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Executive Summary # 22w ——.

Purpose

The Puget Sound Water Quality Action Team has a legislative mandate to coordinate
local, state and federal action to protect and restore the health of Puget Sound. Aquatic
nuisance species have been identified by the Action Team for priority attention during
the 1999-2001 state biennium (Puget Sound Water Quality Work Plan), Ballast water is
a significant pathway for the introduction of nonindigenous species to ports around
the world and, potentially, to Puget Sound.

During the year 2000, the Action Team will prepare a new program on aquatic nui-
sance species for the Puget Sound Water Quality Management Plan. One use of this
report will be to help the Action Team consider how to address ballast water in the
aquatic nuisance species program. There are already a number of federal and regional
programs int place to address ballast water. The Action Team will coordinate with those
programs, and with stakeholders, to determine an appropriate approach to ballast
water in the management plan and any immediate steps the Action Team should take
regarding ballast water.

This report summarizes current shipping trends and ballast water practices in the
Puget Sound/Georgia Basin area as well as ballast water exchange programs on the
Pacific coast. In addition, the report outlines a series of institutional, operational,
oceanographic and biclogical considerations for locating alternative zones for ballast
water exchange for vessels entering the Strait of Juan de Fuca. Existing information
and management gaps are identified and possible directions are proposed. These find-
ings will be made available to the Puget Sound/Georgia Basin Task Force, the Pacific
Ballast Water Group and other interested parties for further consideration.

Findings |
Ship’s ballast water is a vector for the transport of aquatic species (Carlton and Geller,
1993}. Transport of ballast water among the ports of the world has resulted in the

introduction and establishment of numerous nonindigenous species. Many of these
species have caused large-scale economic damage and ecological change.

The International Maritime Organization has published guidelines for ballast water
management and is drafting an international treaty to address the ballast water issue.
The Nonindigenous Aquatic Nuisance Prevention and Control Act of 1990, the
National Invasive Species Act (NISA) of 1996 and Executive Order 13,122 address the
issue of nonindigenous aquatic nuisance species—including the issue of ballast
water—at the national level. Current U.S. Coast Guard regulations encourage ships to
voluntarily exchange their ballast water in the open ocean (at least 200 miles from
shore and in waters at least 2,000 m deep) in order to minimize species introductions
(64 Fed. Reg. 26672 (May 17, 1999)).

Executive Summary..t
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2. Executive Summary

However, there are important exceptions to the current government programs, Coast
Guard regulations for implementing NISA requirements only apply to vessels entering
the Exclusive Economic Zone. Vessels engaged in coastwise trade are not subject to the
Coast Guard regulations and do not usually reach the open ocean during their travels.
Also, some intercoastal vessels are unable to exchange ballast water in the open ocean
due to the danger caused by high seas.

In order to determine the risk posed by ballast water, this study evaluates regional
shipping patterns. Puget Sound shipping data for 1998 was provided by the Puget
Sound Steamship Operators Association. Georgia Basin shipping data was obtained
from the Port of Vancouver. Based on these summaries, it is clear that coastwise trade
represents a significant portion of Puget Sound shipping:

1998 Puget Sound Shipping Data

Puget Sound ports received 3,861 vessel calls in 1998,

* Japan was the most common last port of call, followed by California, Alaska and
Washington. :

¢ Of all ships arriving in Puget Sound, 17 percent represented a high probability of
ballast water discharge.
Of these 17 percent, 73 percent of the vessels were engaged in coastwise trade.

*» The ballast water capacity of the vessels with a high probability of ballast water dis-
charge was estimated at 9.4 million metric tons, or 25,800 metric tons per day.

* Bulk and tanker vessels accounted for over 90 percent of the ballast water dis-
charged.

+ The U.S, Coast Guard and the Puget Sound Steamship Operators Association have
voluntary ballast water exchange programs in place for Puget Sound.

1998 British Columbia Shipping Data

* Summary data for Georgia Basin ports does not exist.
* The Port of Vancouver is the major Georgia Basin port.
* The Port of Vancouver received 2,743 vessel calls in 1998,
* Japan is Vancouver’s most common trading partner (by tonnage), followed by South
Korea, China, Taiwan and Brazil.
* Vancouver is primarily an export port, receiving 5.5 million tons of inbound cargo
. and dispatching 62 million tons of outbound cargo.
* By tonnage, 84 percent of Vancouver's cargo is bulk cargo.
* The Port of Vancouver has a mandatory ballast water exchange program in place.

Currently, the only widely available solution to the ballast water problem is open-
ocean exchange. However, experts generally agree that it is only a short-term solution.
Identifying alternative discharge zones for vessels that cannot conduct open-ocean
exchanges is a possible intermediate solution for ballast water management. The long-
term solutioriis to treat ballast water onboard or onshore. A combination of treatment
and exchange could be tailored to specific circumstances.

The oceanography of Puget Sound, the Strait of Juan de Fuca and the Washington coast
is complex and changes over time. Drift card studies can be used to determine how
surface currents behave and, therefore, how organisms released in ballast water are
likely to be transported. Drift card studies in the Pacific Northwest region showed that
material released in Puget Sound and the Strait of Juan de Fuca had a higher recovery
rate on shore than material released off the coast of Washington. Drift card studies also
identified several prominent eddies in the eastern Strait of Juan de Fuca. Two promi-
nent patterns emerged from these studies. Approximately three quarters of the recov-
eries were made on northern shores and one quarter were made on southern shores.
Nearly haif of the recoveries were made in three specific locations: Victoria, the San
Juan Islands and Dungeness Spit.
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In Washington, there are numerous biologically sensitive areas that could be harmed
by nonindigenous species. Carlton et al. (1995) define sensitive coastal areas as
“restricted sites where great value (environmental, social, aesthetic, economic or oth-
erwise) is placed on maintaining resources as they are, and where focused distur-
bances could easily and radically alter those values.” Sensitive areas on the Washington
coast include aquaculture sites, regions of naturally productive finfish and/or shellfish
fisheries, marine protected areas and endangered species habitat.

Several West Coast ballast water exchange programs are currently in place. The Port of
Vancouver has a mandatory ballast water exchange policy for vessels arriving from any
foreign ports, except those along the Pacific coast north of Cape Mendocino, California.
The U.S. Coast Guard promotes a voluntary ballast water exchange program that asks
ships to exchange ballast water 25 nautical miles from shore while engaged in coastwise
trade. The Puget Sound Steamship Operators Association has recommended that its
members comply with the Coast Guard program. Recently, the Port of Oakland,
California adopted a ballast water exchange program modeled on the Port of Vancouver
policy. In October 1999, the State of California legislature enacted a statewide mandato-
ry ballast water exchange program that became effective January 1, 2000,

In 1998, 54 percent of vessels entering Puget Sound were engaged in coastwise trade
and most likely could not conduct an open-ocean exchange of their ballast water. In
order to fill this regulatory gap, some industry groups and ports are establishing alter-
native exchange locations. Alternative zones for ballast water exchange are areas that,
due to oceanographic characteristics, provide a lower risk of species introduction even
though they are located nearshore.

Based on literature review and expert interviews, the following considerations for sit-
ing alternative zones for ballast water exchange were identified:

Institutional:

* Conformity with existing laws and agreements

* Location of military or restricted areas

Operational:

* Safety of vessel and crew

* Location of trade routes and shipping lanes

* Time required to complete ballast water exchange

Oceanographic;

* Regional circulation patterns

* Variability

* Localized circuiation patterns

Biological: -

* Location of sensitive biological areas (aquaculture, fisheries, marine protected areas
and endangered species habitat)

Although the selection of alternative ballast water exchange zones will partially fill the

" management gaps in the current system, it seems clear that ballast water exchange will
continue to be only an interim solution. The ultimate direction of ballast water man-
agement nonetheless remains ballast water treatment, either on board the vessel or on
shore. Based on these conclusions, there are several opportunities for continued work
or study that merit further investigation or discussion, including the following:

*+ Continue and improve coordination among participants in West Coast ballast water
management including British Columbia and Alaska,

* Investigate the suitability of alternative ballast water exchange zones that are
already in use.

* Investigate alternative ballast water exchange zones for vessels entering Puget
Sound.

Executive Summary..3
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4. .Executive Summary

Encourage the use of best management practices to reduce the probability of
organism uptake during ballasting,

Encourage the use of onboard or onshore treatment of ballast water as the next,
most appropriate step in ballast water management.

Use the Coast Guard/Smithsonian Environmental Research Center database to
assess the risk and effectiveness of the current management regime.

Investigate ballast water and shipping patterns for vessels engaged in coastwise
trade.

Encourage additional research on issues including; treatment technology, shipping
patterns and behavior of ballast water once it is discharged,

Investigate the use of a matrix to evaluate vessel risk based on individual vessel
characteristics, ports of origin and other risk criteria.
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Introduction

Purpose

The Puget Sound/Georgia Basin Task Force and the Puget Sound Water Quality Action
Team have identified the introduction of nonindigenous species as a significant threat
to the biological health and integrity of the shared marine waters of Washington and
British Columbia. A top priority for both groups is to ensure that intreductions to the
shared waters are minimized. Ballast water is a pathway of significant concern for the
introduction of nonindigenous species. :

This report summarizes current Puget Sound/Georgia Basin shipping trends and bal-
last water practices, as well as the existing local ballast water exchange programs on
the Pacific coast. In addition, this report outlines a series of institutional, operational,
oceanographic and biological considerations for locating alternative zones for ballast
water exchange for vessels entering the Strait of Juan de Fuca. Existing information
and management gaps are identified and possible directions are proposed. These find-
ings will be made available to the Puget Sound/Georgia Basin Task Force, the Pacific
Ballast Water Group and other interested parties for further consideration.

Background

Ship’s ballast water is a vector for the transport of aquatic species (Carlton and Geller,
1993).The transport of ballast water among the ports of the world has resulted in the
introduction and establishment of nummerous nonindigenous species. These non-
indigenous species have resulted in large-scale economic and ecological impacts. For
example, the ballast water introduction of the zebra mussel into the Great Lakes has
resulted in costs totaling $5 billion annually (Pimentel et al., 1999). Equally alarming is
the negative effect that the population explosion of the zebra mussel has had on the
ecology of the Great Lakes, thereby impacting numeropus native species.

Current United States Coast Guard regulations encourage voluntary exchange of bal-
last water in the open ocean (at least 200 miles from shore and in waters at least 2,000
meters deep) in order to minimize ballast water introductions (Interim regulations
implementing National Invasive Species Act (NISA) of 1996 issued by the U.5. Coast
Guard. 64 Fed. Reg. 26672 (May 17, 1999)). However, vessels engaged in coastwise trade
do not usually reach the open ocean during their travels between coastal ports. In
addition, some vessels encounter high seas, which can make open-ocean ballast water
exchange dangerous. Some industry groups and ports are establishing alternative
exchange locations closer to shore that, due to oceanographic characteristics, provide
a lower risk of species introduction despite their location closer to shore. For example,
members of the Puget Sound Steamship Operators Association (PSSOA) that are
involved in coastwise trade voluntarily exchange their ballast water 25 miles offshore,
rather than in port.

Introduction..s
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The question of how to manage the risk associated with vessels that are unable to
complete an open-ocean exchange has risen to the forefront of the ballast water issue.
In order to address this emerging concern, resgurce managers need additional infor-
mation about the institutional, operational, oceanographic and biological dimensions
of the ballast water problem.

What is Ballast Water?

“Ballast is any solid or liquid placed in a ship to increase the draft, to change the trim,
to regulate the stability, or to maintain stress loads within acceptable limits” {National
Research Council, 1996). Generally, ships carry ballast when they are not fully loaded
with cargo in order to lower the vessel in the water, increasing stability and vessel safe-
ty. However, vessels may also take on ballast to aid in propulsive efficiency or maneu-
verability, to compensate for consumption of drinking water or fuel, to provide for
increased comnfort at sea under unfavorable weather conditions or to clean the decks
or holds (Carlton et al., 1995).

When vessels ballast, they take on water by pump or gravitation. The ballast water that
is taken on board is the water surrounding the vessel. Ballast intakes are located sever-
al meters below the water line and are covered by a grate or strainer, usually with
openings of 1.0 to 1.5 cm in diameter. Often these grates are rusted, resulting in larger
diameter openings. Organisms or sediments that are suspended in the surrounding
water and are smaller than the holes on the ballast intake grate will also be taken on
board during ballasting (Carlton et al., 1995).

Suspended sediments that are taken on board during ballasting settle out during a
voyage and accumulate in the ballast tanks of vessels. Accumulated sediments can
harbor nonindigenous species, such as the resting cysts of toxic dinoflagellates, which '
cause red tides. Ballast sediments are difficult to remove during normal ballast opera-
tions because baltast pumps usuaily are not able to remove all of the ballast water on
board. The amount of unpumpable ballast water varies among vessel types. Weathers
and Reeves (1996) report that vessels claiming to have only unpumpable ballast on
board were carrying an average of 157.7 metric tons of water and sediments. Of 343
cargo vessels sampled in Australia, at least 65 percent “were carrying significant
amounts of sediment on the bottom of their ballast tanks” {Hallegraeff and Bolch,
1992).

During a voyage and in port, vessels routinely deballast (remove water from the vessel
by pump or gravitation) and reballast (take water back into the vessel after debalfast-
ing). During a voyage, a vessel may deballast and/or reballast to compensate for densi-
ty changes in the surrounding water, to avoid ballast water freezing, to compensate for
internal condensation, to modify fuel temperature, to increase speed in calim seas
where less ballast is necessary, to discharge polluted water or to flush out accumulated
ballast sediments (Carlton et al., 1995). In port it is customary to ballast in order to
increase vessel draft and therefore aliow the vessel to fit under bridges or cranes. It is
also common for vessels to continuously deballast and reballast during cargo loading
and unloading in order to maintain stability (NRC, 1996},

Why is Ballast Water a Probiem?

As described above, organisms that are present in the surrounding water and are large
enough to fit through the ballast intake grate will likely be taken on board during bal-
lasting. As time passes after ballasting species richness in ballast tanks decreases due
to organisms dying. However, many organisms can survive for weeks or even months
inside ballast tanks (Chu et al., 1997). Carlton and Geller (1993) sampled ballast water
from 159 vessels arriving in Coos Bay, Oregon from Japanese ports. They found 367
taxa, representing all major marine habitat and trophic groups, leading the authors to
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state that “ballast water... acts as a phyletically and ecologically nonselective transport
vector.” Similarly, Chu et al. (1997) sampled twelve container ships arriving in Hong
Kong from ports on both sides of the Pacific. At least 81 species were found, represent-
ing most major marine taxonomic groups. Among the most numerous organisms
transported were diatoms, dinoflagellates, algae, seagrasses and zooplankton (primari-
ly planktonic organisms, as well as larvae).

Not all of the species released into a hew environment become established. The
requirements for species establishment are not well understood and they vary from
species to species. Common factors that contribute to species establishment include
the rate of introduction, the life stage at which species are released and the conditions
of the new environment. According to Carlton (1996), “a vessel may move a species
between two ports for 100 years, and then the species ‘takes’ |[becomes established] in
the 101st year.” For example, it is likely that the zebra mussel, Dreissena polymorpha,
was released in the Great Lakes region for decades before it was discovered living there
in the late 1980s. Since then, the zebra mussel has experienced a population explosion
in the Great Lakes and has spread to many of the fresh water systems east of the Rocky
Mountains. '

It is difficult to prove whether specific species were introduced and became estab-
lished due to the release of ballast water. There are numerous other pathways for the
introduction of nonindigenous aquatic species including ship hull fouling or boring,
aquaculture, live bait, the packaging associated with shipments of aquaculture or live
bait, movement of recreational boats, shipment of live seafood, releases from scientific
or research institutions, public and private aquaria, biological control releases, plant-
ings for marsh restoration or erosion control and disposal of dredge spoils (Cohen and
Carlton, 1995 and Carlton, 1994}. By eliminating the possibility of intreduction via
other possible pathways, researchers have determined that some introductions are
likely the result of ballast water transport. In San Francisco Bay alone, 27 species were
probably introduced via ballast water and another 60 species are possible ballast water
introductions, totaling 87 species or 37 percent of the known San Francisco Bay intro-
ductions {Cohen, 1998).

Invasions due to ballast water appear to be increasing in frequency. Cohen and Carlton
(1998) found that about half of all invasions of San Francisco Bay in a 145-year period
were reported in the last 35 years, which equates to a new species every 14 weeks from
1961 to 1995. Similarly, Puget Sound has 52 documented nonindigenous species and
the percentage of these that are probably due to ballast water has increased over time
{Cohen et al., 1998).

What are the Effects of Nonindigenous Species?

The establishment of a nonindigenous species does not necessarily result in serious
negative consequences. Many species have been introduced intentionally and have
become highly beneficial. For example, the Japanese oyster, Crassostrea gigas, was
imported to the Pacific Northwest in the early 1900s. In 1993, sales value of this aqua-
culture species in Washington were estimated at nearly $17 million and in British
Columbia at over $4 million Canadian. Although there were negative effects associated
with the accidental introduction of species inadvertently shipped with the oyster spat,
currently there are few negative impacts of the Japanese oyster (Elston, 1997).

It cannot even be said that those species that have been accidentally introduced are uni-
versally detrimental to the native ecosystem. The Manila clam, Venerupis philippinarum,
is an example of a nonindigenous species that was accidentally introduced in shipments
of Japanese oyster spat and that is now a major aquaculture species. The 1993 sales value
of the Manila clam industry in Washington was estimated at over $11 million and there
are no known negative effects of this introduced species (Elston, 1997).

mtroduction.?
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8. Introduction

However, there are numerous nonindigenous species that have become aquatic nuisance
species (ANS) after becoming established in a new environment. Their introduction is
extracting an increasing cost from the economy, the environment and human health.

Economic effects: The prime example of an ANS that is also a probable ballast water
introduction is the zebra mussel, Dreissena polymorpha. The first North American
sighting of the mussel was in Canada at Lake St. Clair in 1988. From Lake St. Clair, the
zebra mussel spread throughout the Great Lakes and then into the river systems of the
eastern United States, most probably by attaching to boats navigating these areas
(USGS website). Zebra mussels colonize water supply pipes for hydroelectric and
nuclear power plants, public water supply plants, and industrial facilities, resulting in
reduced flow through these pipes. Zebra mussel densities were as high as 700,000 per
square meter at one Michigan power plant. Both recreational and commercial ships
must contend with the increased drag from attached mussels, Small mussels can inter-
fere with engine cooling systems causing overheating and damage. Navigational buoys
have sunk due to the excess weight of attached mussels. Prolonged zebra mussel
attachment can cause disintegration of dock pilings and corrosion of steet and con-
crete resulting in decreased structural integrity (IISGS website).

The costs associated with zebra mussel damage and control in the United States are
projected to reach $5 billion per year by the year 2000 (Pimentel et al., 1999). The
annual cost associated with all identified nonindigenous species in the United States is 7
estimated at over $138 billion. This estimate does not include the effects of species
extinction, losses in biodiversity, ecosystem functions, and aesthetics, which are diffi-
cult to measure monetarily (Pimental et al., 1999).

Environmental effects: The ecological effects of nonindigenous aquatic nuisance
species are substantial. Second only to habitat loss and degradation as a threat to bio-
diversity, competition with and predation by “alien” species affects 49 percent of
imperiled species in the United States (Wilcove et al., 1998). About 42 percent of the
species listed as threatened or endangered under the Endangered Species Act of 1973
are at risk primarily because of nonindigenous species (Pimental et al., 1999). Due to
the effects of ballast water mediated introductions of nonindigenous species, Carlton
and Geller (1993) suggest that “...bays, estuaries, and inland waters with deep water
ports—marine analogs of despoiled, highly invaded oceanic islands—may be among
the most threatened ecosystems on the planet.”

