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1.0 Purpose of and Need for the Proposed Action 

1.1 Introduction  

This Environmental Assessment (EA) evaluates the United States (US) Department of 
Homeland Security’s (DHS) proposal to conduct activities required to close the Plum Island 
Animal Disease Center (PIADC), following transfer of its mission to the National Bio- and 
Agro-Defense Facility (NBAF) (Proposed Action). DHS prepared this EA in compliance with 
the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA; 42 United States Code [USC] §§ 4321 
et seq.); the White House Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations Implementing 
the Procedural Provisions of NEPA (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Parts 1500-1508); 
DHS Management Directive 023-01, rev. 01 Implementation of the NEPA, and DHS 
Instruction 023-01-002-01 rev. 01 Implementation of the NEPA.  

1.2 Background 

Plum Island is an 840-acre island owned by DHS and located 1.5 miles northeast of Orient 
Point in Suffolk County, New York within Long Island Sound (see Figure 1). PIADC is 
operated by the DHS Science & Technology Directorate’s Office of National Laboratories and 
is comprised of the PIADC research compound and supporting infrastructure, including an 
effluent decontamination system, a wastewater treatment plant (WWTP), storage facilities, 
roadways, utilities, and DHS-owned transportation assets. Throughout this EA the term 
PIADC research compound refers to the buildings and structures located within the fence line 
at PIADC (see Figure 1). The area within the PIADC research compound was fully disturbed 
during the construction of Building 101 (B101) for PIADC in 1954. Today, the compound 
consists of B100, B101, B102, B103, B104, B107, B108, B109, B111, three 210,000-gallon 
above-ground storage tanks (ASTs) used for fuel storage, and a 2,500-gallon underground 
storage tank (UST) used to fuel the crematories. These buildings and structures support the 
science mission and operations at PIADC.  

Plum Island also includes natural resources, the Plum Island Lighthouse, and buildings and 
structures associated with the former Fort Terry. Notably, DHS entered a Settlement 
Agreement and Administrative Order on Consent (the Order) with the New York State 
Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) in 2013 for the purpose of settling 
claims that DHS had violated New York’s Environmental Conservation Law. Under this 
Order, DHS agreed to implement an Environmental Benefit Project (EBP) on the Island. The 
EBP includes heightened protection for approximately 147 acres of sensitive habitat on the 
Island (see Figure 2). The Order was completed in 2019 following a review by NYSDEC; 
however, the EBP remains in effect while the Island is under DHS ownership (NYSDEC, 
2019). DHS operates in compliance with the requirements of the EBP and the approximately 
147 acres of sensitive habitat are clearly delineated and marked with signs.   
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Figure 1: Proposed Action Area Location 
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DHS also owns the Orient Point facility at Orient Point, New York, which consists of two 
parcels of land that support DHS operations on Plum Island. The first is a 0.5-acre parcel of 
land within Orient Point County Park that houses the utility transfer station, which supports 
the underground cabling and utilities on Plum Island. The second is a 9.5-acre site that serves 
as the ferry landing for the Plum Island-Orient Point ferries. Supporting infrastructure at the 
Orient Point facility includes two USTs used to heat buildings, one integrated AST for an 
emergency generator, parking, storage facilities, administrative space, and security fencing.  

The mission of PIADC is to defend the US against accidental or intentional introduction of 
transboundary animal diseases, also known as foreign animal diseases (FADs), that threaten 
US livestock, industries, food security, and the economy. PIADC operates Biosafety Level 2, 
Biosafety Level 3 Enhanced, Animal Biosafety Level 3, and Biosafety Level 3 Agriculture 
laboratory and animal research facilities on Plum Island.  

In 2008, Congress recognized the growing need for veterinary countermeasures to protect the 
US’s agricultural sector and the limitations posed by the current PIADC facility (i.e., aging 
laboratory and research facilities and lack of space to construct a Biosafety Level 4 facility). 
Following completion of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) in 2008, DHS announced 
in a Record of Decision (ROD) their intent to construct the new NBAF in Manhattan, Kansas. 
Construction of the new NBAF facility is currently underway and is expected to be completed 
in 2022. Once NBAF is operational, DHS’s mission at PIADC will be transferred to NBAF in 
accordance with DHS’s prior EIS/ROD (DHS, 2008).  

1.3 Purpose and Need  

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to effectively and efficiently close PIADC facilities and 
infrastructure following mission transfer to NBAF. The Proposed Action is needed to prepare 
for the Congressionally-mandated conveyance of Plum Island. Following transfer of DHS’s 
science mission from PIADC to NBAF, DHS will no longer have a mission need for Plum 
Island. Thus, in accordance with the Consolidated Appropriations Act of 2021, DHS must 
prepare for the General Services Administration’s (GSA) future disposal1 of the ‘Plum Island 
asset,’ which consists of all DHS property associated with Plum Island and Orient Point 
including land, structures, materials, and equipment.  

1.4 Scope of the EA  

This EA analyzes the potential environmental, cultural, and socioeconomic consequences 
associated with DHS’s proposal to close operations at PIADC. Actions occurring following 
completion of closure activities (e.g., future disposal of the Plum Island asset) are not analyzed 
in this EA. Furthermore, actions associated with the cessation of science mission activities at 
PIADC and relocation of associated personnel, were previously analyzed in the 2013 EIS and 
are therefore not discussed further in this EA (GSA, 2013).  

 
1 Disposal refers to the act of transferring control and ownership to another entity.   
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The study area evaluated for potential impacts to the human and natural environment from 
PIADC closure activities is defined as the entirety of Plum Island (840 acres) and the Orient 
Point facility (hereafter referred to as the Proposed Action area; see Figure 1). The Proposed 
Action is not anticipated to have meaningful impacts beyond this area.  

Based on internal and external early scoping of the Proposed Action, including public 
comments received (see Section 1.5), DHS identified eight resource areas that require 
evaluation in this EA. These resource areas are identified in Section 2.3 and analyzed in 
Section 3.0. Resource areas not expected to experience meaningful effects, and which are 
therefore not evaluated in this EA, are also identified in Section 2.3 along with DHS’s rationale 
for excluding them from further consideration.  

1.5 Public Involvement 

Public participation opportunities with respect to this NEPA process are guided by DHS NEPA 
implementing procedures, the requirements of NEPA (40 CFR 1506.6), and the CEQ 
regulations. In addition to public participation, interagency and intergovernmental 
coordination is a federally mandated process for informing and coordinating with other 
governmental agencies regarding federal proposed actions. This coordination also fulfills 
requirements under Executive Order (EO) 12416, Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs (subsequently supplemented by EO 13132, Federalism), which requires federal 
agencies to cooperate with and consider state and local views in implementing a federal 
proposal.  

EO 13175, Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments, requires federal 
agencies to invite federally recognized American Indian tribes to participate in the NEPA and 
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA) Section 106 processes as Sovereign 
Nations based on their potential ancestral ties to the Proposed Action area. DHS has invited 
the Delaware Tribe of Indians and the Shinnecock Indian Nation to consult for this Proposed 
Action via letters sent to the tribes on January 28, 2022.  

Following coordination with stakeholders, DHS commenced a 30-day early scoping period for 
the Proposed Action on January 27, 2022, with an announcement in the Suffolk Times and 
Riverhead News Review. Responses received during this early scoping period are consolidated 
in a Scoping Report (see Appendix A) and addressed in Section 3.0, as appropriate. 

A complete list of agencies and individuals consulted during preparation of the Draft EA is 
included in Section 6.0. A record of consultation with American Indian Tribes is included in 
Appendix B.  

On September 8, 2022, DHS issued a Notice of Availability (NOA) for the Draft EA for 
PIADC Closure. The NOA was published in the Suffolk Times and Riverhead News Review 
(Appendix C). Additionally, the NOA was sent to all interested stakeholders on the project 
mailing list concurrent with the newspaper publication including federal, state, and local 
agencies, Federally Recognized Tribes, and other interested stakeholders. Comments were 
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requested from the public on specific concerns about the Proposed Action or environmental 
issues that should be considered in preparation of the environmental analysis of the EA. The 
Draft EA, Draft Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI), and Finding of No Practicable 
Alternative (FONPA) were made available for a 30-day public review period between 
September 8, 2022, and October 9, 2022. Additionally, the Draft EA and supporting documents 
were published digitally on the project website at https://www.dhs.gov/national-
environmental-policy-act and made available in hard copy at the Floyd Memorial Library at 
539 1st Street, Greenport, New York 11944 and the Southold Free Library at 53705 Main 
Road, Southold, New York 11971. 

DHS received comments on the Draft EA from the United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS), NYSDEC, The Nature Conservancy, and Save the Sound. Comments received 
pertained to the Proposed Action, Preferred Alternative, biological resources, and cultural and 
historic resources. Section 2.1 addresses the Proposed Action, Section 2.2.1 addresses the 
Preferred Alternative, Section 3.4 addresses information on biological resources, and Section 
3.5 addresses information on cultural and historic resources. A complete list of comments 
received and DHS responses is included in Appendix C. 

https://www.dhs.gov/national-environmental-policy-act
https://www.dhs.gov/national-environmental-policy-act
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2.0 Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives 

2.1 Proposed Action  

The Proposed Action is to conduct activities required to close PIADC, following transfer of its 
mission to NBAF. DHS has identified tasks that must be completed to facilitate this Proposed 
Action. These tasks would be executed in a series of projects/activities anticipated to conclude 
in 2028. For the purposes of this analysis, these tasks have been grouped into five primary 
components, described in Section 2.1.1 through Section 2.1.5. Specific activities that would 
be conducted under each task are summarized in Table 1. No facility construction or 
demolition is included in the Proposed Action.  

2.1.1 Facilities Decontamination and Efficacy Validation  

PIADC biocontainment facilities (B101, B102, and B111; see Figure 2) must be 
decontaminated. Under the Proposed Action, DHS would develop a decontamination plan, 
perform the decontamination process, complete validation testing, and conduct soil testing at 
these three buildings in coordination with the NYSDEC and the Federal Select Agent Program 
(FSAP) (DHS, 2021). Biological decontamination would be carried out using approved, 
validated methods.  

Prior to decontamination, targeted abatement of asbestos in B101, B102, and B111 would be 
conducted as necessary to facilitate decontamination activities. Anticipated decontamination 
methods include manual scrubbing and liquid cleaning, thermal and chemical disinfection, and 
possible fumigation. DHS would install two mobile autoclaves2 adjacent to B101 to facilitate 
decontamination activities. Following decontamination, third-party validation testing would 
be performed to verify and document that each building has been decontaminated to the extent 
agreed upon during the planning stage with NYSDEC and FSAP. The soil beneath some 
buildings may also be tested to identify any potential organic, petroleum, or metal pollutants. 
If soil testing identifies pollutants, DHS would coordinate with NYSDEC to determine if 
remediation would be required.  

In addition, microbial sampling activities would be conducted at B257, which was historically 
used to research FADs. Since B257 was decommissioned and decontaminated in 1996, residual 
pathogens are unlikely to be present. However, under the Proposed Action DHS would develop 
and implement a sampling and analysis plan to validate the presence or absence of residual                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    
pathogens in B257. Sampling results and analysis would be documented and provided to 
NYSDEC; DHS would work with NYSDEC to determine any remediation requirements if 
pathogens are present. Should decontamination in B257 be required, DHS would conduct 
targeted abatement of asbestos as necessary to facilitate decontamination. Ground disturbance 

 
2 Autoclaves are machines that use pressurized steam to sterilize equipment and waste. 
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during facilities decontamination and sampling activities would be confined to the footprints 
of B101, B102, B111, and B257.  

2.1.2 Waste Management Delineation and Remediation 

Original PIADC policy prohibited any removal of waste from Plum Island to minimize 
potential for release of FADs to the mainland. Combustible waste materials were incinerated 
on-Island, while non-combustible materials (e.g., glass, metal, construction/demolition waste) 
were disposed of in designated waste management areas (WMAs). In the 1990s, a program 
was initiated at Plum Island to investigate 49 sites of concern, which included WMAs, areas 
of potential concern (AOPC; i.e., areas where contaminants are potentially present), and former 
US Army structures historically used for the storage and/or disposal of potentially harmful 
materials. DHS has worked closely with NYSDEC and the Suffolk County Department of 
Health Services over the past three decades to investigate and successfully remediate numerous 
sites of concern, including removing buried waste, capping contaminated areas, and 
conducting soil and groundwater monitoring.  

NYSDEC has determined that 10 sites of concern on Plum Island require further action, 
including 9 WMAs and 1 AOPC (see Figure 2). Under the Proposed Action, DHS would 
determine the nature and extent of contamination at these remaining WMAs and AOPC, which 
may include the following general steps: 

1. Delineate the extent of each WMA/AOPC using geophysical tools (e.g., ground 
penetrating radar, metal detection, magnetometer, etc.);  

2. Confirm the geophysical findings by excavating a series of test pits to confirm the 
presence or absence of waste materials;  

3. Collect and analyze soil samples to identify contaminants;  

4. Install monitoring wells to survey and gauge general groundwater flow direction; and 

5. As determined appropriate, remove waste for off-Island disposal (anticipated for WMA 
2 and WMA 7/8) or cap the site(s) for long-term monitoring. 

Specific actions occurring at each site of concern are identified in Table 1.  

Some vegetation clearing would be required to facilitate delineation/cleanup of the 
WMAs/AOPC. Vegetation clearing would be restricted to locations on or immediately 
surrounding the WMA/AOPC and limited to only what would be required to facilitate 
delineation/cleanup activities. Clearing would primarily involve trimming tall grasses and 
removal of small shrubs to facilitate access to the remaining WMAs and AOPC. No clearing 
would occur on beaches, in marine or freshwater areas, or in tidal or freshwater wetlands. DHS 
does not anticipate clearing any mature trees to facilitate delineation/cleanup activities. 
Excavated areas would be backfilled with clean fill sourced on-Island from an existing borrow 
area immediately east of WMA 9. 
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Figure 2: Existing Structures and Waste Management Areas/Area of Potential Concern 
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2.1.3 Subsurface Oil Delineation and Remediation 

DHS would conduct testing to determine the nature and extent of subsurface oil contamination 
near B101, B102, and B103. Contamination in this area was identified in the mid-1990s and 
resulted from surface and subsurface spills from multiple sources (Lizotte, 2017). DHS has 
worked closely with the NYSDEC to address subsurface oil contamination with a goal of 
restoring the subsurface to an acceptable condition as stipulated pursuant to Section 17-0303 
of the New York Environmental Conservation Law and Section 176 of the New York 
Navigation Law. A light non-aqueous phase liquid recovery system is currently in use on Plum 
Island to remediate oil contamination at this location (DHS, 2021). Under the Proposed Action, 
DHS would further delineate and remediate the remaining oil contamination at this location, 
including any potential soil vapor migration, to the NYSDEC’s satisfaction, thereby closing 
the Spill Number (95-12713). All decontamination protocols would follow validated methods 
as approved by the NYSDEC. This may require drilling through and around the foundations 
of B101, B102, and B103.  

2.1.4 Asset Preservation and Preparation for Long-term Storage 

Under the Proposed Action, some of DHS’s physical assets on Plum Island would be put into 
long-term storage (i.e., “laid up”) to preserve their value. Assets that would be laid up for long-
term storage include emergency generators, boilers, chillers, and buildings. Transportation 
assets may also be put into long-term storage to preserve their value. Buildings on Plum Island 
would be inspected and secured as part of long-term storage (DHS, 2021). Buildings at Orient 
Point would be maintained in an ongoing operational status (i.e., heating, cooling, and 
electricity for lights) and secured until conveyance of Plum Island. 

B100, which serves as the administration building for PIADC, would be maintained in an 
ongoing operational status until conveyance of Plum Island. To maintain B100 in an 
operational state, many of the systems serving B100 would need to be rerouted. Steam piping, 
chilled water piping, and electrical systems serving B100 are currently routed through B101. 
B100 and B101 also share a heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) system, and 
control software is housed in B101. DHS anticipates these systems may be impacted during 
decontamination activities at B101. To address this concern, these systems would be rerouted 
around B101 directly to B100 prior to the start of decontamination activities at B101 (DHS, 
2021). Ground disturbance required to reroute systems to B100 would occur on previously 
developed land entirely within the PIADC research compound.  

