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ADDENDUM TO THE BIOLOGLCAL EVALUATION

‘This document is an addendum to the Diological HEvaluation (BL2Y submittcd on July 8, 2014 by
tlie Naval Sea Systems Command Inactive Ships Office (S8EA 211). The BL detailed the
proposed action to low inactive ships fiom their existing berthing locations to dismantling
{acilies. This addendum discusses the potential [or biolowling Lo lead to ihe ntroduction of
nen-nalive or invasive species and the potential elfects 10 species tisled under ihe Endangered
Species Act {ESA).

‘Fhe document deseribes the risk of biofouling to ESA-listed specics, the known invasive species
al esch origination port, the ESA-listed spectes thal may be present at cach of the destination
poris and critical habital present aloiyg the polential low roules,

A.l. RISK OF BIOYOULING TO ESA-LISTED SPECIES

Diofoudiine consists of organisms that may have attached to an inaciive ship bull while in the
origination port and may be transported when the ship is brought to the dismantling faciity.
Since the destisation ports are located throughout the country, there s a potential that biofouling
[rom an ongimation port may inlroduce a non-native or invasive species lo the destination port.
Non-native (also known as introduced, exolic, or non-indigenous) species include orgamsms (hal
live putside their historical geopgraphic range. Invasive species are 8 non-native species of
particular concern because they have the abiHity to spread and displace native species. This is of
concern for HSA-listed specics if invasive specics were to replace a prey item or damage habitat.

AL, Ship Movement as a Potentinl Veetor for Biofouling Transport

The lvoduction of invasive species inlo coastal ecosyslems can ocour (vough a variety of
vectors. Ship movement has contributed to this problem through organisms within ballast lanks
and through bicfouling on hulls. National and international policies aimed at reducing the risk
associated with ballast water introductions have heen implemented and will not be discussed
furiher (e.g., Untled States National Invasive Species Acl of 1990; International Convention for
the Control and Managenent of Ships’ Batlast Waler and Sediment), The polential for ships 1o
serve as vectors for invasive species has been studied throoghout the world (Alen 1953,
Campbell ad Hewitt 2012; Davidsan et al. 2008; Goliasch 2002). Cne study analyzed an action
stmilar to the proposcd action and is discwsscd bolow.

Davidson et gl. {2008) siudied {wo vessels betore and aller their linal ransit from California o
Texas. One of these vessels sal domant for one decade and the other {or lwo decades,
Liofouling surveys prior to departure found the biomass to be dominated by a non-native
bryozoan (Coropenm chesapeakensis) which was 1 - 2 inches {in; 2 — 5 centimeters [cm]) thick.
Ming (41%%) of the 22 unique macroinveitehrates recorded in Catifornia were considered non-
nalive. During the irip (o the dismaniling (acility, salinilics ranged fromy zero to 37 parts per
thousand, Temperatures varied belwesn 50 — 89 degrees Fahrenhetl (°F; 5.9 — 31,6° Celsius
FCH. The 43-day trip recorded tow speeds from 4.9 — 7.9 koots. Biolouling surveys wen
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conducied on the vessels once they reached Texus, and found a decrease in biolouling and an
increase in species richness (Davidson et al. 2008). The surveys in Texas tound g reduction in
orpanisims and most of the three-dimensional bivozean structure was removed; however, the
bryozoan was stilf present in 98%: of the samples colleeted in Texas. Most of the speeies not
previously identificd wore spatially vave and only oceurred once or twice in the swrveyed arcas of
ihe ship. The authors discuss the probabilily that organisms were picked up during slow vessct
movements close Lo the coasl. Nine of the 22 taxa surveyed in Calilornia were present in the
Texas surveys {Davidson el al. 2008).

Shin movement in all of the potertial origination and destination ports is comunon and non-native
or invasive biofouling organisms from cutside locations may be introduccd by many veetors
including commerciat shipping, privale vessels, or Navy ships. The proposed action has the
mereased polenlial lo iransport olouling because the lowed ships have been inaclive for enough
time thatl biofouling organisms would have had the opportunity Lo seltle on the hull of the shap,
TIowever, the towing of inactive ships is not a frequent occurrence which decreases the risk.

The habitat and envirenmental qualitics of each origination and destination port arc important
when considening biolouling survival al each port and along the low roule. Nonnative or
mvasive species persistence is likely determined by similay conditions between ports including
watcr quality, temperature, and salinity.

A1.2, Risk Vactors

The following visk factors wore considered when determiging it biofouling associated with the
proposed achion may allecl ESA-listed species:

« [nvasive speeies present at the origination port;

« Invasive speeics known to be problematic at the destination port;

o  FESA-listed species present at the destination potl; and

s Critical habital present al the destination porl or along (he 1w roule,

invasive species present at ovigination ports present a risk becanse they may be transported as
biofouling o a destinglion port, T an mvasive species from an onginalion port is also present at
& destination port, it is likely thal species would survive ut the destination porl i1 survives the
transit, and could potentially escalate an existing problem. The focus of this addendom is (he
potential for nrvasive speeics to affeet the prey or habitat of ESA-listed species in the destination
ports or along the tow route.

AZ, ORIGINATION PORTS

A2 1. Beauvmont, 'Fexas

Beawmont is a froshwater arca on the Noches River approximately 40 miles {ini; 04 kilometers
fkim [} upsiream from where Sabine Lake enters the Cult of Mexico. No information on aquatic
invastve species could be [oumd lor the area of the Neches River near Beawnont. Other aquatic
non-native species known le oceur in the state of Texas, although nol reporled m RBeaymeoni
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specifically, include the copepod Nitokre hiberiica, cstuarine mnd crab (Rhithrapanopeus
harrisii), Asian tiger sheimp { Peraens monodon), lessellated blenny ({ypsoblensins invemar),
spotied scatrout/ orangeniouth corving hybrid (Cynoscion nebifosus x (. Xanthuiu},
orangemouth corving, and lionfish (Prerois volitans/ mifes) (1.8, Geological Survey 2014).

A22. Bremerton, Washington

The Puget Sound Naval Shipyard in Bremerton is located on the Sinclair nlet, an cstuary in the
middle of Pugel Sound, west of Scattle {Washington State Department of Ecology 1995). The
Segitle area has waler femperaltoes that ranged from 46 — 56°T (8 — 13°C) based on annual
averages {Nalional Qveame and Atmosphenc Administeation 2014). Invasive species that oceur
in Puget Sound and may oceur in Sinclair Tnlel inelude: Enropean green crab {Carcinns
sictenas), lapancse eelprass (Zosterda japonica), Savgassum (Sargusstm mutictn}, parple varnish
clam (Nuttallic obscurara), New Zealand green mussel (Perna sp.), Japancese oyster drill
{Ocinebretfus inornatus), Asian mudsnail (Beatiffaria attraventaria), and tumecates (Molgula
mcmihattensis, Styefa clava, Clone savignyi, Botrylioides violacens, Booyfius schlosyery,
Didemran vexiffimd) (Fissinger 2009; Washington lovasive Species Councit 2014). Other
aguatic non-native species known lo oceur in the state of Washington, although not reported in
Bremerton speeifically, include the hydrozoan Cordvlophora caspio, copepods (Argufus
Japoricas, Sinocafanus doerri, Limnoithona tetrasping, Pseudodiapiomus forbesi, Harpacticefla
paradoxa, and Tachidivy riangadoris), Chinese mitien crab (Eriocheir sinensis), barred knilojaw
fish (Oplegnathis fasciatus), and veined rapa whelk (Kapana venesa) (U.S. Geological Survey
2014}

A2.3. Pearl llarbor, Iawaii

Pearl Harbor is located on the southern coast on the island of Oahy, Pearl Harbor has water
temperatures that range from 76 81°1 {24 - 27°C) based on annual averages (Nalional Occanic
and Atmospheric Administration 2014}, A 2007 stady found cight new introduced species since
the previous survey in 1996 (Coles ¢l al, 1997). These speeies include four bivalves (Saccosfred
cucullate, Chame elatensis, Abra sp., and Sphenia sp.), one pyenogonid (FPigrogromitis
timscorus), one barnacle (Chthamafus profens), one grapsid crab (Nawsesaraw mintim) and one
ascidian (Sywplegma replaing). Other aquatic non-native species known o ocew in the state of
Hawait, although not reporied in Peatl Harbor specifically, include 35 fish species, shrimp

( Mucrobrachivm lar, M. rosenbergii), green crab, and Asian tiger shrimp (U.S. Geological
Survey 2014).

A.2.4. Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

The purt of Phitadelphia is located on Schuylkill River approximalely 100 mi (160 km} from the
mouth of Delaware Bay and has watcr teoperatures that ranged from 37 — 83°F (3 -- 28°C) bascd
on anttual averages (National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 2014), The Schuylkill
River in the vicinity of Philadelphia is Iveslvwater (Delaware River Basin Commission 2{14),

No reports of aquatic invasive biolouling species were foune for this area of the Schuylkill
River. Non-native aguatic species known to occur i (he siale of Pennsylvania, although not
reporied in Philadelphia specifically, include the amphipod Eefiinoganmiaris fsefous, watcrflea

A I e
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(Cercopagis pengoi), and Iveshwater tubenose goby (Proterarhinns semilinaris) (U5,
Geological Survey 2014).

AJ3. DESTINATION PORTS

Destination port descriptions include location descriptions and inlormation on invasive species
that imay occur at cach port. Upon review, we fouwad that threalened or endangered speeics may
oceur at the ports described below and may be affected by the proposed schon. These speeics
ave deseribed (or cach destination port when applicable.

A.3.1. Baltimore, Marvland

Ballimore is located on the Patapsco River which flows in the northem mosi area of Chesapeake
Bay. Bailimore has water temperatures that vange from 37 — 79 °F (3 — 26°C) based on annual
averages (National Qeeamic and Almosphenc Administration 2014}, Invasive species of concern
in the Chesapeake Bay include zebry mussets (Drefsvena pofymorpha) which have been
documented in the lower Susquehanna River (approximately 30 mi |48 km | northeast of
Baliimore) and the Sassafras River (focated on the other side of the Chesapeake Bay from
Baltimore) {Klauda and Ashton 2013). Other non-native aquatic species known 1o oceur in
Maryland, alihough not reported in Ballimore specifically, inclade the hydreid Cardyiophiora
caspic, the copepod Argedus japonicas, Chinese millen erab, Asian shore erab (Hemigrapsus
sengtinens), green crab, and three fish {Afosa psendoharengns, A. sapidissima, Dovosome
petenense} (1.8, Geological Survey 2014).

Ships potentially moved to Baltimore may armive ivom Philadclphia, Pearl Harbor, or Beaumont.
Reports of invasive species in Philadeiphia were nol found, Pearl Harbor and Beaumont
represent very differcat climates and cnvironments compared {o Ballimove, 1 species survive
the transil ko the east coasl, it is unbikely they would flonrish in the waters ol Baltimore due (o
the difference in water lemperalure and salinily.