Zebra mussels, for example, can dramatically alter the ecosystem by eliminating native
mussels and filtering out phytoplankton, therefore altering the food web and decreas-
ing populations of economically or ecologically important species. Although there is
litle currently known regarding the effect of the zebra mussels in the Great Lakes on
native mussel populations, evidence from Europe suggests that there is the potential
for zebra mussels to severely impact the feeding, growth, locomotion, respiration and
reproduction of native mussel populations. Zebra mussels are detrimental to native
mussels primarily because they prefer to attach to live native mussels, and they do so
at very high densities, sometimes tripling or quadrupling a native mussel’s own weight.
Since zebra mussels are filter feeders, they have caused a dramatic improvement in
water clarity in the Great Lakes, resulting in both positive and negative effects. The
increase in water clarity allows more light to penetrate to the lake bottom, ¢ausing an
increase in plant growth. The plants can serve as nurseries for some species of fish.
However, by reducing phytoplankton, the zebra mussel is effectively removing a major
base of the food web, which can result in drastic changes in food web dynamics (USGS
website; WA State ANS Management Plan, 1998).

Human health effects: Nonindigenous species can also impact human health. Ballast
water can be a vehicle for the transmission of the epidemic Cholera bacterium, Vibrio
cholerae (McCarthy and Khambaty, 1994). Ballast water and sediments can also harbor
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toxic dinoflagellates, the organisms that cause paralytic shellfish poisoning (PSP)
(Hallegraeff, 1998). PSP has a 15 percent mortality rate and results from consumption
of shellfish contaminated with alkaloid toxins from 11 species of plankton dinoflagel-
lates. Many dinoflagellates produce a resistant stage, called a resting cyst, in response
to unfavorable conditions. These cysts settle out of the water column and into bottom
sediments and are very resistant to changes in environmental conditions. Once condi-
tions improve, the organisms germinate. Viable toxic dinoflagellate cysts have been
documented in ballast water sediments and, in several cases, ballast water is the prob-
able pathway for the introduction of nonindigenous dinoflagellates (Hallegraeff, 1998).
Dinoflagellate cysts are difficult to manage because the volume of ballast water trans-
ported is not necessarily the best risk indicator and ballast water exchange is only par-
tially effective at removing cysts because it only partially removes the sediments con-
taining cysts (Hallegraeff, 1998). Treatment with heat is a promising method for man-
aging dinoflagellate cysts, however, the temperature and duration of heating that

appears to result in cyst mortality does not effectively kill Vibrio cholerae {Hallegraeff,
1998). .

Assumptions

Ballast water can originate from either a freshwater, marine or estuarine environment.
The salinity, and thus the density, of the ballast water depends upon the type of system
from which the water originates. Once ballast water is released, its density affects its
position in the water column and, therefore, which currents control the movement of
the water and the organisms contained in that water. Ideally, the origin and salinity of
ballast water, as well as the salinity along the water column, is known before release,
enabling predictions of the fate of the released organisms. However, the origin of bal-
last water is not often known because the last port of call is not a good indicator
(Carlton et al,, 1995). The conclusions in this report are based on the assumption that
discharged ballast remains in or near the surface layer. A more comprehensive, three-
year study of the dispersion of organisms released in ballast water in the Strait of Juan
de Fuca is being conducted by Dr. Colin Levings and Dr. Mike Foreman at the
Department of Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO).

Introduction.9
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The Current State of Affairs

The issue of ballast water management brings together different sets of interest groups
and represents an intersection between different academic disciplines. The primary
dimensions of the ballast water problem identified here are institutional, operational,
oceanographic and biological. In order to understand and effectively address the bal-
last water problem, descriptions of these four primary dimensions follow.

Institutional Structure

The institutional response to the ballast water problem has occurred at multiple levels
of government and through several varieties of non-governmental organizations.
Institutional responses that affect the state of Washington are described below, The
major parties are summarized in Table 1 and more complete discussion of these par-
ties and the laws that govern the ballast water issue can be found in Appendix A.

Internationally, the major participant in the ballast water issue is the International
Maritime Organization (IMO). The IMO published “Guidelines for the Control and
Management of Ship’s Ballast Water to Minimize the Transfer of Harmful Aquatic
Organisms and Pathogens” in 1997 and the Marine Environment Protection
Committee of the IMQ is currently working on developing an international treaty to
address the ballast water problem.

Nationally, the United States has two laws that specifically address the ballast water
issue: the Nonindigenous Aquatic Nuisance Prevention and Control Act (NANPCA) of
1990 and the National Invasive Species Act (NISA) of 1996. These acts created the
Aquatic Nujsance Species Task Force and authorized the creation of regional panels of
the task force, such as the Western Regional Panel, to encourage and coordinate aquat-
ic nuisance species efforts at the national and regional levels. More recently, Executive
Order 13,112, issued in February of 1999, addresses the invasive species issue as a
whole. The order directs the establishment of the Invasive Species Council to coordi-
nate federal work on both terrestrial and aquatic nonindigenous species.

Mandated by NISA, the U.S. Coast Guard issued an interim rule implementing a ballast
water prograini ‘effective in July 1999. Under the interim rule, vessels entering U.S.
waters should voluntarily conduct an open-ocean ballast water exchange in waters at
least 200 miles from shore and at least 2,000 meters in depth, retain the ballast water
on board, use an alternative and approved method of ballast water management or
discharge ballast water into an approved reception facility. A vessel may, “under
extraordinary conditions, conduct a ballast water exchange within an area agreed
upon by the Captains of the Port at the time of the request, or after notification to the
Captain of the Port, within an area listed as an Alternate Exchange Zone” (U.S. Coast
Guard, 1999}. In addition, the U.S. Coast Guard program includes mandatory reporting
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of ballast water operations from vessels entering U.S. waters, although there are cur-
renty no penalties for non-reporting. A vessel that has not conducted an open-ocean

ballast water exchange due to high seas may claim a safety exemption. The regulations
apply only to those vessels entering the U.S. Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) therefore,
vessels engaged in coastwise trade are not regulated (U.S. Coast Guard, 1999),

At a regional level, there are several groups that are voluntarily working together to
reach a solution to the ballast water problem. There are also several industry and envi-

ronmental organizations that have played and continue to play a role in the ballast

water management debate.

Washington State is a leader in managing aquatic nuisance species. The state’s Aquatic

Nuisance Species Management Plan was the fourth in the nation to be approved by

the National Aquatic Nuisance Species Task Force.

Table 1. The institutional Structure of the Ballast Water kssue in Washington State

Organization Subgroup Source of Authority/ Members Responsibilities/Role
Involvement '

Mandated/Governmental

INTERNATIONAL:
Internal Maritime Marine Environment  United Nations Convention 157 member states, Guldelines for ballast water
Organization (IMO}) Protection Committee adopted in 1948 including the U.S, management; Annex to MARPOL
Puget Sound/Georgia Exotlcs Work Groups  Environmental Cooperation  Representatives from US,  Coordinates protection of the
Basin Task Force Agreement of 1992 Canada, WA and 8.C. shared inland marine waters

UNITED STATES:
Aquatic Nuisance Ballast Water and NANPCA of 1990 NOAA, USFWS, LISCG, EPA, Coordinate govemmental ANS
Species Task Force Shipping Committee Dept.of Amy, Agriculture,  efforts in U.S, with the private
{ANS Task Force) State and 10 non-federal reps_sector and internationally
Western Regional Coastal Committee NISA of 1956 48 representatives from Coordinate westem U.S.
Panel on Aquatic federal, state, local and response, inform ANS Task Force
Nuisance Species environmental
{part of ANS Task Force} government and

and commercial groups

U.5. Coast Guard

NA

NISA of 1996 (West Coast
[ballast water authority)

NA

National Voluntary Ballast Water
Exchange Program

Smithsonian National Ballast NISA of 1996 NA Analysis of data from Coast Guard
Environmental Information ballast water exchange program
Research Center Cleatinghouse
Invasive Species NA Executive Order 13,112 Secretaries of Interior, Coordinate U.5. response, provide
Council (Feb.3,1999) Agricuiture, Commerce, guidance to federal agencies,
State, Treasury, Defense prepare national invasive
and Transportation and Species Management Plan
Administrator of EPA
Environmental NA Clean Water Act NA Respond to recent petition to
Protection Agency classify ballast water as pollution
(EPA) under the Clean Water Act
Washington State Aquatic Nulsance RCW 77.12.020, NA Prevents collection, import,
Dept. of Fish Species Management RCW 77.12.030, transport and possession of
and Wildlife Program RCW 77.12.040 and certain species including zebra
WAC 232-23-1701 mussels; can designate wildlife as
nuisance species
Dept. of Ecology Qil Spill Prevention RCW 88.46.050 NA Includes ballast water exchange

Program

as a criteria In the ranking of
vessel risk

Zebra Mussel/
Green Crab
Task Force

NA

Washington Session Law,
Ch. 153, Law of 1998

Federal, tribal and state
government, industry,
environmental groups
and academic community

The group no longer exists.

It developed recommendations
for legislative consideration in
1998.
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Table 1 {continued). The Institutional Structure of the Ballast Water Issue in Washington State

Organization Subgroup Source of Authority/ Members Responsibilities/Role
Involvement
Washington Aquatic NA Voluntary Federal, tribal and state The group no longer exists,
Nuisance Species government, industry, it developed the Washington
Planning Committee environmental groups State Aquatic Nuisance Species
and academic comrmunity Management Plan in 1998
Washington Ports NA Local Authority Anacortes, Bellingham, No ports have developed a formal
Everett, Olympia, ballast water policy
Port Angeles, Seattle and
Tacoma
Voluntary Groups:
WORKING GROUPS
West Coast Regional NA Voluntary Port of Vancouver,B.C,, Educational dialogue and
Working Group on ather 8.C. Ports, USCG, coordination between
Ballast Water Management Department of Fisheries and Washington and British Columbia
Oceans Canada, Transport
Canada and others
Pacific Ballast Water NA Voluntary Shipping industry, scientists, Create cooperative and
Group (PBWG) state and federal coordinated regional response
government and to solving the ballast water
environmental groups problem
Puget Sound Marine Ballast water Voluntary Broad-based stakeholder Creates a forum for interest
Committee (PSMC) subcommittee representation groups to address environmental
problems proactively and
voluntarily; resulted in
PSSOA policy on ballast water
INDUSTRY
Pacific Merchant NA Voluntary 35 owners and operators Represents the interests of
Shipping Association of U.S.and foreign flag members in the passage of
{PMSA) vessels operating in the legislation and regulation
Pacific basin
Puget Sound NA Voluntary 45 vessel operators and Promotes best interests of
Steamship Operators agencies engaged in members, has created a voluntary
Association (PSSOA} maritime commerce in ballast water policy for members
Puget Sound and
Grays Harbor
ENVIRONMENTAL
People for Puget Sound ~ NA Voluntary Citizens Signatory to EPA petition
Friends of San Juans NA Voluntary Citizens Signatory to EPA petition
Northwest NA Voluntary Citizens Signatory to EPA petition
Environmental Advocates
Washington ~ NA Voluntary Environmental groups Representative on ballast water
Environmental Council subcommittee of PSMC
Puget Soundkeeper NA Voluntary Citizens Representative on ballast water
Alliance subcommittee of PSMC
Adopt-a-Beach NA Voluntary Citizens Coordinates citizen monitoring
and Spartina control efforts
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Puget Sound/Georgia Basin Shipping Practices

Puget Sound Ports

The primary ports in Puget Sound are Seattle and Tacoma. Additional deep water ports

in Puget Sound include Olympia, Port Angeles, Everett, Bellingham and Anacortes. In a

shipping study mandated by Congress under the NANPCA of 1990, Carlton et al. (1995)

studied the ballast water trends in multiple U.S. ports, including Seattle and Tacoma.

United States Census Bureau data from 1991 was used to estimate information about

vessels entering 17 different port areas. Estimates show the number of vessels arriving

from foreign ports in ballast or loaded with ballast rather than cargo, and the last port of
call for each vessel. The results of the Carlton et al. (1995) report include:

* The ports of Seattle and Tacoma received 4,282 vessel calls in 1991,

» Of these vessels, 530 vessels (12 percent) were in ballast (compared with overall rate
of 21 percent for all ports sampled)

* Seattle and Tacoma received an estimated 2,688,018 metric tons of acknowledged
ballast water in 1991 (see Table 2).

* The combined ports of Seattle and Tacoma ranked 6th among 17 ports in the volume
of acknowledged ballast water discharged.

*+ Of the acknowledged ballast water discharged in Seattle and Tacoma, the majority
was discharged by bulk vessels (2,573,183 metric tons), followed by tank vessels
(104,026 metric tons). Very little was discharged by general cargo vessels (10,808
metric tons).

Acknowledged ballast is ballast water from vessels that contain no cargo and thus report
being “in ballast.” Vessels that are not fully loaded with ballast water or cargo are said to
be “with ballast” and these vessels do not usually report their ballast water to the port or
government. Therefore, vessels classified as “with ballast” discharge unacknowledged
ballast water.

Table 2. Acknowledged Ballast: Summary by Vessel Type and Port (adapted from Carlton et al,, 1995)
Acknowledged Ballast {(metric tons)
Port Bulkers Tankers Gen Cargo Total
New Orleans 12,279,891 963472 240,384 13,483,747
Norfolk 9,227,554 75,434 22,157 9,325,145
Long Beach/Las Angeles 2,587,217 3,258,723 31,885 5877824
Houston/Galveston 2,089,514 916,438 232,944 3,238,896
Baltimore 2,822,969 0 10,760 2833729
Tacoma/Seattle 2,573,183 104,026 10,808 2,688,018
Tampa 1.454.492 106,667 13730 1,698,460
Partland 1,427,755 203,294 27,553 1,658,602
Anchorage 859,373 305719 0 1,165,091
New York 437,036 291,538 9,018 737,59
Savannah 224,246 32,154 50,254 306,654
Charleston 205,026 0 8,621 213,647
Miami ' 0 0 154,168 154,168
Oakland/San Francisco 82,367 35934 13,226 131,526
Honoluly 6,562 67,276 4,993 78,831
Bosten 65,014 8,533 4,351 77,898
San Diego 0 0 0 0
Total 36,342,197 . " 6,369,206 958,424 43,669,827

The following description of the current trade patterns in Puget Sound potts is based
on 1998 Puget Sound vessel call data provided by the Puget Sound Steamship
Operators Association (PSSOA). The database that was used is not standardized,
meaning that not all of the information category entries for each vessel call were
made, and the entries do not always adhere to a standard format. For example, the
entry for the last port of call may contain a terminal number, a waterway name, the
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name of a geographical feature, or a port or country name. The World Port Index
(1984) was used in order to determine the location of the last port of call. Lastly, the
database includes an entry for each vessel movement. Therefore, a vessel that enters
port and anchors before proceeding to a terminal is recorded as two vessel calls.
The first is from the last port of call to anchor and the second is from anchor to the
destination port. Due to these aspects of the database, the following analysis pro-
vides only a preliminary picture of Puget Sound shipping traffic.

There were 3,861 vessel calls to Puget Sound in 1998. The majority of the vessels were
container ships, followed by tanker ships and then by bulk vessels (see Figure 1). A
variety of other specialized vessels made up a minority of vessel traffic in Puget Sound.

. The most common last port of call for vessels was Japan, followed by California, Alaska
and Washington, each with 500 or more vessel calls to Puget Sound in 1998 (see Figure
2). In total, 2,083 vessels, or 54 percent of the vessel traffic in 1998 came from another
Pacific coast port (Alaska, Canada, Washington, Oregon, California or Mexico) (see
Figure 3). These 2,083 vessels would not have to be regulated under the new U.$. Coast
Guard Ballast Water Exchange Program.

Puget Sound Shipping Patterns (1998)
These were:
* 3,861 vessel calls to Puget Sound ports in 1998.
* Container ships were the most numerous, followed by tankers and butk vessels.
* The most common last port of call was Japan, followed by California, Alaska and
Washington.
* 54 percent of the traffic arriving in Puget Sound originated at Pacific Coast -
ports.
* 17 percent of vessels (658 out of 3,861) that arrived in Puget Sound during 1998
represented a high probability of ballast water discharge.
+ Ofthe 17 percent, the vast majority were bulk and tanker vessels.
+ Of the 17 percent, 73 percent originated from other Pacific Coast ports.
+ The ballast water capacity of these high risk vessels is estimated at approximately
9.4 million metric tons.
* Itis estimated that bulk vessels and tankers accounted for over 80 percent of the
9.4 million metric tons capacity.
* The total ballast water arrival volume for all vessels calling to Puget Sound in
1998 is estimated at nearly 21 million metric tons.
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Figure 3, Vessels
engaged in Coastwise
Traffic in Puget Sound in
1998.

other traffic
46%

coastwise traffic
54%

(Total number of vessel calls in 1998 was 3,861)
Data Source: PSSOA

It should be noted that the last port of call determines whether a vessel is subject to
the Coast Guard ballast water regulations, however, it is not a good indicator of ballast
water origin (Carlton et al,, 1995). Vessels routinely partially ballast and deballast dur-
ing a voyage and while in port to make minor adjustments. Therefore, the ballast water
contained in most bailast tanks is a mixture of water from a variety of sources. In addi-
tion, even if a vessel has fully deballasted and then reballasted in one area, it is likely
that the ballast tank will still contain sediment, and thus organisms, from other source
regions.

Of the 3,861 vessel calls to Puget Sound in 1998, 658 vessels, or 17 percent of vessels
loaded, did not discharge cargo (see Figure 4). These vessels represent a high probabil-
ity of ballast water discharge. They presumnably entered port in ballast and then took
on cargo. It is likely that these vessels discharged their ballast water, rather than retain-
ing it on board, while the vessel was loaded with cargo. The remainder of the Puget
Sound shipping analysis will focus on these 658 vessels.

Of the 658 vessels that constituted a high probability of ballast water discharge,
approximately 300 were bulk vessels and approximately 200 were tanker vessels (see
Figure 5). Therefore, over 500 of the 658 vessel calls were from either bulk or tanker
vessels. It is probable that there is seasonal variability in the bulk vessel traffic due to
higher grain exports during the late summer (personal communication, Harry
Hutchins, PSSOA). Although container vessels were the most common vessel type to
call in Puget Sound in 1998, only four container vessel calls were considered to have a
high probability of ballast water discharge. Various types of wood and oil products
were among the most common cargos carried by vessels with a high probability of bal-
last water discharge (see Figure 6).
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Figure 7, Origin of
Vessels with a High
Probability of BaHast
Water Discharge to Puget
Sound in 1998.

180

160 1
140 1

120 1

3

a0 1

60 1
40 <

Number of Vessels
{503 vessels total)

20 4

Q‘*ﬁﬁ > ﬁ@f@@mf@fﬁf@fﬁ@

Last Port of Call
{140 were anchored and 15 were unknown)

Data source: PSSOA

The majority of the vessel calls that constituted a high possibility of ballast water dis-
charge came from ports in Washington, with approximately 180 vessel calls (see Figure
7). Other common last ports of call were in Japan, California and Canada. Overall, 71
percent of high-risk vessel calls originated along the Pacific coast (see Figure 8). In
effect, the Coast Guard does not regulate the ballast water operations of 71 percent of
the vessels with a high-probability of discharge in Puget Sound.