In addition, DHS may conduct activities to close the Major Oil Storage Facility (MOSF) at 
Plum Island and Orient Point. All the petroleum storage tanks, transfer pipes, and 
appurtenances are collectively known as a MOSF. Activities may involve removing five USTs, 
associated pipes, and ancillary equipment; interior cleaning of nine ASTs, associated pipes, 
and ancillary equipment; and interior cleaning of the aboveground pipeline that runs between 
the Plum Island harbor and the PIADC research compound. The aboveground components of 
the MOSF would remain in place and be preserved for possible future use. If required, ground 
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disturbance required to close the MOSF (i.e., to remove underground components) would 
occur entirely on previously developed areas near existing facilities. If the MOSF is to be 
closed, DHS would adhere to applicable requirements listed in the MOSF license, including 
conducting site assessments as required. If the MOSF is to remain open, the MOSF facilities 
would continue to be maintained in accordance with applicable requirements identified in the 
MOSF license and regulations.  

2.1.5 Asset Disposition and Permit Transfer 

Under the Proposed Action, all DHS accountable personal property (e.g., materials and 
equipment), records, and information technology (IT) assets would be inventoried and 
transferred in accordance with federal government guidance/procedures. Personal property 
would be inventoried and tracked/managed by DHS until the time of PIADC’s closure. 
Records would be inventoried and transferred or destroyed in accordance with the National 
Archives and Records Administration mandates. IT assets would be wiped of sensitive data 
and programs, inventoried, then either transferred, disposed of, or kept on site (DHS, 2021). 
In addition, all operating permits held by DHS would either be closed out or maintained at 
current levels for future transfer to a new owner. DHS would clean out the Island’s WWTP in 
accordance with applicable regulatory standards to prepare it for future transfer, with the 
associated state pollution discharge elimination system (SPDES) permit (subject to the 
approval of NYSDEC), to a new owner.  
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Table 1: Proposed Action Tasks 

Task Description 

Facilities Decontamination and Efficacy Validation Facilities Decontamination and Efficacy Validation 

B101, B102 and B111 Decontamination Activities include removal of all excess property (equipment, records, biological agents), 
asbestos decontamination and abatement (only as required for biological decontamination), 
power washing with a detergent/degreaser, liquid cleaning, thermal and chemical 
disinfection/decontamination, and possible fumigation. Soils beneath each building may be 
tested to identify potential contaminants.  

B257 Sampling Activities under this task include developing and implementing a sampling and analysis plan to 
validate the presence or absence of residual pathogens in B257. Sampling results and analysis 
would be documented and provided to NYSDEC; DHS would work with NYSDEC to determine 
any remediation requirements if pathogens are present. Should decontamination be required, 
DHS would conduct targeted abatement of asbestos, as necessary, to facilitate biological 
decontamination. 

Waste Management Delineation and Remediation Waste Management Delineation and Remediation 

WMA 2, 7/8, and 26/27 Sampling and Delineation Activities at WMA 2, 7/8, and 26/27 include conducting geophysical surveys and excavating 
test pits, soil sampling and analysis, and installation of monitoring wells. The perimeter of each 
WMA would be delineated and surveyed. At WMA 7/8, up to four monitoring wells would be 
converted to permanent wells to facilitate ongoing groundwater sampling. WMA 2 and WMA 
7/8 would either be remediated (i.e., all waste removed to an off-Island landfill) or capped and 
monitored. 

WMA 9 and 14 Activities at WMA 9 and 14 include limited soil sampling. At WMA 9, three monitoring wells 
would be installed. 

WMA 10/11 and AOPC 5 WMA 10/11 is currently undergoing groundwater sampling, and under the Proposed Action, 
groundwater sampling would continue for an additional three years. AOPC 5 has previously 
been investigated and capped. However, no groundwater monitoring was previously conducted. 
Activities at AOPC 5 include installation of monitoring wells to facilitate annual groundwater 
sampling over the next five years.  
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Task Description 

WMA 15, 22, and 24 Activities at WMA 15, 22, and 24 include conducting geophysical surveys and excavating test 
pits. If investigation reveals small amounts of waste, wastes would be removed for disposal 
using a backhoe/excavator. Once complete, excavated areas would be backfilled with clean soil 
from an on-Island existing borrow area. Final restoration would consist of grading. No 
revegetation would be required. The perimeter of each WMA would be delineated and surveyed. 

Subsurface Oil Delineation/Remediation Subsurface Oil Delineation/Remediation 

Subsurface Oil Delineation/Remediation Subsurface oil contamination exists near B101, B102, and 103. Contamination does not affect 
the Island’s water supply. Activities include further delineating and remediating the oil spill, 
including any potential soil vapor migration, to the NYSDEC’s satisfaction in order to close 
Spill Number 96-12713. This may require drilling through and around the foundations of B101, 
B102, and B103 to investigate the soil beneath these structures.  

Asset Preservation and Preparation for Long-term Storage Asset Preservation and Preparation for Long-term Storage 

Emergency Diesel Generator Lay Up Three 1,820-kilowatt Caterpillar stand-by generators are located on the Island in B109 and 
would be preserved for future use. Activities under this task include cleaning, changing filters, 
applying rust and corrosion preventative treatments, loosening belts, and disconnecting 
batteries.  

Boiler Lay Up There are three 500-horsepower fire tube steam boilers on the Island in B109. Under this task, 
two boilers would be turned off and preserved for future use, while the remaining boiler would 
be maintained to serve B100. Activities under this task include removing water from the two 
boilers and blocking off the fire side from the two boilers that would be turned off.  

Chiller Lay Up There are four chillers in B107, including two 500-ton chillers and two 375-ton chillers. Under 
this task, up to three of these chillers would be taken offline and preserved for future use. A 
minimum of one 375-ton chiller would be kept online to serve B100, and an additional 375-ton 
chiller may be kept online to provide redundancy.  
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Task Description 

Balance of Plum Island and Orient Point Lay Up Buildings on Plum Island and Orient Point that are currently maintained as operational would 
be inspected and secured as part of long-term storage. These buildings require varying amounts 
of work for closure and preservation; however, the overall level of effort for this task is expected 
to be minimal and generally within existing buildings. B100 and buildings at Orient Point would 
be maintained in an ongoing operational status until conveyance. 

Transportation Asset Lay Up If required, transportation assets, such as ferries, small boats, health and safety vehicles, and 
busses on-Island may be prepared for long-term storage. However, it is assumed these assets 
would remain operational until conveyance.  

B100 HVAC and Systems Re-routing B100 serves as PIADC’s administrative building. To preserve the Island’s value, this building 
would be maintained in an immediately operational state until conveyance of the Island. 
Activities under this task include rerouting systems serving B100 to bypass B101 to avoid 
expected impact during the decontamination process. The current HVAC control system would 
be replaced with either thermostat controls or an energy management system. 

MOSF Closure and UST Removal All of the petroleum storage tanks, transfer pipes, and appurtenances on Plum Island and Orient 
Point are collectively known as a MOSF. The existing MOSF may be closed. Activities under 
this task include potentially removing five USTs (three on Plum Island; two at Orient Point), 
associated pipes, and ancillary equipment; interior cleaning of nine ASTs (eight on Plum Island; 
one at Orient Point), associated pipes, and ancillary equipment; and interior cleaning of the 
aboveground pipeline between the Plum Island harbor and the PIADC research compound.  

Asset Disposition and Permit Transfer/Closure Asset Disposition and Permit Transfer/Closure 

Disposition of Personal Property, Records, and IT Assets Under this task, all DHS accountable personal property, records, and IT assets would be 
inventoried and transferred in accordance with federal government guidance/procedures.  

Transfer/Closure of Island Operating Permits Operating permits held by DHS would be closed or maintained for transfer to a new owner. 
Operating permits that would be closed include autoclave permits, the effluent decontamination 
system permit, and the crematory permit. Operating permits that would be maintained at current 
levels until subsequent transfer include the air state facility permit, SPDES, potable water 
permit, and Orient Point harbor dredge permit. Activities under this task include cleaning out 
the Island’s WWTP to applicable regulatory standards to prepare it for future transfer, with the 
SPDES permit, to a new owner.  
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2.1.6 Standard Best Management Practices for Plum Island Closure 
Activities 

Additionally, to avoid or minimize adverse environmental impacts to the extent practicable, 
DHS adopts the Best Management Practices (BMPs) listed in Table 2 for the closure activities 
to prepare for the Congressionally mandated disposal of Plum Island. The impact analysis in 
Section 3.0 assumes implementation of these BMPs.  

Table 2: Standard Best Management Practices for Plum Island Closure Activities 

Resource Best Management Practice 

Air Quality and 
Climate Change 

• Wet ground during excavation or grading activities to minimize dust. 

• Ensure stockpiled debris and soil are covered.  

• Ensure truckloads are covered. 

• Require a speed of less than 15 miles per hour for heavy equipment on unpaved 
surfaces. 

• Whenever possible, use electricity from established electrical power sources 
instead of generators. 

• Use low volatile organic compound (VOC) architectural materials, supplies, and 
equipment. 

• Regularly repair and service heavy equipment to prevent excess emissions. 

• Shut down heavy equipment when not needed. 

• Clean excess soil from heavy equipment and trucks leaving the work area to 
prevent off-site transport of soil.  

Earth Resources 

• Implement erosion and sediment control measures specified in the Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit (e.g., silt fences, check dams, 
etc.). 

• Implement pollution prevention activities identified in the SWPPP. 

• Ensure the separation of contaminated soils from clean soils. 

• Adhere to the Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure Plan (SPCCP). 

Water Resources 
• Abandon monitoring wells in accordance with NYSDEC guidance document: 

CP-43: Groundwater Monitoring Well Decommissioning Policy. 

• Conduct routine inspections of equipment and heavy machinery.  
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Resource Best Management Practice 

Biological 
Resources 

• Inspect and thoroughly clean heavy machinery to remove rhizomes and seeds to 
minimize the potential distribution of invasive species.  

• Inspect areas within 660 feet (200 meters) of closure activities involving heavy 
machinery and where loud and intrusive noise may be created for special status 
species. If any special status species or migratory nesting birds are observed, 
modify project activities (e.g., scheduling and phasing) to ensure no adverse 
impacts to these species.  

• Limit vegetation clearing to previously disturbed areas within the PIADC 
research compound and on or in the immediate vicinity of the WMAs/AOPC. 
Prior to implementing project activities, conduct a final review of the proposed 
work areas against the sensitive areas identified in the New York State Natural 
Heritage Program (NYSNHP) reports and interface with NYSNHP resources as 
needed to determine if minimization or avoidance measures are appropriate. 

• Restrict clearing for all vegetation smaller than mature trees (e.g., limited side 
trimming of saplings, shrubs, and herbaceous plants) to occur only during the 
day between September and May (i.e., outside the migratory bird nesting 
season), unless the area has been reconnoitered and no nesting birds or their nests 
are present. 

• Restrict tree clearing activities to occur only during the day between December 
and February, which avoids the identified special status species and migratory 
bird nesting periods and timeframes.  

• Complete visual inspections of all unoccupied structures prior to undertaking 
building work during the active season for bats (March 1 through November 30). 

• For any areas where vegetation disturbance would occur, review the affected 
area for milkweed (Asclepias spp.) before the start of work. Avoid clearing 
milkweed from May 15 through September 30 when monarch caterpillars may 
be present. 

• Develop a plan for enhancing monarch habitat in areas of temporary habitat 
disturbance and where opportunities exist to proactively enhance habitat 
incidental to other project activities (e.g., landscaping) or as part of any 
compensatory mitigation that may be required. 

• Restrict herbicides use for maintenance in all portions of the project area where 
milkweed is likely to occur. 

• Conduct pedestrian surveys of the limits of disturbance (LOD) and areas within 
660 feet (200 meters) to identify bald eagle nests prior to vegetation clearing. 

• Maintain existing landscape buffers (e.g., mature trees) that may visually screen 
closure activities from the known bald eagle nest on the north side of the Island.  

• If bald eagle nests are discovered, coordinate with United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS) and implement measures included in the USFWS’s 
National Bald Eagle Management Guidelines (i.e., establishing buffers around 
nesting sites or observing seasonal restrictions). 
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Resource Best Management Practice 

Cultural and 
Historic Resources 

• Conduct all proposed activities related to historic properties in accordance with 
the NHPA Section 106 Programmatic Agreement (PA) and Historic Properties 
Management Plan (HPMP).  

• Proceed as stipulated in the PA to ensure compliance with applicable regulations 
and consultation requirements in the event unanticipated and previously 
unidentified archaeological resources are discovered.  

Socioeconomics and 
Environmental 

Justice 
• N/A 

Hazardous and 
Toxic Materials and 

Waste  

• Use approved, validated methods to carry out decontamination in accordance 
with NYSDEC, FSAP, and any other applicable federal, state, and local 
regulations.  

• Ensure proper transport, storage, and disposal of hazardous and toxic materials 
and waste (HTMW).  

• Ensure appropriate decontamination of any asbestos-containing materials that 
are removed using approved, validated methods. 

• Separate contaminated soils from clean soils and ensure removal or 
decontamination of soils using approved, validated methods. 

• Construct a decontamination pad for the decontamination and cleaning of large 
equipment and heavy machinery. Decontaminate all equipment in-between work 
as each site. 

• Containerize, label, and characterize all HTMW waste derived from 
WMA/AOPC investigations.  

• Ensure spill containment materials are contained on-site.  

• Adhere to the SPCCP.  

• Ensure the proper closure of tanks permanently out of service by following the 
requirements outlined in 6 New York Codes, Rules, and Regulations (NYCRR) 
613.9(b) and other applicable federal, state, and local regulations.   

• Adhere to the NYSDEC Guidance for Petroleum Stipulation Agreement for 
subsurface oil delineation and remediation. 

• Dispose of or recycle decontaminated HTMW and non-hazardous solid waste at 
permitted facilities in accordance with federal, state, and local regulations.  

Health and Safety 

• Ensure all personnel carrying out closure activities are properly trained, adhere 
to project-specific health and safety plans, and wear personal protective 
equipment.  

• Use proper storage and handling procedures for HTMW. 

• Operate machinery according to standard protocols. 

• Comply with all applicable federal, state, and local regulations regarding health 
and safety.  
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2.2 Alternatives Considered  

NEPA and CEQ regulations require all reasonable alternatives to be explored and objectively 
evaluated. Alternatives that are eliminated from detailed study must be identified along with a 
summary of the reasons for their dismissal. For this analysis, an alternative is considered 
“reasonable” if it would meet the Proposed Action’s purpose and need. “Unreasonable” 
alternatives that would not meet the Proposed Action’s purpose and need were dismissed from 
further consideration in this EA.  

DHS determined that the Preferred Alternative is the only reasonable alternative for this 
Proposed Action. No other alternatives would meet the purpose and need described in Section 
1.3.  

2.2.1 Preferred Alternative 

Under the Preferred Alternative, DHS would implement the Proposed Action as described in 
Section 2.1. The Preferred Alternative includes conducting activities required to close PIADC, 
following transfer of its mission to NBAF. Approximately 100 support staff currently 
employed at Plum Island and the Orient Point facility would continue to support closure 
activities until closure activities are complete. In addition, DHS would employ approximately 
200 additional contractors to assist with closure activities. Following completion of the 
Preferred Alternative, the number of DHS personnel employed at Plum Island and the Orient 
Point facility would be reduced to zero.  

