Forms .  

m .  

E. Species Identification 

If you could not get video or  photographs of a sighting, make an 
effort at identifying the species, especially if you believe it 
is a right whale or an entangled animal. Be sure to indicate 

4 



POP JOE AfD--COASf V e r S l O c I  O g - F ~ b - 9 8  

13. ~ i v e  the video tape number or the roll number and the frame 
numbers taken of the sighting. 

1 4 .  

15. Give the wind speed in knots. 

Give the wind direction in degrees true. . - 
16, Give the water temperature- in degrees Centigrade rounded o f f  

to the nearest tenth of a degree. If your transducer does 
not provide water temperature, check if there is an engine 
salt water intake thermometer. The conversion from 
Fahrenheit to Centigrade is: 'C = S / 9 ( * F  - 32). 

17. 

18. 

Give the vessel's name or the aircraft's number from which 
the sighting was made. 

The name of the person who made the sighting should be 
entered here. Including a phone number that can be used to 
contact' that person is very helpful in case some follow-up 
information is needed. 

19. Be liberal in writing comments. The more information the 
better. If unable to get pictures of a sighting, please 
describe in detail all the characteristics you used to 
identify the species. Sketches can also be helpful, but 
only draw what you saw, not what a field guide shows. 
Important things to look for and take notes on include: 

a. f-d body. Does the color pattern 
on the fins or body include stripes, spots, or patches? 
Or is it uniform in color? 

b. 

C. 
. 

d. 

ne - size of d w s d  f- t a i l  and f m r s .  IS 
there a dorsal fin? Is it short and triangle-shaped, 
o r  tall and sickle-shaped? Is it set far back or in 
the middle of the back? Does the animal lift its tail 
when diving? Is the trailing edge of the tail smooth 
or ragged-looking? Are the flippers lorig and slender, 
or short and paddle-shaped? 

General shape o f  body. Is the body slender or 
robust? How long is the animal--40 feet? 6 0  feet? 

forehead like a dolphin? Is the snout long or  short? 
Is there a defined crease between the snout and 
forehead? Is the forehead markedly bulbous? On large 
whales-is the jawline noticeable? What color is the 

e 

the head. Does the animal have a snout and 
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Identification Aids  . 
CENE:IULR€D WHALE TY?U 

-ED Wt1ALE 

BALEEN UIUALL. roe VIEW ,TOOTHED w w .  Tor vinv 

1 

8ALf EN 

Illusuuions adapted from D.D. Tykr in to whaln, Pami-, and S& by Kuor\i Rough & Rich- 1993. 



Right hale 
*Light colored "cai 10 ji [\. .. 
patches on head (indlL tdu3.l.s 
patterns vary) 
#No dorsal fin 
#Squarish tlippers 
@Broad. dark colored bod) 
@Smooth. deeply notched rat1 
tlukrs--ohCp l&cd itit0 [l\c cllr 

before d e r m e s  

Humpback Whale 
OFlippers white and 1 3 bodv 
length 
@Dorsal tin present 
0 Fairly broad body 
@Often Iifrs tlukes into ~ I I -  betot.e 
deep dives 

- 

Finback Whale 
@Long, narrow body 
OLiyht coloration on tight side 
of head 
OProminent dorsal fin 
@Light V-shaped lines on back 
#Small flippers 
ODoes not l i f t  flukes before deep 
dives 

Spetm Whale 
#Blowhole all the way torward 
and otT to the left side ot' the 
head 
.Head rounded and blunt 
@Low, rounded dorsal tin 
#Body often light in color 
@Often "logging" (resting) at 
sur face 
#Lifts flukes into the air betote 
deep dives 
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APPENDIX D 

Recommended additions and revisions to the policy guidance documents implementing the 
International Safety Management Code . 