The methods outlined by Carlton et al. (1995) were used to estimate the ballast water
capacity of the 17 percent of vessels that probably discharged ballast water into Puget
Sound. According to data generated by the Animal and Plant Inspection Service of the
U.S. Department of Agriculture, Catlton et al. (1995) developed basic relationships
between summer deadweight tonnage (SDWT) and ballast water capacity (BWCAP)
and a relationship between SDWT and average ballast water arrival volumes (BWARR)
for various vessel types using a regression analysis. The ratio of BWCAP to SDWT is
0.38 for all vessels, 0.32 for container ships, 0.38 for tankers and 0.43 for bulk vessels.
These are the values that were used to estimate the total ballast water capacity for the
vessels with a high probability of discharge that entered Puget Sound in 1998, The ratio
of BWARR to SDWT is 0.16 for all vessels, 0.15 for container ships, 0.05 for tankers and
0.23 for bulk vessels. These values were used to estimate the total BWARR volumes for
vessels that entered Puget Sound in 1998. Other methods for estimating ballast water
quantities have been developed and are comparable to this method (see Carlton et al.,
1995; Pollutech, 1992)

A conservative estimate of the total of the BWARR volumes for all vessels that arrived
in Puget Sound in 1998 is nearly 21 million metric tons. Twenty-one million metric
tons of ballast water would fill the Seattle Kingdome more than 10 times. It is not likely
that each of the vessels that called in Puget Sound ports in 1998 discharged their entire
ballast water arrival volume. However, the ballast water arrival estimate is a value that
can be used to'assess the risk facirig Puget Sound from the ballast water pathway.

The total estimated ballast water capacity for the 658 vessels that presumably dis-
charged ballast water into Puget Sound in 1998 is 9.4 million metric tons. This volume
of ballast water would fill the Seattle Kingdome almost five times. Assuming that ves-
sels that enter port unloaded and leave port loaded with cargo discharged their full
ballast capacity, an estimated minimum of 25,800 metric tons of ballast water could
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have been released in Puget Sound per day, or 1,076 metric tons per hour. Bulk vessels
and tankers accounted for nearly 90 percent of that total, representing nearly 4.5 and
3.5 million metric tons respectively (see Figure 9).

Carlton et al. (1995) used Census Bureau data to make estimates about ballast water in
Puget Sound. The Census Bureau data provided information about the condition of
vessels arriving in port. Vessels that arrive in port with no cargo are considered to be
“in ballast.” Vessels that are partially loaded with ballast water are “with ballast.”
Vessels that arrive in port fully loaded with cargo have no ballast water on board. The
analysis provided in this report, which did not contain information about vessels’ bat-
last water condition upon arrival, came from data provided by the Puget Sound
Stearnship Operators Association. Due to this difference, it is difficult to make com-
parisens between the results of the two analyses. However, some broad inferences
about ballast water in Puget Sound over time may be made. In 1991, 12 percent of ves-
sels arrived at Puget Sound ports “in ballast.” In 1998, as many as 17 percent of vessels
may have arrived in ballast (Carlton et al., 1995). In 1991, Carlton et al, (1995) estimate
that Seattle received 2.7 million metric tons of acknowledged ballast water. In 1998,
vessels arriving in ballast could have discharged as much as 9.4 million metric tons of
ballast water and all vessels combined could have discharged over 20 million metric
tons of ballast water into Puget Sound. Based on these results, it appears that more
ballast water was discharged into Puget Sound in 1998 than in 1991,

Figure 8. Vessels with a
Nen-Coastwise High Probability of Ballast
29% Water Discharge to Puget
Sound that were in
Coastwise Traffic in 1998,

Coastwise
71%

The number of vessels represented is 503, One-hundred

and forty vessels with a high probability of ballast discharge
were anchored, and the origin of 15 was unknown.

Data source: PSSOA
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Figure 9. Estimated
Ballast Water Capacity for
Vessels with a High
Probability of Ballast
Water Discharge to Puget
Sound in 1998,
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British Columbia Ports

Shipping data like those for Puget Sound do not seem to exist for the Georgia Basin
ports. However, summumary statistics are available for the Port of Vancouver, the largest
and most important port in British Columbia. During 1998, Vancouver handled 72 mil-
lion metric tons of cargo and experienced a 16 percent increase in container traffic and
a7 percent increase in cruise traffic. In 1998, 2,743 vessels called at Vancouver, repre-
senting 91,243,000 total gross registered tonnage. Coal and grain were the most com-
mon commodities traveling through Vancouver in 1998, representing over half of the
cargo tonnage. The country engaged in the most trade with Vancouver, by tonnage, was
Japan. Other principal trading countries included South Korea, China, U.S., Taiwan,
Brazil, Mexico, Great Britain, Indonesia and Italy (Vancouver Port Authority website).

There are several aspects of the shipping patterns at the Port of Vancouver that put it at
high risk of ballast water discharge. Primarily an export port, Vancouver exported 62.4
million metric tons and received 5.5 million metric tons of foreign cargo in 1998
(Vancouver Port Authority website). As such, it is reasonable to presume that a large
number of vessels arrived in ballast, discharged their ballast water and loaded cargo
for export. In addition, 84 percent of the cargo tonnage that Vancouver handled in
1998 was bulk cargo. As the Puget Sound summary revealed, the ballast water capacity
of bulk vessels is higher (a greater percentage of dead weight tonnage) than other ves-
sel types. However, the Port of Vancouver currently has a mandatory ballast water
exchange program in place. Vancouver's analysis of the effectiveness of the ballast
water exchange program is not complete.

Ballast Water Practices

Currently, there is very little data describing the patterns of ballast water exchange
among vessels entering Puget Sound. There are no statewide or port policies governing
the exchange of ballast water. Ballast water practices in Puget Sound are governed pri-
marily by two voluntary exchange programs. The 1.8, Coast Guard ballast exchange
prograin encourages vessel operators to exchange ballast water before entering U.S.
waters, This program is voluntary and vessels already in U.S. waters are excluded, The
PSSOA strongly recommends that its member companies comply with the Coast Guard
program. In addition, the PSSOA asks members to conduct ballast water exchanges on
coastal voyages if it is safe and if the vessel is at least 25 nautical miles offshore.

The Coast Guard began collecting data about compliance with the voluntary program
in July 1999. Ballast water exchange data for vessels entering U.S. waters will be avail-
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able in approximately three years. However, there are currently no efforts to collect
ballast water exchange data for vessels that are engaged in coastwise voyages.

In the Georgia basin, the Port of Vancouver is a leader in ballast water management.
Vancouver has had a mandatory ballast water exchange program for over a year. The
program requires vessels arriving from ports located outside of the Pacific coast
(defined as north of Cape Mendocine, California) to carry out a mid-ocean ballast
water exchange (Vancouver Port Authority, 1997). Several other Georgia basin ports
have implemented ballast water exchange programs modeled on the Port of Vancouver
program. These ports include Port Alberni, Nanaimo and the Fraser River ports (per-
sonal communication, John Jordan, Port of Vancouver).

The Port of Vancouver began collecting ballast water exchange data about two years
ago, but only recently began entering data into a database, The database does not have
enough data entered at this time to make definitive statements about ballast water
exchange. However, Assistant Harbor Master Michael Cormier stated that anecdotally
less than two percent of the deep-sea vessels arriving in ballast have not exchanged
ballast, The reason for noncompliance in these cases was a concern over weather or
stability (personal communication, Michael Cormier, Port of Vancouver).

Science and Techhology

Open-Ocean Ballast Water Exchange |

Currently, the most commonly used tool for ballast water management is open-
ocean ballast water exchange. There are two major ecological principals underlying
this tool. The first is that there is a low probability of reciprocal introductions.
Organisms that are taken from a near-shore environment are not likely to survive the
environmental conditions in the open ocean. An open-ocean environment exhibits
relatively uniform conditions that are unlike those found in nearshore ecosystems.
Similarly, the likelihood of open-ocean organisms surviving in nearshore conditions
is low. The second ecological principle at work is that nearshore organisms released
into the open ocean are not likely to reach a hospitable nearshore environment
through currents or other means during the time frame in which the organisms
would remain viable (National Research Council (NRC}), 1996).

There are two methods for an open-ocean exchange of ballast water. The empty/refill
method requires “pumping out ballast water taken on in ports, estuaries, or territorial
waters until the tank is empty, then refilling it with mid-ocean water” (NRC, 1996). The
flow through method requires “flushing out ballast water by pumping in mid-ocean
water at the bottom of the tank and continuously overflowing the tank from the top
until sufficient water has been changed to minimize the number of original organisms
remaining in the tank” (NRC, 1996). According to the International Maritime
Organization (IMO), “at least three times the tank volume should be pumped through
the tank” in order to for a flow through exchange to be effective (IMO, 1997).

Open-ocean ballast water exchange is currently the most utilized risk- management
method because most vessels can conduct a ballast water exchange without vessel
retrofitting, Since exchange occurs during a voyage while crew members have fewer
duties, ballast exchange is relatively cheap (estimated at 5.8-8.1 cents per metric ton of
ballast water) and can be implemented without delay (Dames and Moore, 1999).
However, there are problems with ballast water exchange as a solution to the ballast
water problem. .

Ballast water exchange methods can put the safety of the vessel and crew in jeopardy
(NRC, 1996; Dames and Moore, 1999; Carlton et al., 1995). Ballast water is placed on
board to maintain vessel stability. Therefore, the removal or shifting of ballast water
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during a voyage can result in dangerous vessel instability. Woodward et al. (1994)
found that ballast water exchange in wave heights of 20 feet or more could cause
moments or shears that exceed design values and pose unacceptable risks for vessel
damage (also see Cohen, 1998 for review of safety studies to date). Safety issues play an
important role in ballast water management, especially in the Pacific Northwest where
winter storm conditions can be very treacherous.

The efficacy of ballast water exchange at removing nearshore organisms from ballast
tanks is also of major concern. Original estimates of exchange efficiencies resulting
from the empty/refill method were as high as 99.9 percent. However, field tests and
investigations have revealed efficiencies of between 70 and 90 percent (Dames and
Moore, 1999). Although flow through methods may achieve exchange rates of 95 per-
cent, one study found that 25 percent of original plankton and sediment remain in
flushed tanks (Dames and Moore, 1999). Hines et al. (1998) found that ballast water
exchange resulted in greater than a 90 percent reduction of coastal plankton. However,
300,000 or more organisms per ship can remain from the original source port following
ballast water exchange.

Due to safety and effectiveness concerns, ballast water exchange will not be the ulti-
mate solution to the ballast water problem. Although the effectiveness and safety of
ballast water exchange could be itnproved slightly through changes in vessel design,
ballast water exchange is generally viewed as an interim solution to be used until a
safer and more effective method is accessible. Due to the variety of vessels, trade
routes and cargoes, there will probably not be one solution for every situation. The
ballast water problem can be dealt with most effectively using different tools to fit
varying circumstances.

Alternative Treatment Technologies

Given that ballast water exchange is not a universal solution, there are several other
options that have been suggested or are currently being explored. Possible solutions
could be implemented during ballasting in the source port, during the voyage or upon
arrival at the destination port {see NRC, 1996). In practical terms, this translates into

- shore-based solutions, on-board solutions or open-ocean solutions such as ballast
water exchange: Proposed on-board solutions include thermal treatment, filiration,
ultra violet light, biocides, magnetic fields, deoxygenation, acoustic systems and elec-
tric pulse. Shore-based solutions include receiving facilities where ballast water could
be unloaded and treated before release, or facilities that could provide clean ballast
water. For more information about alternative treatment technologies see NRC, 1995,
Carlton et al., 1995 or Cohen, 1998,

Regional Oceanography

One purpose of this report is to suggest considerations for the siting of alternative
zones for ballast water exchange for vessels entering Puget Sound. Although vessels
entering Puget Sound may transit Canadian waters off of Vancouver Island, those areas
will not be described here because they are under Canadian jurisdiction and are not
under consideration as alternative exchange zones. Vessels entering Puget Sound tran-
sit U.S. waters in the Strait of Juan de Fuca, Puget Sound and off the coast of
Washington (see Figure 10). ‘

The oceanography of Puget Sound, the Strait of Juan de Fuca and the Washington
Coast is complex and varies along multiple time scales according to season, local con-
ditions and global events such as El Nifio. Drift card studies of the region showed that
material released in Puget Sound and the Strait of Juan de Fuca had a higher recovery
rate on shore than material released off the coast of Washington.
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Puget Sound

The main basin of Puget Sound is a partially-mixed, fjord-like estuary which connects
to the Strait of Juan de Fuca through Admiralty Inlet and extends southward 100 km
(55 miles} to Commencement Bay. North of Seattle, the main basin exhibits typical
estuarine flow with net seaward flow near the surface due to freshwater input from
rivers, and net landward flow at depth (Cannon, 1983; Pashinski and Charnell, 1979;
Thomson, 1994). Surface circulation in the main basin is highly influenced by winds
and tidal eddies (Pacific Marine Environment Laboratory, 1976; Kawase, 1998;
Ebbesmeyer, 1999).

Strait of Juan de Fuca

The Strait of Juan de Fuca exhibits a typical estuarine circulation pattern with fresher
surface water flowing seaward above colder, saltier water flowing landward (Ott and
Garrett, 1998; Ebbesmeyer et al., 1991(a); Holbrook et al., 1980; Thomson, 1994). Due
to the earth’s rotation and the width of the strait, the surface seaward outflow is
strongest on the northern, Canadian side of the channel and there is a greater subsur-
face inflow on the southern, U.S. side of the Strait (see Figure 11} (University of Victoria
website; Pease et al., 1979; Hickey et al,, 1991; Thomson, 1994).

The typical estuarine circulation can be altered by changes in coastal winds. Reversals
in surface flow {from seaward to landward) can result from a low-pressure center off
Washington that generates southerly coastal winds (Ebbesmeyer et al., 1991(a):
Holbrook et al., 1980; Hickey et al., 1991; Thomson, 1994). These reversals can last sev-

Figure 10. Map of Puget
Seund, Strait of Juan de
Fuca, and Coastal
Washington
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eral days and up to a month. Although they usually occur during the winter, reversals
have been observed during the summer (Holbrook et al., 1980; personal communica-
tion, Dr. Curtis Ebbesmeyer, Evans-Hamilton, Inc.). In addition, tidal eddies strongly
influence surface circulation in the Strait. Ebbesmeyer et al (1491(b}) found that 14
prominent eddies were the principal influence on the recovery of drift cards in the
eastern Strait. Ebbesmeyer et al. (1991 (b)) also revealed that winds were of secondary
importance to the recovery patterns in the eastern Strait.

Figure 11. Cross section
of residual along channel
flow in the central portion
of Juan de Fuca Strait for
the period of 6 March-14
June 1973 (speed in
cm/s). The view is up-
strait towards the east.
Negative values (shaded)
are seaward and positive
values are landward.
(Thomson, 1994)

Coastal Washington

The California Current System flows off of the Pacific Coast and is composed of the
California Current, the Davidson Current, the California Undercurrent and possibly a
subsurface Washington Undercurrent (see Figure 12). Currents offshore of Washington
exhibit a strong seasonal variability (see Figure 13).

Figure 12. Gceanic and
caontinental slope surface
currents {California
Current and Davidson
Current in winter) and
Undercurrents (California
Undercurrent and hypoth-
esized Washington
Undercurrent in winter)
off Washingten.
(Strickland and Chasan,
1989) Reprinted by per-

mission from Washington
Sea Grant Program,
University of Washington, : A
1999, \ wlmll_ current
"3 Davidson Sxitreht
=, T winter)
E —— m kot undercurrent
* ™ o Waahitigion  unpercoTrEn
L\ I——— N i) e
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The California Current flows southward year-round from the shelf break of the Pacific
coast to 1,000 km (621 miles) offshore, and it is strongest in the summer to early fall
and weakest in the winter (Hickey 1998). It is closer to shore during the sumnmer and
further off of the shelf in winter (Strickland and Chasan, 1989). The California
Undercurrent is a relatively narrow (10-40 kmy), subsurface current that flows north-
ward over the continental slope from Baja California to Vancouver Island (Hickey,
1998}, and it is strongest in summer and early fall and exhibits minimum northward
subsurface flow in the spring (Hickey, 1998). The northward flowing Davidson Current
begins to develop inshore of the California Current off of the Washington/Oregon coast
in September, is well established in January and disappears by May (Purdy, 1990).

Currents over the shelf generally follow the seasonal pattern of ocean currents, but
they are highly variable and are influenced by local winds, bottom and shoreline con-
figuration and freshwater input. “On the average, water flows southward in the upper
100 meters during summer, and northward below that depth. Water over the shelf
flows generally northward at all depths during winter; nearshore under the Columbia
River plume, southward flow may be found” (Strickland and Chasan, 1989).

Figure 13. Schematic
illustrating seasonal varia-
tion of deep-ocean
boundary currents off the
U.5.West Coast.
Abbreviations along the
coast signify (from north
to south) Neah Bay,
Newport, Cape ’
Mendocino, San Fransisco,
Point Conception and San.
Diego. (Hickey, 1989)
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Coastal currents vary over a variety of time scales, from minutes to years. Variability
within a year and between years is significant off of the Pacific Coast. Much of this
variability is due to the El Nifio Southern Oscillation phenomena (Hickey, 1998).
Overall, during El Nifio years, large scale currents flow more northward and coastal sea
level is higher than in non-El Nifio years (Hickey, 1989).

Wave heights and wavelengths are important due to their effects on structures and the
hazards they pose to navigation. The U.S. Pacific Northwest is noted for heavy wave
conditions, with measured extremes of wave height ranging from 15 to 29 meters off of
the coast of Washington (Purdy, 1990). Maximum and mean wave heights are largest
on both the outer shelf and the nearshore during the winter months, October through
April (Surickland and Chasan, 1989).

Drift Card Studies

Assuming that organisms released in ballast water will remain in the surface water
layer, drift card studies provide important insight into how released organisms might
be transported. A drift card study consists of dropping a number of painted, floatable
cards at a specific point in the water. These cards are labeled with a message so that
once a card reaches shore, anyone who finds it can report its recovery. Although
recovery rates can be influenced by proximity to a population center, recovery pat-
terns indicate something about the way that surface currents surrounding the drop
point behave. The results of several drift card studies are summarized below in order
to provide an overview of how ballast water might behave in various Pacific
Northwest waters.

Drift cards released in Puget Sound, south of Admiralty Inlet, had a recovery rate
exceeding 50 percent, meaning that one out of every two cards released was found on
the shore and reported by the public. The time between release and recovery was on
the order of one to several weeks. Drift cards released in the eastern Juan de Fuca
Strait, east of the Elwa River, had a recovery rate of approximately 25 percent. Tidal
eddies in this area distribute drift cards preferentially to Victoria, Dungeness Spit and
the San Juan Islands within days to weeks. Recovery rates from drifters released on the
Pacific coast were less than 10 percent. Recovery rates on the coast decreased with the
distance of the release site from shore. A small percentage of drifters released beyond
approximately 50 miles from shore were found in Hawaii and across the North Pacific
(personal communication, Dr. Curtis Ebbesmeyer, Evan-Hamilton, Inc.)