The proposed action may affect the following TSA-Hsted species thai may oceur it the vicinity
of Baltimore:  Atlanlic slurgeon (Aeipenser axvrinchus oxyeinchis) and sherlnose sturgeon
{Acipenser brevirosfiumi),

AZ LD Atlandic Slurgaeon

Adlantic sturgcon are an anadronious species, ihe adulis travel through the Chesapeake Bay from
April to May and then apain in the fall. Atlantic sturgeon spawn in Virginia’s James and York
Rivers. This specics was onec found threughout Chesapeake Bay and ils Ireshwater rivers, but
are 10w very rare, FoHowing spawning, males may remain in rivers or fower estuary habilats
unttil the full; females typically exil the nivers within four to six weeks. Juvenies move
downstream and inhabit brackish walers for a {ew months and whon they reach a size of about 30
--36 in (76 - 92 cm) they move into neashore coustal waters (National Marine Fisherics Service
20144; 118, Fish and Wildlife Scrvice 2014}, Atlantic sturgeon leed on benthie invertebrates.,

As discussed in Section A3.1, it is unlikely that biofouling from Philadeipiia, Pearl Harbor or
Beaumont would replace proy or altcr Atlantic sturgeon habitat. Therelore, potential biofouling
associated with the proposed action may aflect, but is not likely to adversely affect Atlantic
stargeon that may occur in Baltimore,
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AJLZ  Shorinose Slurgeon

Shortnose sturgeon are considered an anadromous species. Though they don't inhabit open
ocean arcas, they may be found infrequently in nearshore marine habats, The adulis spend
much of the year in the lower reaches of low-salinity spawning rivers, occasionally visiing the
Chesapeake Bay. Shartnosc sturgeon have been recorded spawning in the Potomas and
Susquehanma Rivers between February and Apeil, but are cxtremely rare. Onee hatched, the
sturgeon larvae remain in sheltered areas for aboul two weeks before being stowly carried
downstream to merge with adulis (National Marine Fisheries Service 2014; ULS. Vish and
wildlife Service 20143, Shortnose sturgeon leed on benthic invertetwates. As discussed in
Scetion A3, it is unlikely that biofouling from Philadelphia, Pewt Harbor or Beaumont would
veplace proy or alter shortnose sturgeon habitat. Therefore, potential biofouling assomaled with
the proposed aclion may affcet, bt is not likely to adversely affect shortnose slurgeon in
Baltimoe,

AL2, Beaumont, Texas

Beaumont is described in Seclion A2, 1, No mformation on invasive species could be found for
the arca of the Neches River near Beaumont. Qther aguitic non-nalive species known to occur
in the state of T'exas, although not reported in Besumonl specifically, are listed in Scclion A2 1
Ships potentially moved to Beaumont would be fram Philadelphia. No ESA-fisted species ocour
near the port of Beaumont,

A33, Benicia, California

Benicia is located on the Carquiner Siral whach (eeds inlo San Pablo Bay, approximately 15 mi
(24 km} north of San Vrancisco. There is no specific inlormation for problematic invasive
species specific to Carguinez Strait; however, San Francisco Bay has been studied for the
presence vl invasives, The overbile clam (Corbufa amrensis) is thought to have enlered the bay
throush batlast waler (San Francisco Baykeeper 2013). (ther aquatic non-native species known
to oceur in the state of California, although nol reporled in Benicia specifically, include Aslan
clam { Potamocorbala amnrensis), Chinese wmitien crab, green crab, waler hyacimh (Eichhornic
crassipes) (California Bay Delta Authority 2014), Atlantic shipworm (Teredo mavalis), 1sopod
(Sphacroma quayerson), eastern mudsnail (fyanassa ebsofete) (Martin 2000), algae (Microcysiiy
aernciposa) (Leima and Waller 2003), eastern soltshell clam (Mya arenaria), channeled whelk
{Busypcotvpus canaficulatns), oyster drill {Lrosalping cinerea) {Martin 2006), black sca jellyfish
{Blackfordia virginica), frcshwater hydroid (Cordviophora caspia) (1.5, Geological Survey
2014), striped harnaele (Amphibalanus amphitrite), bay bumnacle (Amphibalams improvisis)
(Fofoneli'el at, 2003), specics of copepod {(Sinocalanus doerri, Limnoithona sinensis,
Limnoithona fefrasping, Pyendodiaptomus forbesi) (Bouley and Kimmerer 2000; U.S,
Geological Survey 2014), polychaeles (Fieopomaits enigmaticns and Lydroids elepans),
Bryozoans (Hugula neritineg, Victorella pavide, and Wetersiparia sublorguata complex), and
hydrozoans (Maeotias merginata and Moerisia Ivonst) (FolonolT et al. 2003).

Ships poieniially moved Lo Benicia myay aceive from Dremerton. There is some risk of biofouling
arganising from Bremerlon being able to survive in Benicia based on the environmental
conditions st cach port. Although, as discussed in Section AL, a veduction in biofouling
presence would be expected following the tow from Bremerion.




The proposed aclion may affcet the following TSA-listed spectes that may occur in Benicia:
Chinook salmon (Oncorfiynchus shawyischa) and steelhead troul (Oncorfiynchus mykiss).

AL31 Chineok Salmon

The Central Valley Spring-Run and S8acramento River Winter-Run ESUs of Chinook salimon
may oceur in the vicinity of Benicia within the Carquinez Strait. These were not described in the
wriginal submission ta NMFS. The Cenlrat Valley Spring-Run is Jisted as threalened and the
Sacramenio River Winter-Run is listed as endangered under the BSA. Chinook salmon arc an
anadromous specics; the adults migrate from marine walers to spawn in freshwaler sireams and
rivers. These salmon only spawn once then die. Tuveniles migrate to marine waters lo leed and
mature after 3 months o 2 years inhabiting freshwater (National Marine Iisheries Service
2014b). Fhe Carquiner. Stralis an important migration comvidor for many specics of fish,
ncluding Chinook salmon (AECOM 2013).

Spring-run Chinook enter the Sacramento River ftom tale March through September. Adulls
remain in caol waler habitats through the sununer, then spawn in the fall from mid-Augusl
through carty October. Juveniles may spend from 3 months to 2 years in freshwater before
migraling to cstuarine areas as smolis and then into the ocean to feed wad mature. Chinook
salinon juveniles exhibit two generalized [reshwaicr life histories, stream-type and ocean-type.
Stream-lype juveniles reside in freshwater for a year or move before migrating to marine
covironments, whereas occan-type juveniles migrate within thetr first year of life (ARCOM
2013). The primary dillerence belween the spring-run and winler-run ts that winter-run adults
rigrate to spawning grounds between December and July, peaking in March, and spawn from
eur]ly March through July, peaking in May (hrough Junc. Juveniles begin migraling to marine
cnvironments belween July and October, residing in estuarine waters from 5 to 10 months prior
to cntering the ocean {(AFCOM 2013). Juvenile Chinook salmon feed on terrestrial and aquatic
inseets, amphipods, and olher ¢rusiaceans. Adult chinook salmon feed primarily on other fish
species (AECOM 2013).

Critical habitat for winier-run and spring-run Chinook salmon includes the waters of Carquiner.
Strait (50 CHR 226.204). Primary Constituent Llements (PCFEs) essential for the conservation of
these FS1Js arc those sites and habital components that support one or more life stages, ineinde:

(1) Freshwater spawning sites with water quantily and qualily conditions and substrale
supporting spawniug, incubation and larval development;

{(2) Freshwaler rearing sites withe
. Water quantily and Ttoodplain comnectivity to form and maintain physical habitat
conditions gnd supporl juvenile growth and mobility;
i, Waler quality and forage suppuorting juvenite development; and

ili.  Natural cover such as shade, submerged and overhanging targe wood, log jams
and beaver dams, aqualic vegetation, large rocks and boulders, side channcls, and
tmdcreut banks.

(3} Freshwater migration corridors free of obstruction and excessive predation with water
guantity and quality conditions and natural cover such as submerged and overhanging

S5HA 211 Towing Biological Evaluation Addendum September 2014




STA 211 Towing Ridogical Evaluation Addendum September 2014

large wood, aquatic vegetation, large rocks and boulders, side channels, and undercut
banks supporting juvenile and adult mobilily and survival,

{4} Listuarine areas free of obstruction and cxcessive predation with:

i Watcr guality, water quantily and salinily conditions supporting juventle and adult
physiological transitions between [resh- and saltwater;

ii.  Natural cover such as submerged and overbanging large wood, aquatic vegetation,
farse rocks and bowlders, side channcls; and

jii.  Juvenile and adult forage, including squalic invertcbrates and fishes, supporting
growth and maturation.

As discussed in Scetions A.1.1 and A 3.3, potential biofouling from ships onginaling in
Rremerlon has some risk of surviving in Benicia bul is unfikely to replace prey o alter Chinook
sulmon habilal. Thercfore, potential biofouling associaled with the propeosed action may afleet,
but is not likely lo adversely atfeet Chinook salmon and their eritical habitat that may vccur near
Benicia.

A332  Steethead Troot

The Central California Coast sleelead trowl ESU may occur wiilin the vicinily of Benicia. This
ESU is lisled as threatened under the ESA,

Steclhicad trout are an anadromous specics; the adults migrale from marine waters to spawn in
Ireshwatcr streams and rivers. Most steelhead in the area are likely (vom the “swinter” run that
migrale lo freshwater in the fall and winler, where they spawn within & few weeks or months
(McEwan and Jackson 1996). Steelhead will migrate upstrcam after 1 to 4 growing seasons at
sca {Burgner et al. 1992), Most steeihead spawn shortly alier entering a freshavater river or
sircam (Leidy 20003, In addition (o adults, a fow immature sieethead also migrate upstream from
ihe ocean (Leidy 2000). Ocean-maturing stecthead typically spawn belween December and
Apiil, with the peak between Janvary and Mareh, but migrating steelhead may be seen in the San
¥Fraucisco Pay and Suisun Marsh and Bay as early as August {Leidy 2600). Afler spawning,
steclhead may return Lo the occan and spawn the following year (Leidy 2000).

[Tistorically, most streams with suitable habilal within the San Francisco Bay Fstuary supported
steethead poputations (Leidy 20000, FHowever, currently only small runs, estimated o be less
than 10,000 fish, exist in the S8an rancisco Bay tribularies (Letdy 2006). Juvenile sieelhead
trout feed primarily on vooplankion. Adult stcethead troul ited on agnatic and terrestrial insects,
mollusks, crostaceans, fish egys, minnows, and other small fish species (National Marine
Fisheries Service 2014g).

Critical habitat is designated for waters of San Pablo Bay westward of the Carquiner Bridge,
This docs not include the waters of Benicia, although the Carquinex Bridge is only 4 mi (6.4 km}
from the conter of Benicia.

As discussed in Sections A.1.1 and A.3.3, polential biofouling from ships originating in
Bremerton has some risk of swviving in Benicia bul is untikely to replace prey or alter sleethead
habitat. ‘Lherefore, polential biolouling associated wilh the proposed action may affect, but is
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not likely to adversely aifect steclhead trout and their critical habitat that may occur near
Benicia.

A3.4. Brownsville, Texas

The port of Brownsville is located atong the Gulf Intracoastal Walerway, approximately 15 mi
(24 km) inshore from the Guil of Mexico, No information on invasive species could be found
i the arca of Brownsville. Other aqualic non-native speeies known 1o oceur in the state of
Texas, although not reported in Brownsville specifically, arc listed in Section A.2.1. The ships
potentially moving to Brownsville would likely come irony Philadelphia, Pearl Ilubor, or
Beammount. No aqualic or marine B8A-listed species oceur noar the port of Brownsville, Texas.