2.2.2 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, DHS would retain administrative control and maintenance 
responsibilities of assets on Plum Island and Orient Point following transfer of the science 
mission from PIADC to NBAF. The approximately 100 staff employed at Plum Island and the 
Orient Point facility for non-science mission activities would continue to support DHS 
operations on Plum Island and Orient Point. No decontamination, asset preservation and long-
term storage activities, or permit transfer/closure would occur. DHS may decide to conduct 
select asset preservation/long-term storage activities for assets that would no longer be required 
once DHS’s science mission moves to NBAF (e.g., diesel generator lay-up); however, DHS 
would still be legally required to meet biocontainment standards and safety levels as required 
by FSAP regulations, and some infrastructure would be maintained at the current level due to 
NYSDEC permit requirements. DHS would continue to conduct waste management and 
subsurface oil delineation and remediation activities in coordination with the NYSDEC and 
Suffolk County Department of Health Services, and ferry service would continue to facilitate 
DHS’s ongoing activities on Plum Island.  

The No Action Alternative would not meet the requirements set forth in the Consolidated 
Appropriations Act of 2021, which mandates the disposal of the Plum Island asset. Therefore, 
it does not meet the purpose of and need for the Proposed Action. The No Action Alternative 
is carried forward for analysis in the EA to provide a comparison of baseline conditions to the 
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Proposed Action, as required by the CEQ NEPA implementing regulations (40 CFR 1502.14). 
The No Action Alternative reflects the status quo and serves as a benchmark against which the 
effects of the Proposed Action can be evaluated. 

2.3 Level of Environmental Analysis 

In compliance with NEPA, CEQ regulations, and DHS NEPA Implementing Procedures, this 
EA focuses on the resource areas that the Proposed Action could potentially impact. Table 3 
presents each resource area, its corresponding area of interest (AOI), and the rationale for 
whether the resource area has been retained for detailed analysis or dismissed from further 
consideration, based upon the determination of a qualified DHS subject matter expert for each 
resource area. 
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Table 3. Resource Areas Considered in this EA 

Resource Area Area of Interest Thresholds of Significance Further Analysis? Rationale for Level of Assessment 

Infrastructure Buildings, utilities, and 
transportation assets within 
the Proposed Action area. 

Significant impacts would 
occur if there were 
substantial impacts to 
existing facilities, damage to 
transportation assets, or 
permanent impairment or 
loss of utility service. 

No The Proposed Action would not 
involve building construction or 
demolition nor would it permanently 
impact transportation assets or utilities 
on Plum Island or Orient Point. 
Furthermore, all infrastructure work 
would occur entirely within Federal 
government property and there would 
be no impacts to the use or availability 
of public utilities, transportation 
assets, or other public infrastructure. 
Therefore, this resource was dismissed 
from analysis. 

Land Use Areas within or adjacent to 
the Proposed Action area. 

Significant impacts would 
occur if closure activities led 
to permanent incompatible 
alteration of the 
characteristics of specific 
properties, or if existing land 
uses would be converted 
beyond minor changes. 

No Implementation of the Proposed 
Action would not change existing land 
use within Plum Island or Orient 
Point. Closure activities would take 
place within the footprints of existing 
structures and on previously disturbed 
areas. There would be no demolition 
of structures or new construction at 
either Plum Island or Orient Point. 
The Proposed Action would have no 
potential to disrupt, interfere with, or 
prevent the continued operation of 
existing land uses on or adjacent to 
Plum Island or the Orient Point 
facility. Therefore, land use was 
dismissed from analysis.  
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Resource Area Area of Interest Thresholds of Significance Further Analysis? Rationale for Level of Assessment 

Visual Resources and 
Aesthetics 

Areas within and adjacent to 
closure activities, from which 
they would be visible. 

Significant impacts would 
occur if there were a 
permanent adverse alteration 
of the existing viewshed.  

No Closure activities would have no 
potential to affect the aesthetic quality 
or change the visual appeal of Plum 
Island or Orient Point. Therefore, this 
resource was dismissed from analysis.  
 

Noise Areas within 0.25 mile of the 
Proposed Action area that 
may experience increased 
noise during closure 
activities. 

Significant impacts would 
occur if generated noise 
were permanently intrusive 
to nearby sensitive receptors, 
if it exceeded applicable 
noise limit thresholds, or if it 
caused harm or injury to 
people or communities. 

No Noise levels at the Orient Point 
facility include vehicle traffic, ferry 
operations, and other maritime traffic 
typical of a suburban noise 
environment. Temporary noise 
associated with closure activities at 
the Orient Point facility are expected 
to be similar to or less than current 
operations and comparable to or less 
than noise associated with a typical 
suburban environment. Noise 
emanated from Plum Island would not 
be discernable on the mainland. The 
Proposed Action would have no 
adverse impacts on the noise 
environment. Therefore, this resource 
was dismissed from further analysis. 
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Resource Area Area of Interest Thresholds of Significance Further Analysis? Rationale for Level of Assessment 

Recreation Areas within the Proposed 
Action area 

Significant impacts would 
occur if closure activities 
meaningfully interfered with 
established recreational 
activities.  

No Proposed closure activities would 
primarily occur on Plum Island, which 
is not accessible to the public. 
Proposed activities on Orient Point 
would not affect off-site areas such as 
recreation facilities as asset lay-up and 
potential UST removal would take 
place within the fence-line of the 
Orient Point facility. No work is 
proposed to take place at the utility 
transfer station located within the 
Orient Point State Park. Due to the 
distance of these recreational areas 
from Plum Island, closure activities 
would have no effect on continued use 
and enjoyment of these state and 
county parks. Therefore, this resource 
was dismissed from analysis. 

Air Quality and Climate 
Change 

Suffolk County, New York Significant impacts would 
occur if there were a change 
in the attainment status with 
respect to the National 
Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS), or if 
emissions exceeded 
regulatory thresholds. 

Yes Proposed closure activities would 
create emissions associated with 
operation of motor vehicles and 
equipment as well as from minor 
earthwork in disturbed areas. This 
resource is evaluated further in 
Section 3.1. 
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Resource Area Area of Interest Thresholds of Significance Further Analysis? Rationale for Level of Assessment 

Earth Resources Areas in which closure 
activities would be 
conducted, including 
surrounding adjacent 
environments. 

Significant impacts would 
occur if closure activities 
exposed people or structures 
to major geological hazards 
or substantially increased 
potential occurrences of 
erosion or sedimentation. 

Yes Closure activities would include 
limited ground disturbance to 
facilitate delineation and remediation 
of the remaining WMAs and AOPC, 
potential excavation of USTs, and the 
relocation of utilities within the 
PIADC research compound. This 
resource is evaluated further in 
Section 3.2. 

Water Resources Surface waters, wetlands, 
watersheds, groundwater, and 
coastal zones within or near 
proposed closure activities. 

Significant impacts would 
occur if proposed activities 
resulted in an exceedance of 
established water quality 
thresholds, impeded 
navigability of surface 
waters; substantially 
increased the amount of 
stormwater entering surface 
waters; did not comply with 
wetland protection 
regulations and permits; 
substantially affected 
groundwater quantity or 
quality; induced flooding in 
occupied areas; or were 
inconsistent with applicable 
enforceable coastal zone 
policies. 

Yes Proposed closure activities include 
ground disturbance, which may 
impact water resources. This resource 
is evaluated further in Section. 3.3. 
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Resource Area Area of Interest Thresholds of Significance Further Analysis? Rationale for Level of Assessment 

Biological Resources Vegetation and wildlife 
occurring within the 
Proposed Action area. 

Significant impacts would 
occur if proposed activities 
resulted in substantial 
permanent loss or 
degradation of terrestrial or 
aquatic habitat, unpermitted 
“take” of special status 
species, or violation of 
regulations concerning 
special status species. 

Yes The Proposed Action includes limited 
vegetation clearing to facilitate 
WMA/AOPC delineation and 
remediation activities. Multiple 
federally and state listed species are 
known to occur on Plum Island. This 
resource is evaluated further in 
Section 3.4. 

Cultural and Historic 
Resources 

Historic properties within or 
near the Proposed Action 
Area. 

Significant impacts would 
occur if the integrity of a 
historic property were 
diminished such that it 
would no longer be eligible 
for listing in the National 
Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP); if historic 
viewsheds were substantially 
altered; or if tribal concerns 
were inadequately resolved. 

Yes Historic properties exist on Plum 
Island and two American Indian tribes 
have historic ties to the Island. This 
resource is evaluated further in 
Section 3.5. 
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Resource Area Area of Interest Thresholds of Significance Further Analysis? Rationale for Level of Assessment 

Socioeconomics and 
Environmental Justice 

Counties where PIADC 
personnel may live; and low-
income or minority 
communities surrounding the 
Proposed Action area. 

Significant impacts would 
occur if there were 
substantial changes to 
employment, population, or 
housing availability of 
nearby communities; or if 
environmental justice (EJ) 
communities were 
disproportionately adversely 
affected. 

Yes Closure activities would lead to 
changes in local employment. 
Potential air emissions and noise 
generation from closure activities 
could result in disproportionate effects 
to nearby EJ communities. This 
resource is evaluated further in 
Section 3.6.  

Hazardous and Toxic 
Materials and Waste 

Solid or hazardous waste 
sites within or near the 
Proposed Action area. 

Significant impacts would 
occur if the total amount of 
hazardous or toxic materials 
and waste or solid waste 
exceeded regulatory 
thresholds; there were 
permanent increased risk of 
contamination; or a new or 
substantial human or 
environmental health risk 
was created. 

Yes Proposed closure activities would 
require identification and remediation 
of hazardous and toxic materials and 
waste (HTMW). This resource is 
evaluated further in Section 3.7.  

Health & Safety Areas in which closure 
activities would be 
conducted, including 
surrounding adjacent 
environments.  

Significant impacts would 
occur if closure activities 
were to put the health and 
safety of the public at risk or 
violate applicable federal 
and/or state safety 
regulations. 

Yes Closure activities would include 
delineation and remediation of the 
remaining WMAs and AOPC as well 
as sampling in an area of perceived 
potential risks from residual 
pathogens. This resource is evaluated 
further in Section 3.8.  
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3.0 Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 
This section describes the natural and human environment that exists within the AOI and the 
potential impacts (environmental consequences) associated with implementing the Proposed 
Action in accordance with CEQ guidelines set forth in 40 CFR 1508.8.  

The specific criteria for evaluating the potential environmental impacts of the Proposed Action 
and No Action Alternative are described in the following sections. The significance of an 
action is also measured in terms of its context and intensity. The context and intensity of 
potential environmental impacts are described in terms of their duration, magnitude, whether 
they are direct or indirect, and whether they are adverse or beneficial, as summarized in the 
following paragraphs: 

• Short-term or long-term. In general, short-term impacts are those that would occur only
for a limited, finite time with respect to a particular activity of the Proposed Action. Long-
term impacts are those that are more likely to be persistent and chronic throughout the life
of the Proposed Action or would last years after an impact-producing activity occurred.

• Less-than-significant (negligible, minor, moderate), or significant. These relative terms
are used to characterize the magnitude or intensity of an impact. Negligible impacts would
generally perceptible but are at the lower level of detection. A minor impact would be
slight, but detectable. A moderate impact would be readily apparent. Significant impacts
would be those that, in their context and due to their magnitude (severity), have the
potential to meet the thresholds for significance set forth in CEQ regulations (40 CFR
1508.27) and, thus, warrant heightened attention and examination for potential means for
mitigation to fulfill the policies set forth in NEPA.

• Direct or Indirect. Direct impacts are those that would occur as a result of and at the same
time and place as the Proposed Action. Indirect impacts are those that would be caused by
the Proposed Action but would occur at a different time or place and involve dynamic
variables.

• Adverse or beneficial. An adverse impact would cause unfavorable or undesirable
outcomes on the human-made or natural environment. A beneficial impact would cause
positive outcomes on the human-made or natural environment.

• Cumulative. A cumulative impact would be an additive impact when the effects of the
Proposed Action is considered in the context of past, present, or reasonably foreseeable
future project(s) impacts. Cumulative impacts could be negligible, minor, moderate,
significant, and adverse of beneficial for a given environmental resource.

The Proposed Action has no mechanism to impact several of the environmental resources 
discussed in Table 3; therefore, these resources are not carried forward for further analysis. 
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3.1 Air Quality and Climate Change 

The Clean Air Act (CAA), as amended, requires the US Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) to set National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for pollutants considered 
harmful to public health and the environment. NAAQS are provided for six principal pollutants 
called “criteria pollutants” (as listed under Section 108 of the CAA): carbon monoxide (CO); 
lead (Pb); nitrogen dioxide (NO2); ozone (O3); particulate matter (PM), divided into two size 
classes of 1) aerodynamic size less than or equal to 10 micrometers (PM10), and 2) aerodynamic 
size less than or equal to 2.5 micrometers (PM2.5); and sulfur dioxide (SO2). Ambient (i.e., 
outdoor) air quality in an area can be characterized in terms of whether it complies with the 
primary and secondary NAAQS.  

The US EPA and state and local agencies have established a network of ambient air quality 
monitoring stations to measure concentrations of criteria pollutants across the US The data are 
then averaged over a specific time period and used by regulatory agencies to determine 
compliance with the NAAQS and to determine if an area is in attainment (criteria pollutant 
concentrations are below the NAAQS), nonattainment (criteria pollutant concentrations exceed 
the NAAQS), or maintenance (area was formerly nonattainment and is currently in attainment).  

The General Conformity Rule (40 CFR Part 51, Subpart W) requires federal agencies to 
prepare written Conformity Determinations for Federal actions in or affecting NAAQS in 
nonattainment areas to demonstrate that their actions will not cause or contribute to violations 
of the NAAQS, except when the action is covered under the Transportation Conformity Rule 
or when the action is exempt because the total increase in emissions is insignificant, or de 
minimis. The AOI for ambient air quality is Suffolk County, New York, which is considered 
nonattainment for one or more NAAQS (Section 3.1.1.1).  

Greenhouse gases (GHG) occur in the atmosphere both naturally and as a result of human 
activities, such as the burning of fossil fuels. GHGs are made up of water vapor, carbon 
dioxide, nitrous oxide, methane, ozone, hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and sulfur 
hexafluoride. GHGs are regulated under Section 202 of the CAA. Carbon Dioxide (CO2) is the 
primary GHG emitted during fossil-fuel combustion, while smaller amounts of methane and 
nitrous oxide are also emitted. GHGs are non-toxic and non-hazardous at normal ambient 
concentrations, and there are no applicable ambient standards or emission limits for GHGs 
under the CAA. The US EPA regulates GHGs through mobile source emission standards and 
permitting requirements under the Title V Operating Permits program. These regulations 
include fuel efficiency and renewable fuel standards on light-duty, medium-duty, and heavy-
duty vehicles. The heating effect from these gases is considered the probable cause of the 
global warming observed over the last 50 years (USEPA, 2009). However, the change in 
climate conditions caused by GHGs analyzed in this EA is a global effect. Therefore, the 
analysis and disclosure of localized incremental emissions changes are unlikely to have a 
measurable effect on climate change.  
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3.1.1 Affected Environment 

3.1.1.1 Ambient Air Quality 

The primary regulatory authority for air quality in New York is NYSDEC. Suffolk County is 
designated as a serious non-attainment area for O3 and a maintenance area for PM2.5 (USEPA, 
2022). Federal agencies must evaluate the emissions of O3 and PM2.5 to determine the 
applicability of the general conformity regulations. Because Suffolk County is located within 
an Ozone Transport Region, the de minimis level for O3 is 50 tons per year for the O3 precursors 
nitrogen oxides (NOx) and volatile organic compounds (VOC). The de minimis level for PM2.5 

is 100 tons per year (40 CFR § 93.153(b)(1)). 

Under the CAA, US EPA established New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) and 
National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) to minimize emissions 
of criteria pollutants and hazardous air pollutants (HAP) from man-made emission sources. 
Although typically present in minimal quantities in the ambient air, HAPs have high toxicity 
that may pose a threat even at low concentrations. NESHAPs primarily apply to “stationary 
sources,” which are emission sources that have a fixed location (e.g., fuel-burning boilers and 
generators, entire facilities/plants, etc.), as opposed to “mobile sources,” which are emission 
sources that can move from one location to another (e.g., motor vehicles, ships, airplanes, etc.).  