A drift card study by Pashinski and Charnell (1979) revealed that nearly 45 percent of
drift cards released in Puget Sound’s Main Basin were recovered and almost all of those
recoveries occurred in the Main Basin or in the San Juan Islands region (eastern Strait -
of Juan de Fuca). The recovery rate for cards released in the San Juan Islands region
was even higher—nearly 50 percent—and almost all of the cards were recovered in the
San Juan Islands region. This recovery rate is high in comparison to the 17 percent
recovery rate for cards released in the westemn Strait of Juan de Fuca.

Ebbesmeyer et al. (1991(b}) have identified 14 prominent eddies in the eastern Strait of
Juan de Fuca and drift card studies in the eastern Strait indicate that the recovery pat-
terns are highly dependent on these eddies. Two prominent patterns emerged from
eastern Strait drift card studies: approximately three quarters of the recoveries were
made on northern shores and one quarter on southern shores and about half of the
recoveries were made in three specific locations—Victoria, the San Juan Islands and
Dungeness Spit (Ebbesmeyer et al., 1991 (b); Ebbesmeyer et al., 1991(a)).
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Biologically Sensitive Areas

in the Pacific Northwest Region

In their analysis of the ballast water problem, Carlton et al, (1995) define sensitive
coastal areas as “...relatively small, restricted sites where great value (environmental,
social, aesthetic, economic, or otherwise) is placed on maintaining resources as they
are, and where focused disturbances could easily and radically alter those values.
Examples would include (a) mariculture and aquaculture sites, (b) regions of naturally
productive finfish and/or shellfish fisheries, {c) reserves and sanctuaries that attempt
to preserve remaining ‘natural’ areas from further human alteration, and (d) sites
known to have rare and/or endangered marine or maritime plants and animals.” This
definition will be used for the purposes of this report.

Aquaculture

. Aquaculture is a major source of revenue for Washington, especially in Puget Sound
and coastal counties. The major aquaculture facilities in Washington are located in
Puget Sound, Willapa Bay and Grays Harbor. The Washington Department of Fish and
wildlife (WDFW) estimates that in 1998, oyster harvests in Willapa Bay and Grays
Harbor alone totaled $6,554,644 and $2,279,050 respectively (personal communica-
tion, Greg Bargmann, WDFW). The aquaculture industry could be dramatically affect-
ed by species introductions, despite the fact that many aquaculture species are them-
selves nonindigenous. For example, the introduction of the European green crab is
blamed for the decline of the'soft-shell clam fishery on the East Coast at the turn of the
century. It has been suggested that the establishment of the green crab could have a
similar effect on the crab and oyster fisheries in Washington.

Other Fisheries

Other fisheries are commercially important in Washington. The value of domestic fish-
eries landings {excluding aquaculture, except oysters and clams) in Washington State
totaled over $123 million in 1998 (NMFS, 1999). Some of the prominent Washington
fisheries include salmon, with an estimated value of $785,504; crab, with an estimated
vatue of over $12 million; and bottomfish, with an estimated value of nearly $9 million

" {personal communication, Greg Bargmann, WDFW). These fisheries could suffer as a
result of the introduction of nonindigenous species.

Marine Protected Areas

Washington is known for its natural environment and is home to numerous Marine
Protected Areas (MPAs). “MPAs are areas specially managed to protect species, habitats
and ecosystems; they are marine areas set aside from otherwise unrestricted human
activities” (Murray and Ferguson, 1998(a)). MPAs could suffer severe alteration if
invaded by nonindigenous aquatic nuisance species. In fact, many MPAs have already
been invaded by saltmarsh cordgrass, Spartina alterniflora, resulting in significant
changes in the saltmarsh and mudflat ecosystems.

There are at least 102 MPAs in Puget Sound and the Strait of Juan de Fuca (Murray and
Ferguson, 1998(b)). Some of these MPAs are quite extensive (see Figure 14). For exam-
ple, the San Juan Islands National Wildlife Refuge encompasses 83 sites. The Northwest
Straits Commission is working to protect and restore the Northwest Straits region,
compromising northern Puget Sound and the Strait of Juan de Fuca (Murray-Metcalf
Northwest Straits Citizens Advisory Commission, 1998),

Along the Washington Coast, the Washington State Seashore Conservation Area created
one intertidal MPA that spans the entire coast (Robinson, 1999). In addition there are
32 other MPAs on the Washington coast (see Table 3) (Robinson, 1999}. The Olympic
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Coast National Marine Sanctuary spans 3,310 square miles off the Olympic Peninsula,
averaging 38 miles seaward and reaching from Cape Flattery to just north of Grays
Harbor (Olympic Coast Marine Sanctuary website). In addition to its inland location,
the Olympic National Park occupies a 63-mile stretch of land along the coastline of the
Olympic Peninsula (Olympic National Park website). The southern coast of
Washington is home to numerous national wildlife refuges including Grays Harbor
National Wildlife Refuge (1,800 acres) and Willapa National Wildlife Refuge (12,149
acres). In addition, 14 state parks are MPAs and are located along the Washington coast
(Washington State Parks website).

Endangered Species Habitat

The marine waters and coastal areas of Washington State are also home to federally
endangered and threatened species. There are 23 species listed under the Endangered
Species Act of 1973 in Washington State (USFWS website, 1999). Several of these

species, including the Western Snowy Plover and the Marbled Murrelet are found along
the coast and could suffer from the introduction of nonindigenous aquatic nuisance
species. The recently listed Washington salmon creates a much larger area of habitat
that warrants protection. For example, the habitat of the Puget Sound chinook and the .
Hood Canal summer-run chum, both listed as threatened, covers all of Puget Sound
and the eastern portion of the Strait of Juan de Fuca (NMFS website).

State Park Areas

(Designated/Developed State Parks and Marine State Parks)
51 Sequim Bay State Park 531 McMicken |s. Marine State Park
52 Camano Island State Park 532 Polatch State Park
53 Deception Pass State Park 533 Squaxin Island State Park
54 Ebey's Landing 534 Stretch Point State Park
S5  Fort Casey State Park 535 Twanoh State Park
56 Fort Ebey State Park ' 536 Cutts Is. Marine State Park
57 Joseph Whidbey State Park S37 Eagle Is, Marine State Park
58  South Whidbey State Park $38 Joemma Beach State Park
59 Dosewallips State Park 539 Kopachuck State Park
$10 Fort Flagler State Park 540 Penrose Point State Park
511 Fort Warden State Park 541 Biind fs.Marine State Park
512 Mystery Bay Marine State Park - $42 Clark Is. Marine State Park
513 Old Fort Townsend State Park 543 Doe Is. Marine State Park
514 Pleasant Harbor State Park 544 James ts. Marine State Park
515 Triton Cove State Park 545 Jones is. Marine State Park
516 Dash Point State Park $46 Lime Kiln State Park
S17 Saltwater State Park 547 Matia Is. Marine State Park
518 Blake Island State Park S48 Moran State Park
519 Fav-Bainbridge State Park 549 Patos Is. Marine State Park
520 Fort Ward State Park 550 Posev is. Marine State Park
521 Harper State Park 551 Spencer Spit State Park
522 lllahee State Park 5§52 Stuart Is. Marine State Park
5§23 Kitsap State Park 553 Sucials, State Park
524 Manchester State Park 554 Turn Is, Marine State Park
525 Old Man House State Park S55 Bay View State Park
526 Scenic Beach State Park 556 Larrabee State Park
527 Belfair State Park 557 Saddiebaqg Is. Marine State Park
528 Harstine State Park $58 Mukilteo State Park
529 Hope Island Marine State Park 589 Tolmie State Park
530 Jarrell Cove State Park S60 Birch Bay State Park
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Figure 14, Marine
Protected Areas of Puget
Sound (Murray and
Ferguson, 1998(b))

Encompasses all
marine waters of
San Juan County
and surrounding
Cypress Island.

F Includes 83
rocks, reefs and
islands through-
out the San Juan |
Archipelago. :
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Table 3. Washington's
coastal marine protected
areas, their site designa-
tion and the government
agency with administra-
tive authority over the
site. (Robinson, 1999)

Map Name or Location Designation Agency/Org
#

1 Friday Harbor to Point Caution  San Juan Isfands Marine Preserve Area WDFW; FHL

2 Yellow and Low Islands San Juan Islands Marine Preserve Area WDFW; FHL

3 False Bay San Juan Islands Marine Preserve Area WDFW; FHL

4 Argyle Lagoon San Juan Islands Marine Preserve Area WODFW; FHL

5 SW Shaw Island San Juan islands Marine Preserve Area WDFW; FHL

6 San Juan County/Cypress |. Marine Biological Reserve FHL

7 PadillaBay National Estuarine Research Reserve Ecology

8 Edmonds Underwater Park Underwater Park City of Edmonds

9 Sund Rock Marine Preserve Area WDFW

10 Haro Strait Special Management Fishery Area WDFW

11 San Juan & Upright Channel Special Management Fishery Area WDFW

12 Point Lawrence Voluntary No-Take Bottom Fish Recovery Area  San Juan Co.

13 Bellisland Voluntary No-Take Bottom Fish Recovery Area  San Juan Co.

14 Charles Island Voluntary No-Take Bottom Fish Recovery Area  San Juan Co.

15 Pile Point Voluntary No-Take Bottom Fish Recovery Area  San Juan Co.

16  Lime Kiln Lighthouse Voluntary No-Take Bottom Fish Recovery Area  San Juan Co.

17 Kellett Bluff Voluntary No-Take Bottom Fish Recovery Area  San Juan Co,

18 Gull Rock Voluntary No-Take Bottom Fish Recovery Area  San Juan Co.

19  BareIsland Voluntary No-Take Bottom Fish Recovery Area  San Juan Co.

20 Dabob Bay Natural Area Preserve DNR

21 Kennedy Creek Natural Area Preserve DNR

22 Skookum Inlet Natural Area Preserve DNR

23 San Juan Islands (83 sites) National Wildlife Refuge USFWS

24 Protection Island - National Wildlife Refuge USFWS

25  Zella M. Schultz/Protection Is. Seabird Sanctuary WDFW/USFWS

26  Tongue point Marine Life Sanctuary Clatlam County

27 Yellow Isfand Nature Conservancy Preserve TNC

28 Chuckanut lsland Nature Conservancy Preserve TNC

29 Foulweather Bluff Nature Conservancy Preserve TNC

30 Goose istand Nature Conservancy Preserve TNC

31 Deadman Island Nature Conservancy Preserve TNC

32  Sentinel Island Nature Conservancy Preserve TNC

33 Waldron island Nature Conservancy Preserve TNC

34 LummiIsland Natural Area Preserve WDFW

35 Kimball Preserve, Decatur Is. San Juan Preservation Trust Preserve SIPT

36  South Puget Sound Wildlife Area WDFW

37  Titlow Beach Marine Park/Marine Preserve METRO/Tacoma

38  Cypressisland Natural Resource Conservation Area DNR

39  Woodard Bay Natural Resource Conservation Area DNR

40  Dungeness National Wildlife Refuge USFWS

41  Nisqually Nationai Wildlife Refuge USFWS

42 Skagit Wildlife Area WOFW

Abbreviations for Agencies and Organizations

DNR - Washington department of Natural Resources
Ecology - Washington Department of Ecology

- TNC - The Nature Conservancy
SJPT - San Juan Preservation Trust
FHL - University of Washington's Friday Harbor Laboratories
USFWS - U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
WDFW - Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife
METRO/Tacoma - Metropolitan Park District of Tacoma

30.. The Current State of Affairs




Considerations for Siting of Alternative Ballast Water Exchange Zones

Selected Existing Ballast Water
Exchange Programs » 22—

A number of port and harbor districts and industry groups have established ballast
control programs independent of federal and state rules and regulations. Following is a
brief summary of selected programs that are currently in place along the Pacific coast.

Port of Vancouver, British Columbia

Current Ballast Water Exchange Program

On March 1, 1997, the Vancouver Port Authority Harbor Master issued a standing order
requiring vessels discharging ballast water into the port to complete a mid-ocean bal-
last exchange prior to arrival in Canadian waters. The mid-ocean exchange require-
ments were voluntary during a nine month ‘grace period.’ The requirements became
mandatory on January 1, 1998

“All vessels destined to arrive at the Port of Vancouver in ballast condition will be
required on and from March 1, 1997 to carry out a Mid Ocean Ballast Water Exchange
prior to arriving in Canadian Waters. The purpose of this exchange is to limit the possi-
bility of transferring non-indigenous species into Canadian waters. Any vessel con-
forming to IMO Resolution A 774(18), (Guidelines for Preventing the Introduction of
Unwanted Aquatic Organisms and Pathogens from Ships’ Ballast Water and Sediment
Discharges), will be considered in compliance with these procedures” (Vancouver Port
Authority, 1997).

Harbor Master’s representatives board vessels to conduct ballast checks. These officials
require a log book entry (in English), an abstract of the log book entry, or a company or
other administrative form giving details of the mid-ocean exchange of ballast water.
The details must include the following information: position of exchange (latitude and
longitude); place where ballast water was originally taken; amount of ballast water;
ballast tanks that have had water exchanged; and details if ballast was not exchanged.

Currently, vessels are chosen at random to conduct sampling compliance {personal
communication, Michael Cormier, Port of Vancouver). In addition, vessels that claim
that they were unable to comply with the standing order due to weather stress or sta-
bility issues are also routinely sampled. The Harbor Master’s representatives test for
compliance using a handheld salinity refractometer to test salinity. They also perform
a biological test comparing samples with known indicators, such as “harpacticoid
copepods”. Sampling takes 1 to 2.5 hours, depending on the physical set-up on the ves-
sel. Vancouver requires vessels that are not found in compliance to “...depart the port
and exchange ballast water in the outgoing current of the North side of the Strait of
Juan de Fuca, West of Race Rocks” (Vancouver Port Authority, 1997).
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Vessels arriving in Vancouver from other Pacific coast ports (north of Cape Mendocino,
California) are exempted from the policy if the ballast water to be discharged originated
from these waters. Vessels discharging less than 1,000 metric tons of ballast water, and
vessels that do not exchange ballast water because of safety concerns, are also exempted.

The alternative zone for ballast water exchange that has been designated by the Port of
Vancouver, is at Sheringham Point, in water of at least 100 meters in depth, north of
the shipping lanes and west of the military ordinance location (personal communica-
tion, Dr. Al Lewis, University of British Columbia). This area is west of Race Rocks and
Race Rocks is often casually used to refer to the exchange zone existing between the
two points (see Figure 10). At this stage in the Vancouver ballast water exchange pro-
gram, the port has decided to allow ships to discharge their ballast water in port even if
they fail the compliance testing measures (personal communication, Michael Cormier,
Port of Vancouver). Therefore, Vancouver has not yet sent any vessels to the alternative
exchange zone.

Port of Vancouver Criteria

According to the University of British Columbia's Dr. Al Lewis who advised Vancouver
on this issue and Dr. John Jordan at the Port of Vancouver, five criteria were considered
in selecting the alternative zone for ballast water exchange (personal communication,
Dr. Al Lewis, University of British Columbia and Dr. John Jordan, Port of Vancouver):

* Water circulation, including geostrophic flow and tidal and riverine forcing, was
the key factor in the determination. The Sheringham Point area experiences a net
outward flow of water from the Strait of Georgia towards the Pacific Ocean, which
would transport ballast water away from Puget Sound and the Strait of Georgia.

« Water depth was also an important consideration. A water depth of at least 100
meters was selected for safety reasons and to reduce the chance of ballast water
species landing on the shoreline. :

* The site was also designated north of the traffic lanes and west of a military ordi-
nance location for safety and operational reasons.

* The selection of an established maritime location was an operational considera-

tion. Vessels take on pilots at Sheringham Point and, therefore, vessel masters are
familiar with the location.

+ Lastly, seasonal variability was a consideration, but it was only used to steer the
selection towards a site where seasonal variability would be minimized {personal
communication, Dr. Al Lewis, University of British Columbia and Dr. John Jordan,
Port of Vancouver),

The Port of Vancouver explicitly considered several oceanographic and operational cri-
teria in selecting the Sheringham Point/Race Rocks exchange zone, Institutional crite-
ria were also implicitly considered. However, biological issues, such as the location of
the Race Rocks Pilot Marine Protected Area, were not considered. Evidence supports
the oceanographic factors that were considered by the Port. The site selected for bal-
last water excliange does experience a net outflow due to the influence of the Fraser
River outflow. Although flow reversals have been observed primarily during the winter,
resulting in inland flow, the seasonal variability is Iessened in the northern portion of
the Strait (Ebbesmeyer et al., 1995).

However, there are additional factors contributing to the circulation patterns of the -
Strait. “The surface manifestation of this estuarine pattern was a broad westward
transport of surface water, which supports the commonly held concept that surface
trapped material should move seaward. However, the daily ebbing and flooding tidal
currents greatly complicate this picture. Eddies, fronts, and complex re-circulation pat-
terns make the prediction of trajectories difficult and limited in accuracy. Results from
drift card studies illustrate this, since landings are distributed on beaches peripherally
throughout the entire eastern Strait” (Holbrook et al., 1980).
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Ebbesmeyer et al. {1991 (b)) identified a prominent eddy just off of the Race Rocks area
and drift card studies indicate that recovery patterns in the eastern Strait are highly
-dependent on eddies. Due to these results, Dr. Curtis Ebbesmeyer does “not recom-
mend ballast water activities anywhere in Juan de Fuca Strait” {personal communica-
tion, Dr. Curtis Ebbesmeyer, Evans-Harmilton, Inc.), Similarly, other regional oceanog-
raphers have suggested that organisms discharged in ballast water at Race Rocks could
reach shore while siill viable (personal communication, Dr. Barbara Hickey, University
of Washington; Dr. Chris Garrett, University of Victoria; Dr. Rick Thomson, Department
of Fisheries and Oceans). Due to differing expert opinions concerning the Port of
Vancouver exchange site, further study of the suitability of this site is warranted. Dr.
Colin Levings and Dr. Mike Foreman are filling this informational gap through a
sophisticated three-year study of how ballast water behaves in the Strait.

Puget Sound Steamship Operators Association

Puget Sound Steamship Operators Association

Ballast Water Policy

The Puget Sound Steamship Operators Association (PSSOA) identified ballast water as
a problem in the mid-1990's through participation in the Puget Sound Marine
Committee and subsequently established a recommended baltast water policy. “In
order to help control this [the introduction of nonindigenous species into Puget Sound
Waters], the PSSOA has strongly recommended to its member companies, that ballast
water exchange be conducted in accordance with the Coast Guard rules, and also
while on coastal voyages, if it is safe, and if the vessel is at least 25 nautical miles off-
shore and not in a marine sanctuary” (PSSOA website). The 25 nautical mile rule was
not based on oceanographic research, but represents a “best guess” by the PSSOA, 1t

-should be noted that the PSSOA has been an industry leader in the management of
ballast water and their efforts to date should be commended.

Puget Sound Steamship Operators Association Policy Criteria
The PSSOA did not use any explicit criteria in the selection of their voluntary ballast
water exchange zone. However, implicitly, the PSSOA considered institutional criteria
by identifying a gap in the existing regulation and operational criteria by considering
the position of shipping routes along the West Coast. Since oceanographic factors were
not considered, a discussion of the oceanographic merit of the policy follows,

Generally, organisms in the surface layer offshore of Washington, such as crab larvae,
do not reach shore. However, there are sufficient onshore transport events to sustain
populations of these organisms. It is possible that a portion of organisms released in
ballast water within 25 miles of Washington’s shore could reach shore and become
established (personal communication, Dr. Chris Gatrett, University of Victoria and Dr.
Richard Thomson, Department of Fisheries and Oceans).