A3S, Facksenville, Florida

Jacksonville is locaied o the 8L Johns River, approximatety 20 mi (32 km) west of the Atlanlic
Ocean. No information on invasive specics could be found specilic 1o the arca of Jacksonville.
Oiher aguatie non-native species known 1o oceur in the state of Florida, alihough not reported in
Tucksonville speeifically, include the lreshwaler hydroid Cordvlophora caspia, the copepod
Argulies juponicas, saber evab (Platychivograpsny spectabilis), brackish river prawm
{(Macrobrachinm macrobracion), Nile crocodile (Crocodyluy nifotfens), Asian tiger shrimp,
green mussel, and 34 species ol {ish (1.8, Geological Survey 2014). Ships potentially moved to
Jacksonville would be fram Philadelphia, Reports of invasive species in Philadelphia were not
found, Philadeiphia and Jacksonville represent very different environments; however, thore is
still some risk that biofouling organisms from Philadetphia would be able to survive i
Jacksonville.

The proposed action may affect the lollowing ESA-listed species that may veeur in (he waters
near Jacksomvilie: Adlantic sturgeon (deipenser oxprinchus oxveinchus) and shorinose slurgeon
(Acipenser brevirostrum).

A35. 1 Atlantic Sturgeon

In recent years, there have only been 2 repoits of Atlantic sturgeon confirmed in the Jacksonville
aren, While just over 20 were recorded in the nearby St. Marys River (along the Florida/Georgia
border), onty 2 were caught in the St. Jobus River. There appears to no longer be a spawning
population of (he species in the St. Johns River since the impoundmeoent of a major tribudary, {he
Oktawahs River, at River Mile 95, There is evidence thal the river serves as a nursery ground
lor a few young originating lrom other river systems to the north, The specics is sensitive to low
dissolved oxygen and high waler lemperalires, both of which could be exacerbated by climate
change and water withdrawal or diversion {Nosca 2013).

As diseussed in Sections A1 and A.3.5, potential biolouling on a ship originating in
Philadclphia has some risk ol surviving in Jacksonville but is unlikely to replace prey or alter
Ailantic siurgeon habitat, Thereiore, polential biofouling associated with the propesced action
may alTect, but is not likely to adversely allect Atlantic sturgeon that may occur near
Tacksonvitle.
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A3.5.2  Sheitnose Sturgeon

Shortnose sturgeon are an anadvomous specics. Though they don't inhabit open ocean areas,
they may be found infrequenily in nearshore marine habitats. Adults spend much of the year in
the lower reaches of low-salinily spawning vivers. Historically, shorinose sturgeon inhabited 5t.
Folms River near Jacksonville, Florida, Fromt 1949 to 1999, only eleven sturgeon wete ablc to be
identilied as (rom the St. Johns River system. To {1l this data gap, gill net sampling was
conducted in the St Johas River from January 2002 through June 2003, During that peviod only
one shortnose sturgeon was captured in the river, near Palaika, Flovida, roughly 60 mi (97 kn}
south of Jacksonville. Thue o (these findings it was deteomined that it is unlikely any sizeable
population of shortnose sturgeon inhabit the 8t Johns River. Additionally, no spawning has ever
been recorded in that area (Florida Fish and Wildlifc Conservation Commmssion 2014),

As discussed in Sections A.1.1 and A.3.3, potential biolouling from a ship originating in
Philadelphia has some risk of surviving in Facksonville but s unlikely to replace prey or alier
shoetniese sturgeon habiiad, Thevelore, potential biofouling assoctated with the proposed action
may alloet, but is not likely 10 adversely allect shortnose sturgeon thal may oceur ncar
Tacksonville.

A3.6. New Orleans, Louisiana

New Crleans is tocated on the Mississippi River, approximately 100 mi (160 k) from the Gudl
of Mexico. Invasive species of concert in the aren of New Orleans include the Australian
spotted jellyfish (Phvflorfitza punciata), rebra mussel, Astan clam {Corbicnda fluninea), and
black sea jeltyfish (Chrysaora aehiyes) (Tulane/ Xavier Center for Bioenvironmental Rescarch
2010: U.8. Geological Survey 2014), although there have been no reports in the porl of New
Orleans and most ol these specics would not be expecled in freshwater. Other aqualic non-native
speeies known to aceur in the slate of Louisiana, although nol repoticd in New Orleans
specilically, inchude copepeds (Furyiemore affinis and Argufus japonicas), Chincsc mitten erab,
Asian tiger shrimp, American shad {Alose sapidivsima), spotted green puflerfish (Tetraodon
nigroviridis), lessellated blenny, and lionfish (1.8, Geological Survey 2014). The ships
potentially moved lo New Orlcans may arrive from Pearl Harbor ot Beanmont. No ajuatic or
marine LSA-listed species are expeeted ncar the port of New Orleans, Louisiana.

A3.7. Pearl Harboy, Hawaii

Pearl Hatbor was deseribed in Section A.2.3. Ships potentially moved lo Peart Harbor may
ariive from Bremerton. Pearl ITarbor and Bremerion represent very different environments;
however, there is still some risk that biofouling vrgamsms from Bremerton would be able to
survive in Pearl Harbor.

ESA-listed species that may occur in Pearl Harbor include the green sex turlle and Hawaiian
nmonk seal (Monachus schawinslandr).

ATl Green Sea Turtle

Gireen sea turlles have been sighted in Pear] ITarbor, but do not nest in the harbor; they are
routinely seen it the ouler veaches of the entrance channel {U).5. Department of the Navy 2001).
The namber of resident uriles at the entrance channel is estimaled at 30 to 40, with the largest
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number eccurring at Tripod Reef and the Outfall Lxtension Pipe. They are also found beneath
the outfall pipe of the Tort Kamehameha wastewater treatment plant, al depths ol approximately
65 (L (20 m) (Smith 2010). Green sea turiles are also regularly scen in West Loch, the Loch in
which Peur! Harbor is located (Smith et al, 20068). Axs discussed in Seetions A 1.1 and A3.7,
potential biolouling from ships originating from a ship in Bremerton has some risk of surviving
in Pearl ITarbor but is unlikely to replace prey or alter gieen sea lurtle habitat. "Lherefore,
potential biofouling associaled with the proposed action may allecl, but is not likcly to adversely
affcet green sea turtles that muay oceur in Peat] Harbor,

A37 2 Ilavwaiian Monk Scal

Hawaiian monk seals are lisied 25 endangercd under the BSA. The monk seal popuiation is
currenily declining at about 4 percent annually and is estimated at around 1,200 individuals.
Tlawatiam monk scals occur on lands (islands, atolls, emergent reefs) throughout the Hawaiian
Archipelago, lrom Kure Atoll to Lawai'i Island, a distance over 1,550 mi (2,500 ki), While the
larger Northwestern Hawaiian Islands population is shrinking, the Main Hawaiian Islands
population is growing, with a population cstimated at around 150 animals (National Marine
Fisherics Sorvice 20141,

Ilawaiian monk seals spond two-thivds of thelr tine o1 sea, They usc waters surrounding alolls,
islands, and areas Lither ol (shore on reefs and submerged bunks. When on land, monk seals
breed and havl-out on sand, corals, and voleanic rock. Sandy, protecied beaches surrounded by
shallow walers arc preferred when pupping. Monk scals are often seen resting on beaches during
the day (Mational Marine Fisherics Service 2004},

Monk scals forage in and transil (he waters surrovnding and between aH land arcas (National
Dceanic and Atmospheric Administraiion amd National Marine Fisheries Service 2014). Mouk
seals generally forage within demersal (near sea loor) and benthic (sea floor) habitals near
breeding colonies. They are gencralists, feeding on a variely of prey including fish (e.g., eels,
wrasses, squirrelfish, soldieriish, trigectfish, parrotfish), cephalopods (e.g., octopus and squid),
and crustaccans (c.g., lobster and crab) {(Pacific 1slands Visheries Science Center 2014}, Lheh
diet varies by tocation, sex, and age. Monk seals gencrally hunt for food outside of the
immediate shoreline arcas in waters 60-300 ft {(18-19 m) deep (National Marine Fisheries Service
2014f). As discussed in Sections A.1.1 and A3.7, polential biofouling from a ship originaling in
Rremerton has some risk of surviving in Pearl Harbor but is unlikety 1o replace prey or alter
mwonk seal habitat. Therefore, potential biolowding associated with the proposed action may
alfect, but is not tikely to adversely afTect Hawaiian wonk scals that may ocewr in Peant Harbor.

A.d. OPEN OCEAN CRIFICAL HABITAT

CSA-listed species with critical habitat along the 10w route arc discussed below, Gulf sturgeon
have critical habital identificd, but it docs not include the Mississippt River or anywhere along
the tow route. North Pacific right whalcs (#ubalacna faponica) have eritical habitat identified
near Alaska and would nel be within the potential tow roules, Green and hawksbill sca turtles
have critical habitat identified in the nearshore waters of Puerto Rico and would aiso not be
within (he polential tow routes, Coho salmon have designated critical habitat in Washington,
Cregon amd Cadifornia but not near the desthiation ports or tow routes.

10
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Al Hawsasiian Monk Seals

Mo critical habilal has been desiginated in Pearl Harhor or the potential tow route. Critical habital
has been proposed which would overlap a small portion of the tow route as the ship moves in or
out of the harbor south of Pear] Harbor (Figure 1), Peurt Harbor and the arca dircetly south of
Pearl Harbor are excluded from the proposed crilical habitat (Figure 1), I biolouling from
Riemerion survived the transit to Pearl Harbor, there is some risk thal i may dislodge in the
sutalt ares of proposed eritical habitat in Hawaiian waters. Should the proposed entical habitat
become {inal, biolbuting associated with the proposed action may affect, but is nol likely fo
adversely affect eritical halnlal for Hawaiian monk scals.

Proposad Hawaiizn Monk Seal Crilleal Hatdtat
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Figure 1. Proposed Ilawaiian Moak Scal Critical Habitat (National Marine Fisheries
Service 20144d).

A2, Killer Whale

Killer whale {Creinns ored) critical habitat exists in the srea of Bremerlon, Washington
{National Marine Fisherics Service 2014d), one of the origination ports, Arveas tess than 20 1 (6
ny) deep (relaiive lo extreme high water) aic not designated as critical habitat. Critical habital
does not include the Sinclaiv Inlel naval restricted arca (50 CHFR § 226). The PCEs essential lor
conscrvation of the Southern Resideni killer whale critical habitat have been identified as (1)
water quality to support growth and developmeni; (2) prey specics of sufficient quantity, quality
and availability to support individual growth, reproduction and development, as well as overall
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poputation growih; and (3) passage conditions to allosv for migration, resting, and lovaging
(MNational Marine fisheries Service 2006).

Sinclair Inict is part of Puget Sound and the species composition of polential biofouling would
Hkely not differ from speeics prosent in any of the critical habital located in Puget Sound, cven if
some biolouling distodged chuing vessel movement leaving Bremerton, Therelore, hiolouting
associaled with the proposed action may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect critical
habitat for kilter whales,

A3, Leatherhaek Sea Turtle

Leatherback sea turiles have cntical habitat identified off the coast of Washington, Oregon, and
Californiz (Figure 2). The PCE identilied #s essential lor the conscrvation of leatherbacks is:
“The oceurrcnee of prey species, primarily scyphomedusae ol the order Scmacostomeac
(Chrysaora, Aurelia, Phacellophora and Cyanea), or suflicieni condition, distribution, diversity,
abundance and density noccssary for growth and success of leatherback sea turtles” (National
Marine Fisheries Service 2(H 2).

