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Executive Summary

Background

A substantial portion of Great Lakes shipping involves “bulk dry cargos”: principally limestone,
iron ore, and coal, but also lesser quantities of other substances like cement and salt. During
ship loading or unloading operations, small portions of these cargos often fall on ship decks or
within ship unloading tunnels. This fallen dry cargo residue (DCR) can contaminate other
cargos or pose safety risks to crew members. Traditionally, Great Lakes shippers have managed
DCR by periodically washing both the deck and cargo unloading tunnels with water in a
practice commonly known as “cargo sweeping.” In order to reduce costs and minimize in-port
time, ships typically conduct this cargo sweeping underway while transiting between ports,
and the water and DCR together is washed off the ship and into the lake. Based on voluntary
industry recordkeeping, the amount swept annually is small compared to the total amount of
cargo transported (approximately 500 tons compared to 165 million tons transported).

Even though the reported amounts of DCR swept are relatively small, there is the potential for
it to affect important resources within the Great Lakes. The U.S. Coast Guard currently
regulates DCR sweepings under an Interim Enforcement Policy (IEP) issued in 1993 and
authorized by Congress since 1998.

Purpose and Need

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to regulate nonhazardous, nontoxic DCR sweeping from
vessels in the Great Lakes that fall under the jurisdiction of the United States. Congress has
given the Coast Guard the permanent authority to issue regulations governing the sweeping of
DCR in the Great Lakes, notwithstanding any other law. Future regulation must comply with
the Coast Guard and Maritime Transportation Act (CGMTA) of 2004, Public Law 108-293, § 623.
The CGMTA provides that Congressional authorization of Coast Guard’s current IEP will
expire September 30, 2008, but grants the Coast Guard permanent authority to promulgate
regulations governing the sweeping of dry cargo residue to the Great Lakes. The proposed
action would fulfill the Coast Guard’s need to provide regulations. Since regulations for DCR
could have an impact on the human environment, this Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) has been prepared in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

In exercising its authority, the Coast Guard seeks a balance between protecting the environment
and facilitating commerce on the Great Lakes. This premise guided us to identify alternatives
that meet the Purpose and Need.

Alternatives

The following five alternatives meet the Purpose and Need and are evaluated in detail in the
DEIS.
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Alternative 1—No Action

The No Action alternative is required by NEPA to form the basis of a comparison for other
alternatives. Under the No Action alternative, the Coast Guard would not issue new
regulations, and the IEP would expire in September 2008. After that date, existing laws and
regulations banning all DCR sweeping would be enforced. DCR would not be allowed to be
swept into waters of the Great Lakes; rather, it would have to be disposed of on land or added
to the cargo hold.

For this DEIS, the No Action Alternative is unusual in that “no action” would allow the IEP to
expire thereby prohibiting the discharge of any DCR sweeping. In other words, the No Action
Alternative does not represent the current baseline conditions.

Alternative 2—Proposed Action (IEP as Coast Guard Regulation with
Recordkeeping)—Coast Guard Preferred Alternative

The Proposed Action would continue current dry cargo sweeping practices, in accordance with
the IEP. The alternative would also call for mandatory recordkeeping so that the CG could
glean additional information about the practice of sweeping DCR. This information may be
used for potential future regulations governing the sweeping of DCR.

Alternative 3—Proposed Action with Modified Exclusion Areas

This alternative consists of the Proposed Action plus modified exclusion areas. This would
modify certain discharge areas currently allowed in the Great Lake by preventing DCR
sweeping into environmentally sensitive areas. The alternative also includes several
modifications to resolve inconsistencies in the IEP.

Alternative 4—Proposed Action with DCR Control Measures on Ships

In addition to provisions in the Proposed Action, this alternative would require structural,
mechanical, and operational changes on ships to reduce the amount of DCR swept.

Alternative 5—Proposed Action with Shoreside DCR Control Measures

This alternative is similar to Alternative 4 except that it would require shoreside measures at
ports to reduce the amount of DCR swept.

Each of these alternatives was developed and analyzed in terms of engineering conceptual
design, operation, and estimated construction costs.

Affected Environment

The sweeping of DCR in the Great Lakes has been occurring for a century, and the existing
conditions in the Great Lakes reflect the environmental impacts of the practice. An extensive
literature review and site-specific investigation was conducted in order to define the existing
conditions and predict impacts from each alternative. The investigations included chemical,
physical, and toxicological analyses of the primary DCR types, detailed mapping of the Lake
bottom in areas of historical DCR deposits, sampling and analysis of the Lake bottom in areas of
DCR deposition and comparable reference areas, mathematical modeling and laboratory
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analyses of water quality, including nutrient enrichment and laboratory studies to determine
the affinity of invasive mussel species for DCR. The evaluation revealed possible adverse
impacts in the areas of sediment quality, water quality, biological resources, and
socioeconomics.