Major source facilities are required to obtain a Title V operating permit. The US EPA defines 
a “major source” as stationary sources, or groups of stationary sources, with a potential to emit 
more than 100 tons per year of any criteria pollutant, 10 tons per year of any HAP, or 25 tons 
per year of any combination of HAPs. The Proposed Action would not require a Title V 
operating permit. PIADC currently operates under Air State Facility Permit No. 1-4738-
00028/00030. Permitted sources at PIADC include the facility’s incinerators, three no. 2 fuel 
oil-fired boilers, and three diesel-powered generator sets. The permit includes NSPS 
requirements for fuel oil-burning equipment, as well as process-specific emissions limitations 
(e.g., PM emission rates for incinerators). Once the PIADC science mission transfers to NBAF, 
remaining emissions sources on or in the vicinity of the Proposed Action area will consist of 
ongoing site maintenance (e.g., mowing, building surface coating); fuel-fired boilers; internal 
combustion engines (e.g., emergency power generators); waste management activities 
described in Section 2.1.2; nearby ship, barge, and boat emissions; and vehicle emissions on 
Plum Island roadways. Use of the incinerators (i.e., the crematorium) will cease following the 
science mission transfer. 

Populations who are particularly sensitive to the effects of air pollution include, but are not 
limited to, asthmatics, children, and the elderly, as well as specific facilities, such as long-term 
health care facilities, rehabilitation centers, convalescent centers, retirement homes, schools, 
playgrounds, and childcare centers. Due to its geographically isolated location, these 
populations do not reside within 1 mile of the Proposed Action area. 
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3.1.1.2 Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change 

The climate of Suffolk County is described as warm-summer humid continental. An average 
of 51.2 inches of annual precipitation is evenly distributed throughout the year, with July as 
the driest month (3.2 inches average precipitation) and October as the wettest month (5.6 
inches average precipitation). The average annual temperature is 46.9 degrees Fahrenheit (°F). 
July is the warmest month and January is the coldest month, with average temperatures of 
69.2°F and 23.1°F, respectively (Climate Data, 2022). 

In 2009, New York State EO 24 set a goal to reduce GHG emissions in the state by 80 percent 
below 1990 emission rates by 2050. The EO required the State to prepare a climate action plan 
to assess how all economic sectors can reduce GHG emissions and adapt to climate change. 
The 2019 Climate Leadership and Community Protection Act additionally requires New York 
to reduce economy-wide GHG emissions 40 percent by 2030 and no less than 85 percent by 
2050 from 1990 levels. Buildings (including fossil fuels burned for heat and GHGs released 
from building equipment and foam insulation) account for 32 percent of GHGs emitted in New 
York. Transportation, electricity generation, and waste (including landfills and waste treatment 
and combustion) account for 28 percent, 13 percent, and 12 percent, respectively, of New 
York’s GHG emissions (New York State Climate Action Council, 2022).  

In 2021, two Presidential EOs regarding GHGs and climate change were issued: EO 13990, 
Protecting Public Health and the Environment and Restoring Science to Tackle the Climate 
Crisis, and EO 14008, Tackling the Climate Crisis at Home and Abroad. EO 13990 directs the 
federal government to reduce GHG emissions, bolster resilience to the impacts of climate 
change, and immediately commence work to confront the climate crisis using the best science 
in federal decision-making. EO 13990 further created the Working Group on the Social Cost 
of Greenhouse Gases, tasked with developing methods to account as accurately as possible for 
the global damages of GHG emissions in financial terms.  

EO 14008 requires climate considerations to be an essential element of US foreign policy and 
national security. EO 14008 directs the United States to rejoin the Paris Agreement and to 
implement and build upon the Agreement’s three over-arching objectives (a safe global 
temperature, increased climate resilience, and financial flows aligned with a pathway toward 
low GHG emissions and climate-resilient development). Under EO 14008, the federal 
government is directed to drive the assessment, disclosure, and mitigation of climate pollution 
and climate-related risks in all economic sectors. This EO established the White House Office 
of Domestic Climate Policy to coordinate the policy-making process with respect to domestic 
climate-policy issues and monitor implementation of the President’s domestic climate-policy 
agenda. The National Climate Task Force was also established, which includes the Secretary 
of Homeland Security, to facilitate the organization and deployment of a government-wide 
approach to combat the climate crisis, and facilitate planning and implementation of key 
federal actions to reduce climate pollution and increase resilience to the impacts of climate 
change. Task Force members are directed to prioritize action on climate change in their policy-
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making and budget processes, in their contracting and procurement, and in their engagement 
with state, local, tribal, and territorial governments. 

3.1.2 Environmental Consequences 

This section identifies and discloses potential air quality impacts from criteria pollutant and 
GHG emissions associated with the Proposed Action. Significant impacts on ambient air 
quality would occur if there were a change in the attainment status with respect to the NAAQS, 
or if emissions exceed regulatory thresholds. Because Plum Island is located within an Ozone 
Transport Region that is in serious non-attainment for O3 and maintenance for PM2.5, a CAA 
General Conformity Determination would need to be prepared if the Proposed Action would 
result in an increase of 50 tons per year or more of NOx or VOCs, or 100 tons per year or more 
of PM2.5.  

No significance threshold for GHG emissions and climate change has been established. As 
previously noted in Section 3.1, the change in climate conditions is a global effect, and the 
Proposed Action is unlikely to have a measurable effect on climate change. 

3.1.2.1 Preferred Alternative 

Air emissions generated from the site conveyance preparation activities would have short-
term, less-than-significant adverse impacts on the existing air quality environment in the 
vicinity of Plum Island. Potential emissions would be generated during removal of excess 
personal property, asbestos abatement, boiler-powered autoclave use, soil excavation for 
testing and associated backfilling, vegetation removal, general excavation, site grading, 
building alterations, removal of USTs and associated piping and equipment, and rerouting 
infrastructure to bypass B101. Additional criteria pollutant and GHG emissions would increase 
temporarily from burning fossil fuels in equipment during closure activities and construction 
employees accessing the site.  

NOx, PM10, and PM2.5 are the pollutants of greatest concern with respect to these activities. 
NOx emissions are generated by equipment and employee vehicle engines and would 
contribute to regional O3 concentrations. PM emissions result from excavation, grading, and 
vehicle and equipment exhaust. However, due to the limited scope and scale of the site 
preparation activities, emissions of these pollutants would increase only incrementally and on 
a temporary basis and are unlikely to exceed de minimis thresholds (NOx, VOC, and PM2.5) or 
other regulatory thresholds. GHG emissions from site transfer preparation activities would not 
have a significant impact on climate change vulnerability.  

Closure activities would be temporary, and emissions would be minimized to the greatest 
extent practicable through implementation of the previously identified BMPs (see Table 2). 

Following closure activities, overall criteria pollutant and GHG emissions reductions would 
result from the Proposed Action. Three 1,820-kilowatt stand-by generators would be removed 
from operation and preserved for future use. Routine test-firing of these units would cease, 
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along with any use during power disruptions at the site. Two of three 500-horsepower fire tube 
steam boilers at the facility would be taken offline and preserved for future use. Fuel 
combustion associated with these boilers would cease at this time. Three of four chillers at the 
facility would also be taken offline, substantially reducing chiller operation power 
requirements compared to existing conditions. The removal, layup, or shutdown of equipment 
would result in an ongoing reduction of emissions on Plum Island relative to current emissions. 
Staff reductions at Plum Island and the Orient Point facility would reduce employee commute 
emissions associated with the PIADC. However, most staff would likely choose to find 
alternative employment locally and would continue to contribute commuting-related emissions 
within the AOI. 

Plum Island transportation assets, such as ferries, small boats, health and safety vehicles, and 
busses may be prepared for long-term storage. However, it is assumed that these assets would 
remain operational until conveyance of the property. If any or all of these assets are used less 
frequently, or their use is discontinued following the mission transfer to NBAF, there would 
be a corresponding decrease in criteria pollutant and GHG emissions at Plum Island. This 
would further contribute to the ongoing emissions reductions associated with the Proposed 
Action.  

Given the size, quantity, and power demands of the equipment and assets slated to be taken 
offline, the long-term beneficial impacts on air quality and climate change are expected to be 
less-than-significant. 

3.1.2.2 No Action Alternative  

Under the No Action Alternative, the ambient air quality environment and GHG emissions 
would remain as described in Section 3.1.1, including minor emissions associated with 
WMA/AOPC management activities. Therefore, the No Action Alternative would have long-
term, less-than-significant adverse impacts on air quality and climate change. 

3.2 Earth Resources 

Earth resources analyzed in this EA include soils. Soils are typically described in terms of their 
type, physical characteristics, and types of land use. The AOI for earth resources includes areas 
in which closure activities would be conducted, including surrounding adjacent environments. 
The limits of disturbance (LOD) is defined as the area that would undergo ground-disturbing 
activities due to the Proposed Action. The LOD is comprised of WMAs/AOPC, the PIADC 
research compound, the Orient Point facility, USTs, and B257 (see Figure 3) and is 
approximately 26 acres.  

Prime Farmland: One subcomponent of soils is prime farmland, defined as land that is 
available for and has a combination of physical and chemical characteristics that are best suited 
for producing food, feed, forage, fiber, and oilseed crops (USDA, 2000). The Farmland 
Protection Policy Act of 1981 (7 USC 4201 et seq.) states that federal agencies must “minimize 
the extent to which federal programs contribute to the unnecessary conversion of farmland to 
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nonagricultural uses.” While WMAs 7/8, 9, 15, 24, and 26/27 overlap areas identified as prime 
farmland by the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS; see Figure 3), these areas 
are previously disturbed due to their past and present use for waste disposal, making them 
unsuitable for farming practices. Therefore, activities under the Preferred Alternative would 
have no potential to affect prime farmlands and this resource is dismissed from further analysis. 

Hydric Soils: Hydric soils are defined as soils that formed under conditions of saturation, 
flooding, or ponding long enough during the growing season to develop anaerobic conditions 
in the upper portion of the soil. Under natural conditions, these soils are able to support growth 
and reproduction of hydrophytic vegetation. Presence of hydric soils is one of the criteria used 
to identify and delineate wetlands (see Section 3.3) No hydric soils are present within the LOD 
(see Table 4); therefore, activities under the Preferred Alternative would have no potential to 
affect hydric soils and this resource is dismissed from further analysis.  

Geology: The Proposed Action would not include deep excavation within the LOD. Bedrock 
and other geological features on Plum Island and Orient Point lie over 600 feet below ground 
surface (bgs) (Crandell, 1962; ENTECH, 2007). The groundwater monitoring wells associated 
with the remediation and delineation of WMAs/AOPC, the deepest disturbance included the 
Proposed Action, would be dug 10 feet into the water table. The groundwater on Plum Island 
occurs between 0 and 75 feet bgs (ENTECH, 2002). As ground-disturbing activities would 
remain relatively shallow in relation to the geological features on Plum Island and Orient Point, 
there is no potential for the Proposed Action to impact geology and seismic conditions. 
Therefore, the Preferred Alternative would have no potential to affect geology and seismic 
conditions and this resource is dismissed from further analysis. 

Topography: The Proposed Action would involve minor ground disturbance activities such 
as grading and excavation for utility rerouting within the PIADC research compound; removal 
of USTs, associated pipes, and ancillary equipment to close the MOSF; WMA/AOPC 
remediation and delineation; and backfilling using an existing borrow area. These ground-
disturbing activities would not alter the topography of Plum Island; therefore, the Preferred 
Alternative would have no potential to affect topography and this resource is dismissed from 
further analysis.  

3.2.1 Affected Environment 

Plum Island surface soils are described predominately as sand and sandy loams with boulder 
and cobble present in some locations. Dune sands are present in the south portion of Plum 
Island. Orient Point primarily has soils classified as fill land dredge material. Fourteen soil 
map units are identified within the 26-acre LOD (see Figure 3 and Table 4). A majority of the 
soils in the LOD are cut and fill land and gravel pits. None of the soils are considered hydric. 
As previously noted, while some prime farmland soils occur in the LOD, the LOD has been 
previously disturbed, and the soils are not suitable for farming. 
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Figure 3: Soils at the Proposed Action Area 
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Table 4: Select Soil Characteristics for Soils within the LOD 

Map Unit Name Acres Prime 
Farmland 

Farmland of 
Statewide 

Importance 
Hydric Landform/Description Location in 

LOD 

Bridgehampton silt 
loam, 0 to 2 percent 
slopes 

0.1 Yes No No 
Outwash plains; well drained soils, depth to water 
table is more than 80 inches. Depth to restrictive 
feature is more than 80 inches. 

WMA 26/27 

Bridgehampton silt 
loam, 2 to 6 percent 
slopes 

0.1 Yes No No 
Outwash plains; well drained soils, depth to water 
table is more than 80 inches. Depth to restrictive 
feature is more than 80 inches. 

WMA 9 

Carver and Plymouth 
soils, 15 to 35 percent 
slopes 

1.8 No No No 
Outwash plains; moraines; excessively drained 
soils, depth to water table is more than 80 inches. 
Depth to restrictive feature is more than 80 inches. 

WMA 2 
WMA 9 
WMA 10/11 

Cut and fill land gently 
sloping 11.5 No No No Not Listed 

PIADC 
Research 
Compound 
UST 55 

Escarpments 0.5 No No No Not Listed WMA 15 

Fill land dredged 
material <0.1 No No No Not Listed 

USTs 62/63 
Orient Point 
Facility 
UST 6-O 
UST 7-O 

Gravel pits 3.1 No No No Not Listed WMA 9 

Haven loam, 0 to 2 
percent slopes 0.3 Yes No No 

Outwash plains; well drained, depth to water table 
is more than 80 inches. Depth to restrictive feature 
is more than 80 inches. 

WMA 26/27 
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Map Unit Name Acres Prime 
Farmland 

Farmland of 
Statewide 

Importance 
Hydric Landform/Description Location in 

LOD 

Haven loam, 2 to 6 
percent slopes 4.4 Yes No No 

Outwash plains; well drained, depth to water table 
is more than 80 inches. Depth to restrictive feature 
is more than 80 inches. 

WMA 7/8 
WMA 9 
WMA 10/11 
WMA 24 
WMA 26/27 

Hooksan sand, 0 to 3 
percent slopes 1.7 No No No 

Dunes; excessively drained, depth to water table is 
more than 80 inches. Depth to restrictive feature is 
more than 80 inches. 

AOPC 5 
B257 

Plymouth loamy coarse 
sand, 8 to 15 percent 
slopes 

1.1 No No Predominately 
Nonhydric 

Outwash plains, hills, moraines; excessively 
drained, depth to water table is more than 80 
inches. Depth to restrictive feature is more than 80 
inches. 

WMA 7/8 
WMA 24 

Riverhead sandy loam, 
3 to 8 percent slopes 0.4 Yes No No 

Outwash plains, moraines; well drained, depth to 
water table is more than 80 inches. Depth to 
restrictive feature is more than 80 inches. 

WMA 15 

Riverhead very stony 
sandy loam, 3 to 8 
percent slopes 

0.3 No No No 
Outwash plains, moraines; excessively drained, 
depth to water table is more than 80 inches. Depth 
to restrictive feature is more than 80 inches.  

WMA 14 
WMA 22 

Riverhead very stony 
sandy loam, 8 to 15 
percent slopes 

0.9 No No No 
Outwash plains, moraines; excessively drained, 
depth to water table is more than 80 inches. Depth 
to restrictive feature is more than 80 inches. 

WMA 15 
WMA 22 

Source: (NRCS, 2022)
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3.2.2 Environmental Consequences 

A significant adverse earth resources impact would occur if proposed activities expose people 
or structures to major geological hazards or substantially increase potential occurrences of 
erosion or sedimentation. 