‘Fhe proposed action may occur through leatherback crilical habilat, however based on the
discussion in Scetions A 1.1 and A3.7, the propesed action is nol expecied to alter or reduce the
oceurrence ol prey species of the leatherback turtle. The quantity, quality, or availabilily of the
PCTs or other physical, chemical, or biotic resources is not likely to decline as a resull of the
praposcd action. The proposed aclion would nol exclude leatherback turtles from designated
critical habitat ov alter the PCEs to the eritical habitat. Biofouling assoeiated with the proposed
action may alfect, but is not likely to adversely affect criiical habiial for leatherback sca turtles.

12
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Figrure 2, Leatherback Critical ITabitat {(Nationat Marine Fisheries Seryice 2014d).

Add. Loggerhead Sea Turtle

‘The Northwest Atlantic Ocean distinet population segment is listed as threatened wnder the ESAL
Critical habitat is shown in Figure 3. The proposed action may oceur in arcas designafed as
Surgasstm habitat, which is described as developaiental and foraging habitat for young
Joggerheads where surface waters forat aceinilations of floating malerial, cspecially Sargassim
spp. PCEs that support this habitat are the following:
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{il Converpence zones, surlice-waler downwelling arcas, the margins of mgjor boundary
currents (Gulf Stream), and other lecalions wheve there are concentrated contponents
of the Sergassusn community in water temperatures suitabie for the optimal growth of
Sergassion and inhabitance of loggerheads;

(i)  Sargassunt in conceniralions thal support adequate prey abundance and cover;

{itiy  Available prey and other material associated with Sargassam habitat including, but
nod limited to, plants and cyancbacteria and animals native lo the Sargavsum
commmumily such as hydroids and copepods; and

(iv}  Suvfficient water depih and proxiniily Lo available currents to easure offshore fransport
{out of the suf zone), and foraging wnd cover requirements by Sargassum for posi-
hatchling loggerheads, Le., =33 ft {10 m) depth (National Marine Fisheries Scrvice
2M de),
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Figure 3. Loggerhead eritical habitat (Nationsl Marine Fisheries Service 2014d).

The proposcd action may occur through loggerhead entical habitat; howcever based on the
discussion in Seclions AL LT and A.3.5, the proposed aciton is not expeeted to alter or reduce the
occunrence ol prey specics of the logperhead turtle, The quenlily, qualily, or availability of the
PCTs or cther physteal, chemical, or biotic resources is not likely to decline as a result of the
proposed action. The proposed action would not exclude loggerhend turiles from designated
criticat habitat or alter the PCFs to the critical habitat. Biofouling associated with ihe proposed
action may affcet, but is not likely to adversely altect critical habitat for loggerhead sea tustles.
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A.4.5, North Atlantic Right Whal:

MNorth Atlantic right whales { Fubalaena glacialis) have eritical habnlat identified in the Gulf of
Maine and in ncarshore waters of Georgia and Florida (Figurve 4). The enlical habital near
Florida is tn the potential tow route if Jacksonville is used as a destinalion port. No PCEs have
been identilied (530 CI'R § 226.203). 'the proposed action may occwr flwoungh Noglh Allantic
righl whale critical habilat, however based on the discussion in Sections A.L.1. and A.3.5, (he
proposed achion 1s nol expected Lo alter or reduec the occurrcnce of prey specics of the North
Atlantic right whale, The proposed action would nol exelude North Atlantic right whales from
designated critical habital. TPolential biofouling associaled with the proposed aetion may affect,
but is not likely to adversely affect critical habitat lTor North Attandic right whates.

Northern Right Whale Critical Habitat:
Southeast Atlantic
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Figure 4. North Atlantic Right Whale Critical Habitai in the Southeastern United States
{National Marine Fisherics Service 2014d).
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AL, CONCLUSIONS

Crverall, the risk is minimal that biofouling would affcet LSA-listed speeies in the destination
porls. However, when the presence of an ESA-lisied species overlapped with a ship fronr an
origination port with invasive species, th was given o may allect delermination under the ESA
because we cannot rule out the poiential lor biofouling transporied 1o a destination porl to be an
invasive species that may overtake prey or habitat used by ESA-listed species,

Biolouling associated with the proposed action may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect
ihe following:

« Atlantic starpeon and shortnose sturpeon in Baltimore, Maryland, and Jacksonville,
Florida,

s Chinook salmon and steelbead trout in Bendcia, Califiormiag and

s (Green sen turtles and ITawaiian monk seals in Pearl Harbor, Hawaiz.
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Mr. Glen A. Ciark
Director H

LS. Navy, Inactive Ships Office (SEA-21T) 0¥ 17 i
Washington Navy Yard (i) NAVSEAWEST

Washington, DC 20376

Re: Request for informal consuliation under Section 7(a)(2) of the Endangered Species Act
regarding 11.8, Navy Naval Sea Systems Command Inactive Ships Office proposed contracted
towing and dismantling of inactive U.S. Navy vessels

Refer to NMIIS No: FPR-2014-9145
Dear My, Clark:

On 8 July, 2014, NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) received your request for
concuirence that the towing of inactive ships from their existing berthing locations to
dismantling facilities by contracted vessels is not likely to adversely sffect species listed as
threatened or endangered or critical habitai designuted for those species under the Endangered
Specics Act (ESA). This response to your request was prepared by NMES pursuant to section
fla)2) of the ESA, implementing regulations at 30 CI'R 442, and agency gaidance for
preparalion of letlers of concurrence,

Below, we describe the proposed action, the ESA-listed species that may be affected by the
proposed action, and the minimization measures included in the praposed action. We then
consider the effects of the proposed action o ESA-listed species and critical habitats. Finally we
gxplain the assumptions and uncertainties used i this evaluation and how they relate to the
future fonnal programmatic consultation.

Consultation History

On 8 Juty 2014, NMFS received a lciter from the U.8. Navy Naval Sea Systems Commnand
(NAVSEA) describimg the proposed action and requesting concurrence with the Inactive Ships
Office’s determination that the action may aftect, bul is not likely to adversely affect, listed
threatened or endangered species or eritical habitats designated under the ESA {Attachment 1).

Between 24 July 2014 and | Aupust 2014, NMEFS and NAVSEA communicated via phone and
email to clarify details of the Proposed Action {e.g., maps of vessel routes, timeline for towing,
expected number of tows, minimization measures).

O 12 August 2014, NMFS and NAVSEA communicated via email and phone to discuss
potential effects of the action reluted to invasive fouling species that were not ingluded in the
inactive Ships Office’s Bivlogical Fvaluation for Species Listed under the IEndangered Speciey
Act for the Towing of Inactive Ships (Navy 2014).

Matlonal Oceanlo ang Atmospherio Administranion
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Cn 14 Angust 2014, NAVSEA emailed NMI'S to communicate that NAVSEA wished to
postpoie the programmatic consultation to allow time for further avaiysis of the potential cffcets
of invasive biofouling organisms on listed speeics and eritical habitats. NMFS conearred with
ihis approach.

On 30 September 2014, NAVSEA submitted to NMES an addendunt to the Biological
Evalvation for Species Listed nnder the Endangered Species Aot for the Towing of Inaotive
Ships, including additional analysis on the potential effects of invasive biofouling organisms on

HEA-listed species and critical habitats, and requested that NMI'S initiate consultation on the
progeammatic actien.

Beiween 21 October 20014 and 28 Qclober 20014, NMFS and NAVSEA comnumicaled via emad
mnd phone to clanfy proposed towing routes and to discuss concems regardmg potenhial impacis
of the proposed action from biofouling species.

{n 3 November 2014, NMLES communicated to NAVSEA that NMIS did oot concur with the
finding of WAVSEA that the programmatic action, as described in the Biodagical Eveduation and
the addendum Lo the Bicfogical Evaluation, may afTect but 15 nod likely 1o adversely ailect ESA-
listed species and critical habitats. As such, NMFS indicated that the programmatic achion, as
described in the Biclogicnf Fvaliiation and the addendum to the Biofogical Evalnation, would
require formal consultation.

On 4 November 2014, WMFS and represemtatives from NAVIEA discussed concerns with an
infornal progranmmatic consulation, parficularly with regards to the potential impacts of
invasive biofouling orpanisms to a handful of ESA-listed species, NAVSEA requested that
NMFS concar with NAVELEA’s deteemination that a limited number of inactive towing cvents,
speciiically the low ol’the EX-USS RANGER, EX-USS THOMAS § GATES, EX-1)S58
GEORGE PHILIP, EX-LIES SIDES, EX-USS DOYLE, amd the EX-1I58 JARRETT, miay altect
but are not likely to adversely affect ESA-listed species and critical habitats, NMFES agreed to
consider the contracted tow and dismantling of the above six ships as a sinple action, distinet
from the programmatic aclion deseribed in the Bivtogicaf Evaftation and the addendun to the
Biological Fvalnation. NMFS communicated o NAVSEA that despitec NMFS® inlormal
consultation for these s1x towing events, the programmadic action described in the Biofogical
Evalnation and the addendum to the Biclogical Evafnation would require formal consultation
and that formal consultation was cxpeeted to follow.

Description of the Proposed Action

The Naval Sea Systems Command Tnactive Ships Office proposes Lo conivacl Tor the lowing and
dismantling of the inactive aiveraft carrier EX-USS RANGER, and the followimg five ships: EX-
USS THOMAS § GATES, EX-USS GECQRGE PLILIP, EX-USS SIDES, EX-UUSS DOYLE, and
the LX-USS JARRLTT, The proposed action includes contracting for both the towing of the
ships {rom their present berthing lecations to dismantling facilitics and the dismantling of the
ships, The lows of the USS RANGER, GEORCGE PHILIP, SIDES, and JARRETT will originate
from Bremerton, Washinglon, The tows of the USS THOMAS § GATES, and DOYLE wll
originate from Philadelphia, Permsylvania. All vessels will be towed (o the Port of Brownswille,
Texas for disimantling,




The EX-USS RANGLR will be towed around Cape Hom through the Straits ol Magcellan, while
the rematning vesscls transiting from Bremerton to Brownsville will go through the Panama
Canal, Once in the Attantic Ocean, the tag and tow would proceed through the Gull’ ol Mexico Lo
Brownsville, Vessels transiting trom Philadelphia, Pennsylvania will travel down the Delaware
River, through Delaware Bay, south through the oftshore waters of the Atlantic Geean, arownd
the southern tip of Florida and wesi through the Gull of Mexico (Figures 1, 2, and 3 in the
Appendix). While these routes may not be precise, we expeel the provided maps accurately
depiet the routes that will actually be taken. If routes should deviale substantially from thosc
proposcd, reigitiation of consultation may be required.