Drift card studies off of the Washington coast reveal that recovery rates decrease as the
drop point moves farther offshore. Beyond 50 miles offshore, many drift cards are
transported by the California Current and are recovered in Hawaii. For this reason, Dr.
Ebbesmeyer recommends that “ballast water activities be restricted to farther than 50
miles from shore” (personal communication, Dr. Curtis Ebbesmeyer, Evans-Hamilton,
Inc.). Similarly, Dr. Barbara Hickey recommends that ballast should be released 50
miles from the coast during the summer and, if possible, at least 100 miles from shore
in winter (personal communication, Dr. Barbara Hickey, University of Washington).
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Port of Oakland, California

On August 1, 1999, Item Number 02215 of the Port Ordinance 2833 took effect, requir-
ing vessel operators to exchange ballast water before entering San Francisco Bay. The
new ballast water exchange program is voluntary until August 1, 2000, in order to allow
time for dissemination of information about the program.

“No vessel using Port terminal facilities shall discharge ballast from the vessel into San
Francisco Bay, or the Gulf of the Farallones National Marine Sanctuary offshore of San
Francisco Bay, including open waters within the Port Area of the City of Oakland,
unless the vessel immediately before arrival in San Francisco Bay has carried out an
ocean ballast water exchange to limit the possibility of transferring non-indigenous
species into San Francisco Bay. Exchange shall occur in the ocean westerly of the west-
ern boundaries of established marine sanctuaries adjacent to the West Coast of

" California” (Port Ordinance No. 2833, 1999).

Vessels arriving from ports located between Baja California and Alaska are exempted
from this requirement as long as the ballast water that they are discharging originated
from those locations. Vessels in compliance with the IMO’s “Guidelines for Preventing
the Introduction of Unwanted Aquatic Organisms and Pathogens from Ships' Ballast
Water and Sediment Discharges” are also exempted from the above requirements.
Lastly, vessels may claim exemption from the policy due to weather, stability or huil
stress concerns,

Like the Portof Vancouver, the Port of Oakland requires all incoming vessels to com-
plete a ballast water reporting form, containing information about the location,
amount, type of exchange, and, if exchange did not take place, the reason for non-
compliance. The Oakland reporting procedure does include vessels that are engaged in
coastwise voyages.

Unlike the Port of Vancouver, Oakland has not designated an alternative zone for bal-
last water exchange for vessels that have not complied with the ballast water exchange
policy. The penalty for non-compliance at the Port of Oakland is non-release of ballast
water in port. However, the Port of Oakland does not require an open-ocean exchange
of ballast water. The Port Ordinance only specifies that the exchange take place imme-
diately before entering the west of the Gulf of Farallones National Marine Sanctuary
and adjacent to the coast of California (Port Ordinance No. 2833). In essence this
means that although it is not referred to as such, the alternative exchange zene is west
of the Marine Sanctuary and adjacent to the coast, and is the same as the regular
exchange zone,

The criteria that were used in the selection of this exchange zone were biological.
According to Jody Zaitlin at the Port of Oakland, this area was designated because the
San Francisco Bay is a sensitive biological area, as are the National Marine Sanctuaries
(personal communication, Jody Zaitlin, Port of Oakland). Therefore, by the process of
elimination, the exchange zone was established in the area west of the sanctuaries.
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State of California

In October 1999, the governor of the State of California signed Assembly Bill 703 into
law creating a statewide ballast water management program, The State Lands
Commission, in consultation with other state and federal agencies, directs the pro-
gram that became effective on January 1, 2000. California state agencies, boards, com-
missions or departments are prohibited from imposing different requirements prior to
January 1, 2004 unless mandated by federal law. The program is scheduled to sunset in
2004,

The program requires all vessels that enter the territorial sea of the United States, with
a number of important exceptions, to manage ballast water according to prescribed
measures. These measures are intended to prevent the introduction and spread of
aquatic nuisance species into any of the state’s rivers, estuaries, bays or coastal areas.

All vessels must perform at least one of the following management practices to prevent
the release of nonindigenous species into state waters:

* exchange ballast water in areas not less than 200 nautical miles from any shore
and in waters more than 2,000 meters deep before entenng the waters of the state;

* retain ballast water on board the vessel;

* use an alternative method approved by the state;

+ discharge ballast water toran approved facility; or,

» exchange ballast water in an area agreed to by the state.

To minimize the uptake and release of nonindigenous species, the state adopted the
International Maritime Organization’s “Guidelines for Preventing the Introduction of
Unwanted Aquatic Organisms and Pathogens from Ships’ Ballast Water and Sediment
Discharges” as state operating policy.

The state will take sample ballast water and sediment, examine documents and assess
vessels’ compliance with the program. Vessel operators must provide certain informa-
tion required by the National Invasive Species Act to the State Lands Commission.

The law also directs the state to conduct three studies and report the findings to the
legislature:

¢ By December 31, 2002, complete an evaluation of alternatives to managing ballast
water.

* By December 31, 2002, complete a study of baseline conditions in coastal and
estuary waters, including an inventory of the location of nonindigenous species.

* By September 1, 2002, complete an evaluation of the effectiveness of the program
in reducing nonindigenous species introductions.

The State Lands Comiumnission is authorized to levy an appropriate and reasonable fee
on vessels, not to exceed $1,000 per vessel voyage, and to deposit these revenues into a
dedicated Exotic Species Control Fund.
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Considerations for Locating
an Alternative Zone for Ballast
Water Exchange 2. = .o

The Nonindigenous Aquatic Nuisance Prevention and Control Act (NANPCA) of 1990
(Public Law 101-646, section 1102(z)(1)(b)} describes alternative or back-up exchange
zones as “areas within the Waters of the United States and the exclusive economic
zone, if any, where the exchange of ballast water does not pose a threat of infestation.”
These areas are meant to be available for vessels that are unable to exchange their bal-
last water in the open ocean (in waters greater than 2,000 meters in depth) (Carlton et
al., 1995). The U.S. Coast Guard has not designated acceptable alternative exchange
zones in the recent ballast water regulations. However, the NANPCA also authorized
the National Ballast Water Control Program, which sponsored a “Ballast Exchange
Study,” a draft of which was made available in 1999, This study recommends possible
alternative zones for ballast water exchange for 10 coastal regions of the United States
based upon regionatl circulation patterns. In the Pacific Northwest, the draft study rec-
ommends that “vessels approaching the Oregon and Washington region should
exchange ballast water no closer than in or along the California Current, whose posi-
tion varies; in areas that the Current passes close to shore, exchange should take place
to the west of the Current” (Beeton et al., 1998).

Considerations Used in the

“Ballast Exchange Study”

The authors of the “Ballast Exchange Study” utilized oceanographic and biological
considerations in the selection process for alternative zones for ballast water exchange.
“The a priori requirement for selection of back-up exchange sites is predefined under
the National Ballast Water Control Program as those ‘areas...if any, where the exchange
of ballast water does not pose a threat of infestation or spread of aguatic nuisance
species in the Great Lakes and other waters of the United States” (Beeton et al., 1598).

The variables that this study examined and that may influence the transport of
released organisms include “wind stress and thus near surface rapid response changes
to such stress, coastal buoyancy fluxes, tidal fronts, along coast currents, eddies, shin-
gles and filaments, coastal-trapped waves, alternating periods of convergence and
divergence, unpredictable flow reversals, and numerous other phenomena” (Beeton et
al., 1998). Furthermore, the study examined the presence of Marine Protected Areas
(MPAs,) but not other biologically sensitive regions.
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Although this list of considerations used in the “Ballast Exchange Study” is useful, it
will not be used here for several reasons. This list of oceanographic considerations is
overwhelming and in some cases, surface circulation patterns can be nicely summa-
rized with drift card data. Therefore, each of the above listed phenomena may not
need to be examined separately.

By restricting the list to a number of oceanographic considerations and one biological
factor, the resulting recommendations do not fully outline an adequate solution to this
problem. For example, in the Oregon and Washington region, the draft study recom-
mends that ballast water exchange take place in or west of the California Current
(Beeton et al., 1998). However, the position of the California Current is not stationary
and the California Current system is complex and not entirely understood, making that
a difficult benchmark for locating the exchange zone.

The authors of the report highlight an additional operational problem with their
siting recommendations. “Because of this great variability in inshore and nearshore
circulation, and in order to minimize the probability that planktonic organisms
that are released from ballast water and sediments—and that would be capable of
living at least two or more weeks in the water column—would be able to settle in
nearshore environments, it is generally more appropriate to define backup
exchange zones based on distance from shore in order to ensure the entrainment
of deballasted organisms in offshore waters or currents...The inevitable result is
that these potential back-up exchange zones, while not of course as distant from
the continent as mid-ocean stations, may not always match vessel requirements
seeking lower sea status or more protected waters. It is thus to be reemphasized
~ that the selection criteria were governed by the initial mandated focus on ‘areas. ..if
any, where the exchange of ballast water does not pose a threat of infestation or
spread of aquatic nuisance species’” (Beeton et al., 1998).

Recommended Considerations

As the previous examples of ballast water policies illustrate, different ports rely on dif-
ferent sets of considerations in their selection of an alternative zone for ballast water
exchange. The Port of Oakland relied solely on biological criteria, primarily the exis-
tence of numerous protected areas in and around the harbor. Conversely, the Port of
Vancouver considered a ballast water exchange site that was already well known to the
maritime community. Such an area may not be available in every case. The following
list of considerations is provided to aid discussion about alternative discharge zones
for the Puget Sound. Some of these considerations will only be applicable in specific
situations.

Institutional Considerations

Any ballast water policy must conform to all existing local, state, national and interna-
tional laws and agreements. Clearly this consideration is necessary in order for a bal-
last water policy to be successful. The International Maritime Organization (IMO) bal-
last water guidelines state that “...port States should provide ships with the following
information: location and terms of use of alternative exchange zones” (IMO Resolution
A.868(20), adopted 27 November 1997). The Coast Guard Navigation and Vessel
Inspection Circular No. XX-99 also refers to an “Alternative Exchange Zone” as an area
that is acceptable for ballast water exchange under extraordinary conditions. Section
1102(a)(1) of the NANPCA of 1990 required the ANS Task Force to complete the “Ballast
Exchange Study: Consideration of Back-Up Exchange Zones and Environmental Effects
of Ballast Exchange and Ballast Release.” This study recommended areas for designa-
tion as alternative zones for ballast water exchange. Therefore, it seems clear that the
designation of alternative zones for ballast water exchange is in compliance with exist-
ing law. However, it is possible that the areas available for selection will be limited due
to international law concerning the bounds of national jurisdiction in marine waters.
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A specific 1nst1tut10nal consideration in the siting of an alternative exchange zone is
the location of restricted or military areas. The Port of Vancouver example illustrates
that the location of military or restricted areas can have a very practical effect on loca-
tion decisions.

Operational Considerations

The primary operational consideration is the safety of vessel and crew. This considera-
tion is important because ballast water exchange can result in dangerous instability if
it is conducted under the wrong circurnstances. Although the stability of the vessel will
depend partially on vessel and cargo type as well as amount and location of cargo on-
board, the stability will also be affected by the conditions under which the exchange
occurs. Therefore, the location and timing of ballast water exchange directly affects the
safety of the operation.

In the Pacific Northwest, the highest and most dangerous seas typically occur during
the winter months (October through April). Closer to shore, the seas are often slightly
calmer. These aspects of the local oceanography and meteorology must be considered
during the selection of an alternative zone for ballast water exchange.

A second operational consideration is the location of trade routes and shipping lanes.
1t is impractical to require vessels to deviate drastically from their established trade
routes in order to complete a ballast water exchange, but vessels completing a ballast
water exchange also should not interfere with traffic flow.

A third important operational consideration is the time required to complete a ballast
water exchange. It takes 10-15 hours to complete an empty/refill ballast water
exchange and it can take as long as 3-4 days to complete an entire flow through
exchange. Therefore, a ballast water exchange zone would ideally be a large section
along an established trade route. This would allow vessels to exchange ballast water
while in transit rather than having to spend extra time exchanging ballast water in a
more restricted area.

Lastly, during the selection of an alternative exchange zone, the locations of estab-
lished maritime sites should be considered. As in the Port of Vancouver case, establish-
ment of an alternative exchange zone in an area known to the maritime community
will presumably make the transition to a new ballast water policy easier.

Oceanographic Considerations

The most important oceanographic attributes to consider are circulation patterns. The
fate of organisms in discharged ballast water will depend primarily on surface cur-
rents. There are several scales to circulation patterns. Large scale currents (such as the
California Current), shelf currents, tidal currents and eddies must all be considered.
Each of these current types interact and combine to cause the movement of released
organisms. Unfortunately, the way in which these currents will interact at any one time
is difficult to predict. Therefore, drift card studies are helpful in explaining the circula-
tion patterns of the surface layer.

Drift cards released in Puget Sound south of Admiralty Inlet had a recovery rate
exceeding 50 percent, meaning that one out of every two cards released was found on
the shore and reported by the public. The tilne between release and recovery was on
the order of one to several weeks. Drift cards released in the eastern Juan de Fuca
Strait, east of the Elwa River, had a recovery rate of approximately 25 percent. Tidal
eddies in this area distributed drift cards preferentially to Victoria, Dungeness Spit and
the San Juan Islands within days to weeks. Recovery rates from drifters released on the
Pacific coast were less than 10 percent. Recovery rates on the coast decreased with the
distance of the release site from shore. A small percent of drifters released beyond
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approximately 50 miles from shore were found in Hawaii and across the North Pacific
{personal communication, Dr. Curtis Ebbesmeyer, Evans-Hamilton, Inc.).

Based on these drift card studies, Dr. Curtis Ebbesmeyer, an oceanographer with
Evans-Hamilton, recommends that “ballast water activities be restricted to farther than
50 miles offshore” (personal communication, Dr. Curtis Ebbesmeyer, Evans-Hamilton,
Inc.). Likewise, Dr. Barbara Hickey, a physical oceanographer at the University of
Washington, recommends that ballast water be released 50 miles from the coast during
the summer and, if possible, at least 100 miles from shore in the winter {(personal com-
munication, Dr. Barbara Hickey, University of Washington).

According to Dr. Richard Thomson of the Institute of Ocean Sciences in British
Columbia, there is nowhere in the Puget Sound/Strait of Georgia/Strait of Juan de Fuca
system that is safe for ballast water exchange. However, should it be impossible to
exchange ballast water offshore, he suggests “the central portion of Juan de Fuca Strait,
just north of the separation line (between the U.S. and Canada), not too close to the
entrance” as an alternative zone for ballast water exchange. By discharging in the mid-
dle of the Strait of Juan de Fuca, east of the entrance, there is a greater likelihood that
organisms will be carried seaward to the continental slope region where they will be
advected southward during swmnmer and northward during winter (personal commu-
nication, Dr. Richard Thomson, Department of Fisheries and Oceans).

A second oceanographic factor to be considered is the variability in the system. Many cur-
rents reverse on a seasonal basis and storms occur more often during the winter. Seasonal
changes need to be considered because they result in changes in circulation patterns and
because they affect the stability of a vessel during ballast water exchange. Likewise, varia-
tions in circulation occur on an interannual basis due to El Nifio.

Once a general area has been identified for further investigation as an alternative zone
for ballast water exchange based on the regional circulation patterns and the variabili-
ty of the system, a specific area can be selected based on the local circulation patterns.
These patterns depend on multiple local factors and must be investigated on a case by
case basis. Unfortunately, localized circulation patterns are often highly variable and
difficult to predict. However, drift card studies provide one tool that can be used to
help understand local surface circulation patterns.

Salinity and temperature affect the survival of organisms discharged in ballast water.
At this time, accurate information about ballast water origin is not available. Therefore,
itis difficult to predict what organisms may be released and what temperature and
salinity conditions would help or be detrimental to the survival of those organisms.
Furthermore, even if exchange zones were selected in order to ensure that environ-
mental conditions were outside of the physiological tolerances of known invaders, it is
possible that those locations would provide ideal environmental conditions for
unknown invaders, allowing them to survive. Ballast water can serve as a pathway for a
wide variety of species. Each of these species has different tolerances and will be able
to survive in different environmental conditions. Therefore, temperature and salinity
are not recommended as considerations for the selection of alternative zones for bal-
last water exchange.

Biological Considerations

Biological considerations are proximity to sensitive biological areas or proximity to
areas where the negative effects of ANS {Aquatic Nuisance Species) would result in
greater damage. As outlined in Carlton et al. (1995), there are four primary measures of
biological sensitivity: areas of high aquaculture use, biologically productive fishing
grounds, marine protected areas and endangered species habitat. Each of these is
included below as a biological consideration in the selection of an alternative zone for
ballast water exchange.
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Aquaculture, particularly oyster growing, is an important source of revenue for the
state of Washington. The primary aquaculture regions are Puget Sound, Willapa Bay
and Grays Harbor. Therefore, if possible, these areas should be avoided in the selection
of a ballast water exchange zone.

Other fisheries are also an integral part of the Washington economy and culture.
Specific information about the locations of key Washington fisheries was not available
in time for this report. However, fisheries locations are widespread throughout the
marine and fresh waters of the state. If possible, key fisheries areas should be avoided
in the selection of an alternative zone for ballast water exchange.

There are many Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) in Washington State, In fact, in order to
avoid all of Washington's MPAs, one would have to avoid virtually all of the coastal and
estuarine regions of the state. Therefore, the consideration of MPAs would lead to the
selection of an alternative exchange zone as far away from shore as possible.

Washington State is home to several marine and coastal species federally listed as
endangered and threatened. Together, the habitat of these species covers much of the
nearshore areas in the state. For example, the habitat of two newly listed salmen runs
alone covers all of Puget Sound and the eastern Strait of Juan de Fuca. The habitat of
endangered and threatened species should be avoided in the selection of an alterna-
tive zone for ballast water exchange, if possible.

Clearly, the biological considerations are not very helpful in the selection of an alterna-
tive site for vessels entering Puget Sound. The result of considering these criteria is that
almost the entire coastal or estuarine portion of the state can be classified as biologi-
cally sensitive and should be avoided. However, these issues must be considered on a
case by case basis and they may provide more direction when applied to other situa-
tions.
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Summary of Findings .z—z———

Regulatory and Informational Gaps

Several regulatory and informational gaps exist in the context of the ballast water prob-
lem. Analysis of these gaps is essential in order to address the problem adequately.

Regulatory gaps

Vessels engaged in coastwise trade:

Vessels engaged in coastwise trade represent a significant regulatory gap in ballast
water management. The U.S. Coast Guard batlast water program applies only to ves-
sels entering the U.S. Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ), Vessels traveling between U.S.
Pacific coast ports are not included in this program. The Puget Sound Steamship
Operators Association (PSSOA) recommends that its members exchange ballast water
25 nautical miles from shore while they are engaged in coastwise trade. This voluntary
program partially fills the coastwise trade gap. However, not every vessel is a member
of the PSSOA.

Information Gaps

Ballast water origin;

Many marine exchanges and other groups keep records on vessel calls. This informa-
tion often includes the last port of call for each vessel. However, Carlton et al. (1995)
found that the last port of call was not a good indicator of ballast water origin. Vessels
routinely ballast and deballast throughout a voyage, resulting in a mixture of baltast

- water and sediments from multiple sources. It is difficult to determine the origin of the
ballast water in each vessel. Ballast water origin information is valuable in assessing
the risk posed by individual vessels to the region.