3.2.2.1 Preferred Alternative 

The Preferred Alternative would disturb soils from the removal of vegetative cover, soil 
testing/characterization, backfilling using clean fill from the existing borrow area, installation 
of monitoring wells, site grading associated with the WMAs/AOPC, the rerouting of 
infrastructure to bypass B101, subsurface oil delineation and remediation, and excavation of 
USTs, associated pipes, and ancillary equipment to facilitate the closure of the MOSF (see 
Table 1).  

Proposed activities would impact approximately 26 acres of previously disturbed areas on 
Plum Island and Orient Point, which could lead to increased erosion and sedimentation. Since 
the Proposed Action would exceed one acre of land disturbance, a National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit would be obtained for the project pursuant to 
the Clean Water Act (CWA; 33 USC 1251 et seq). Furthermore, the current PIADC 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) would be implemented which has identified 
potential sources of pollutants, described pollution prevention activities (i.e., BMPs) to be 
implemented on the site, and established erosion and sediment controls to manage stormwater 
discharges and minimize sedimentation to the extent possible. Implementation of the erosion 
and sediment control measures specified in the SWPPP and NPDES permit (e.g., silt fences, 
check dams, etc.) would minimize these potential impacts.  

Clean backfill would be required to fill excavated areas (i.e., WMAs/AOPC, B100 utility 
reroute, and potential UST removal). DHS would backfill with clean fill sourced on-Island 
from an existing borrow area immediately east of WMA 9. At this time, DHS does not 
anticipate the need for a NYSDEC Mined Land Reclamation Permit, as less than 750 cubic 
yards of clean fill would be taken from the borrow area within each calendar year (NYSDEC, 
2014). In the event more than 750 cubic yards of fill would be taken from the existing borrow 
area in a year, DHS commits to obtaining a NYSDEC Mined Land Reclamation Permit.  

Further, soil testing and characterization would test soils where appropriate (i.e., 
WMAs/AOPC and underneath buildings undergoing decontamination) for any contaminants 
that may be present (e.g., semi-VOCs, metals, pesticides, polychlorinated biphenyls, 
hexavalent chromium, and mercury) which could impact other resources, such as groundwater 
(see Section 3.3). Potential impacts on soils may occur if petroleum products or other liquids 
associated with closure of the MOSF (e.g., removal of USTs, piping, and ancillary equipment) 
or heavy equipment (e.g., excavators) were accidentally spilled or released. Contaminated soils 
and equipment would be kept separate from clean soils to ensure the contamination does not 
spread. Contaminated soils would be characterized and either disposed of off- Island in 
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permitted facilities or contained in-place (e.g., in the WMAs/AOPC) using monitoring wells 
in accordance with federal, state, and local regulations. Potential hazardous and toxic materials 
and waste (HTMW) impacts are discussed further in Section 3.7. 

Overall, impacts on soils would be temporary and minimized through the BMPs designated in 
the NPDES permit/SWPPP, adhering to the site Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure 
Plan (SPCCP), and through standard characterization and testing processes. Therefore, the 
Preferred Alternative would have short-term, less-than-significant adverse impacts on soils. 
Following implementation of the Preferred Alternative, the areas of ground disturbance would 
passively revegetate, which would stabilize the soils in the long-term. The Preferred 
Alternative would have no long-term or ongoing impacts on soils in the AOI.  

3.2.2.2 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, WMA/AOPC activities would continue, including 
backfilling using clean fill from the existing borrow area, soil sampling, and subsurface oil 
delineation and remediation, which would have short-term, less-than-significant adverse 
impacts on soil resources in the AOI similar to those described for the Preferred Alternative. 
Potential erosion and sedimentation impacts associated with ground disturbance outside of the 
WMAs/AOPC (e.g., utility re-routing) would not occur. Once WMA/AOPC activities are 
complete, areas of ground disturbance would passively revegetate, which would stabilize the 
soils in the long-term. Therefore, no long-term or ongoing impacts on soils in the AOI would 
occur under the No Action Alternative.  

3.3 Water Resources 

Water resources analyzed in this EA include surface water (including stormwater), wetlands, 
floodplains, groundwater, and coastal resources. Surface water consists of lakes, rivers, and 
streams. Wetlands are areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or groundwater at a 
frequency and duration sufficient to support, and under normal conditions do support, a 
prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions (USACE, 1987). 
Floodplains are belts of low, level ground on one or both sides of a stream channel and are 
subject to either periodic or infrequent inundation by flood water. A 100-year floodplain has a 
1 percent chance of inundation in any given year. Groundwater can be defined as subsurface 
water resources that are interlaid in layers of rock and soil and recharged by surface water 
seepage. Coastal resources are protected by the Federal Coastal Zone Management Act of 
1972, which enables states and territories to implement federally approved coastal programs 
to protect coastal areas in conjunction with environmental, economic, and human health.  

The AOI for water resources includes surface waters, wetlands, watersheds, groundwater, and 
coastal zones within or near proposed closure activities on Plum Island and Orient Point. 
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3.3.1 Affected Environment 

Surface Water: Plum Island and Orient Point are surrounded by Long Island Sound, a tidal 
estuary located between Long Island, New York and Connecticut and opening to the Atlantic 
Ocean to the east. No streams were identified on Plum Island or in the vicinity of the Orient 
Point facility (USFWS, 2022a). Surface water runoff from the Island is minimal, as most soils 
are described as well drained (see Section 3.2).  

Section 303(d) of the CWA requires states and territories to identify and list waters which do 
not meet water quality standards for specified pollutants or substances. Waters not meeting the 
established thresholds are considered to be impaired, and agencies are required to develop total 
maximum daily loads (TMDL) for the applicable pollutants to bring the listed water into 
compliance. Both NYSDEC and the Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection 
have listed Long Island Sound as impaired due to low dissolved oxygen. A TMDL addressing 
nitrogen pollution in Long Island Sound was established in 2000 (NYSDEC & CDEP, 2000). 
Sanitary sewage on Plum Island is treated on the on-Island WWTP and discharged into Long 
Island Sound in accordance with SPDES operating and discharge permits. Sanitary sewage at 
the Orient Point facility is stored in a cesspool and pumped on a routine basis. 

Wetlands: Plum Island contains approximately 31 acres of freshwater wetlands, primarily 
located in the south-central portion of the Island (see Figure 4). These wetlands include a 
mixture of freshwater emergent wetlands, freshwater forested/shrub wetlands, and freshwater 
ponds. Approximately 43 acres of estuarine and marine wetlands are dispersed along the Plum 
Island coastline (USFWS, 2022a). No freshwater wetlands occur within or directly adjacent to 
the PIADC research compound or within areas where WMAs/AOPC or USTs are located. The 
Orient Point facility and WMA 15 border estuarine marine wetlands and the utility transfer 
station at Orient Point County Park occurs entirely within an estuarine marine wetland. Section 
404 of the CWA establishes a program to regulate wetland impacts through a permitting 
process overseen by the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). In addition, 
NYSDEC regulates activities in freshwater wetlands that are larger than 12.4 acres, including 
a 100-foot buffer around such wetlands.  

Floodplains: The Plum Island coastline and a large area of the southern portion of the Island, 
including the wetland areas and the Plum Island Ferry Dock area, are within the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency 100-year floodplain (see Figure 4) (FEMA, 2009). The 
PIADC research compound is located outside the floodplain; however, Buildings 67, W, 257, 
and 35 as well as WMA 15 and AOPC 5 occur within the 100-year floodplain. Additionally, 
the entire Orient Point facility is located within the 100-year floodplain (FEMA, 2009).  
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Figure 4: Water Resources at the Proposed Action Area 
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Groundwater: Plum Island is underlain by an unconfined freshwater aquifer and groundwater 
occurs within the sand and gravel of the upper Pleistocene glacial deposits. Depth to 
groundwater is highly variable, occurring between 0 and 75 feet bgs (ENTECH, 2002). The 
Plum Island aquifer is the source of potable water on Plum Island and is recharged solely from 
precipitation falling on the Island’s surface. On Orient Point, groundwater is drawn from the 
aquifer system underlying Long Island, where groundwater generally occurs between 0 and 
190 feet bgs (USGS, 2017).  

Coastal Resources: Plum Island and Orient Point are located within New York’s designated 
coastal zone and must comply with the enforceable policies established under New York’s 
Coastal Zone Management Program. A Federal Consistency Determination (FCD) is submitted 
to the New York State Department of State (NYSDS) for review and concurrence (NYSDS, 
2022). In addition, the Town of Southold implements a Local Waterfront Revitalization 
Program, which guides development actions in the Town and provides the basis for the FCD 
for actions affecting the Town’s coastal areas (Town of Southold, 2022).  

3.3.2 Environmental Consequences 

A significant adverse water resources impact would occur if proposed activities result in an 
exceedance of established water quality thresholds; impede navigability of surface waters; 
substantially increase the amount of stormwater entering surface waters; do not comply with 
wetland protection regulations and permits; substantially affect groundwater quantity or 
quality; induce flooding in occupied areas; or are inconsistent with applicable enforceable 
coastal zone policies. 

3.3.2.1 Preferred Alternative 

Surface Water: The Preferred Alternative would have no impact to stormwater, as closure 
activities would not create any new impervious surfaces or modify the topography of Plum 
Island or Orient Point. Stormwater runoff would continue to percolate through the well-drained 
soils in the Proposed Action area and there would be no new stormwater discharges to Long 
Island Sound. As discussed in Section 3.2.2.1, DHS would obtain coverage under a NPDES 
General Permit and adhere to the PIADC SWPPP, which has identified erosion controls and 
BMPs to manage stormwater discharges. DHS would restore the pre-development hydrology 
of the site to the maximum extent technically feasible, in compliance with Section 438 of the 
Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007. Under the Preferred Alternative, DHS would 
clean out the WWTP prior to transfer of the SPDES operating and discharge permit. In 
addition, the Proposed Action would have no potential to affect the Plum Island Sound TMDL. 
Therefore, the Preferred Alternative would have no short-term or long-term adverse effects on 
surface water.  

Wetlands: The Preferred Alternative would not involve any direct impacts on wetlands on 
Plum Island or Orient Point, as ground-disturbing activities would take place entirely outside 
of wetland areas. The nearest freshwater wetland is approximately 400 feet from areas where 
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ground disturbance would occur. In addition, WMA 15 borders an estuarine marine wetland. 
DHS would utilize erosion control measures specified in the NPDES permit and the PIADC 
SWPPP to minimize indirect impacts on nearby wetlands. These impacts would be minor and 
would cease once ground disturbance is complete. Therefore, the Preferred Alternative would 
have short-term, less-than-significant adverse effects on wetlands in the AOI. Once closure 
activities are complete, there would be no ongoing or long-term adverse impacts on wetlands 
in the AOI.  

Floodplains: Components of the Preferred Alternative would involve work within the 100-
year floodplain. Since the Preferred Alternative involves preparing existing buildings for long-
term preservation and delineating and remediating historically contaminated areas, there is no 
practicable alternative for conducting work within the floodplain. Therefore, DHS prepared a 
Draft Finding of No Practicable Alternative in accordance with EO 11988, Floodplain 
Management, which was included in the Draft FONSI for this EA. No comments regarding 
floodplains were received (see Appendix C). The Preferred Alternative primarily involves 
modifications to existing buildings and minor ground disturbance (with no net fill) on 
previously disturbed land (e.g., the WMAs/AOPC and USTs). It would not alter or interfere 
with the long-term function of the 100-year floodplain or increase the potential for flooding in 
the Proposed Action area. Therefore, the Proposed Action would have no short-term or long-
term adverse effects on the floodplain.  

Groundwater: The Preferred Alternative would not involve large withdrawals of groundwater 
or intentionally release or inject materials into groundwater resources or aquifers. Under the 
Preferred Alternative, monitoring wells would be installed at WMAs/AOPC that require 
further groundwater sampling (see Table 1), which would not meaningfully affect 
groundwater quantity or quality. Upon completion of groundwater monitoring activities, wells 
would be abandoned in accordance with NYSDEC guidance document: CP-43: Groundwater 
Monitoring Well Decommissioning Policy (DHS, 2022; NYSDEC, 2009). In addition, 
potential impacts on groundwater may occur if petroleum products or other liquids associated 
with heavy equipment (e.g., excavators) were accidentally spilled or released. This impact 
would be minimized through adherence to BMPs, such as performing routine inspections of 
equipment and maintaining spill containment materials on-site. Overall, adverse impacts on 
groundwater under the Preferred Alternative would be short-term and less-than-significant. 
The Preferred Alternative would result in no long-term adverse impacts on groundwater in the 
AOI. 

Coastal Resources: The Preferred Alternative may disturb coastal resources from onshore 
ground and soil disturbances, which could lead to increased erosion and sedimentation. 
However, the Preferred Alternative would be consistent to the maximum extent practicable 
with New York’s enforceable policies with compliance to applicable regulations and 
appropriate agency coordination. Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would avoid 
impacts on the coastal zone to the maximum extent practicable, resulting in short-term, less-
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than-significant adverse impacts on New York’s coastal zone and coastal resources. DHS 
submitted its FCD for implementation of the Preferred Alternative to the NYSDS on August 
25, 2022. NYSDS responded with a request for additional information, which DHS provided 
in a letter on October 6, 2022. NYSDS provided concurrence on the FCD on December 19, 
2022. DHS’s FCD and associated correspondence is included in Appendix D. In addition, 
delineation and remediation of the WMAs/AOPC would result in a long-term beneficial impact 
on New York’s coastal resources.  

3.3.2.2 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no change to surface waters, existing 
floodplains, or coastal conditions. WMA/AOPC activities would continue, including limited 
ground disturbance and installation of groundwater monitoring wells. Therefore, short-term, 
less-than-significant adverse impacts on wetlands and groundwater could occur. Once 
WMA/AOPC activities are complete, there would be no long-term impacts on either wetlands 
or groundwater. 

3.4 Biological Resources 

Biological resources addressed in this EA consist of vegetation, wildlife, and special status 
species. Special status species relevant to this EA are those protected under the federal 
Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA), Magnuson Stevens Fishery Conservation and 
Management Act of 1976 (MSA), Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972 (MMPA), Bald and 
Golden Eagle Protection Act of 1940 (BGEPA), Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 (MBTA), 
or under applicable state laws or regulations. The AOI for biological resources includes 
vegetation and wildlife occurring within the Proposed Action area.  

Aquatic Species: None of the proposed closure activities would occur on beaches, involve in-
water work, or increase marine vessel traffic. Ground disturbance would be limited to 
previously disturbed areas and erosion, sedimentation, and HTMW BMPs would be 
implemented (see Table 2). Therefore, the Preferred Alternative would have no potential to 
impact aquatic species and this resource is dismissed from further analysis. 

3.4.1 Affected Environment 

Despite its long history of human use, much of Plum Island remains undeveloped, providing 
biological resources that are regionally significant. The New York State Natural Heritage 
Program (NYSNHP) conducts surveys of Plum Island to document the biodiversity. These 
reports have identified 25 separate natural communities and 111 species and communities of 
conservation concern (NYSNHP, 2016). Additionally, Plum Island has been designated a Long 
Island Stewardship Area due to its unique ecological value  (Long Island Sound Study, 2022). 
As discussed in Section 1.2, approximately 147 acres of sensitive habitat on Plum Island is 
protected by the EBP (see Figure 2). Plum Island’s biological resources are further discussed 
by type below. 
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Vegetation: Vegetation on Plum Island is generally grouped into the following communities: 
beach/dune, freshwater wetland, oldfield/landscaped, historically disturbed (i.e., impacted) 
upland forest, and relatively undisturbed (i.e., unimpacted) upland forest (see Figure 5). The 
beach/dune areas occur along the coast and in the southern tip of the Island. This community 
is sparsely vegetated with herbaceous cover, including American sea rocket (Calkile edentula), 
seaside goldenrod (Solidago sempervirens), and beach pea (Lathyrus japonicus) in the beach 
areas and American beachgrass (Amophila breviligulata), sickle-leaved golden aster (Pityopsis 
falcata), and seaside goldenrod commonly occurring in the dune areas (NYSNHP, 2016). 
Common vegetation occurring in the freshwater wetland areas includes highbush blueberry 
(Vaccinium corymbosum), red maple (Acer rubrum), and blackgum (Nyssa sylvatica). 
Vegetation in the forested areas include eastern red cedar (Juniperus virginiana), red maple, 
and black cherry (Prunus serotina). Vegetation found in oldfield/landscaped areas include 
Norway maple (Acer platanoides), white heath aster (Symphyotrichum ericoides), golden 
clover (Trifoluim aureum), and cow vetch (Vicia cracca). Invasive species found on Plum 
Island include tree of heaven (Ailanthus altissima), rugosa rose (Rosa rugosa), and common 
reed (Phragmites australis). As noted above, NYSNHP conducts surveys and makes 
management recommendations to improve the Island’s natural communities and limit the 
spread of invasive species (NYSNHP, 2016). Vegetation at the Orient Point facility consists 
of maintained lawn and scattered mature landscape trees.  