Seu condittons will diclale low specd but the tug and tow will normally travel at speeds of
between 6 and & knois in the open ocean. The tow eable will be up to 2,000 feet (610 m) long,
consisting of 2.25 inch (5.72 em) digmeter wive rope. While underway, the cable may dip 100
feet (30 m) below the smiface; when iransiting in shallower waler (o.g., river channels) the cable
may be shortencd to avoid snaps. The tupg will maintain approximately 75 tons (68 mctric tons)
ol sirain on the cable. Within harbors and ports, additional harbor tugs will facilitate the
movement ol lowed vessels o their final berthing lecation. Towing will follow the U5, Navy
Towing Manual (Navy 2002),

Action Area

Under (he ESA, the “action arca” mcans all arcas to be affected divectly or indivectly by the
Federal action and nod merely the immediate arca involved in the action (50 CFR 402.02), The
action area for the proposed action ngludes portions of the Delaware River, westain Atlantic
(castern U.S. coast), castern Pacific (western U.S. coast), Panama Canal, Gulf of Mexico,
Caribbean Sca, and oceans of the Southern FHemisphere (South Pacifie, South Atlaniie, and
Southern oeeans).

Specifically, we consider the action area to be the straight linc within the path of moving tugs
and towed vessels for the purpose of analyzing the effecis ol vesse! sirike, invasive speeics, and
ship noise. For the purposcs of the analysis of effects of noise from ship breaking and biolouling
species establishment at the Pori ol Brownsville, the action area also includes the immediale area
of siimilar habitat sumounding the Porl ol Brownsville. The inland-most 4.5 miles of the
Brownsville shipping channel, which includes the ship breaking tacifity, arc heavily
mdustriatized and provide adequate hard substrate upon winch bialonling organisms could
become cstablished. Bascd on an anabysis of aerial imagery, the seaward |3 anles of the
Rrownsville channel 18 priraarily soft bottom substrate and sandy climnel edges suscepithie o
erosion and Hkely unsuitable [or biofouling specics cstablishunent. The manmade jetties al the
nouth of the canal {{he Brazos Santiago Pass) would provide suitable biofouling substrate;
however, these jetties are not being considered lor inctusion in the action arca duc to the very
limited time the towed vessels will be within close proxamily lo them. Additionally, the
approximatcly 17-tile long Brewnsville shipping channel has Hitfe connectivily with other open
marine habilats unti! it reaches the Laguna Madre and the Gulf of Mexico af s mouth. This
long, nanow sirelch, approximately two-thicds of which does not appear to contain substantial
quantities of suitable biefoulmy habitat, will linnt the natural spread of biofouling species from
ihe Port of Brownsville into the Gulf of Mexico by tidal action and water currents.




Minimization Measures

To reduce the potential for vessel stnkes to histed species, lug operators contracted by the Naval
Sea Systems Command Inactive Ships Office to tow inactive vessels will employ minimization
measures as part of the proposed action. A brief description ol measures relevant to these fows is
helow; lurther details on these measures, including maps and nautical chais, are provided in
Altachiment 2 1o this lctter.

s Whencver marine nmimals or sea turtles are sighted, the tug's erew will increase
vipilance and take reasonable and prudent actions to avoid collisions or activities that
wight result in close interactions between the vessels and animals. Actions may include
changing speed and/or direction as dictated by environmental and other conditions {c.p.,
salely, weather), NMIES asserts it will be the Navy’s responsibility to ensure crew are
adeguately rained 1o spot and identify marine mammals and sea turtles.

s Belween | November and 30 April, the tug and tow will trmsit at speeds ol 10 kiols or
Jess when operaling within the Mid-Atlantic U.S. Seasonasl Management Areas for North
Atlantic vight whales (in accordance wilh 50 CIFR 224,105, 9 Decentber 2008).

s The tug and Llow will avoid Dynamic Management Areas (DMA) for right whales to the
maximuwm exient practicable. {f towing is to oceur within a DMA, the tug and tow will
reduce speeds to 10 knois or less while transiting through these areas (in accordance with
50 CUR 224,105, 9 December 2008},

s Any interactions between contracted tug vessels and listed specics will be logged by
contracted tug operators. Data from these logs will be ceported annually to the NS
(lice of Protected Resowrces.

NAVSEA docs net propose any measures to mnnmize the transport of biofonling species.

Affected Species und Critical Habitat

T'he proposed achion has the polential to affeet LSA-listed species that oceur in the Pacific,
Atlantic, and Southern Qceans, Gull ol Mexico, and Caribbean Sea. Only those species with
currcit ranpes or designated eritical habitat thal overlap the aclion arca (arcas around ports and
along proposcd tow routes) are inchuded (Lable 1), Some ESA-Tisied speeies in Table 1 may have
designated critical habitat that is not listed in the table because it is nol within the action arca.

Table 1. ESA-Jisted species and desipnated cvilieal habilat that may be affected by US. Navy inactive ship
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Effeets of the Action

Tinder the ESA, “cffcets of the action” means the direct and indirect effects of an action on the
listed spevies or eritical habital, logether wilh the effcets of other activitics that are interrelated or
interdependent with that action (50 CFR 402.02). The applicablc standard to find that a proposed
action is not likely to adversely affect histed speeies or critical habitat is that all of the cffcets of
the action are expected to be discountable, insigmficant, or complelely beneficial. Beneficial
ctfcets are contemporancous positive effects without any adverse effects lo the specics or eritical
labitat. Insipnificant cffeets relate to the size of the impact and should never reach he scale
where lake ocenrs. Discountable cfteets are those extremely unlikely to occur,

Etfects of the Acfion: Ship Strike

‘The Inactive Ships Office’s Biological Fvailnation for Species Listed under the Endungered
Species Aot for the Towing of Inactive Ships concluded that the proposed action may aftcet LSA-
tisted marine mammals, sca turtles, and Atlantic and shorinose sturgeon due lo the polential for
ship strike. The analysis conchaded that there is the potential for vessels id/or the tow cable Lo
sirike animals during transit. The limited mancoverability of the tug and towed vessels during
transit reduces the anhity to avoid ammals sighted 1o close proximity. However, based upon the
slow speed of the tug and tow, atong with the relatively short periods they would be transiting
habitats where the most susceptible species (North Atlantic righl whates, sperny whales, and sca
turlles) are miost fikely to be encouatered, NAVSEA concluded tiat this action is not Hikely o
adversely altect ESA-lisied marine mammals, sea turtles, and Atlantic and shortaose sturgeon,

Vessel collisions are a known sowce of mortalily in marine mammals, and can be a significant
{actor affceting some larpe whale populations (Laist et al, 2001), Tikewise, vessel collisions arc
known Lo conlributc to the antirropopenic mortality of sea turties {Lutcavage et al. 1997) and
sturgeon (Brown and Murphy 20103, Laist ct ab. (2001) reported that most lethal or severe
initries among whales struck by shaps involve vessels traveling at 14 knots or faster. Sitber et al.
{2010} rcported that hydrodynamic modeling experiments showed a linear retationship between
vessel specd and the accelerations cxperienced by vessel-struck whales, and concluded that
limtts on vessel speed may mercasc respouse thne for s whale attempting to mansuver away
from a vessel, In experments on green sca lrtles’ responses to oncoming boats, greater vessel
speed increased the probability that turtles would lail to Hee from the approaching vessel,
leaving the turtle more vulnerable to collision (Hazel el al. 2007). As described above, the tug
and tow will be restricted to a maximum speed of 10 knots when operatmyg within North Atlantic
right whale Seasonal Management Arcas, in accordance with 50 CFR 224,105 (9 December
2008). However, this unfikely that vesscls involved i the proposed action will achieve speeds of
over § knots throughout the course of their voyages; speeds of behween 6 and 8 knots ave typical.

The cndangercd North Atlantic right whale appesss to be particularly prone (o vessel colfisions in
comparison (o other targe whale specics (Vanderlaan and Taggact 2007), possibly due to their
slow swimming speeds, positive buoyaney, and larpely coastal distribution (NMFES 2008),
FHowever, of the proposed tonwing events, only thosc originating in Philadelphia will reguire
passage through the Mid-Ataniic Seasonal Management Arca at the entrance of Delaware Hay.
Minimization measures as pat of the proposed action, includmg ecompliance to the maxinmum
exlend practicable with ship speed rules in Seasonal Management Areas and Dynamic




Mansgenent Areas, are expected (o further reduce the potential for North Atlantic ripht whale
collisions with tugs and towed vessels,

Large vesscls that transit throngh shipping channels typically draft close to the hottom of (he
channel, which iercases the likclihood of interactions with bottom-dwelling fish including ESA-
Tisted Atlatie storgeon and shortnose strgeon. Transit routes will take vessels originating s
Fhiladefphta through the Delaware River and Delawarc Bay, where they may cacounter Atlantic
and shertnose sturgeon. Despate the presence of Atlantic and shortiose sturgeen in the propesed
action area, the likelikood that mfrequent lowing evenls would result in strikes is so low as to be
discountable piven the maneuverability of sturgeon, and the minimal timie that a vesscl would be
in any given location. [n the rare event sturgeon encounter a towed vessel Lhey are expected to
exhibil avoidance behavior, The temporary deflection of stuigeon swimming pattems associaled
wilh mireguent vessel movemcnis are not expected to result in an increased likelihood of injury
due 1o the significant disruplion ol breeding, feeding, or sheltering; therefore, any potential
effects from avoidance behavior are considered insignificant.

Sca turiles, in the rarc cvent they are encountered by a towerd vessel are expected Lo exhial
ayoidance behavior and it is not reasonably cxpected that given the mininnization measures
implemented and stow low speed, sea turtle steikes will ocenr (discountable). 'The deflection of
sea tartle swimming paiterns associated with inlrequent vessel movements arc not expeeted to
result in an increased likelihood of injuvy due to the significant disruption ol breeding, feeding,
or sheltering; therefore, any poteatial effects front avoidance behavior are considered
nsigmficaint.

NMY'S also considered the potential for shap sirike on several additional LSA-listed fish species
that may occur within the action area (Table 1) and were not evaluated in the Biofugicea!
Evafnation provided by NAVSEA. After evaluating the risk associated wiath ship sinke for ithese
species, NMFS delermined the likelihoed of vessel strikes was so low as to be discountable due
to the slow tow speed, high maneuverability and relatively small body size of these fish species,
and that much of the fish ranges vverlapping with the aclion arca arc in open occan water where
ihcy arc less denscly populated.

Tn summiary, given the low specd and infrequency of transit, and the expected density of ESA-
listed species alomg the tow routes, the likelihood of vessels encowntering S A -listed species and
posing a strike risk is so low as to be tiscountable, Even in the cvent ESA-listed specics
cncounter a stow-moving vessel any belavioral avoudance is nol expected (o rise 1o the level of
teke. Theretore, NMI'S concirs with the Navy that vessel sinkes from ihe proposed ship towing
as deseribed n this letter are not likely to adversely affect the ESA-listed species analyzed in the
Biological Evalation.

Effects of the Action: Shipbreaking

H net contained and disposed of properky during the slhipbreaking process, hazardous materials
(e.g., polychlorinated biphenyls (PCLs), petroleum products, asbestus) coramonty Tound in ships
have the potential lo affect listed speeics and critical habitats.