Environmental Consequences

Environmental Consequences of Current Practices

The environmental consequences, or impacts, were determined by comparing the elements of
each alternative to the existing conditions found in the Lakes. This process is normally a forecast
or prediction for most EISs because the proposed action has yet to occur. However, the impact
prediction process was aided for this DEIS because DCR has been swept for over a century, and
impacts could be measured; thus all impacts are considered long-term. The impacts on
environmental resources of any of the “action alternatives” (Alternatives 2 through 5) would
not change existing conditions in the short term.

The impacts are not considered significant based on comparison to significance criteria and
thresholds in the following five resource areas:

e Physical Structure of the Sediment. Sampling, mathematical simulations, and review of
the scientific literature revealed that in historically higher-intensity DCR discharge areas
there is a minor indirect adverse effect on the physical characteristics of the Lake bottom
sediment, as indicated by a greater relative amount of larger-size particles than in
comparable reference areas. The effect is not expected to change the benthic community of
species and thus is not considered a significant impact.

¢ Benthic Community Structure. There was no direct evidence of DCR effects on the benthic
community. However, it is possible that a change of the sediment physical structure could
cause a small and localized shift in the relative abundance of the native species inhabiting
the sediment. This is considered an insignificant (minor) adverse impact.

e Invasive Species. Invasive mussel species were observed in vessel track lines as well as
comparable reference areas. There was the concern that DCR sweeping could contribute to
the abundance and spread of zebra and quagga mussels because the substrate could gain
additional hard surfaces due to certain types of sweepings. Invasive mussel species may
have a preference to attach and create a habitat in hard-substrate environments. Laboratory
studies revealed that invasive mussel species had an attachment affinity for DCR mixed
with native sediments. The increased attachment, compared to native soft sediments, was
more pronounced at the highest DCR densities estimated. Thus in areas of limited DCR
sweeping, attachment preference would not be expected. If attachment surface, or substrate,
is the limiting factor, the addition of DCR to the substrate could result in increased mussel
density and distribution. Mussel densities in Lakes Erie and Ontario are already high, and
continued sweeping of DCR is not expected to affect or exacerbate the populations in these
Lakes. Other environmental factors for mussels, such as temperature, depth, and calcium
concentrations prevent the establishment of invasive-mussel populations in Lake Superior.
Based on our best knowledge at this time, the continued sweeping of DCR could have a
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minor indirect adverse impact by increasing invasive mussel species habitat in Lakes
Michigan and Huron.

o Protected and Sensitive Areas. Currently, DCR sweeping is allowed in some protected and
sensitive areas. The criteria established for significance recognized that any sweeping into
protected and sensitive areas would result in direct insignificant (minor) adverse impact on
protected and sensitive areas from the ongoing practices.

e Socioeconomic Resources. Based on current practices, there are no impacts from DCR
sweeping on Great Lakes dry bulk shipping, industries that directly depend on that
shipping, shipping lanes, port facilities, commercial or recreational fishing, or
environmental justice (low-income or minority populations).

Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

The consequences, or impacts, of Alternative 2—Proposed Action (IEP with Recordkeeping)
are considered the same as those described for current practices, since a similar DCR sweeping
scenario has occurred in the Great Lakes for over a century, and with the IEP in place since
1993. The addition of recordkeeping would provide an incentive for vessel operators to pay
attention to sweeping location and “good housekeeping” practices. This would lessen sweeping
into areas where DCR sweeping is prohibited, which would in turn lessen the degree of impact,
but the reduction is difficult to quantify. Socioeconomic impacts would be the negligible costs to
shipping industry for mandatory recordkeeping.

The impacts of Alternative 3—Proposed Action with Modified Exclusion Areas on sediment
physical structure, benthic community structure, and invasive species would be the same as
those for the Proposed Action. There would be reduced, but not eliminated, sweeping into
sensitive and protected areas under Alternative 3; thus the impact would be less than that for
the Proposed Action but still considered an insignificant (minor) impact. The socioeconomic
impact on shipping could be minor (insignificant impact) if vessels had to go out of their way to
get to an area where they could sweep. There would be no impact to other socioeconomic
resources.

The reduction in DCR sweepings from Alternative 4— Proposed Action with DCR Control
Measures on Ships was estimated by comparing the average amount of DCR swept from
newer vessels (presumed to have some control measures) to the average DCR sweepings from
all vessels. The comparison revealed that there could be as much as 40 percent reduction in
DCR sweepings by using control measures (identified in Appendix E), although this estimate is
highly uncertain due to a lack of information. Alternative 4 would reduce the impacts to
sediment physical structure, benthic community structure, and invasive species because less
DCR would be swept. Since the reduction in impacts cannot be accurately quantified, the level
of impact on these resources for the two alternatives is predicted to be insignificant (minor). The
socioeconomic impact on shipping could be a minor cost (insignificant impact) to vessels that
did not already have control measures.

The estimated reduction of DCR sweeping is even more uncertain for Alternative 5— Proposed
Action with Shoreside DCR Control Measures. Lacking any reliable estimate of reduction

under Alternative 5, the impacts are predicted to be insignificant (minor) and similar to those of
the proposed action and Alternative 4 (insignificant impact). The socioeconomic impact on port