There is also reason. to be concerned about ballast water transported between coastal
ports. Nonindigenous species are not uniformly distributed along the coast (see Figure
15). There are 234 known nonindigenous species in San Francisco Bay (Cohen et al.,
1998). There are only 52 documented nonindigenous species in Puget Sound (Cohen et
al,, 1998). Although analysis of a recent survey is incomplete, there appear to be even
fewer nonindigenous species established in Prince William Sound. At least five non-
indigineous species have been documented there, however. (Hines et al., 1998).

Ballast water exchange patterns and compliance:

Summary information about the patterns of ballast water exchange, including infor-
mation such as ballast water volume, location of exchange and method of exchange, is
valuable in assessing the risk posed by individual vessels. It can also help determine if
there is the need for additional regulation.
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Although this information has been previously unavailable for most areas of the coun-
try, it will be provided in the foreseeable future. For example, the Port of Vancouver has
recorded this type of information for several years, however, their database was just
being completed at the time this report’s publication. In addition, the U.S. Coast Guard
started collecting this data in 1999. The Smithsonian Environmental Research Center
will analyze it and make recommendations to the Coast Guard.

Summary shipping information for the combined Georgia Basin ports:

A summary of shipping patterns for the ports of the Georgia Basin is not available.
Currently, no database about vessel calis to the area exists. For example, the Marine
Exchange of Puget Sound records information such as the cargo loaded and offloaded,
the last and next port of call, vessel type and size, and so on, for every vessel that calls
in a Puget Sound port. Although this database does not include information on ballast
water exchange, it does provide a valuable tool for summarizing traffic patterns.

The relationship between the volume of ballast water discharged and the number of
species introduced:

To manage ballast water for the lowest possible risk of invasion, managers need to
know if there is a relationship between the volume discharged and the risk of invasion.
However, there are multiple factors that presumably affect the establishment of a non-
indigenous species in a new environment. These factors include time of year, environ-
mental conditions, life stage of the organism and the density of organisms in the bal-
last water. It is essential that this relationship be better defined in order to ensure
accurate risk assessments,

More sophisticated modeling of regional oceanography:
Regional oceanographic patterns are complex, Additional study of these systems
would help to examine the effects of ballast water discharged into the system.

Opportunities for Further Work or Study

The introduction of nonindigenous aquatic nuisance species through the transport
and release of ballast water is a substantial problem with no simple solutions.
Currently, the only widely available solution to the ballast water problem is open-
ocean exchange of ballast water. However, vessels that are engaged in coastwise trade
often do not reach the open ocean between coastal ports. In addition, high seas may
make open-ocean ballast water exchange too dangerous for some vessels. These ves-
sels are unable to complete an open-ocean exchange.

Several studies have suggested the use of alternative zones for ballast water exchange
in order to address these gaps in the current management regime. In theory, these sites
would allow vessels that are unable to complete an open-ocean exchange to exchange
ballast water before entering port. This would reduce the risk of nonindigenous
species intreductions. Prevailing currents would carry discharged organisms away
from shore. Hopefully, these areas would be close enough to shore to decrease the
safety hazard associated with exchange in high seas and allow vessels engaged in
coastwise trade to reach them in the course of their customary route.

Unfortunately, once oceanographers began to investigate the possible presence of
alternative exchange zones, they were faced with a difficult reality. The draft
“Ballast Exchange Study” revealed that there were sites in each of the 10 regions
studied that would “ensure the entrainment of deballasted organisms in offshore
waters or currents.” However, these areas are so far from shore that they “may not
always match vessel requirements seeking lower sea states or more protected
waters” (Beeton et al., 1998).
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Although the selection of alternative zones for ballast water exchange will partially fill
the management gaps existing in the current system, it seems clear that ballast water
exchange will continue to be only an interim solution. The ultimate direction of ballast
water managernent is ballast water treatment, either on-board the vessel or on the
shore. Based upon these conclusions, there are several opportunities for further work
or study. The following is a list of issues that merit additional investigation and discus-
sion:

Continue and improve coordination among participants in West Coast ballast water
management.

It is essential that Pacific coast participants in the U.S., Canada and Mexico, cooperate
to develop a consistent management approach that state, provincial or iocal govern-
ments can implement. This approach could be developed within the existing infra-
structure, primarily through the work of the Pacific Ballast Water Group.

A large number of regulatory and non-regulatory groups, at the local, state, national
and international level are involved in the management of ballast water. Those listed in
Table 1 are only the most influential. There are many more groups that play smaller
roles in the ballast water arena. Not only are there numerous participants involved in
ballast water management, but there are also multiple laws that apply to the issue.
Ports and other state or local entities are continuously proposing additional ballast
water policies. Without coordination a complex web of programs and regulations
could emerge along the Pacific coast. This could pose a burden for the shipping indus-
try and for government programs.

Investigate the suitability of alternative zones for ballast water exchange already in use.
There is debate about the suitability of locally established alternative exchange zones
and further study of these sites is warranted. Dr. Colin Levings and Dr. Mike Forman
are engaging in such a study focusing on the Strait of Juan de Fuca. Additional studies
of this type for other northwest regions would assist ballast water managers.

Investigate an alternative zone for ballast water exchange for vessels entering
Puget Sound.

According to shipping data provided by the PSSOA, approximately 54 percent of ves-
sels arriving in Puget Sound come from other Pacific coast ports. In addition, an
unknown number of vessels are unable to exchange ballast water in the open ocean
due to dangerous seas. These vessels represent a gap in the U.S. Coast Guard ballast
water program. Although the selection of an alternative exchange zone for these ves-
sels would only partially fill this gap, it would still be an important step towards
decreasing the risk of introductions of nonindigenous species. This report identifies
the major considerations that should be involved in selecting an alternative exchange
site. Ideally, the selection of alternative zones for ballast water exchange for vessels
entering the Strait of Juan de Fuca would be a joint U.S./Canadian effort, in order to
decrease regulatory overlap and complexity.

Encourage the use of best management practices to reduce the probability of taking
up organisms during ballasting.
The International Maritime Organization (IMO) developed a list of guidelines for bal-
lasting that can be employed to reduce the risk of organism uptake. The uptake of bal-
last water should be minimized in:

+ areas with outbreaks, infestations or known populations of harmful organisms

and pathogens; :

areas with current phytoplankton blooms (algal blooms, such as red tides);
areas near sewage outfalls;
areas where a tidal strearn is known to be more turbid;
areas where tidal flushing is known to be poor;
darkness, when bottom-dwelling organisms may rise up in the water column;
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= very shallow water; or
+ areas where propellers may stir up sediment (IMO Resolution A.868(20))

Vessels entering Puget Sound could be encouraged to use these practices.

Encourage the use of on-board or on-shore treatment of ballast water,

Although ballast water exchange is currently the best ballast water management
method available, it is widely regarded as an interim solution. Ballast water exchange
is not always possible and is only 70 to 90 percent effective depending on the
exchange method employed. Ballast water pumps are simply not designed to remove
all of the ballast water or accumulated sediments in a ballast water tank. Therefore,
research and development of alternative technologies to address the ballast water
problem are needed.

Use the Coast Guard/Smithsonian Environmental Research Center database to assess
risk and the effectiveness of the current management regime.

" The U.S. Coast Guard, in cooperation with the Smithsonian Environmental Research
Center (SERC), will analyze the Coast Guard data to assess the effectiveness of the vol-
untary program of ballast water exchange. This will provide valuable new information
about ballast water exchange and ballast water sources for the West Coast region.
These results could fill many of the information gaps identified in this report.

Investigate ballast water/shipping patterns for vessels engaged in coastwise trade.
Vessels entering the EEZ will be included in the Coast Guard/SERC study. However,
vessels arriving at a U.S. West Coast port from another U.S. West Coast port will not be
included. Since approximately 50 percent of traffic in Puget Sound originates from
other West Coast ports (U.S., Canadian and Mexican), this represents a significant data
gap. To obtain a complete understanding of shipping traffic and ballast water patterns
in Puget Sound, a separate sample of vessels engaged in coastwise trade is needed.

Encourage additional studies.
There are several other information needs. Dr. Colin Levings and Dr. Mike Forman are
modeling the dispersal of organisms released in ballast water in the Strait of Juan de

. Fuca. Studies such as this should be encouraged in order to obtain more information
about the effects of ballast water discharge. Summary shipping data sets for the com-
bined Georgia Basin ports, such as those available from the Marine Exchange in Puget
Sound, are also needed.

Investigate the use of a matrix to evaluate vessel risk.

There are sevetal factors that increase the risk posed by individual vessels, These fac-
tors include vessel type, the origin of the ballast water on board, the amount of ballast
water discharged, concentration of organisms in ballast water, etc. It is possible that as
more information about each of these factors becomes available, managers could eval-
uate vessels based on their individual characteristics and apply appropriate preventive
measures to address that risk. Many vessels pose little or no risk of contributing to the
introduction of nonindigenous species through ballast water. For example, many con-
tainer vessels are designed to shift ballast between tanks, decreasing or eliminating the
need for continuous ballasting and deballasting during cargo loading and unloading
operations. The use of a risk evaluation matrix would eliminate some vessels from
management protocols and could reduce the burden that programs for managing bal-
last water have on the shipping industry. Australia is developing a Decision Support
System to evaluate vessel risk {Hallegraeff, 1998). It is possible that a similar system
could be useful in the U.S. :
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Appendix A.
Institutional Structure 2=

The ballast water issue has resulted in a complex institutional response for several rea-
sons. Ballast water transport is the result of global shipping. Therefore, there is an
international response in the form of ballast water management. Some countries are
more vulnerable to invasion or more protective of the natural environment and are
responding to the problem at the national level. Further complicating the situation is
that ports are managed in a variety of ways and at a variety of government levels.
Lastly, the results of introductions of nonindigenous species are usuatlly felt at the local
level and, therefore, local communities are starting to become involved. The informa-
tion in this section is summarized in Table 1.

'Major Laws and Agreements Governing
Ballast Water Management

International

There are two major international treaties, the Convention on Biological Diversity and
the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNLOS), which address non-
indigenous aquatic nuisance species. However, the United States is not a party to
either treaty. )

More importantly, the International Maritime Organization (IMO) has developed vol-
untary guidelines for ballast water management (Guidelines for the Control and
Management of Ship’s Ballast Water to Minimize the Transfer of Harmful Aquatic
Organisms and Pathogens}. Established by means of a Convention adopted in 1948,
the IMO is a specialized agency of the United Nations, and is responsible for measures
to improve the safety of international shipping and to prevent marine pollution from
ships (IMO website). There are currently 157 member nations of the IMO, including
the United States. The IMO works as an international forum for the adoption of legisla-
tion. Member countries that accept an IMO convention are expected to implement the
convention as part of their own national law. Committees such as the Marine
Environment Protection Committee (MEPC), which is responsible for the ballast water
issue, carry out the technical work of the IMO (IMO website).

The IMO guidelines, developed by the MEPC, outline operational methods that reduce
the risk of ballast water introductions of nonindigenous species. For example, vessels
should avoid loading ballast in areas of known cutbreaks of disease or aquatic nui-
sance species in order to reduce the risk that these organisms will be transported. The
guidelines also outline the various steps that ships, as well as port states, should take
to minimize the risk of species introductions, Notably, section 8.2.1 states that “...port
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States should provide ships with the following information...location and terms of use
of alternative exchange zones” (IMO, 1997).

The ballast water working group of the MEPC is now developing mandatory ballast
water exchange regulations which were expected to be introduced as Annex VII to the
International Convention for the Prevention of Pollution from Ships (MARPOL).
Unfortunately, the MEPC was unable to make enough progress on the ballast water
issue during the last meeting to move the annex process along. It now seems apparent
that the IMO will be introducing ballast water regulations as an independent treaty
rather than a MARPOL annex, and that any ballast water treaty will not be passed until
well after the expected year 2000 date (Singapore Shipping Times, 1999}, However, if an
annex is passed, then member nations that accept the annex will be legally bound to
implement the regulations it contains.

Washington/British Columbia Environmental Cooperation
Agreement of 1992 '

In the Pacific Northwest, an additional international agreement affects environmental
management. The Washington/British Columbia Environmental Cooperation
Agreement of 1992 established the Environmental Cooperation Council (ECC). The
ECC in turn established the Puget Sound/Georgia Basin Task Force (WA State ANS
Management Plan, 1998). The agreement stated that British Columbia and Washington
State will “... promote and coordinate mutual efforts to ensure the protection, preser-
vation and enhancement of our shared environment for the benefit of current and
future generations.” The Task force members include representatives from: the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency; the Northwest Fisheries Science Center; the
Departrent of Fisheries and Oceans Canada; the Department of Environment
Canada; the Washington Departments of Fish and Wildlife; the Washington
Departments of Natural Resources and Ecology; the Puget Sound Water Quality Action
Tearn; the British Columbia Ministry of Environment, Lands and Parks; and the
Northwest Indian Fisheries Commission. In 1994, the Marine Science Panel of the task
force identified nonindigenous species as a problem in the shared waters and recom-
mended that “...serious efforts be made to prevent the introduction of exotic species
into the shared and adjacent waters” (British Columbia/Washington Marine Science
Panel, 1994). The result was the establishment of the Puget Sound exotic species work-
group, which’sponsored a report on the pathways and management of nonindigenous
species in the shared waters (see Elston, 1997). The workgroup recommended the cre-
ation of an aquatic nuisance species coordinator position. Once the Washington
Department of Fish and Wildlife secured funding for that position, the Puget Sound
exotic species workgroup dissolved.

Nonindigenous Aquatic Nuisance Prevention and Control Act
of 1990

At the federal level, Congress responded to the zebra mussel invasion of the Great
Lakes with the Nonindigenous Aquatic Nuisance Prevention and Control Act (NAN-
PCA)of 1990 . The five purposes of the act are as follows:

1. to prevent unintentional introduction and dispersal of nonindigenous species into
waters of the United States through ballast water management and other require-
ments;

2. to coordinate federally conducted, funded or authorized research, prevention con-
trol, information dissemination and other activities regarding the zebra mussel and
other aquatic nuisance species;

3. to develop and carry out environmentally sound control methods to prevent, moni-
tor and control unintentional introductions of nonindigenous species from path-
ways other than ballast water exchange;

4. to understand and minimize economic and ecological impacts of nonindigenous
aquatic nuisance species that become established, including the zebra mussel; and
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5. to establish a program of research and technology development and assistance to
states in the managemerit and removal of z._ebra mussels (USGS NANPCA website).

The act mandated several studies and provided states with the opportunity to create
management plans for aquatic nuisance species in general, and for the zebra mussel
specifically, and submit them for funding.

The NANPCA also created the Aquatic Nuisance Species Task Force (ANS Task Force),
which is responsible for coordinating government efforts related to nonindigenous
aquatic species in the United States with those of the private sector and other North
American interests (ANS Task Force website). The task force is co-chaired by the
National Qceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NQOAA) and the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service and includes representatives from the U.S. Coast Guard, U.S. ‘
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and departments of Army, Agriculture and
State and 10 ex-officio members from non-federal groups. Within the ANS Task Force,
the Ballast Water and Shipping Committee is responsible for developing a program of
testing and demonstrating ballast water management technologies, monitoring the
effectiveness of ballast water regulations, and being the focus for consultation and
coordination of ballast water and shipping issues for the task force.

National Invasive Species Act of 1996

The National Invasive Species Act (NISA) of 1996 (PL. 104-332) reauthorized and
amended NANPCA. NISA expanded the mandatory ballast exchange program in the
Great Lakes and directed the Secretary of Transportation to establish record keeping
for the purposes of compliance monitoring. NISA also authorized funds for several
studies of ballast discharge and possible control mechanisms and directed the secre-
tary to develop control guidelines nationally.

The U.S. Coast Guard issued an interim rule implementing the ballast water program
mandated by NISA. Under the interim rule, effective July 1, 1999, vessels entering U.S.
waters should do one of the following:

+ voluntarily conduct an open-ocean ballast water exchange in waters at least 200
miles from shore and at least 2,000 meters in depth; '

retain their ballast water on board;

use an alternative and approved method of ballast water management;

discharge ballast water into an approved reception facility; or

“under extraordinary conditions, conduct a ballast water exchange within an area

agreed upon by the Captains of the Port at the time of the request, or after notifica-

tion to the Captain of the Port within an area listed as an Alternate Exchange Zone”

(USCG Navigation and Inspection Circular, 1999).

In addition, the U.S. Coast Guard program includes mandatory reporting of ballast
water operations from vessels entering U.S. waters. There are currently no penalties for
non-reporting. A vessel that has not conducted an open-ocean ballast water exchange
due to high seas may claim a safety exemption. The regulations apply only to those
vessels entering the U.S. EEZ. Vessels engaged in coastwise trade are not regulated
{USCG Interim Rule, 1999).

NISA created the National Ballast Information Clearinghouse, which is run by the
Smithsonian Environmental Research Center. If the joint Smithsonian/Coast Guard
monitoring program reveals that voluntary guidelines do not result in a high enough
compliance rate during a three year period, the guidelines will be made mandatory
and will carry civil and criminal penalties. Vessels will be selected for compliance test-
ing on a random basis. The Coast Guard will board selected vessels and record answers
to 20 questions similar to those on the written report form. Following the interview, .
the officers will collect ballast water samples and conduct a salinity test using a hand-

Appendix A..47



Ballast Water and Shipping Patterns in 'Puget Sound

48 Apperdix A

held salinity refractometer to assess the likelihood that an exchange was conducted. A
salinity measurement of less than 30 parts per thousand is interpreted as indicating
that either an exchange did not occur or was very inefficient (USCG NVIC, 1999).

NISA also authorized the formation of a Western Regional Panel on Aquatic Nuisance
Species as part of the ANS Task Force. This panel “will identify priorities and make rec-
cmmendations on an education, monitoring, prevention and control program to pre-
vent the spread of aquatic nuisance species in the Western region” (PL. 104-323). The
Western Regional Panel on Aquatic Nuisance Species, formed in July 1997, includes 48
representatives from federal, state, and local agencies as well as private environmental
and commercial groups. The western region consists of all of the states and provinces
west of the 100th Meridian in addition to Guam, Hawaii and Alaska. Since the intro-
duction and spread of aquatic nuisance species represents a transboundary issue,
there are representatives from Canadian provinces on the panel. Although the panel
was formed according to U.S. law and the recommendations will be for U.S. actions,
the presence of Canadian representatives is an important step in the collaboration

* between nations to address this problem. The purposes of the WRP are to:

L. identify western region priorities for responding to aquatic nuisance species;

2. make recommendations to the ANS Task Force regarding an education, monitoring
(including inspection), prevention and control program to prevent the spread of
the zebra‘n)lussel west of the 100th Meridian;

3. coordinate, where possible, other aquatic nuisance species program activities in
the West not conducted pursuant to the act;

4. develop an emergency response strategy for federal, state and local entities for
stemming new invasions of aquatic nuisance species in the region;

5. provide advice to public and private individuals and entities concerning methods
of preventing and controlling aquatic nuisance species infestations; and

6. submit an annual report to the ANS Task Force describing activities within the
western region related to aquatic nuisance species prevention, research and con-
trol (Western Regional Panel website)

Section 1204 of the NISA allows for a federal cost-share for implementing state man-
agement plans that have been approved by the ANS Task Force. Washington is one of
the few states to have an approved plan.