Ship dismantling companies thal are awarded contracts to tow and dismantie inactive ships are
responsible for all work associated with the removal and proper disposal of huzardous malcrials.
The Navy Inactive Ships Cffice uses the Delense Logistics Agency (DLA) Disposition Services
for the sales contracting of surface combatant staps lor dismantliog. As described in further
detail in the DLA Disposition Scrvices {nvitarion for Bid (Attachment 3}, these companies musl
comply with all applicable federal, state, and local envirormental laws and cegulations during the
processing, use, or disposal of any matcrial under an awarded coniracl. Applicable laws inchude,
but arc not limited to, the Clean Walcr Act, Resource Conservation and Reeovery Act, and the
Toxic Substances Control Act, Shipbreaking companics must submit an Enviroumental
Complianec Plan as part of the bid process, Bidders must demonstrate how the shipbreaking
[acility will cnstre safe and envirenmentally sound management of all hazardous materials and
wastes removed [rom a ship recyeled at the faciity, including information for asbestos, 'CRs,
fuels and oils, bilge/hallast watcr, heavy metals, paints and coalings, wastc water/shudge, ozone
depleting substimices and other potential hazardous materials, Tn addition, bidders must certify
and/or verify that the dismaniling {acility has develeped, implemented, and maintains a Spill
Prevention, Control and Countermeasures Plan and a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan, The
bicdder inust also reveal any Notices of Violations, fines or propesed fines, convictions or
citations assoctaled with covironmental complismee, and whether the bidder has been the subject
of any judicial or administralive proceeding related to the viclation ol any applicable law related
to covironmental compliames.

Rased on the requircments for envivonmental compliance rclated to the shipbreaking process
described above, we have deterntined that the potential visks to ESA-listed species and eritical
habitats associated with coniaminant or hazardous mateinal discharge from the shipbreaking
process are 50 low as to be discouniable.

Noise from shipbrcaking activitics would likely be deiectable to LSA-listed species if they were
in close proximiiy to the ship breaking facility in Brownsville, However, we do not expeet any
LS A-listed species to be present in the industrialized portion of the Port ol Brownsville {J.
Patterson, NOAA port agent to J. Morse NMFES OPR, 15 August 2014), where these facilitics arc
located, Further, it is unlikely that shipbreaking aclivity associated with the proposed aclion will
significantly increasc underwater noise levels above baseline in the Port of Brownsville.
Therefore, based on (he absence of BSA-listed species, und haseline tevels of nnderwater sound
in the port, we have determined (hat the potential risks to ESA-listed species and critical habitat
associated with underwater noise from shipbreaking are so low as to be discouniable.

Effects of the Action: Vessel sinking

Oil and chemicat pollution from sunken vessels yepresents a porsistent problem in the marine
cnvironment (Monfils el al. 2006} and has the potential to aflect listed speeics and critical
habitats. We considered the potential for the contracted fug or towed vessel to sink as part of the
proposed action, and for oil or chemical podlution to eater the marine environment and aftcet
fisted specics and critical habitats as a resull of vessel sinkings. However, the Tnactive Ships
Office reported that the sinking of 4 tug or towed mactive Navy vessel from one port to amother
as part of the towing of inactive ships has not been documented. Based on the lack of ship
sinkings throughout the history of the propram, and taking into aceount the limited scale of the




proposed actton, we have deterinined thal the risk of oil or chemical discharpe from potentiably
suitken vessels 15 s0 low as to be discountable,

Effects of the Action: Vessel Noise

MNoisc from contracted tup vessels and towed Navy ships may be detectable to ESA-hsted marine
mammals, sca turtkes, and fish althongh the density of species in the open ocean is so low thal
they are unhkely to he cneountered. Near shiore specics are more likely to be encountered near
origination porls. However, these arcas ave abrcady heavily trafficked by vesscls and the
infrequency of towed Navy vessels is not expecled to substantially increasc noisc levels above
background conditions. Any response elwtted from BESA-listed manine mamntals, sca tuetles, or
fish due to vessel noise is expected to be inr the form of behavioral avordance or intetrupdion in
behavior and of short duration. We believe any behavioral response of ESA-listed species o
vesscl noise will be of litnited duration and magnitude such that it would ot involve fitness
conseguences from Lhe distuption of breeding, feeding, communication or sheltering. Therefore,
the effects ol vessel noise on BSA-listed spectes i3 biologically irrclevant and insignificant.

Effects of the Action: Invasive Species Transfer

The inactive Ships Office’s Addeidim to the Bidlogical Evalnation for Species Listed nnder the
Endangered Species Aot fur e Towing of hiactive Skips concluded the transfer of biofouling
species rom Bremerlon, Washington and Philadelphia, Pennsylvania to Brownsville, Texas
would have no effect on ESA-listed species. The evaluation performed by NMES suggests a “not
likely to adversely affect” determination may be more appropriale lor some FESA-Tisied species.

Aquatic mvasive specics represent a persistent and increasing problen: throughout the world®s
vceans, includimyg the waters ol the 1.8, Ocean-going vessels have the potential to affect ESA-
listed species and critical habitats through the inlroduction of mvasive spesies. The ccosystemas
into which these invasive organisms are infrocduced often lack the condiions that Hinal range
cxpaitsion in their natural habitats {e.p., predators, pests, or diseases). This factor, accompamed
by characteristies such as high reproduetive rates, the ability to utilize a variety of resources, and
wide toleramees to a runge of environmential condilions, aliow invasive speeics to spread gquickly
following introduction, potentially resulting i serious impacis to listed species and critical
habitats which may lack the evelutionary adaptations necessary to cope wilh these myasive
species. Conscquences of invasion to LS A-listed species and critical babituis may include
predaiion ol native species, eompetition for food or space, hybridization, and the introduction of
harmful pathogens and parasites,

The action has the potential to affect ESA-listed species through (he ransnussion of aquatic
invasive specics via one of two veetors: (1) invasive species could be taken jn with baltast water
ai the origination port and later discharged at the destination port; or {2} invasive species nay
attach themselves Lo the hndl ol a vessel (biotouling) at the crigination port and be transpoited on
the ship’s hull to the destinalion port.

Invasive species are unlikely to be taken in with ballast waler al the originaiion port and later
discharged at the destination port because engineering plants of inactive shps are secured so the
vessels are non-oporational. Without the capability to mn pumps, ne water may be taken onboard
or discharged belore or during the transil between ports. The Inactive Ships Office reported that
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in the rare occasion that ballast water is used in fowed vessels, fresh walter is pumped in using
hoses and is not taken m from the surrounding marine environment (T, Fetherston, Navy
NUWC, pers. comm. to J. Carduner, NMFS OOPR, August 13, 2014). The privately owned and
operated tup boat will operate under all faws and regulations reducing the risk of introducing
invasive speeies through ballast water, Therefure 1l is cxtremely unlikely (to the point of being
discommtable) that invasive species would be taken in will ballast water and later relcased at the
destmalion port as part of the action.

Llanso wnd Sitlelt (2008) reported that vesscls that were heavily fouled prior (o transport, such as
the inactive vessels considered in this analysis, arc more likely to transfer imvasive fouling
orpanisms to the destination port than those that are [ess fouled at their origination port, because
the extent of inttial fouling encourages lurlher fouling organisms to attach to the hull duiing the
iransit. The authers surveyed two heavily fouled, mactive vesscls before and after transit frem
Suisum Bay, Calilornia, to Brownsville, Texas, imd reported several specics in the post-transit
survey thal were not recorded in pre-transit swrveys. Some of these species were considered
ocentic instead of eshuarine, suggesting that specics attachiments during long voyages are
possible.

The introduction of invasive species via hull biofoulng would primarily be a concern te ESA-
fisted species and erilical habitats in the locations of the destination povis. Thus we focused our
analysis on potential elffects to ESA-listed specics potentially near the Port of Brownsville
including the blue, fin, humpback, sei, and sperm whales, and the green, hawkshill, Kemp’s
ridlcy, lcathorback, and loggerhead sea turtles, The Targelooth and simalltooth sawfish once
eccurred along the Texas coast but are now essentinlly extirpaled [rom the Brownsville arca (no
cbserved records of these specics in over 30 years; NMES 20104, NMFS 2010b). The ranges of
the North Atlantic right whale, Atkantic sturgcon, and shorfnose sturgeon are limaled wiihin the
action arca o the area surounding the Philadelphia origination port and the U.S. Atlantic coast.
Thus elicets to these specics would be Lhmited o 1nactive ships tows originating in Philadelphia.
The remaining species identificd in Table 1 oceur at the Bremerion, Washington origination port
or along the proposed low roules between Bremerton and Drovwnsville,

The origination port at Philadelplva s a Freshwater port, thus it is assumed all biofouling
organisms attached to the hulls of ships originating there will alse be freshwater species. As
such, biofouling speeies on ships originating in Philadelplia ave nod expeeted to survive the slow
tow through the marine environmcitt of the epen ocean, nor survive m the marine walcis present
at the Port of Brownsvilie, The survival rate of these orpanisms is expecied to be so low thal
their potential effects on listed species near Brownsville is not reasenably expected to oceur wnd
are considered disconntable. The ovigination poat al Bremeston is a marine port, se it is much
more likely (hat biofouling organisnis from this porl will be able to strvive the trip through the
miarime envivonment and to further survive upon arrival in the Porl ol Brosvnsyille.

There is some potential lor hiofouling species to become dislodged from the lowed vessel during
transit. If biofouking organisms happen o become dislodged while passing over areas with
suitable hard substrates, there is the potential o Biolouling orgaisms to be introduced to new
enviranments in which they can hecome established and prodiferate. The cxtensive hiefouling
cormmunity on the hulls of these vesscls is Hkely so heavy that dislodgment of biotouling mats
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may be relatively common. Llowever, we belicve the slow rate of movement of (those vessels
may ninimize disledgement. Presumably, a majorily of dislodgement wilk occwr exrly during the
transit when the specics and mats thal are most loosely attached wall fal1 of £ In our best
piofcssional jndgment we believe onee the imtial penod of dislodgement has occurred and the
most looscly atiached biofouters have fallen off, the remaining biofouling mats are less likely to
be dislodged. Given readily available geopraphic data in NMUS’ files, the most likely arcas
along the tow rowtes where bard substrates may be present and susceptible to biofouter
introduction would be nearshore coial reef ccorepions. The coral reet ecorcgions intersecled by
the proposed routes from Bromerton to Brownsville include the Costa Rica and Panama
Licorcgion on the Pacific coast of Panama {ihe Low route would pass through ~300 km of thas
ccarcpien), the Belize and West Caribbean Feoregion on the Athmtic coast of Panama and
northwest (~839 km}, the Bay of Campeche, Yucatan, Gulf of Mexico Ecoregion (243 ki), and
the Flower Gurden Banks, Gulf of Mexn.u ]:',Loieym} (~-14EI Eun)(l* igure 4}[\*’(:11::}1 2014).

e .n:r.nn.:.{}
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Yigure l Cm al r eef eCoregions frum {Veron 21]14] (:reéﬁ ecoregions are knnwn tn he
inhabited by ESA-listed corals. Ecoregions depicied with sirvipes will be passed through by
ane or nore transiting vessels.

To analyze the cffects of biofouling invasion on ESA-hsled species, NMFS was reguired to
make assumplions regardmg the risk of biclogical invasion and the potential for effects from
introduced biofoulmg species. The assumiptions and uncedainties important to understanding
biological invasions and the effects analysis within this letter follow below,
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Assamptions and Uncertoiniies

Inactive Navy vessels have remaincd stationary in origination poris for years without hull
cleaning, As such, the biofouling mass on inactive ships considered in ihis letter likcly represent
a elimax biofouling community fim the origination port. The following assumplions arc made
regarding the risk of biological invasion from mactive Navy vessels:

The bicfouling mass on ship hulls is representative of the biofouhing specics present
within the origination porl in lerms of both species presence and relalive abondance.