Wildlife: Plum Island provides regionally significant habitat that supports a high diversity of 
wildlife. Notably, Plum Island provides critical stopover habitat for migrating birds, and is 
home to one of New York’s largest seal haul-out sites (NYSNHP, 2016). The most recent 
biodiversity survey, conducted by the NYSNHP in 2015, identified over 200 species of birds, 
over 200 species of moths, 9 mammals, and 5 reptiles inhabiting Plum Island. Other wildlife 
occasionally observed on Plum Island include white-tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus), 
raccoon (Procyon lotor), and eastern box turtle (Terrapene carolina). Raccoons were 
accidentally introduced to Plum Island in 1995 and are considered a pest species due to their 
negative impact on breeding birds. NYSNHP has recommended full-scale eradication of 
raccoons on Plum Island (NYSNHP, 2016). Common wildlife at Orient Point include those 
typically present in a semi-suburban environment, such as white-tailed deer, groundhog 
(Marmota monax), and red fox (Vulpes vulpes).  

Special Status Species: DHS queried the USFWS Information for Planning and Consultation 
(IPaC) database to identify federally listed species with the potential to occur in the Proposed 
Action area. IPaC identified five federally listed species that DHS has considered in its effect 
analysis. Following publication of the Draft EA, the tricolored bat (Permyotis subflavus), 
which the USFWS proposed for listing as an endangered species under the ESA in September 
2022, as well as the monarch butterfly (Danaus plexippus), a federal candidate species known 
to occur on the Island, were added to the effect analysis (see Appendix E). These seven species 
are further discussed in Table 5.  
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Figure 5: Land Cover in the Proposed Action Area 
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In addition, DHS consulted with the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) to identify federally listed marine species with 
potential to occur near the Proposed Action area. NMFS identified two species of Atlantic 
large whales, four species of sea turtles, and the Atlantic sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrhynchus 
oxyrhynchus) as potentially occurring in the waters near the Proposed Action area. NMFS also 
confirmed that no essential fish habitat regulated under the MSA occurs in the waters near the 
Proposed Action area (see Appendix E). Additionally, Plum Island provides habitat for seals, 
which are protected under the MMPA. 

The NYSDEC maintains a list of state-threatened and endangered species, as well as species 
of special concern. DHS queried the NYSDEC Environmental Assessment Form (EAF) 
Mapper to obtain a list of state-threatened and endangered species with potential to occur in 
the Proposed Action area. The EAF Mapper identified 16 species, including 2 birds and 14 
plants (NYSDEC, 2022a; NYSDEC, 2022b) (see Appendix F). DHS also reviewed the 
NYSNHP’s 2016 Plum Island Biodiversity Inventory, which identified nine additional state-
listed species not listed on the EAF Mapper (NYSNHP, 2016). State-listed species are 
discussed in Table 6. 

As previously discussed, Plum Island provides important habitat for birds protected under the 
MBTA. The diversity of bird species is highest in the spring between April and May and in the 
fall between September and October with 157 and 146 species observed, respectively. Species 
diversity is slightly lower in the summer between June and August and in the winter between 
November and March with 126 and 129 species observed, respectively. The breeding season 
on Plum Island for migratory birds generally occurs between June and August (NYSNHP, 
2016). Audubon has designated Orient Point and Plum Island as an Important Bird Area (IBA) 
(Audubon, 2022b). An IBA is a distinct area that provides essential habitat for breeding, 
wintering, or migrating birds. The Orient Point and Plum Island IBA includes significant 
habitat for bird species, such as barrier beaches, wetlands, and maritime forests. Plum Island 
and Orient Point are known to provide breeding habitat for colonies of great egrets (Ardea 
alba), snowy egrets (Egretta thula), black-crowned night-herons (Nycticorax nycticorax), 
piping plover (Charadrius melodus), American oystercatchers (Haematopus palliates), herring 
gulls (Larus argentatus), great black-backed gulls (Larus marinus), and least terns (Sternula 
antillarum) (Audubon, 2022b).  
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Table 5: Federal-listed Species with Potential to Occur at the Proposed Action Area 

Species 
Common 

Name 
Scientific Name Federal 

Status Habitat Description 

Northern 
long-eared 
bat 

Myotis 
septentrionalis FE 

This species overwinters in caves and mines and lives in forested habitat the remainder of the year. During 
the summer, this species roosts underneath bark or in cavities or crevices of both live and dead trees. It has 
also been found roosting in structures such as barns and sheds (USFWS, 2022b). Northern long-eared bats 
(NLEB) have been found in every county of New York, although bat surveys conducted in 2015 did not 
identify any on Plum Island (NYSDEC, 2022c; NYSNHP, 2016). However, these surveys did identify four 
historic bunkers on Plum Island that have suitable characteristics for bat hibernacula, one of which is located 
approximately 0.1 mile east of WMA 22. Although no NLEB were identified during bat surveys, due to the 
species’ presence on nearby Long Island, they may travel to Plum Island for foraging. Furthermore, the 
historic bunkers represent potential hibernacula for this species (NYSNHP, 2016).  

Tricolored bat Perimyotis 
subflavus 

Proposed 
FE 

This species overwinters in caves and mines and lives in forested habitat the remainder of the year. During 
non-hibernating seasons, the species primarily roosts in leaf clusters of deciduous hardwood trees, tending to 
prefer roosts away from roads in unharvested woodlands (NYSNHP, 2014).  However, the species is also 
known to roost among pine needles of eastern red cedar (Juniperus virginiana), and in artificial roosts (barns, 
under porch roofs, bridges, and concrete bunkers). In New York, tricolored bats are generally active between 
April and mid-November (NYSNHP, 2014). No tricolored bats have been identified on Plum Island in prior 
surveys; however, this species may travel to Plum Island for foraging (NYSNHP, 2016). Additionally, the 
historic bunkers represent potential hibernacula for this species.  

Piping plover Charadrius 
melodus FT 

This species is found in coastal habitats, primarily on sandy beaches and tidal flats and typically nesting in 
open sandy areas near water (National Audubon Society, 2022a). Piping plover have been documented at 
Plum Island and confirmed breeding pairs have been observed. There is a known occurrence on the beach to 
the south of B257, between the months of April and October, and this species is commonly found between 
June and August (NYSNHP, 2016). This species is rarely seen in September and October, and no occurrences 
have been documented between November and March (NYSNHP, 2016).  

Red knot Calidris canutus 
rufa FT 

This species nests in inland tundra habitat near water in the summer, and uses coastal mudflats and tidal shores 
as stopover habitat during migration (National Audubon Society, 2022b). Red knot has been observed on 
Plum Island between September and October, but this observation is considered an accidental occurrence, as 
it was recorded only once between 2011 and 2015 (NYSNHP, 2016).  
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Species 
Common 

Name 
Scientific Name Federal 

Status Habitat Description 

Roseate tern Sterna dougallii 
dougallii FE 

This species occurs in coastal environments, including salt bays and estuaries. Nests are usually found on 
sandy or rocky islands with some low plant cover and close to shallow waters for feeding (National Audubon 
Society, 2022c). Roseate terns have been documented on Plum Island (NYSNHP, 2016). This species occurs 
along most of the shoreline of Plum Island, but most commonly occurs in the northern tip of the Island. It has 
been observed between the months of April and August. This species has not been observed on Plum Island 
between September and March (NYSNHP, 2016). 

Seabeach 
amaranth 

Amaranthus 
pumilus FT 

This plant species is found on Atlantic coast sand dunes, primarily those located on barrier islands. It typically 
occurs in upper beaches and overwash areas, where little other vegetation is present (NPS, 2021). Seabeach 
amaranth has not been observed on Plum Island (NYSNHP, 2016).  

Monarch 
butterfly 

Danaus 
plexippus C 

Monarchs in North America undergo long-distance migration between summer and overwintering sites 
(USFWS, n.d.). In New York, monarch butterflies typically occur in open meadows and fields containing a 
variety of wildflowers, including milkweed and coastal beaches with dunes (NYSDEC, 2022). Monarch 
caterpillars feed exclusively on milkweed (NWF, 2022). Plum Island serves as habitat for both monarch 
butterflies and three species of milkweed (NYSNHP, 2016).  

Status: FT = Federally Threatened; FE = Federally Endangered; C = Federal Candidate Species 
Source: (USFWS, 2022c)  
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Table 6: State-listed Species with Potential to Occur at the Proposed Action Area 

Species 
Common 

Name 
Scientific Name State 

Status Habitat Description 

Black tern Chlidonias niger SE Black terns have been observed on Plum Island between September and October; however, this 
occurrence is considered accidental (NYSNHP, 2016).  

Coastal 
fireweed 

Erechtites hieraciifolius 
var. megalocarpus SE 

Coastal fireweed occurs on the upper edge of beaches in sand, gravel, and sometimes in small brackish 
marshes (NYSNHP, 2012a). While this species has historically been observed on Plum Island, surveys 
in 2015 failed to identify this species (NYSNHP, 2016). 

Cut-leaved 
water milfoil Myriophyllum pinnatum SE 

This species is found along shores of small ponds, ditches, and large lakes. It is primarily threatened 
by saltwater intrusion during storm events (NYSNHP, 2008a). This species has been observed on Plum 
Island (NYSNHP, 2016). 

Many spiked 
flatsedge 

 
Cyperus polystachyos Rottb 
 

SE 
This species is a perennial sedge occurring throughout Long Island in sandy pond shores, ditches, and 
wetlands between coastal dunes (Native Plant Trust, 2022a). This species is documented on Plum 
Island (NYSNHP, 2016). 

Peregrine 
falcon Falco peregrines SE Peregrine falcons are periodically observed on Plum Island (NYSNHP, 2016). No nesting habitat is 

present on Plum Island or Orient Point.  

Piping plover Charadrius melodus SE See Table 5. 

Roseate tern Sterna dougalii SE See Table 5. 

Scotch 
lovage 

Ligusticum scothicum ssp. 
scothicum SE 

Scotch lovage is typically found on stabilized dunes with low shrubs and on the edge of disturbed 
coastal forests (NYSNHP, 2012b). While this species has historically been observed on Plum Island, 
surveys in 2015 failed to identify this species (NYSNHP, 2016). 
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Species 
Common 

Name 
Scientific Name State 

Status Habitat Description 

Velvet 
rosette grass Dichanthelium scoparium SE 

Velvet rosette grass occurs in moist, sandy, and often disturbed areas (NYSNHP, 2012c). While this 
species has historically been observed on Plum Island, surveys in 2015 failed to identify this species 
(NYSNHP, 2016). 

Annual 
saltmarsh 
aster 

Symphyotrichum 
subulatum var. subulatum ST 

Annual saltmarsh aster occurs along the banks of salt-influences habitats, such as tidal channels/creeks, 
salt ponds, and wet brackish swales (NYSNHP, 2008b). A 2015 survey on Plum Island identified a 
few of these species within ditches in the maritime dune community on the Island (NYSNHP, 2016). 

Bald eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus ST 

Historically, bald eagles were rarely seen on Plum Island; however, DHS staff have observed an 
increase in sightings of bald eagles on the Island, including a pair of bald eagles observed multiple 
times in the vicinity of the Plum Island harbor in July 2022. No bald eagle nesting sites have been 
observed at the Orient Point facility or in the vicinity (NYSNHP, 2016; The Center for Conservation 
Biology, 2022). One bald eagle nest has been observed by DHS personnel on the north point of the 
Island near the former Fort Terry complex. Bald eagles exhibit high nest fidelity and nesting territories 
are often used year after year. Bald eagles nest in large mature trees with clear view of shoreline 
foraging areas (USFWS, 2007). 

Common 
tern Sterna hirundo ST 

Common terns are found in a wide range of aquatic habitats and nesting typically occurs in colonies. 
Nests are built on bare ground or in areas with low vegetation (Audubon, 2022a).This species is 
abundant on Plum Island from April through October (NYSNHP, 2016).  

Dwarf 
umbrella 
sedge 

Fuirena pumila ST This species is found on the coastal plain, typically within pond shores and low areas (Native Plant 
Trust, 2022b). This species has been observed on Plum Island (NYSNHP, 2016). 

Great plains 
flat sedge 

Cyperus 
lupulinus ssp. lupulinus ST 

Great plains flat sedge occurs in a variety of habitats, including open sandy beaches, pastures, and 
roadsides (NYSNHP, 2008c). While this species has historically been observed on Plum Island, 
surveys in 2015 failed to identify this species (NYSNHP, 2016). 

Least tern Sterna antillarum ST 
Least terns are not typically observed on Plum Island, although they are sometimes spotted between 
June and August. Plum Island likely provides breeding habitat for this species, although breeding has 
not been confirmed (NYSNHP, 2016). 
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Species 
Common 

Name 
Scientific Name State 

Status Habitat Description 

Marsh straw 
sedge Carex hormathodes ST 

Marsh straw sedge occurs in and adjacent to salt or brackish tidal marshes or in margins of wetlands 
and wet forest adjacent to the coast (NYSNHP, 2006). While this species has historically been 
observed on Plum Island, surveys in 2015 failed to identify this species (NYSNHP, 2016). 

Northern 
harrier Circus cyaneus ST 

Northern harrier has been observed on Plum Island year-round, although occurrences are considered 
uncommon or rare. This species has historically been observed breeding in the meadows in the north 
central portion of the Island and in the dunes to the south of the freshwater wetlands (NYSNHP, 2016).  

Northern 
long-eared 
bat 

Myotis septentrionalis ST See Table 5. 

Oakes 
evening 
primrose 

Oenothera oakesiana ST 

Oakes evening primrose occurs in extremely low numbers within New York’s maritime dune 
communities. This species requires periodic disturbance to reduce competition with woody plants 
(NYSNHP, 2011a). A 2015 survey on Plum Island identified three of three of these species (NYSNHP, 
2016). 

Red knot Calidris canutus rufa ST See Table 5. 

Reflexed flat 
sedge Carex retroflexa ST This species occurs in open successional areas and open grasslands (NYSNHP, 2009). This species 

has not been documented on Plum Island (NYSNHP, 2016) 

Single-
glumed spike 
rush 

Eleocharis uniglumis ST This species is found in or near salty and brackish water, most commonly at the margin of fluctuating 
shorelines (NYSNHP, 2008d). A 2015 survey on Plum Island identified this species (NYSNHP, 2016). 

Wild pink Silene caroliniana ssp. 
pensylvanica ST 

Wild pink typically occurs in open grassy and shrubby areas along the edge of sandy trails, roads, and 
powerlines (NYSNHP, 2011b). A 2015 survey on Plum Island identified this species along 
periodically mowed roadsides on Plum Island (NYSNHP, 2016). 