Executive Order

On February 3; 1999, President Clinton issued Executive Order 13,112, creating the
Invasive Species Council. The council is co-chaired by the Secretary of Interior, the
Secretary of Agriculture and the Secretary of Commerce. Additional Council members
include the Secretary of State, the Secretary of the Treasury, the Secretary of Defense,
the Secretary of Transportation, and the Administrator of the EPA. The Council may
invite additional federal agency representatives. The responsibilities of the Invasive
Species Council are;

1. to see that the federal agency activities concerning invasive species are coordinat-
ed, complementary, cost-efficient and effective: .

2. to encourage planning and action at local, tribal, state, regional and ecosystem-

based levels in cooperation with interest groups and existing organizations

addressing invasive species;

to develop recommendations for international cooperation;

4. to develop, in consultation with the Council on Environmental Quality, guidance to
federal agencies pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act on prevention
and contrgl of invasive species;

W



Considerations for Siting of Alternative Ballast Water Exchange Zones

5. to facilitate establishment of a coordinated, up-to-date information sharing sys-
tem; and :

6. to prepare and issue a national Invasive Species Management Plan within 18
months (Executive Order No. 13,112, 64 Fed. Reg. 6183 (1999))

The Executive Order directs federal agencies to identify agency actions that affect the
status of invasive species and not to authorize, fund, or carry out any activities that will
promote the introduction of invasive species. In addition, it directs federal agencies to
engage in activities that prevent introduction of invasive species, monitor or control
invasive species, restore native populations or habitat, research control and prevention
technologies, or educate the public about invasive species.

The Clean Water Act

Although it does not specifically address the introduction of nonindigenous species,

~ the Clean Water Act (CWA) governs the protection of water quality in the United States.
Section 301 of the CWA prohibits all point source discharge of pollutants into the
waters of the United States unless a permit has been issued under the National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) or under the regulations covering
dredge and fill activities. The CWA specifies that vessels are point sources (33 U.S.C.
Section 1362(14)) and nonindigenous species qualify as biological pollutants (33 U.S.C.

11362(6)). Ballast water has not previously been regulated nationally under the CWA
because the EPA regulations state that any discharge incidental to the normal opera-
tion of a vessel do not require NPDES permits (40 CFR Section 122.3(a)).

In January 1999, several environmental and fisheries organizations petitioned Carol
Browner, the administrator of the EPA, for the repeal of 40 CFR Section 122.3(a), the
regulation which exempts ballast water discharges from the NPDES system (Johnson,
1999). Instead, these groups advecate that ballast water discharges be regulated under
the CWA.

Washington State

Statutory authority exists for the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW)
to classify wildlife into categories subject to specific statutes and rules [RCW
77.12.020], and to regulate the collection, importation and transportation of wildlife
[RCW 77.12.030}, including the taking possession, sale or distribution of wildlife and
deleterious exotic wildlife [RCW 77.12.040]. WDFW plays a role in the aquatic nuisance
species issue primarily through the efforts of the Aquatic Nuisance Species
Coordinator. The coordinator chaired the Washington Aquatic Nuisance Species
Planning Committee, which completed the Washington State Aquatic Nuisance
Species Management Plan in June of 1998. The coordinator also chaired the Zebra
Mussel and Green Crab Task Force created by the legislature in 1998 (Chapter 153,
Laws of 1998). This task force was “...charged with developing recommendations for
legislative consideration to prevent or control the spread of these two Aquatic
Nuisance Species (ANS).” (Zebra Mussel/Green Crab task force, 1998). The task force
published its final report and recommendations in December of 1998, but the legisla-
ture did not pass the recommendations.

The Washington Department of Ecology oil spills program routinely boards high-risk
cargo and passenger vessels. Vessels are surveyed based on a variety of factors includ-
ing pollution prevention, training, planned maintenance system operating procedures
and ballast water. If a vessel has not completed a mid-ocean ballast water exchange it
will receive points in the ballast water category. Vessels not achieving an adequate level
of compliance may face fines or other actions. In addition to calculating ballast water
exchange into the risk matrix; the Department of Ecology provides each boarded vessel
with information on safe ballast water discharge.
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At this time, no local governments or port districts in Washington have a formal ballast
water program in place. An informal survey of the ports of Anacortes, Bellingham,
Everett, Olympia, Port Angeles, Seattle and Tacoma revealed that none of them have
any formal ballast water policy, and they are currently relying on existing management
measures (personal communication, Eric Johnson, Washington Public Port
Association}.

Non-Regulatory Groups

Working Groups

The West Coast Regional Working Group on Ballast Water Management is a joint British
Columbia/Washington group that was formed in early 1999. The Working Group was
not legally mandated, but was formed to create educational dialogue and coordination
between the neighboring state and province. Members of this small group represent
the Port of Vancouver, other B.C. ports, the U.S. Coast Guard, the Department of
Fisheries and Oceans Canada, and Transport Canada,

The Pacific Ballast Water Group (PBWG) is similar to the West Coast Regional Working
Group, but itincluded representatives from California, Oregon and Washington.
Representatives from British Columbia have been invited to attend. The PBWG was
formed in February 1999 by representatives from the shipping industry, state and fed-
eral agencies, environmental organizations and scientists who recognized the need for
a cooperative and coordinated regional response to solving the ballast water problem.
Since its formation, the PBWG has grown to include over 30 members who are rapidly
compiling an informational report and making recommendations in order to foster the
prompt implementation of practical solutions, The PBWG meets approximately
bimonthly in various West Coast cities. Since the PBWG is interested in including repre-
sentatives from B.C. and the West Coast Regional Group wishes to address coastwise
goals, these two similar groups are expected to align closely or to merge.

The Puget Sound Marine Committee (PSMC) was formed in October of 1997 to “...pro-
vide a proactive forum for identifying, assessing, planning, communicating and imple-
menting those environmental measures that promote safe and efficient use of Puget
Sound and adjacent waters.” The PSMC addresses issues facing Puget Sound, the Strait
of Juan de Fuca and the Washington coast. The PSMC was formed as a broad-based
collection of interest groups, who would meet and create solutions without mandate or
government control. The PSMC is a consensus-based group with members from a
diverse set of groups ranging from environmental organizations to petroleum shippers
to recreational boaters (Schneidler, 1999). The PSMC works through standing commit-
tees that were created based on general subject areas and that include representatives
from outside the PSMC. The Ballast Water Subcommittee was formed two years ago
and has been chaired by a representative of the Washington Environmental Council,
The accomplishments of this subcommittee include the adoption of voluntary policy of
ballast water exchange by the Puget Sound Steamship Operators Association.

Industry

The Pacific Merchant Shipping Association (PMSA) is a non-profit organization that
represents owners and operators of U.S. and foreign flag vessels operating in the Pacific
Basin. The PMSA represents its 35 members’ interests on matters concerning issues
affecting the maritime industry including legislation and regulations (personal com-
munication, Kenny Levin, PMSA). The PMSA does not have an official policy on ballast
water issues, but the PMSA is a member of the Pacific Ballast Water Group and is work-
ing towards solutions in that capacity.

The Puget Sound Steamship Operators Association (PSSOA) is composed of 45 vessel
operators and agencies engaged in maritime commerce in Puget Sound and Grays
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Harbor ports. The PSSOA is a non- profit organization that works to encourage the best
interests of its members by promoting commerce, international friendship and indus-
tries and to ensure uniformity among the actions of its members (PSSOA website). The
PSSOA has developed a voluntary ballast water exchange policy and has recommend-
ed that its members abide by that policy. “...The PSSOA has strongly recommended to
its member companies, that ballast water exchange be conducted in accordance with
the Coast Guard rules, and also while on coastal voyages, if it is safe, and if the vessel is
at least 25 nautical miles offshore and not in a marine sanctuary” (PSSOA website).

Environmental Groups

There are numerous environmental groups that have played a role in the batlast water
issue. People for Puget Sound, Friends of the $an Juans and Northwest Environmental
Advocates all signed the petition to Carol Browner, administrator of the EPA, to regu-
late ballast water discharge under the Clean Water Act. The Washingten Environmental
Council and Puget Soundkeeper Alliance have been active through the work of the
chairman of the Ballast Water Subcommittee of the Puget Sound Marine Committee.
Adopt a Beach has been active in volunteer monitoring of aquatic nuisance species
and in the control of Spartina alterniflora, an invasive non-native estuarine plant.
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The purpose of this report is to suggest considerations for the siting of alternative
zones for ballast water exchange for vessels entering Puget Sound. Although vessels
entering Puget Sound may transit Canadian waters off of Vancouver Island, those
areas will not be
Puget Sound bathymetry described hefe as th.ey.are
at 100 meter intervals, under Canadian jurisdic-
{Buins, 1985) Reprinted tion and are not under

Figure 15.

by permission from consideration for alterna-
Washington State Sea tive exchange zones.
Grant program, Vessels entering Puget
University of Sound transit U.S. waters

Washington, 1999. in the Strait of Juan de

Fuca, Puget Sound and off
the coast of Washington
{see Figure 10).

Puget Sound

Puget Sound is divided
into four subdivisions, or
basins: the Main Basin,
Whidbey Basin, Southern
Basin, and Hood Canal
Basin (Burns, 1985).
These basins are defined
geographically, but also
by their bathymetry. “The
term basin implies a
depression in the seafloor
where deeper water in
the middle is separated
by shallower depths from
deeper water beyond. In
a general sense, the shal-
tower depth separating
one basin from another
may be relatively insignif-
icant, or it may be a full-
fledged barrier prevent-
ing flow of water from
one basin to another”
(Burns, 1985).
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The Main Basin of Puget Sound is a partiatly-mixed, fjord-like estuary which connects
to the Strait of Juan de Fuca through Admiralty Inlet and extends southward 100 km
(55 miles) to Commencement Bay. A sill at Admiralty Inlet impedes the circulation
between the Strait of Juan de Fuca and the Main Basin (see Figure 15). A sill is a shal-
low area of the seafloor that separates two basins from one another or a coastal bay
from the adjacent ocean (Burns, 1985). North of Seattle, the Main Basin exhibits a typi-
cal estuarine pattern of net seaward flow near the surface, due to freshwater input
from rivers, and net landward flow at depth (Cannon, 1983; Pashinski and Charnell,
1879; Thomson, 1994).

Surface circulation in the Main Basin is highly influenced by winds and tidal eddies
(Pacific Marine Environmental Laboratory, 1976; Kawase, 1998; Ebbesmeyer, 1999). A
drift card study by Pashinski and Charnell (1979) revealed that nearly 45 percent of
drift cards released in the Main Basin were recovered and almost all of those recoveries
occurred in the Main Basin or in the San Juan Island Region (eastern Strait of Juan de
Fuca). The recovery rates for cards released in the San Juan region were even higher—
nearly 50 percent—and almost all of these cards were recovered in the San Juan region.
These recovery rates are high in comparison to the 17 percent recovery rate for cards
released in the western Strait of Juan de Fuca.

Strait of Juan de Fuca

The Strait of Juan de Fuca, connecting the Main Basin of Puget Sound to the Pacific
Ocean, is 160 km long, ranges from 22 to 60 km wide and is, on average, 250 m deep
(University of Victoria website). The Strait exhibits a typical estuarine circulation pat-
tern with fresher surface water flowing seaward above colder, saltier water flowing
landward (Ott and Garrett, 1998; Ebbesmeyer et al., 1991(a); Holbrook et al., 1980;
Thomson, 1994). Due to the earth’s rotation and the width of the strait, the surface sea-
ward outflow is strongest on the northetn, Canadian side of the channel and greater
inflow occurs on the southern, U.S. side of the Strait (University of Victoria website;
Pease et al,, 1979; Hickey et al., 1991; Thomson, 1994).

The typical estuarine circulation pattern can be altered by changes in coastal winds.
Reversals in surface flow (from seaward to landward) can result from a low-pressure
center off Washington that generates southerly coastal winds (Ebbesmeyer et al.,
1991{a); Holbrook et al., 1980; Hickey et a;., 1991; Thomson, 1994). These reversals can
last several days and although they usually occur during the winter, reversals have
been observed during the summer (Holbrook et al., 1980). In addition, tidal eddies
strongly influence surface circulation in the Strait, Ebbesmeyer et al. (1991(b)) found
that 14 prominent eddies wete the principal influence on the recovery of drift cards in
the eastern Strait. Ebbesmeyer et al. (1991(b)) also revealed that winds were of second-
ary importance to the recovery patterns in the eastern Strait,

Due to the high variability in the circulation in the Strait of Juan de Fuca, especially in
the eastern Strait, Holbrook et al. (1980) determined that pollution from oil spills
occurring in the Strait would probably reach shore before being carried out to the
Pacific Qcean. “Observations presented in this report imply that a spill resulting from a
tanker accident within the Strait could impact the ecologically sensitive near-share
zone and beaches before flushing into the coastal ocean. Intrusions of coastal water
generated by coastal winds are common during winter and have been observed year-
round; therefore, an oil slick could have an eastward trajectory well into the eastern
basin region. Because of the complex pattern of eddies, fronts, and shore-directed cur-
rent components, the potential for oil slick beaching increases with eastward distance
into the system” (Holbrook et al., 1980).
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Coastal Washington

The coastline of Washington is relatively smooth and has an approximate north-south
orientation. The coast is punctuated by the Strait of Juan de Fuca, Grays Harbor,
Willapa Bay and the Columbia River. Each of these estuaries is fed by at least one river.
The Chehalis, Humptulips, North, Hoquiam and Wishkah rivers feed Grays Harbor.
The Willapa, North and Naselle rivers feed Willapa Bay. The Columbia River is the only
significant river entering the Columbia River estuary. The Columbia River discharge,
which peaks in June, is responsible for 77 percent of the total drainage into the Pacific
between San Francisco Bay and the Strait of Juan de Fuca. The freshwater effluent,
which is generally 5-20 m thick and less dense than the surrounding seawater, general-
ly flows to the north off the Washington coast during the winter and south off of the
Oregon coast during the summer (Hickey, 1989).

Generally, the bathymetry of the Washington coast is smooth due to sediment accu-
mulation. The continental shelf off of Washington varies in width from 25 to 60 km (15
to 35 miles) and is broken by six canyons: Juan de Fuca, Quinault, Grays, Guide,
Willapa and Astoria (Strickland and Chasan, 1989). These canyons are typically 5-20
km wide and at least 1,000 m deep (Hickey, 1989).

The driving force for the surface winds off of the Pacific Coast is the strength of the
gradient between the North Pacific high and the continental thermal low over
California. This gradient is strongest in the summer, creating northeriy winds offshore,
and weakest in the winter, resulting in southerly winds off of Oregon and Washington
(Hickey, 1979). Thus, upwelling occurs along much of the coast in spring and summer,

and downwelling occurs at nerthern latitudes in the fall and winter (Hickey, 1998).

Large-Scale Currents

The coasts of Washington and Oregon are located in an eastern boundary current sys-
tem, wherein the West Wind Drift divides into the northward flowing Alaskan Current
and the southward flowing California Current (Hickey, 1989). The California Current
Systemn is comiposed of the California Current, the Davidson Current, the California
Undercurrent and possibly a subsurface Washington Undercurrent.

The California Current flows southward year-round from the shelf break of the Pacific
Coast to 1,000 km offshore and is strongest in the summer to early fall and weakest in
the winter (Hickey, 1998). The width of the current varies from 600-1,000 km, with no
well-defined western boundary (Purdy, 1990). The current carries colder, fresher sub-
arctic water at inean speeds of 10 cm per second. The current is strongest at the sur-
face, but extends through the top 500 m of the water column. The position of the cur-
rent is also seasonal in nature. The California Current is closer to shore during the
sunmer and further off of the shelf in winter (Strickland and Chasan, 1989).

Hickey (1979) distinguished an offshore region of strong southward flow, which she
defined as the main branch of the California Current, from a nearshore region of
southward flow, which occurs primarily on the continental shelf. The offshore maxi-
muin is located 250-350 km from the Washington/Oregon coast during the summer
and late fall. The nearshore maximum occurs in spring and late summer off of the
Washington/Oregon coast.

The California Undercurrent is a relatively narrow (10-40 km), subsurface current that
flows northward over the continental slope from Baja California to Vancouver Island
(Hickey, 1998). The current has a jet-like structure, with a jet core located just seaward
and a little below the shelf break. The current is strongest at 100-300 m depths and
transports warmer, saltier, equatorial water. The California Undercurrent is strongest
in summer ot early fall and minimum northward subsurface flow occurs in the spring
(Hickey, 1938). There is speculation that the Davidson Current could be a surface
expression of the California Undercurrent (Hickey, 1979).
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During the winter, when the southward flowing California Current is weaker and fur-
ther offshore, the northward flowing Davidson Current develops. The Davidson
Current begins to develop inshore of the California Current off the Washington/Oregon
coast in September, is well established in January and disappears by May (Purdy, 1990).
Flow in March and April are transitional and can be in either direction (Hickey, 1979).
The Davidson Current is 100 km in width and extends seaward of the slope, carrying
warmer, saltier, low oxygen, high phosphate, equatorial water. There is evidence that
there is a second region of northward flow that is found several hundred kilometers
away from shore and is separated from the Davidson Current by the southward flow of
the California Current (Hickey 1979).

There is some evidence that a southward undercurrent, the Washington Undercurrent,
occurs along Washington and Oregon slopes during the winter (Purdy, 1990). The
Washington Undercurrent is deeper (300-500 m) than the southward flowing California
Undercurrent {Hickey, 1998).

Shelf Currents

Currents over the shelf generally follow the seasonal pattern of ocean currents, but
they are highly variable and are influenced by local winds, bottom and shoreline con-
figuration and freshwater input. “On the average, water flows southward in the upper
100 m during summer, and northward below that depth. Water over the shelf flows
generally northward at all depths during winter; nearshore under the Columbia River
plume southward flow may be found” (Strickland and Chasan, 1989).

Off the Washington coast, the late summer southward flow reaches a maximum on the
outer shelf and slope, and summer flow on the inner shelf is more northward than off
the Oregon coast. During winter, the flow over the inner shelf of Washington is more
southward than that off Oregon, and the seasonal mean flow off Washington is
stronger on the outer shelf than the mid-shelf (Hickey, 1989).

Tidal Currents

Off the Washington coast, tides are semidiurnal mixed, meaning that tidal currents
reverse four times daily. Tidal currents are stronger during the spring tides associated
with full and new moons, and weaker during the neap tides around the quarter moons.
Tidal currents are greatest during the periods of greatest tidal amplitude, such as May

- through July and November threugh January (Strickland and Chasan, 1989).

“Tidal currents on the shelf tend to flow in an elliptical rotary pattern, northeastward
on the flood and southwestward on the ebb. Floating objects follow such ellipses as
they drift in the direction of the underlying wind-driven and other currents”
(Strickland and Chasan, 1989). Typical maximum tidal current speeds on the open
shelf are 10 cm/sec. However, current speed is variable. Nearshore, tidal currents are
influenced by estuarine flow and are much larger than wind-driven currents.

Variability

As noted above, currents vary over a variety of time scales from momentarily to sea-
sonally. They also vary interannually. Interannual variability in water properties, cur-
rent, zooplankton biomass and steric height is significant off of the Pacific Coast and
much of this variability is due to the El Nifio Southern Oscillation phenomena (Hickey,
1998). During El Nifio years, the California Current is unusually weak, the California
Undercurrent is unusually strong, the water in the upper 500 m is unusually warm, the
zooplankton biomass is unusually low and nutrients, phytoplankton biomass and fish
catch are greatly reduced (Hickey, 1998). Overall, during El Nifio years, large scale cur-
rents flow more northward arid coastal sea level is higher than in non-El Nifio years’
(Hickey, 1989).
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Waves/Storms

Wave heights and wavelengths are important due to their effects on structures and
their hazards to navigation. The U.S. Pacific Northwest is noted for heavy wave condi-
tions, with measured extremes of wave height range from 15 to 29 m off the coast of

. Washington (Purdy, 1990). Maximum and mean wave heights are largest on both the

outer shelf and the nearshore during the winter months {October through April)
(Strickland and Chasan, 1989).