Densities, sbundance, and ncarcst-ncighbor distamees of biofouling individuals of the
same species are sullicient to support reproductive success.

The bivmass of biofouling orsanisms on long-dormant ships is more species rich and
abundimt ihan would be cxpected on active shps, providing some level of protection o
the biofouling organisms from: biotic (predation) and abiodie (physiochemical alterations)
during vessel transit due to a more sustainable microhabital ang nucroclinate,

'The extensive bictouling commugity present may be capable of supporting the transit of’
speeies incapable of divectly allaching to the boat hull themselves by their reteation
among the biofouling mauts within which they seck refuge. For the purposes of this letter,
such speeics arc included in the general lerm “biofouling” organism.

Tnactive Navy ships are likely to remain in (he water at destination ports long enough for
mobile biofouling organisms 1o relocate and lor non-mobike organisms to reproduce,
distodge naturatly, or beeome dislodged during the ship breaking processimoveiments.

(fiven (he assumptions above, inaclive Navy vesscls arc ideal vectors for the transport of
hiofouling organisms, rcpardless of species nalivily and invasiveness. The ideal nature of
inactive Navy vessels as biofouling organism transporters suggests the following assumplions
arc likcly valid regarding the potential cifects of Navy vessel transport:

Biofouling urganisms not alrcady present at the destination port that are physiologically
capable of surviving the jomeney (i.c., are successlubly introduced} and the conditions of
the destinatiion port may becomc cstablished in the pew environmoent.

Biofouling organisms alveady present at the destination porl that arc phiysiologically
capable of surviving the journcy may rceeive a reproductive boost to the destination
port’s cxisting population.

The introduction, establishment, and proliferation of biofouling invasive species may, oF
may not, affect FSA-listed speeics and the ecosystemis upon which they rely in a number
of ways including: beneficially, negligibly, adversely, and catastroplvically.

The following assumtplions arc a source of considerable uncertainty with regards to finung,
magnitude, likelihood, snd location and will be more thuroughly analyzed as part of the formal
programmatic biofogical opinion. These assumptions may lead to the expansion of the action
area Lo inclode areas beyond the ship low routes and immediate ares of the destination ports,

Given the assumption biofouting organisms capable of surviving the eccanic journey io
the destination port and the physiological conditions of the destination port may becone
csiablished, it is also assumed future ship teaffic (Federal and non-Federat) from the
destination port may disperse these ovganismis to ports worldwide. Over extremcly long
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distanices, this dispersal method is probably dominat over naturat dispersion by oceanic
CHTTCeNIS.

«  (iiven the assumption biofosling organisms capable of surviving the oecanic journey to
the destination port and the physiological condilions of the destination port may become
cslablished, it is also assumed oceanic curyents will be capable of dispersing the
planklenic life history stapes of biofouling species to new suitable habitals based on
oceant cuwrenl velocilies, and planktonic kife stage duration, survival, and densily, Bue (o
the relutively low survival and decreased density of planktonic stages over longer
durations and tunsporl dislances, the range of biofouling cxpansica by tiis method is
prestmably lower than would be expected from ihe transport of adults on fouled ship
hulls, Over shorter distances, this method of dispersal 1s probably dominant ever ship hull
{ouling dispersion.

s Biofouling organisns inay become disladged, or spawn gametes while in transit to the
destination port. If these events occur in areas conlaining switabie habitat for introduction,
cstablishment, and proliferation, biofouling organisims may be iransporied to now
locations via this incthod.

The likelihood of successful establishment ol vrganisms from saper-inocnlations, such as may
occur from a towed climax community of biofouling organizms, is much higher than would be
expected from active ships with much tess extensive biofouling, Some orgamsms transported by
inaciive Navy vessels will presnmably alrcady be present at destination ports, given Lhe lomg
history of inter-port ship trafTic within the United States. However, blofouling species’
populations that are not abuadant or well-esiablished in destination ports may receive substantial
increases in reproductive suceess from a well-estabhished moculation source. These inoculations
could shifl the biofouling community asscmblage and species composition, especially if repeated
inocufations were to oceur. The tnoenlation of a specics into a destination where that species 15
alrcady a dominant component of the bioloaling community is less Likely to result in Jong-term
subsiantizal cifects to that species, although it may recetve a lemporary increase in repreductive
success and specics abundance.

Although it can be assumed a majorily ol biofouling organisms potentially transported from
oripination ports are likely already present al destination ports piven the historical and ongoing
movement of ships between these poits, it cannof be said that all specics will alecady be present.
Despite centurics of ship traffic from common ports entering Vamcouver and Halifax, Canada,
Sylvester et al. (201 1) found significant differences between hull and harbor hiolouling
commniunities suggesting the iniroduction of now species is still a substantial nsk, Cohen and
Carlton {1998) found the number of new exolic specics being detected in the San Francisco Bay
lias increascd over the past 145 years based on raw data tabulation, which further refutes the
nolion biological invasions that will occur have aleady done se and that the risk of additional
myasive specics colonization between existing ship roules is unlikely. Between 1970 and 1995 a
non-native species has invaded the San Francisco Bay every 24 weeks, an average (Cohen and
Carkton 1993),

it is difficult to predict the geographic spread and snccesstal invasion of ccosystems for even a

single invasive specics. The vessel movements wn thas action have the potential to move hundreds
of dilTerent speeics to the Port of Brownsville, where existing biolouling communitics are not
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well studied. The potential introduction, establishment and proliferation of many known and
witknown hiofoulng species (inchsling non-invasives, noir-native invasives, and native
invasives) is impossible to accurately predict, as is their potential further spread and impaets Lo
ESA-listed species and the ecosystems upon which they depend. The elfcets of successlui
bicfouling invasions (i.c., introduction, cstablishment, and prohiferation) on ESA-listed species
may range from completely beneficial lo catastrophic, depending on 3 number of factors which
will vary depending largely on the bicfoulimg species, the ESA-histed species, and the ecosystem
irvolved. As new biolouling species beconte established in ports ever time and biofouling
communily strizciuves shift, the risk of inactive ship tows to ESA-listed speeics from invasive
species will also change,

There is a great deal of uncertainty swirounding the identity and locations ol bioloaling
organisins (both current and fature), the potential for suceessid mvastons, the potential for
biofouling orpanisms to spread beyond destination ports foliowing successful invasion, and the
impacts to ESA-lisied species, thew eritical habitats, and their ecosystems. Considering the
substaniial uncerfmnty, ussessing potenfial invasion scenarios and attempting to quantitatively or
qualitatively addvess the likelihood of such scenarios and their potential cfieet on ESA-listed
species is nearly unpossible. This issue needs to be examined lther and we hope (0 engage the
Navy in an ongoing collaborative eflon (o address uncerkanties imd concerns, The analyses and
conclusions ot this lcller, like those of much of the peer-reviewed and gray literature for invasive
species, are speculalive and incomplete. Until the field of invasion biolopy is morc thoronghty
developed for marine environments, NMIS must basc its decisions on the best available
scientific and commmercial data, even when some data and principles ol invasion biology ave
speculative or completely unknown.

T the case of the action analyzed in this fetter, there was nncortainty with regacds to an
appropriate aetion aren to consider and the potential spread of btolouting organisms duyrmg
transit and from: newly established populations al destination ports. Much of s uncertainty 1s
due to a lack of knowledge regarding specific mefouling species preseat, the physiological
inlerances and habilat reguirements of specific biofouling species, and the potential risk of
successiul mvasion and spread. NMUBS has bascd its action arca delineation, cticcts analyscs, and
conclusions on effects it decins are reasonably cectain to oceur given the hest avaitable scientific
and commercial data available and the best prolessional judgment of several biologists, The
cifcets analysis tor ESA-listed species [ollows in the sections below.

Fffects fo Cefaceans

Althougl some biefouling organisins arc capable of attaching o cetaccans, the imiled exposure
of the small nuniber of ships analyzed in this consubtation and the density ol ESA-listed
cetaccans suggest the likelihood of ESA-listed species encountering these vessels while m transit
and being inoculated with bioloulers is so unlikely as to be discountable. No ESA-Hsted
cetaceans are known to regalarly oceur in the Browasville ares and none have been recorded
within the Port of Brownsville (T, Patterson, NOAA port agent to [, Morse NMUES OPR, 15
August 2014), suggesting biological invasions within the Port of Brownsville ave also unlikely o
affect ESA-listed vetaceans to the peint of being discountable.




Effects to Sea Tunrtles

Only the green, hawksbill, Kemp's ridley, leatherback, and loggerhicad sea turtles occur within
the Brownsville vicinity and there are no recorded mslances oi’these specics ocenrring in the
heavily industrialized end of the Port of Brownsville (. Palterson, NOAA pot agent to ). Morse
NMFS OPR, 15 August 2014}, We expect that the leatherback sea turtle 15 nol hkely Lo be
adversely alfecled, as it docs not nest in the arca and is not frequently observed close Lo shore in
the Brownsville avea (B. Higgins, NMUES SEFSC, pers. comin. to f. Carduner, NMFES OPR,
August 14, 2014),

Potential direct effects to sen turtles of the inivoduction ol invasive specics that may fou! the hull
of the transported vessels may include parasitism by mvastve species, which could lead to fitness
consequenecs. Biofouling of turtle shells can also incrense drag, resulling in mereased cnergy
expendilure of sca turtles diving movement. Llowever, turtle shells are often fouled by organisms
wird the oecasional shedding of scutes lessens the impact of this fouling. The probability of direct
effects from parasitism are very low (B, Stacy, NMES OPR, pars. conun. to J. Carduner, NMFS
CPR, August 18, 2014); therefore, we have deternined the likclihood of take of sca turtles from
parasitism to be so low as to be discountable,

The miroduction of invasive specics that may foul the hull of transported vessels has the
potentizal to lend to mdirec! elfecis Lo sca turttes in the form of changes to benthic habitat and/or
changes to invertebrate prey. These effecls could resalt from invasive speeics preying upon,
ohteompcting, or smothering erganisms that may be erilical fo a sca tartle’s benthic habitat or
igod chain. The altcration of a sca tuitle’s habitat or food chain could potentially lead to
behavieral disturbanee in the form of requiring & turtle to teavel farther or coukd cause hilness
consequences if & turtle 15 unable (o leed, The hawksbill, loggerhead, and Kemp's ridley sea
turtles arc generalist feeders and it 15 unlikely additional lolouling specics wouid impact the
abilily of thesc species to locate food even if they were to co-necur with biofouling invasion
areas. Green sea Lintles ace specialist feeders and only eat seagrasses and algae as adulis. As
such, green sea turlles would be more susceptible to biofouling invaders capuble of impacting the
food web’s seagrasses imd algae snd ultimately the ereen sea turtde. However, no sea turtles,
inclnding the green sea turtle, utilize the industrizlized portton of the Port of Brownsvilie as
habitatl (3. Pattcrson, NOAA port agent to J. Morse NMFS OPR, 15 August 2014). The Port of
Brownsville is velatively isolated, occurring more than 13 miles inland i a charmel that mostly
tacks suitable substrale lor biofonling spread and invasion. There is limited evidence lo suggest
biofonking organisims are capable ol spreading from the Port of Brownsvilte to the Guif of
Mexico where sea tuitles ave more likely to oceur, Therclore, in the instance of the six ships
heing lowed in this analysis, effects to sea tutles from biclogical invasions occwring, in this arca
are nol reasonably cxpeeted to occnr and are discountable.