to the extent possible, "environmental protection" would be raised to the level of m e  safety" 
in the Introduction section of the Marine Safety Manbl; - . 
the "Key Elements" section in the Marine Safety Manual and the "Discussion" section of the 
Navigation and Vessel Inspection Circular wouid be expanded to include reference to the 
Endangered Species Act and the Marine M a " a l  Protection Act, a disctksion of environmental 
safety and endangered specits and, in particular, the potential for collisions with right whales; 

Section "V" (Vessel Inspection Procedures) of "Enclosure (1)" to the Navigation and Vessel 
lnspection Circular would make specific reference to the requirement that mariners cany and be 
familiar with Coast Pilots; 

Lt regard to Volume 9 of the Marine Safety Manual, whch sptcifically addresses 
*ironmental protection, the USCG should ensure that it reflects the comments provided here, 

and allow NMFS the opportunity to review the document and the proposed changes; 

whereas it may not be appropriate to identi@ and discuss regional endangered marine " m a l  
issues in the Marine Safety Manual or the Navigation and Vessel Inspection Circular, the USCG 
should work, in consultation with NMFS, to develop materials to "educate" marine safety 
auditors and regional USCG pcrsonncl potentially involved in ship boarding and certification 
about such issues. These materials might include, but not be limited to, regulations regarding 
vessel approaches of whales and pinniped haul4ut areas, information on the threat of ship 
stnkes to right whales, and guidelines for approaches of whale-watching vessels. 

6 



1 Slllooth belly with no throat grooves 

111 body 

@Tail tlukcs with smooth trailing edges. . I H ~  [:lpL-1- 

K h i n  square-shaped with large encrusted 
go\v ths  on cither side I 

rectomi tlippen squarish in shape and up high narrow. pointy tips 
L 

lead Humpback Whale 1 

)Has throat grooves. often ballooned with gas ' 

ength) with knobby bumps on front edge 

)Trailing edge of tail flukes ragged-lookins. w t t i  , I 

OSevet-a1 grapefruit-sized. knobby bumps \)II I N  

3nd chin 

,Pectoral flippen very long (about 113 body large barnacles on tips - . 

Dead Finback Whale 

)Has throat grooves. often ballooned with gas 
DPectoral flippers smooth. slender. and fairly shon 
.Tail flukes with smooth trailing edges. and 

C h i n  smooth and slender 
@Baleen dark grey on left side and 011 back halt' c- 
the risht side of the mouth 

tapering to nanow pointy tips DSce text for notes on ibcntifylng Jcid I I I I I I ~ ~ . ~ .  - 



APPENDIX M 

Initial Public Notice List for Compliance with NHPA and NEPA 
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APPENDIX N 

USCG “Ocean Steward” Plan 



U.S. Departme 
of  Ttanspoftati 

United States 
Coast Guard 

LETTER OF PROMULGATION 

Commandant 
United States Coast Guard 

2100 Second Street. S.W. 
Washington, DC 20593-0001 
Staff Symbol: G-OPL-4 
Phone: (202) 267-2041 
FAX: (202) 267-4082 

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, 
Rotation 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 asscts - should be dedicated. In our Strategic Plan 1999, I 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 dl 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’’ ccntury, our nation is becoming increasingly concerned about the ocean 
and the state of its living marine resources. Coast Guard leadership in protecting marine species, 
howcver, is nothing new; it dates back as far as the Fur Seal Act of 1897. The Coast Guard 

guide in this important endeavor. 
remains committed to continuing that tradition of d OCEAN STEWARD is your 

End: ( I )  OCEAN STEWARD, Protected Living Marine Resourcxc Strategic Plan 

Dist: CG LAWAREA (A, Am, Ao), CG PACAREA (P, Pm, Po), CG DfSTRlCTS (d, rn, o), CG 
ACADEMY, CG MSTXTUTE, CG TRACEN Yorktown, CG TRACEN Cape May, CG TRACEN 
Petalunlit, CG PACAREA TRATEAM, CG K F K  Cape Cod hlA, CG RFTC Charleston SC, CG 
RFTC New Orleans LA, CG RF-I’C Kndiak AK, CG R&DC 



0 

0 

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 US. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) on marine mammal protection initiatives and responding to the Coral Reef 
Initiative (Executive Order 13089). 
Working level fiustration 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 20th 
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. 
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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 

I We are Stewards of the Ocean I 
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 fbndamental 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 
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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) Develop Area and District MPS operating and enforcement guidance. 