Status: ST = State Threatened; SE = State Endangered 
Source: (NYSNHP, 2016; NYSDEC, 2022b) 
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Historically, bald eagles (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), protected under the BGEPA, were rarely 
observed on Plum Island (see Table 5); however, DHS staff have observed more frequent 
sightings of bald eagles near Fort Terry on the north point of the Island and in the vicinity of 
the Plum Island harbor. As stated previously, one bald eagle nest has been observed by DHS 
personnel on the north point of the Island near the former Fort Terry complex. Bald eagles are 
known to exhibit high nest fidelity and nesting territories are often used year after year 
(USFWS, 2007). Non-breeding eagles are typically social and establish communal roosts 
(areas where eagles gather and perch overnight). Communal roosts are typically positioned 
near major foraging areas (large bodies of water), which are isolated from human disturbance 
and contain sustainable substrate for roosting, protected from harsh weather, and have a clear 
movement corridor between the roost and primary foraging areas. Bald eagle nesting season 
can occur between January and March (CT DEEP, 2022a). Bald eagles typically nest in mature 
trees. No known bald eagle nesting sites have been observed at the Orient Point facility or in 
the vicinity (NYSNHP, 2016; The Center for Conservation Biology, 2022). 

3.4.2 Environmental Consequences 

A significant adverse effect to biological resources would occur if proposed activities result in 
substantial permanent loss or degradation of terrestrial or aquatic habitat; result in unpermitted 
“take” of special status species; or violate regulations concerning special status species.  

3.4.2.1 Preferred Alternative 

Vegetation: Proposed activities on Plum Island and Orient Point would impact approximately 
26 acres consisting predominately of oldfield/developed and previously impacted upland forest 
vegetation communities (see Figure 5). Vegetation clearing would be limited to previously 
disturbed areas within the PIADC compound and on or in the immediate vicinity of the 
WMA/AOPC areas. Vegetation clearing under the Preferred Alternative would be anticipated 
to facilitate rerouting of infrastructure to bypass B101 and the delineation and cleanup of the 
WMAs and AOPC. Rerouting systems around B101 to serve B100 would require limited 
ground disturbance and would clear previously maintained vegetated areas surrounding B101 
and B100. Vegetation clearing would not extend outside of the PIADC research compound 
and would occur within the existing fence line. No natural vegetative communities would be 
impacted by the proposed vegetative clearing. Additionally, once system rerouting is complete, 
this area would revegetate passively over time.  

Delineation and remediation of the WMAs and AOPC would also require some vegetation 
clearing to gain access to each site. Clearing would be restricted to locations on or immediately 
surrounding the WMA/AOPC, and be limited to only what would be required to facilitate these 
activities. The WMA/AOPC areas generally contain marginal vegetative habitat due to their 
previous disturbance. Clearing would primarily involve trimming tall grasses and removal of 
pioneer shrubs and limited side trimming of sapling trees to facilitate access for surveying and 
remediation. DHS does not anticipate clearing mature trees. No vegetation clearing would 
occur on or in marine environments, as no closure activities would occur on beaches, in marine 
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or freshwater areas, or in tidal or freshwater wetlands (see Section 3.3). Additionally, prior to 
implementing project activities, DHS would conduct a final review of the proposed work areas 
against the sensitive areas identified in the NYSNHP reports and would interface with 
NYSNHP resources as needed to determine if minimization or avoidance measures are 
appropriate. 

Secondary effects associated with disturbances to vegetation could include increased potential 
for the introduction and establishment of invasive weedy species. However, to prevent the 
spread of invasive species, all heavy equipment would be inspected and thoroughly cleaned to 
remove any rhizomes and seeds prior to arrival on Plum Island, thereby minimizing potential 
dispersion of invasive species. 

DHS concludes the Preferred Alternative would result in short-term, less-than-significant 
adverse impacts on vegetation. Once closure activities are complete, disturbed areas would 
passively revegetate with native species and would return to naturalized conditions over time. 
Therefore, no long-term adverse impacts on vegetation are anticipated.  

Wildlife: The Preferred Alternative would temporarily impact common wildlife species in the 
Proposed Action area due to increased human presence, limited habitat removal, and noise 
associated with the proposed closure activities. Clearing of vegetation on previously disturbed 
WMA, AOPC, and UST areas would result in limited habitat destruction, and therefore 
delineation and remediation activities would minimally impact wildlife species. Mobile 
species such as birds would likely relocate to other nearby suitable habitat and avoid the LOD 
while closure activities are underway. The amount of habitat crossed represents only a small 
portion of the habitat available to wildlife throughout Plum Island. The limited disturbed 
habitat would revegetate naturally over time. No closure activities would occur on the 
approximately 147 acres of sensitive habitat protected by Plum Island’s EBP and therefore the 
Preferred Alternative has no potential to affect those areas. Noise levels associated with closure 
activities would be similar to or less than current levels as it would be temporary in nature and 
located within or adjacent to existing operational facilities. Therefore, noise associated with 
closure activities is not anticipated to significantly impact wildlife in the LOD.  

The PIADC research compound is completely fenced and provides negligible habitat to 
common wildlife, so ground-disturbing activities associated with rerouting systems to B100 
would not impact wildlife. Given the minimal suitable habitat impacted by the Preferred 
Alternative, the abundance of similar habitat adjacent to and outside of existing facility fence 
lines, and the minimal disturbance associated with vegetative clearing of previously disturbed 
areas, DHS concludes, the Preferred Alternative would have a short-term, less-than-significant 
adverse impact on common wildlife species, primarily due to increased disturbance (from 
noise and human presence) at Plum Island and Orient Point while conducting closure activities 
and minor habitat destruction from vegetation removal at the WMAs/AOPC. Additionally, the 
Preferred Alternative would have no long-term adverse impacts on wildlife species or 
population-level effects on wildlife. 
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Special Status Species: DHS has determined, through consultation with NMFS, that the 
Preferred Alternative would have no effect on federally protected marine species or essential 
fish habitat, as the Preferred Alternative would not involve any in-water work, work on 
beaches, or an increase in marine vessel traffic. Furthermore, no essential fish habitat occurs 
in the Proposed Action area (see Appendix E). DHS also determined that the Preferred 
Alternative would have no effect on the federally listed red knot and seabeach amaranth, as 
these species are not likely to occur within the AOI.  

As shown in Table 5, three federally listed species have the potential to occur within or near 
the AOI. These federally listed species include the piping plover, roseate tern, and northern 
long-eared bat (NLEB). In addition, the tricolored bat (proposed for federal listing), and 
monarch butterfly (federal candidate species) also have the potential to occur within or near 
the AOI.  

The piping plover and roseate tern, if present, would be expected to avoid areas where closure 
activities are taking place due to increased noise and human presence. No suitable habitat for 
either the piping plover or roseate tern are present within the LOD and the WMA/AOPC areas 
are unlikely to provide nesting habitat for piping plover or roseate tern; however, suitable 
habitat for these species could be located near areas of disturbance. Piping plovers and roseate 
terns are generally found in coastal habitats primarily on sandy beaches and tidal flats. The 
nearest known occurrence of piping plovers is south of B257. Roseate terns have been 
documented along most of the shoreline of Plum Island and congregate in the northern tip of 
the Island. Although no suitable habitat for either species is present within the LOD, DHS 
would inspect areas within 660 feet (200 meters) of closure activities involving heavy 
machinery and where loud and intrusive noise may be created for special status species. Should 
any special status species, including any nesting birds, be observed, all work would 
immediately cease and DHS would modify project activities (e.g., scheduling and phasing) to 
ensure special status species would not be adversely impacted by closure activities. The 
proposed AOI is not within critical habitat for these species (USFWS, 2022c).  

Given that there is no suitable habitat for the piping plover and roseate tern within the LOD 
and DHS commits to the measures listed above, DHS concludes that the Preferred Alternative 
would have no effect on the piping plover and roseate tern or critical habitat.  

NLEBs are primarily forest-dependent insectivores (USFWS, 2022b). They utilize a diversity 
of forest habitats for roosting, foraging, and raising young. NLEBs generally utilize mature 
trees and trees large enough to have a cavity or that have shaggy loose bark for roosting or 
rearing young. Potential NLEB summer roosting habitat includes live or dead trees that are 
generally over 3 inches in diameter at breast height with cracked or exfoliating bark, broken 
limbs, cavities, or crevices. Bat surveys conducted in 2015 did not identify any NLEBs within 
the vicinity of Plum Island and no suitable habitat with these characteristics is present within 
the LOD. Although surveys identified four historic bunkers on Plum Island with characteristics 
for bat wintering hibernacula, no known occurrences of NLEB are documented on the Island. 
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The Preferred Alternative LOD is not within 0.25 mile of known occurrences of NLEB or 
within 150 feet of known summer roost occurrences. NLEBs are known to occur on nearby 
Long Island (1.5 miles away) and may travel to Plum Island for foraging; however, bats are 
nocturnal and forage during the night between dusk and dawn. Vegetative clearing would occur 
during daylight hours, thereby avoiding any disturbance of potential foraging NLEB 
individuals. Additionally, all vegetative clearing would occur within previously disturbed areas 
that have either overgrown with shrubs, saplings, or tall grasses which are not suitable habitat 
for the NLEB. DHS does not propose to clear any potential roost trees under the Preferred 
Alternative. Furthermore, DHS commits to implementing conservation measures identified 
through coordination with USFWS, including restricting tree clearing to during the hibernation 
period for bats in Suffolk County (December 1 through February 28), and completing visual 
inspections of all unoccupied structures prior to undertaking building work during the active 
season for bats (March 1 through November 30). If any bats are identified, all work would 
cease and DHS would modify project activities (e.g., scheduling and phasing) to ensure these 
species are not adversely impacted.  

Given that there is no suitable summer roosting habitat within the LOD, NLEBs have not been 
documented on Plum Island to date, and DHS commits to timing restrictions for tree clearing 
that avoid the NLEB active season and visual inspection of unoccupied structures, DHS 
concludes that the Preferred Alternative would have no effect on the NLEB.  

Pursuant to Section 7 of the ESA, if an action has no effect on federally listed species, no 
consultation with the USFWS is necessary. However, DHS notified USFWS of its no effect 
findings. USFWS responded with recommendations that have been included in the above effect 
analysis. The DHS’s documentation of its effect determinations for federally listed species and 
correspondence with NMFS and USFWS regarding Section 7 of the ESA are provided in 
Appendix E. The USFWS response letter is included in Appendix C as a Draft EA comment 
letter. 

The tricolored bat occupies similar foraging and roosting habitat as the NLEB. Potential 
tricolored bat summer roosting habitat includes live or recently dead trees that retain some 
dead or live leaves (NYSNHP, 2014). The tricolored bat has not been identified on Plum Island 
in previous surveys, and while distribution in New York State is not well understood, the 
overall population in the state is thought to be small (NYSNHP, 2014). However, should 
tricolored bats be present on Long Island, they may travel to Plum Island for foraging. 
Conservation measures identified through coordination with USFWS to protect the NLEB (i.e., 
time of year restrictions on tree clearing and commitment to conduct visual inspections) would 
similarly protect the tricolored bat. Therefore, the Preferred Alternative would have no effect 
on the tricolored bat.   

The monarch butterfly as well as milkweed, its larval hostplant, have been documented on 
Plum Island and may occur in areas where closure activities would take place. Adult monarch 
butterflies would be anticipated to avoid the LOD while closure activities are taking place. In 
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addition, DHS would adhere to conservation measures identified through coordination with 
the USFWS, including:  

1. For any areas where vegetation disturbance would occur, review the affected area for 
milkweed (Asclepias spp.) before the start of work. Avoid clearing milkweed from May 
15 through September 30 when monarch caterpillars may be present. 

2. Develop a plan for enhancing monarch habitat in areas of temporary habitat disturbance 
and where opportunities exist to proactively enhance habitat incidental to other project 
activities (e.g., landscaping) or as part of any compensatory mitigation that may be 
required. 

3. Provide a firm commitment that herbicides would not be used for maintenance and 
extend this conservation measure to all portions of the project area where milkweed is 
likely to occur. 

Therefore, with the above-listed measures being implemented, DHS concludes that the 
Preferred Alternative would have no effect on the monarch butterfly. 

Potential adverse impacts on state-protected species would be similar to those described for 
vegetation and wildlife: habitat loss, displacement, and disturbance. Overall, these impacts 
would be temporary and would cease once closure activities are complete. Most of the state-
protected animal species are birds and are likely highly mobile and would avoid the AOI during 
implementation of the Proposed Action. These species would be further protected by the 
measures to protect migratory birds discussed below. Further, since most state-protected plant 
species that may occur on Plum Island are associated with aquatic habitats, and ground-
disturbing activities would only occur in previously disturbed upland areas, the potential for 
impacts on these species is minimal. Therefore, there would be short-term, less-than-
significant adverse impacts and no long-term adverse impacts on state-protected species. 

Potential impacts on migratory birds could include disturbance to breeding individuals, 
particularly if ground-disturbing or vegetation removal activities occurred during the nesting 
season and nests are located within or adjacent to the WMA/AOPC areas that would be 
excavated. DHS commits to conducting vegetation removal outside the nesting season for 
migratory birds (i.e., outside the June through August season), unless it has otherwise 
confirmed that no nesting birds or their nests are present in the area to be cleared. Should any 
nesting birds be observed on or near areas where heavy machinery would be operated, all work 
would immediately cease, and DHS would be contacted. Most birds would likely avoid areas 
where closure activities would occur and/or relocate to nearby habitats in the area. Therefore, 
the Preferred Alternative would have a short-term, less-than-significant adverse impact on 
migratory birds. The Preferred Alternative would have no long-term adverse impacts on 
migratory birds following completion of closure activities.  

No suitable bald eagle habitat (such as mature trees) would be impacted by the Proposed 
Action. Should eagles happen to be present while closure activities are occurring, they would 



Plum Island Animal Disease Center Closure Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

January 2023 Page 57 

be expected to avoid the area due to increased noise and human presence. Vegetative clearing 
and ground-disturbing activities would primarily occur in the WMA/AOPC areas, which 
contain marginal vegetative habitat due to their previous disturbance. As shown in Figure 1, 
the nearest WMAs to the known bald eagle nest are WMA 14, 22, and 15, located over 1 mile 
from the northernmost point of Plum Island. Following a recommendation from USFWS, DHS 
completed the Northeast Bald Eagle Project Screening Form (see Appendix G). Through this 
form, DHS certifies that no loud or intrusive actions would occur within 660 feet (200 meters) 
of the bald eagle nest, and that existing landscape buffers (e.g., mature trees) that may visually 
screen closure activities from the bald eagle nest would be maintained. In addition, DHS would 
conduct a pedestrian nest survey of the LOD and areas within 660 feet (200 meters) to avoid 
or minimize potential impacts on eagles prior to vegetative clearing activities. If nests are found 
within or near sites where closure activities would occur, DHS would coordinate with USFWS 
to avoid impacts on bald eagles and implement measures included in the USFWS’s National 
Bald Eagle Management Guidelines and the Northeast Bald Eagle Project Screening Form, 
such as establishing buffers around nesting sites or observing seasonal restrictions (USFWS, 
2007). Therefore, DHS concludes that the Preferred Alternative would have no effect on the 
bald eagle.  

3.4.2.2 No Action Alternative  

Under the No Action Alternative, DHS would continue to conduct delineation and remediation 
activities at the WMAs and AOPC in coordination with the NYSDEC and Suffolk County 
Department of Health Services. Biological impacts resulting from these activities would be 
identical to those described under the Preferred Alternative, primarily resulting from minor 
vegetation removal and increased noise and human presence. Therefore, the No Action 
Alternative would have short-term, less-than-significant adverse impacts on biological 
resources and no long-term adverse impacts.  

3.5 Cultural and Historic Resources 

Cultural resources are historic properties as defined by Section 106 of the NHPA, 
archaeological resources as defined by the Archaeological Resources Protection Act, cultural 
items as defined by the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990, 
sacred sites as defined in EO 13007, Indian Sacred Sites, to which access is afforded under the 
American Indian Religious Freedom Act, and collections and associated records as defined in 
36 CFR Part 79. 

Historic properties covered by the NHPA include any prehistoric or historic district, site, 
building, structure, or object with known or potential significance with regard to pre- or post-
American history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, or culture. Section 106 of the NHPA 
requires federal agencies to consider the effect an undertaking may have on historic properties. 
The Preferred Alternative is considered an undertaking and is required to comply with Section 
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106 including consultation with the New York State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO). All 
Section 106 correspondence is provided in Appendix B. 