fffects to Fishes

The proposed action may uyerlap spattally with the ranges of scveral LSA-listed fish species,
including: steelhead (multiple FSUs); sockeye salmon {muliiple LSUs); chinook salmen
{multiple ESUs); chinm salmon (multiple ESUs); coho satman (multiple E5Us); colachon; gicen
sturgeon; Gulf stipeon; canary rockfish; yelloweye rockfish; bocaceio; scalloped hammerhead
shark {(Fasl Pacilic DPS & Southwest Atlantic DPS), Atlantic sturgeon; shorthose slurgeon;
fargetooth sawfish; and smallloolh sawiish. Therefore, in the instance of the six ships being
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towed in this anakysis, we belicve that the likelibood of an impact to these species irom
biofouling organisms associated with the proposed action 15 so unlikely as to be discountable for
one or more of the follewing reasons: 1) the ESA-histed species does not occur near the Port of
Brownsville; 2} the ESA-listed species only has the potential to encounter biofoulers in the open
acean where binloulmyg establishment is not likely; or 3) the ESA-listed specics will only
encennter ihe binfouhng organisne at the origination port, where it eceurred prior to the proposcd
action,

Effects to Invertebrates

‘The EX-USS RANGLUR, GLORGE PHILIP, JARRETT, and STDES will orignate fiom
Bremerton, Washington and will be lowed 1o Brownsville, Texas. The EX-USS GEORGL
PHILIP, JARRETT, and STDES will pass theough the Panama Canal while the EX-USS
RANGER will traveise around South America and into the Gulf of Mcxico from the cast. Table
2 identifies the ESA-Tisted corals present along these tow rottes and the estimaled time iowed
vessels will be within occupied coral ccorepions {Vigure 1) based on the proposed tow routes amld
an cstimated specd of 6 to 8 knots.

TABLE 2. Estinmted fime lowed vessels Trom Bremerton, Washington will be present within corval
ecoregions conlaining E8A-listed species based un an estimated vessel speed of 6 o 8 knots,

Time US55
Time USS JARRETT
GEOR{L Time USK S1DES will be
Time US% FHILIP will he will b within within Total thoc
RANGER wilt be  within accupicd accupled occupied lin &1k
willtin neeupied eeoreinms grarerions CCOrgLions vessels
Coral Species ceargpions {honrs) {hours) (Lours) (lours) {haurs)
Stghorncoral
{Aevaporu 88117 FER FRERtH 73903 307411
cervicoriivg — R
Elkhorn coral
(doropora palweta) 97-130 83110 d3 110 #3 11} 346—445{]
Pendvrogyra
tindnss RA-117 73-98 73-98 73-98 307411
Mycetophytiaferoy - 88117 7398 73 98 73 98 307-4i1
Orbivelfa oinniluris 97-130 B30 §3-110 83110 346 46(
CObicefia faveslma a7—130 33110 ~ 83110 83-110 34646
Cirbsicefla fivmbsi a7 130 831D 83-110 83110 346460

Biofouling organisms that dislodge while over coral reef ecoregions have some potential to land
on hard subsirates amenable to theiv introduction and become established. Given the duration of
time fowed vessels will be over coral ecoregions occupied by ESA-listed specics (betweon 307
and 460 hrs [approximately 13 to 19 days]) it is Likely somc biofouling organisms will become
dislodged from the towed wvesscls within these arcas af these times. However, the slow speed of
towed vessels and the fact most looscly attached organisms will ikely become dislodged early
diring the transit or when the vessel first reaches 1l maximum speed may nuinimize the quantity
of organisms dislodged over ESA-occupied conal reef ecoregions near the Gulf of Mexico. To
become established, bicfoaling organisms would need to dislodee from towed vessels, land on
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hard substrate, be tolerant of the physiochemical properiies of the habiiat, be abundant cnough
and in high cnough density to reproduce, and compete for resources with abready established
orgimtisims, Further, the cstablishment ot biofounling organisms on reef ecosystems does not
necessarily indicate negalive elfects o ESA-listed specics will occar. NAVSEA did not include
LiSA-listed corals mmong the list ol ESA-listed speeics and critical habitats that may be affected
by the proposed action in the Riological Fvaluation or ihe addendum to the Biological
Evaluation. With the scant information avatlable, NWMFS does nol have the information available
to veasonably predict the likelihood of these events ocewming. For the reasons ontlined above,
NMFS belicves that the limited seale of the action—one-time transil of four ships throngh these
areas—presents a low risk (discountable) of adverse effects. However, fur the programmaiic
opiniot NMFS intends ko conduct a thorough analysis of impacts to deterning whether the risk 1s
discountable with transil of multiple ships.

Effects to eritical habitat

The proposcd action may occur within ESA-listed critical habitats that have been designated for:
the Northwest Ailantic DPS of fopacrhead sca furtles (off the Southeast coast of the 1S, and in
the Gulf of Mexico); leatherback sea leriles (oft the coasts of Washington, Oregen and
California); Chinook sabmon (Puget Sound, Washinglon), chum salinon (Puget Sound), green
sturgeon {Puget Sound and U8, west coust) and Southern resident killer whales {Puget Sound).
The Addendum to the Bielegical Evalnation coucluded thal potentiat biofouling associated with
the proposed action may affcet, but is not likely to adversely affect entical habital for Northwest
Atlantic DPS loggerhead sea taniles, Teatherback sea tartles, and Southern resident killer whales,

No designated critical habitat exists in the Brownsville area, so onlty potential impacts te critical
habilal along {he tow routes were evaluated. We examined the Primary Constituent Elements
(PCEs) for all ESA-listed critical habitats occusring within the action aea to determine the
proposed action is bkely (o alfect those PCEs. It is possible for towed vessels to come into
contact with floating Sargassaw commumilies while within loggerhead critical habitat. This may
aceur along tow routes in the Guif of Mexico or off the Atlantic coast. One of the PCLs of this
habitat Lype is available prey for young lopperheads, including but not Emled o, plants,
cyanobacteria, wnd ammals endemic to the Sergassust corununity such as hydroids and
copepods. [f Sargassim communilies come in contact with biofouling organisms durhng vessel
tows, some of these fouling organisms may be dislodged and temporarily join these floating
commumitics. However, it is unlikely these orgamsms could survive and reproduce in this
environmenl because Sca-gassten communities lack the hard substrale necessary lor louling
organism settlement. Additionally, young lopgetheads are known to be genevalist, opporlunistic
omaivores (Witherington et al. 2012). Any touling organisms temporarily residing within g
Serrgrassont comniunity woukd most likely serve as an additional food source. All other PCEs of
remaining designated critical habitats that oceur along tow routes arc not likely to be affected
hecause (he proposed action would involve only the temporary movement of 8 low number of
vessels through those critical habitats, would involve passing thwough only a small portion of
designated critical habilal, or the desipaated critical habitat is within the Puget Sound arca where
the biofouling organisms associated with towed vesscis from Bremerton, Washington are already
likely to oceur.




For the reasons outlined above, we believe that the likelihood of the proposed action allering the
PCEs of Northwest Atlantic DPS loggerhead tontle, leatherback twitle, chinook salmon, chum
galmon, green sturgeon, or Southern resident killer whale critical habifats is so low as to be
discountable. Likcwise, we belicve that the likelihood of the action excluding loggerhead turtles,
leathcrback tartles, chinook salmon, chum salmon, green sturpeos, or Sonihern resident killer
whaics [vom their respective eritical habitats 18 s0 low as to be discountable.

Conciusion

After review of the proposed achon including mininnzation measures, using substantive
requirements of ESA section ¥ and using the best scientific and commercially available data, we
determiined the likelihood that a vessel strike or encounter with the tow cable will occur is so low
as to be discountable, due to the slow spoed of the tug and towed vessel in concert with the
relatively short periods that the vessels will be transiting habitats. We also determined that the
likelihomd ol 1mvasive Ibuling species establishing new populations i ihe Port of Brownsville,
those species spreading from ihe Port of Brownsville by natural or anthropogenic means, and of
those species resulting in divect or indirect effects to listed species, is 50 Jow as to be
discountable. We also detenmined that the likelihood of the tug andfor tow sinking and resulting
in poltution of the marine cavironment, and that pollution aftecting listed specics or critical
habtlats, io be s0 Tow as 1o be discountable,

As noted above, with the scant information available regarding the poteintinl estabhishment of
biofouling organisms on rcef habitat within the sction area, NMUS does not have the information
available Lo rcasonably predict the likelihood of adverse effcets to LS A-listed corals within the
Gull ol Mexico. However, lor the reasons outlmed above, NMFEFS belicves that the limited seale
of the action—one-thne transit of four ships through these areas—presents a low rigk
{discountable) of adverse effects. It is anticipated the action arex evaluated during the
programmatic forial consultation wil be cxpanded and a more thoreugh evaluation of potential
eflects to ESA-listed corals will be performed (o determine whether the risk is discountablc with
transit of multiple ships, O ihe ESA-listed corals comsidered in this leller, only the staghorn
{Acropora cervicornis) and elkhorn (4. palmata) covals currently have take prolmbilions,

NMPFS also delermined critical habitat would not likely be adversely aficeted.

The incidental take of hisied species associated with this action, meluding behavioral harassment,
injury, or mostality, is not anticipated nor exernpted; thus, if take occwrs as a result of the action,
the U8, Navy Naval Sca Systems Command must imunediately contact the NMES Office of
Protected Resources Interagency Cooperation Division to develop and implenient nitigation to
avoid addilional take ot indtiate formal consaltation in accordance with LSA scction 7(a)2).

NMFS believes the tssue of invasive species transier is important (o the health of aquabic
ecosystems. As such, we are mierested 1 fostering a coblaborative relationship wath the Navy (o
address many of the uncertainties regarding the spread of biofouling invasives, their impacts to
LiSA-listed specics, and their impact to the ecosystems upon which ESA-listed species depend.
We also belicve this issue warrants consideration of an Lisscntial Fish Habitat consultation with
NMFS ind ESA consullation with the 118, Fish and Wildlifc Scrvice. Pleasc dircet questions




regarding this letter io Dr., John Morse, NMFS Office of Protected Resources, at (301) 427-8413
of john.t.morse @nosza.gov,

Sincerely,

%5/%&7

Donna S. Wieting
Dhirector
Oifice of Protected Resources

Attachments:

L. 1.5, Navy Naval Sea Systems Comunzand Inactive Ships Office reqguest for concurrence, 0B
July 2014

2. Minimization measures to reduce the poteniial for vessel sirike

3. Di.A Disposition Services Invitation for Bid
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West Ceast 1o East Coast Major Transit

Date: 25 July 2014 Data Source; DOX, PSR Coordinate System: Wsb Karcelor, WE584
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Figure 1. Transit routes from Bremerton, Washington to the Gulf of Mexico, Nat alf ariginatian and

destination ports are part of the action analyzed n this latter.
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Figure 2. Transit routes to Brownsville, Texas for vesses arriving from Bremerton, Washington, Not all
origination and destination parts are part of the action analyzed in this letter,
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Figure 3. Transit routes from Philadelphia, Pennsylvania to Brownsville, Texas. Not all origination and
destination ports ave part of the action analyzed in this letter.
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