3) Emphasize area specific MPS issues in the curriculum of all 5 Regional 
Fisheries Training Centers R F T C l  

2. KEY OBJECTIVES 

G -O/ Areas/ 
Districts 
G-OiG-W/ 
AreasIRFTCs 

13. 

I 

4) Identify ways to increase CG Auxiliary participation in MPS mission. 
5) Identify ways to increase focus on MPS issues in Sea Partners program. 
6) Measure the effectiveness of current MPS initiatives such as compliance 

with the Mandatory Ship Reporting System (MSR) and manatee speed 
zone regulations. 

7) Designate MPS points of contact (POC) at HQ/Areas/Districts, and 

a. NearTerm 

I 1 Incorporate MPS issues into CG performance planning. 1 G-CCS 

G-0  
G-M 
G - 0  

G-O/Areas/ 

1 ) Increase Endangered Species Act/Marine Mammal Protection Act 
enforcement pulse ops during critical seasons. 

2) Ensure current and potential MPS missions (patrol of remote coral reefs, 
removal of derelict fishing gear. assisting in disentanglement of whales. 
etc.) are included in Deepwater decision making process. 

3) Increase CG participation in environmental cleanup events such as the 
Center for Marine Conservation’s annual International Coastal Clean Up. 

4) Incorporate MPS mission into curriculum of a11 entry-level and accession 
training programs (e.g., Officer Candidate School, the Academy, Cape 
May, and Civilian Indoctrination). 

5 )  Incorporate MPS issues into International Maritime Officers Course and 
Mobile Training Teams. 

6) Designate MPS POC at appropriate CG units. 
7) Include MPS guidance in Maritime Law Enforcement Manual updates. 
8) Include MPS guidance in Marine Safety Manual updates. 

G-O/Areas/ 
Districts 
G - 0  

G-M/G-0 

G-W 

G-CI 

Districts 
G - 0  
G-M 

create a CG network for information flow on MPS issues. I Districts I 

b. MidTerm 
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b. MidTerm 

2 )  Support Resource Proposals that address requirements for MPS 
activities. 

3) Allocate resources required to implement Ocean Steward in the annual 
Operational Guidance letter. 

4) Propose statutory changes and new regulations to improve CG ability to 
support the nation's MPS objectives. 

I 1 DeveloD better measures of effectiveness for MPS enforcement efforts. I G - 0  I 
G-CCS 

G - 0  

G-L/G-M/ 
G - 0  

1 ) Consider seeking expanded authority for regulation of vessels in order to 
protect marine protected species. 

c. Long term 

G-L/G-M/ 
G - 0  

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. 
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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. 

1) Maximize publicity of cooperative MPS efforts with federal and state 
agencies and non-governmental organizations. 
Maximize publicity of Sea Partners MPS initiatives. 
Use inspections and examinations as opportunities to provide MPS 

2) 
3 )  

information packapes to vessels. 

2. KEY OBJECTIVES 

G -I/G -L/ 
G-M/G-0 
G-VG-M 
G-IWG-0 

a. NearTerm 

1 )  Use publicity to generate interest in, and develop ideas for, future marine 
environment cleanups and other initiatives. 

2) 
3) Maximize publicity of CG Auxiliary public education efforts in MPS 

Optimize publicity of CG role in MPS task forces. 

identification, sensitivity. and avoidance measures. 

G-I 

G-1 
G-I/G-0 

b. MidTerm 

1 )  Develop an interactive forum for public comment and ideas regarding 
MPS Drotection. 

G-I 

2) Raise the profile of the MPS mission to attract recruits with interest in  
environmental issues. 

G-W 
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