Considerations for Siting of Alternative Ballast Water Exchange Zones

Bibliography

Beeton, AM,, L.T. Carlton, B.T. Holohan, G.H. Wheless, A.Valle-Levinson, L.A. Drake, G. Ruiz, L. McCann, W,
Walton, A, Frese, P. Fofonoff, S. Godwin, J. Toft, L. Hartman and E. von Holle, 1998, DRAFT Ballast
Exchange Study: Consideration of Back-Up Exchange Zones and Environmental Effects of Ballast
Exchange and Ballast Release, A Report to the National Sea Grant Program, NOAA, Washingtan,
D.C.and the Environmental Protection Agency, Washington, D.C. Distributed for review to the
members of the ANS Task Force on March 22,1999,

British Columbia/Washington Marine Science Panel. 1994, The Shared Marine Waters of British Columbia
and Washington: A Scientific Assessment of Current Status and Future Trends in Resource
Abundance and Environmentai Quality in the Strait of Juan de Fuca, Strait of Georgia and Puget
Sound. Report to the British Columbia/Washington Environmental Cooperation Council,

Burns, R. 1985.The Shape and Form of Puget Sound. Puget Sound Books, a Washington Sea Grant
Publication, University of Washington Press, Seattle, WA.

Cannon, G.A. 1983. An Overview of Circulation in the Puget Sound Estuatine Systemn. NOAA Tach. Memo.
ERL PMEL-48, Seattle, WA.

Carlton, J.T. 1994. Biological invasions and biodiversity in the sea:the ecological and human health
timpacts of nonindigenous marine and estuarine organisms. In Proceeding of the Conference &
Workshop Nonindigenous Estuarine and Marine Organisms (NEMQ), Seattle, WA, April 1994.
NOAA,

Carlton, J.T. 1996. Marine bioinvasions: The alteration of marine ecosystems by nonindigenous species.
Oceanography 9:36-43.

Carlton, )T, and JB. Geller. 1993, Ecological roulette: Biological invasions and the global transport of non-
indigenous marine organisms. Science 261:78-82.

Cariton, J.T., D.M. Reld, and H.van Leeuwen. 1995. The Role of Shipping in the Introduction of
Nonindigenous Aquatic Organisms to the Coastal Waters of the United States (other than the
Great Lakes) and an Analysis of Control Options. Washington, D.C.: U.5. Coast Guard and U.S,
Deapartment of Transportation, Naticnal Sea Grant College Program/Connecticut Sea Grant. Coast
Guard Report Number CG-D-11-95.NTIS Report Number AD-A294809,

Chiy, KH,, PF.Tam, CH.Fung and Q.C.Chen, 1997. A biological survey of ballast water in container ships
entering Hong Kong. Hydrobiologia 352: 201-206.

Cohen, A.N. 1998. Ships’ Ballast Water and the Introduction of Exotic Organisms into the San Francisco
Estuary: Current Status of the Problem and Options for Management, San Francisco Estuary
Institute, Richmond, CA.

Cohen, AN.and JT.Carlton, 1995. Biological Study. Nonindigenous Aquatic Nuisance Species in a United
States Estuary: A Case Study of the Biological Invasions of the San Francisco Bay and Delta.
Washington, D.C.: National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration for the U_S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and the National Sea Grant College Program, Connecticut Sea Grant, NTIS Report Number
PB96-166525.

Bibliography..57



Ballast Water and Shipping Patterns in Puget Sound

58..Bibliography

Cohen, A.N.and }.T. Carlton. 1998, Accelerating invasion rate in a highly invaded estuary. Science 279:555-
558.

Cohen, A, CMills, H. Berry, M. Wonham, B. Bingham, B. Bookheim, J, Carlton, J. Chapman, J. Cordell, L. Harris,
T.Klinger, A. Kohn, C. Lambert, G. Lambert, K. Li, D. Secord and J. Toft. 1998. Puget Sound
Expedition: A Rapid Assessment Survey of Non-Indigenous Species in the Shallow Waters of
Puget Sound. Prepared for the Washington State Department of Natural Resources, Olympia, WA
and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service, Lacey, WA,

Dames & Moore, 1999, Ballast Water.Exchange and Treatment: Executive Summary. Prepared for California
Assodiation of Port Authorities, Pacific Merchant Shipping Association, Steamship Association of
Southern California, and Western States Petroleum Association, Jon No, 25835-033-086.

Ebbesmeyer, C.C. 1999. Oceanographic Features of Juan de Fuca Strait and Puget Sound. in Draft
Proceedings for Strategies for Developing and Applying MPA Science in Puget Sound/Georgia
Basin, May 17 & 18, 1998 Workshop-Bellingham, WA. Prepared for the Puget Sound/Georgia Basin
International Task Force, Lori Scinto, Editor.

Ebbesmeyer, C.C;J.M. Cox,and B.L. Salem. 1991{a). 1875 Floatable wreckage driven inland through the
Strait of Juan de Fuca. Puget Sound Research ‘31 Proceedings, Vol. 1, pp. 75-85.

Ebbesmeyer, C.C, C.A.Coomes, JM.Cox, and B.L. Salem. 1991(b). Eddy induced beaching of floatable
materials in the eastemn Strait of Juan de Fuca. Puget Sound Research ‘91 Proceeding, Vol. 1, pp.
86-98.

Ebbesmeyer, C.C, C.A. Coomes, and E.C. Noah. 1995. Winter dispersion and intrusion of floating wooden
cards released along Juan de Fuca 5trait. Puget Sound Research '95 Proceeding.Vol.2, pp. 971-
978. Puget Sound Water Quality Authority, Olympia, WA.

Elston, R. 1997, Pathways and Management of Marine Nonindigenous Species in the Shared Waters of
British Columbia and Washington. Puget Sound/Georgia Basin Environmental Report Series:
Number 5.Prepared for the Puget Sound/Georgia Basin International Task Force, Work Group on
Minimizing Introductions of Exotic Species, with support from Puget Sound Water Quality Action
Team, U.5. EPA, Region 10, Departtnent of Fisheries and Oceans, Canada, and Washington
Department of Ecology.

Hasllegraeff, G.M. 1998, Transport of toxic dinoflagellates via ships’ ballast water: bioeconomic risk assess-
ment and efficacy of possible ballast water management strategies. Marine Ecology Progress
Series 168:297-309.

Hallegraeff, G.M.,and C..Bolch. 1992. Transport of diatom and dinoflagellate resting spores in ships’ bal-
last water: Implications for plankton biogeography and aquaculture. journal of Plankton
Research 14:1067-1084.

Hickey, B.M. 1979.The California Current System - hypotheses and facts. Prog. Oceanog. 8:191-279.

Hickey, B.M. 1989. Patterns and Processes of Circulation Over the Washington Continental Shelf and

Slope. In:Landry, M.F.and B.M. Hickey {eds.). Coastal Oceanography of Washington and Cregon.
Elsevier Applied Science BV, Amsterdam,

Hickey, B.M. 1998. Coastal Oceanography of Western North America from the Tip of Baja Califernia to
Vancouver Island. In: Robinson, A.R and K.H. Brink {eds.), The Sea, Volume 11. John Wiley & Sons,
Inc. '

Hickey, B.M, RE. Thomson, H.Yih and PH. LeBlond. 1991. Buoyancy-driven fluctuations in the Vancouver
Island caastal current. Journal of Geophysical Research 96: 10507-10538.

Hines, AN, G.M. Ruiz, J. Chapman, G|, Hansen, J.T. Carlton, and N. Foster. 1998, Biological Invasions of Cold-
Water Coastal Ecosystems: Ballast-Mediated Introductions in Port Valdez/Prince William Sound,
Alaska, 1998 Progress Report, Presented to the Regional Citizens’ Advisory Council. Available at
www.pwsrcac.org/Research/NIS98.htm| (Accessed 4/5/99)



‘Considerations for Siting of Alternative Ballast Water Exchange Zones

Holbrook, J.R., R.D. Muench, D.G. Kachel, and C. Wright. 1980. Circulation in the Strait of Juan de Fuca:
Recent Oceanographic Observations in the Eastern Basin. NOAA Tech. Rep. ERL 412-PMEL 33,
Seattle, WA,

International Maritime Organization. 1997. Guidelines for the Control and Management of Ship’s Ballast
Water to Minimize the Transfer of Harmful Aquatic Organisms and Pathogens. IMO Resolution
A.868(20), adopted 27 November 1997.IMO, London,

Johnston, C.N. 1999, Petition for repeal of 40 C.F.R. Section 122.3(a). Directed to Carol Browner, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency from the Pacific Environmental Advocacy Center on January
13,1999,

Kawase, M. 1998, A Numerical Model of Puget Sound Circulation. Puget Sound Research ‘98 Proceedings,
Vol. 1, pp. 209-216. Puget Sound Water Quality Action Team, Clympia, WA.

McCarthy, 5.A. and F.M. Khambaty. 1994. International dissemination of epidemic Vibrio cholerae by'cargo

ship ballast and other nonpotable waters, Applied and Environmental Microbioclogy 60: 2597-
2601,

Murray, MR.and L. Ferguson. 1998(a). The Status of Marine Protected Areas in Puget Sound. Puget Sound
Research '98 Proceedings, Vol. 2, pp. 783-793. Puget Sound Water Quality Action Team, Olympia,
WA,

Murray, M.R. and L. Ferguson. 1998(b). The Status of Marine Protected Areas in Puget Sound; Volume | and
Il. Puget Sound/Georgia Basin Environmental Report Series: Number 8. Prepared for the Puget
Sound/Georgia Basin International Task Force, Work Group on Marine Protected Areas, with sup-
port from Puget Sound Water Quality Action Team and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
Region 10.

Murray-Metcalf Northwest Straits Citizens Advisory Commission. 1998, Murray-Metcalf Northwest Straits
Citizen Advisory Commission Report to the Convenors. Prepared by Washington Sea Grant
Program, University of Washington, Seattle, WA,

National Marine Fisheries Service. 1999. Current Fisheries Statistics No. 9800: Fisheries of the United
States, 1998.

National Research Council. 1996. Stemming the Tide: Controlling Introductions of Nonindigenous Species
by Ships’ Ballast Water. National Academy Press, Washington, D.C.

Ott, M.W.and C. Garrett. 1998, Frictional estuarine flow in Juan de Fuca Strait, with implications for sec-
ondary circulation. Journal of Geophysical Research 103:15,657-15,666.

Pacific Marine Environmental Laboratory. 1976. Physical Oceanography in Puget Sound Main Basin
Project Report: Fiscal Year 1976 and 1976T. NOAA Tech. Memo. ERL MESA-18, Boulder Colorado.

Pashinski, D.J., and R.L.Charnell. 1979. Recovery Record for Surface Drift Cards Released in the Puget
Sound-5trait of Juan de Fuca System During Calendar Years 1976-1977. NOAA Tech. Memo. ERL
PMEL-14, Seattle, WA,

Pease, CH, RJ.Stewart, and ).E. Overland. 1979. Report on FY-78 Numerical Modeling in the Strait of Juan
de Fuca and Puget Sound. NOAA Tech. Mema. ERL. MESA-38, Boulder, Colorado.

Pimentel, D, L. Lach, R. Zuniga and D. Morrison. 1999, Environmental and Economic Costs Associated with
Non-Indigenous Species in the United States. Cornell University. Available at
www.news.cornell.edu/releases/Jan99/species_costs.htmi (Accessed 7/28/99).

Pollutech Environmental, Ltd. 1992. A Review and Evaluation of Ballast Water Management and
Treatrnent Options to Reduce the Potential for the Introduction of Non-Native Species to the
Great Lakes. Prepared for the Canadian Coast Guard.

Purdy, D.F. 1990. A Summary of the Physical Oceanography of the Pacific Northwest Coast. U.S.
Department of the Interior, Minerals Management Service, Pacific OCS Region. -

Robinson, M. 1999.The Status of Washington’s Coastal Marine Protected Areas, Washington Department
of Fish and Wildlife, Interjurisdictional Resource Management.

Bil:liographv..59



Ballast Water and Shipping Patterns in Puget Sound

60. Bibrltograply

Schneidler, D.G. 1999. Presentation to the Puget Sound Council/Puget Sound Water Quality Action Team
on the Puget Sound Marine Committee. Lacey, WA, July 29,1999,

Singapore Shipping Times. 1999.IMO struggles to find solutions to environmental threats. July 7, 1999,
Available at: business-times.asia.com.sg/shippingtimes/scstk01 htmi

Strickland, R and DJ. Chasan. 1989, Coastal Washington- A Synthesis of Information. Washington Sea
Grant Program, University of Washington, Seattle, WA,

Thomson, R.E. 1994, Physical Oceanography of the Strait of Georgia-Puget Sound-Juan de Fuca Strait
System. In Review of the Marine Environment and Biota of the Strait of Georgia, Puget Sound and
Juan de Fuca Strait. Proceedings of the BC/Washington Symposium on the Marine Environment,
January 13 &14, 1994, Wilson, R.CH., RJ. Beamish, F. Aitkens and J, Bell (eds.).

United States Coast Guard. 1999. Interim Rule, 33 CFR Part 151. Federal Register, Vol. 64, No, 94 (May 17,
1999). ’

United States Coast Guard. 1999. Navigation and Vessel inspection Circular No, XX-99: Guidance for the
Enforcement of the 1999 Amendments to Title 33 Code Federal Regulation (CFR) Part 151,
Implementation of the National Invasive Species Act of 1996 {NISA 1996),

Vancouver Port Authority. 1997. Ballast Water Exchange Program pamphiet. Harbor Master Department
Standing Order,

Washington Aquatic Nuisance Species Planning Committee (Chaired by Scott Smith, WA DFW). 1998.
Washington State Aquatic Nuisance Species Management Plan.

Weathers, K, and E.Reeves, 1996, The defense of the Great Lakes against the invasion of non-indigenous
spedcies in ballast water. Marine Technalogy 33(2):92-100.

Wilcove, D.S., D. Rothstein, ), Dubow, A. Phillips and E. Losos. 1998, Quantifying threats to imperiled species
In the United States: Assessing the relative importance of habitat destruction, alien species, pollu-
tion, overexploitation, and disease. BioScience 48:607-615.

Woodward, J.B., M.G. Parsons and AW, Troesch. 1994. Ship operational and safety aspects of ballast water
exchange at sea. Marine Technology 31:315-326.

World Port Index. Ninth Edition. 1984, Published by the Defense Mapping Agency,
Hydrographic/Topographic Center.

Zebra Mussel and European Green Crab Task Force (Chaired by Scott Smith, WA DFW). 1998. Zebra Mussel
and European Green Crab Task Force Report and Recommendations, State of Washington.



Considerations for Siting of Alternative Bailast Water Exchange Zones

Websités

Aquatic Nuisance Species Task Force: www.anstaskforce.goy (Accessed 7/16/99}

International Maritime Organization: www.imo.ora/imo/fags.htm (Accessed 7/8/99)

National Marine Fisheries Service March 16,1999 Announcement for Salmon Listing:

WWW.NWInoaa.gov/1salmon/99LIST2h.gif (Accessed 8/5/99)

Clympic Coast Marine Sanctuary (Washington), www.nos.noaa,gov/ocrm/nmsp/nmsolymplccoast htm]
(Accessed 7/28/99)

Olympic National Park: www.nps.gov/olym/ (Accessed 8/5/99)

Puget Sound Steamship Operators Association:

wwyy,pss0a.0rg/psseaxd/pages/view/vpma-index.nhtmi?key=questions (Accessed 7/6/99)

University of Victoria - Centre for Earth and Ocean Research:

maeistrom,seos.uvic.ca/ceorpog jdfhtm| (Accessed 7/21/99)

U.5. Fish and Wildlife Service Endangered Species:
woww.fws gov/rIendspp/stat-reghtmi#LnkD1 (Accessed 8/3/99)

United States Geological Survey (USGS): Nonindigenous Aquatic Nuisance Prevention and Control Act
Summary: nasetusgs.gov/controlhtm

United States Geological Survey (USGS): Zebra Mussel Fact Sheet;
nas.erusgs.gov/zebra.mussel/docs/sp_account.html

Vancouver Port Authority. 1999, 1998 Statistics Overview: www.porfvancouver.com {Accessed 8/26/99)

Washington State Parks: South Coastal Region Map: www.parks,wa.qgov/reqscost htm {Accessed 8/5/99)

Western Regional Panel on Aquatic Nuisance Species: www.wip-ans.org {Accessed 7/16/99)

List of Acronyms

ANS- Aquatic Nuisance Species

ANSTF or ANS Task Forca- Aquatic Nuisance Species Task Force
DFO- Department of Fisheries and Oceans Canada

EPA- Environimental Protection Agency

IMO- international Maritime Organization

MPA-Marine Protected Areas

NANPCA- Nonindigenous Prevention and Control Act of 1990 (PL.101-646)
NIS- Nonindigenous Species

NISA-National Invasive Species Act of 1996 (PL 104-332)

NOAA- National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
PBWC- Pacific Ballast Water Committee

PMSA- Pacific Merchant Shipping Association

PSMC- Puget Sound Marine Committee

PSSOA- Puget Sound Steamship Operators Association

SERC- Smithsonian Environmental Research Center

UN- United Nations

USCG- United State Coast Guard

USFWS- United States Fish and Wildlife Service

USGS- Unites States Geological Survey

Bibliography..6t



Ballast Water and Shipping Patterns in Puget Sound

Personal Communication Citations

Greg Bargmann

WA Department of Fish and Wildlife
Fish Program-Marine Resources Division
600 Capitol Way North

Olympia, WA 98501-1091

Captain Michael P. Cormier
Assistant Harbor Master

Port of Vancouver

1900 Granville Square

200 Granville 5t )
Vancouver, B.C, V6C 2P9 Canada

Dr. Curtis Ebbesmeyer
Evans-Hamilton, inc.
4508 Union Bay Place NE
Seattle, WA 981054026

Dr. Chris Garrett

School of Earth and Ocean Sciences
University of Victoria

Victoria, B.C.,, V8W 2Y2 Canada

. Dr.Barbara Hickey

School of Oceanography
Box 357940
University of Washington
Seattle, WA 98195-7940

Harry Hutchins

Puget Sound Steamship Operators Association

1711 13th Avenue SW
Seattle, WA 98134

Eric Johnson

Washington Public Ports Association
1501 Capitol Way, Suite 304

P.O.Box 1518

Olympia, WA 98507-1518

W3SG-TR 040/

02.8Bibliography

Dr, John Jordan

1900 Granville Square

200 Granville 5t

Vancouver, B.C.V6C 2P9 Canada

Kenny Levin

Pacific Merchant Shipping Association
550 California

Sacramento 5t Tower, #113

San Francisco, CA 94104

Dr. Al Lewis

Cceanography

Department of Earth and Ocean Sciences
University of British Columbia

6270 University Boulevard

Vancouver, B.C,V6T 174 Canada

Dr. Rick Thomson

institute of Ocean Science
Department of Fisheries and Oceans
P.O. Box 6000

9860 West Saanich Road

Sidney, B.C,, V8L 4B2 Canada

Jody Zaitlin

Port of Oakland
530 Water Street
Oakland, CA 94707