The AOI for cultural and historic resources includes the aboveground and belowground areas 
of potential effects (APE) as defined by the NHPA. The aboveground APE for the undertaking 
(36 CFR 800.16(d)) is comprised of three discontinuous areas that generally contain the 
PIADC historic district (B101, B102, B103), B13 (Fire Station) and B38 (Motor Pool), and the 
9.5-acre Orient Point facility (see Figure 6). The belowground APE consists of all areas of 
proposed ground disturbance: existing WMAs/AOPC, the proposed utility rerouting in the 
PIADC research compound, and areas containing existing USTs and associated piping and 
equipment. 

3.5.1 Affected Environment 

Aboveground Historic Resources: Four historic resources are located within the 
aboveground APE, according to the New York SHPO’s online Cultural Resources Information 
System (CRIS). These include the recommended eligible B101 at the PIADC research 
compound; the National Register of Historic Properties (NRHP)-eligible PIADC Historic 
District, comprised of three contributing resources (B101, B102, and B103) at the PIADC 
research compound; and two non-contributing buildings in the NRHP-listed Fort Terry 
Historic District (B13 and B38). Resources that fall within the APE are listed in Table 7. 

Table 7: Cultural Resources Occurring in the APE 

Historic Property Date Built NRHP Determination 

B101 1954 Building Recommended Eligible a 

PIADC Historic District (B101, B102, and 
B103) 

1954-1956 Historic District Determined 
Eligible b 

B13 (Fire Station) 1901 Non-Contributing to NRHP-listed 
Fort Terry Historic District c 

B38 (Motor Pool) 1906 Non-Contributing to NRHP-listed 
Fort Terry Historic District c 

Sources. a: (Mabbett & Associates, Inc., 2019); b: (Betsworth, 2022) c: (Koeppel, 2020) 
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Figure 6: Cultural Resources in the Proposed Action Area 
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The NRHP-eligible PIADC Historic District is comprised of three contributing resources, 
including B101 (Laboratory and Animal Isolation Unit Building), B102 (Decontamination 
Building), and B103 (Steam and Emergency Power Building); all of which were constructed 
between 1954 and 1956 for the United States Department of Agriculture’s (USDA) FAD 
laboratory. In 2022, SHPO determined the historic district NRHP-eligible under Criterion A 
for its association with significant events. In its Resource Evaluation, SHPO also 
recommended that additional Fort Terry buildings be considered for significance relating to 
the PIADC Historic District (Betsworth, 2022), but later determined that the PIADC Historic 
District would not be expanded beyond B101, B102, and B103 (SHPO, 2022). It should be 
noted that while the 2019 intensive-level survey of buildings at PIADC by Mabbett & 
Associates recommended that B101 also qualifies for individual NRHP eligibility, SHPO did 
not concur with that recommendation. SHPO did not consider B101 for individual NRHP 
eligibility since B101 contributes to the PIADC Historic District (SHPO, 2022).  

B13 is a single-story brick building that PIADC uses as a fire station and for emergency 
response purposes. It was originally constructed as the Tailor Shop circa 1901 and was 
converted to a functional fire station in 1954. The building has been substantially altered and 
no longer displays its original design or feeling (Koeppel, 2020). B38 was constructed circa 
1906 as the Quarter Master’s Workshop and has been modified since to function as a vehicle 
repair shop.  

Archaeological Resources: No NRHP-listed or eligible archaeological sites have been 
previously recorded on Plum Island or within the PIADC facility at Orient Point. The below-
ground APE for this Proposed Action includes all areas of proposed ground disturbance, which 
have all been previously disturbed. It is unlikely that any significant archaeological sites with 
integrity are present in the below-ground APE. 

3.5.2 Environmental Consequences 

A significant adverse cultural and historic resources impact would occur if proposed activities 
diminish the integrity of a historic property such that it would no longer be eligible for listing 
in the NRHP, if historic viewsheds were substantially altered, or if tribal concerns are 
inadequately resolved. 

3.5.2.1 Preferred Alternative 

In accordance with Section 106 of the NHPA, DHS initiated consultation with the SHPO on 
January 28, 2022. In February 2022, the SHPO responded requesting to be consulted on all 
aspects of the proposed project. Furthermore, in accordance with EO 13175, Consultation and 
Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments, DHS identified federally recognized American 
Indian tribes that may have ancestral ties to Plum Island and Orient Point. DHS initiated 
consultation with the Montaukett Indian Tribe, the federally recognized Delaware Tribe of 
Indians and the Shinnecock Indian Nation, and the state-recognized Unkechaug Indian Nation 
on January 28, 2022. To date, only the Montaukett Indian Tribe, an indigenous peoples from 
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eastern Long Island, New York, responded to DHS’s consultation invitation. DHS also 
initiated consultation with the Town of Southold, and over a dozen preservation and/or 
historical organizations via letter on January 28, 2022. The full list of Consulting Parties 
invited to participate is included in Appendix B.  

Because DHS does not yet have enough information to fully evaluate the potential impacts on 
historic properties that could result from the Preferred Alternative, DHS prepared a 
Programmatic Agreement (PA) with Consulting Parties to satisfy its Section 106 
responsibilities at this point. The PA establishes an agreed-upon process by which DHS would 
identify, evaluate, and assess potential effects of the Preferred Alternative on aboveground and 
belowground historic resources as proposed closure activities are further refined in the future. 
The PA was finalized and signed by all participating parties on December 13, 2022.  

Additionally, as a stipulation of the PA, DHS prepared a Historic Properties Management Plan 
(HPMP) for relevant property under DHS control on Plum Island and Orient Point. The HPMP 
includes a resource inventory, responsibilities, and procedures for managing NRHP-listed and 
eligible resources in compliance with applicable laws and regulations, and includes 
recommendations for avoiding, minimizing, or mitigating potential adverse effects that could 
result from any operations and maintenance activities, and proposed closure activities. The 
HPMP was approved by SHPO on November 3, 2022.  

Through compliance with the stipulations of the PA and the HPMP, it is anticipated that the 
Preferred Alternative would not diminish the integrity of any historic properties such that they 
would no longer be eligible for listing in the NRHP. All potential impacts on cultural resources 
would be minimized or mitigated. Correspondence with SHPO, a record of consultation with 
American Indian tribes, the PA, and the HPMP are included in Appendix B. 

Aboveground Historic Resources: Decontamination and sampling activities could impact 
historic properties due to the removal of interior components of the buildings, which may result 
in compromising aspects of the original 1954 construction, spatial organizations, and layout 
that distinguish B101 as a historically significant bio-secure contributing resource to the 
PIADC Historic District. Similarly, B102, a contributing resource to the PIADC Historic 
District, would also undergo decontamination and sampling activities that could impact the 
district. The layup of B13 and B38, the two non-contributing buildings at Fort Terry within the 
NRHP-listed Fort Terry Historic District, for long-term storage would not be anticipated to 
alter or impact these structures. All activities proposed to occur to historic properties would be 
conducted in accordance with the PA and HPMP. Therefore, the Preferred Alternative would 
have short-term and long-term, less-than-significant adverse impacts on aboveground historic 
resources. 

Archaeological Resources: All areas of proposed ground disturbance under the Preferred 
Alternative are previously disturbed. As such, it is unlikely that any significant archaeological 
resources with integrity would be discovered, and the Preferred Alternative would be expected 
to have no effect on archaeological resources. However, in the event that unanticipated and 
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previously unidentified archaeological resources are discovered during implementation of the 
Preferred Alternative, DHS would proceed as stipulated in the PA to ensure compliance with 
applicable regulations and consultation requirements.  

3.5.2.2 No Action Alternative  

Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be implemented, and cultural 
and historic resources would remain as described in Section 3.5.1. No decontamination or 
sampling activities would take place within the historic properties. DHS would still maintain 
the biocontainment standards and safety levels in B101 as required by FSAP. DHS would also 
continue to conduct delineation and remediation activities at the WMAs and AOPC, including 
ground-disturbing activities; however, these areas are previously disturbed and unlikely to 
contain significant archaeological sites with integrity. In the event of an unanticipated 
discovery, all work would cease and DHS would coordinate with SHPO regarding next steps. 
Therefore, the No Action Alternative would have no effect on cultural resources within the 
APE.  

3.6 Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice 

Socioeconomics refers to the basic attributes and resources associated with the human 
environment, particularly the demographic and economic characteristics of an area and its 
population. A key mechanism for evaluating socioeconomic impacts is through the 
consideration of environmental justice (EJ), which analyzes potential impacts on low-income 
and minority populations when implementing a federal action. The US Census Bureau’s 
American Community Survey provides a variety of demographic data, including population 
numbers, employment, labor characteristics, income, and race and ethnicity. 

No laws or regulations exist that specifically address socioeconomic impacts, exclusive of 
potential EJ implications. EJ considerations are guided by EO 12898, Federal Actions to 
Address Environmental Justice in Minority and Low-Income Populations, which requires 
federal agencies to identify and address EJ issues and impacts on minority communities and 
low-income communities. Additional guidance published by the CEQ and the US EPA Federal 
Interagency Working Group on Environmental Justice (EJ IWG; now the White House 
Environmental Justice Interagency Work Group or IAC) provides practical definitions of EJ 
communities and establishes a framework on how to appropriately identify such communities 
and assess potential impacts. According to the CEQ’s guidance, minority populations exist if 
“(a) the minority population of the affected area exceeds 50 percent or (b) the minority 
population percentage of the affected area is meaningfully greater than the minority population 
percentage in the general population or other appropriate unit of geographic analysis” (CEQ, 
1997). The CEQ also recommends the identification of low-income populations using annual 
statistical poverty thresholds, and the IAC suggests assessing “the proportion of individuals 
below the poverty level, households below the poverty level, and families with children below 
the poverty level” (EJ IWG, 2016). 
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Potential disproportionate impacts on EJ communities are caused by the presence and 
accumulation of other environmental impacts within the identified community. According to 
the CEQ guidance, these may manifest as either human health effects or environmental effects. 
To determine if such impacts are disproportionately high and adverse, agencies should consider 
whether the impacts on health or the natural and physical environment are significant and 
significantly impact an EJ population; whether such effects have impacts on EJ communities 
that exceed or are likely to exceed those on the general population; and whether health or 
environmental effects occur in an EJ community affected by cumulative or multiple adverse 
exposures (CEQ, 1997). 

The AOI for socioeconomics includes those areas where PIADC personnel currently live, 
including Suffolk County, New York; and Middlesex and New London Counties, Connecticut. 
The Town of Southold, in which Plum Island and Orient Point are located, is within Suffolk 
County, and therefore is represented in the socioeconomic AOI as part of that county. The AOI 
for EJ consists of census tract 1702.06, block group 3, which contains both Plum Island and 
Orient Point, and is the area where impacts from the Proposed Action would be most directly 
felt, and where communities may receive a disproportionate share of those impacts. No other 
census block groups are located within a 3-mile radius of the Proposed Action area. 

3.6.1 Affected Environment 

Socioeconomics: Population trends are presented in Table 8. The population within the overall 
AOI has decreased between 2010 and 2020; however, the Town of Southold specifically has 
experienced a slight population increase. The states of New York and Connecticut are included 
for comparative purposes, to demonstrate larger population trends in the region. Although 
population in the AOI is declining, state populations are still increasing. 

Table 8. Population in the Socioeconomic AOI 

Location 2010 Population 2020 Population Percent Change (%) 

Town of Southold, NY 5,780 5,946 2.87 

Suffolk County, NY 1,482,548 1,481,364 -0.07 

Middlesex County, CT 164,774 162,742 -1.23 

New London County, CT 272,360 266,868 -2.02 

AOI Total1 1,919,682 1,910,974 -0.45 

New York 19,229,752 19,514,849 1.48 

Connecticut 3,545,837 3,570,549 0.69 
1. The Town of Southold is located in Suffolk County, and thus its population is excluded from the AOI Total 

to avoid double-counting. 
Source: (USCB, 2020e; USCB, 2010) 

As shown in Table 9, a majority of the population over 16 years of age is employed within the 
civilian labor force in each of the counties within the AOI and within the Town of Southold. 
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The employment rate numbers are comparable to those for the states of New York and 
Connecticut, and the unemployment rate at the county level is lower than the state. The same 
industry sector is the largest for each geography. While some government workers may be 
included within it, scientific and research jobs at PIADC would not be part of this sector.  

Table 9. Labor Force and Employment in the Socioeconomic AOI 

Location 
Total Number 

in Civilian 
Labor Force 

Employment 
Rate (%)1 

Unemployment 
Rate (%) 

Largest Industry 
Sector 

Government 
Workers (%) 

Town of 
Southold, NY 2,889 56.2 3.4 

Educational services, 
and health care and 

social assistance 
20.0 

Suffolk County, 
NY 788,599 62.3 4.5 

Educational services, 
and health care and 

social assistance 
18.3 

Middlesex 
County, CT 91,297 63.3 4.3 

Educational services, 
and health care and 

social assistance 
13.8 

New London 
County, CT 139,446 59.7 5.3 

Educational services, 
and health care and 

social assistance 
15.9 

AOI Total2 1,019,342 -- -- -- -- 

New York 10,009,209 59.3 5.7 
Educational services, 
and health care and 

social assistance 
15.8 

Connecticut 1,923,759 61.7 6.0 
Educational services, 
and health care and 

social assistance 
12.8 

1. The employment rate is based on the percent of employed people within the civilian labor force. This total 
does not include those who are part of the Armed Forces. 

2. The Town of Southold is located in Suffolk County, and thus its labor force is excluded from the AOI Total 
to avoid double-counting. 

Source: (USCB, 2020d) 

Other socioeconomic factors, such as housing availability and community services, would have 
no potential to be significantly impacted by the Proposed Action. Approximately 100 
employees (including federal and contract personnel) would remain at PIADC following the 
transfer of the science mission to NBAF and up to 200 additional contractors would be 
temporarily employed to assist with closure activities. These staff would remain employed to 
assist with implementation of closure activities, after which their employment would terminate. 
As most personnel would likely find other employment within the AOI and would remain 
living in the local area, the Proposed Action would not result in population decline within the 
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socioeconomic AOI. As there would be no change in population, the Proposed Action would 
have no impact on housing availability nor on the availability of community or emergency 
services to the general population. Moreover, no public community services, such as schools, 
social services, recreational facilities, hospitals, and emergency response services, are located 
on Plum Island that may be impacted by its closure. In addition, Plum Island maintains its own 
fire protection services, so the availability of emergency response services to non-PIADC users 
would not change. Therefore, the socioeconomic sub-resources of housing availability and 
community services are dismissed from further analysis. 

Environmental Justice: Plum Island is uninhabited due to its exclusive use as a DHS research 
facility. It is, however, included within the same census block group as Orient Point and other 
neighborhoods on that peninsula. In addition, due to the geographic location of Plum Island 
within Long Island Sound, no communities are located within a 2-mile radius. Small 
neighborhoods are located west of Orient Point on the same peninsula, but Orient Point is 
immediately surrounded by the Orient Point County Park and Long Island Sound. Minority 
population and income characteristics of the EJ AOI are presented in Table 10, along with data 
for the Town of Southold and Suffolk County, for comparative purposes.  

Table 10. Minority Population and Income Characteristics of the EJ AOI  

Location 
Total 

Population 
Non-Hispanic 

White Alone (%) 
Minority 

Population (%)1 
Low-Income 

Population (%)2 

Census Tract 1702.06, 
Block Group 3 1,023 95.6 4.4 6.9 

Town of Southold, NY 5,946 84.4 15.6 7.7 

Suffolk County, NY 1,481,364 67.0 33.0 6.5 
1. Minority population includes the following non-white races: Black or African-American, American Indian 

and Alaska Native, Asian, Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander, Some Other Race, and Two or More 
Races. It also incorporates the population of Hispanic or Latino ethnicity.  

2. In accordance with CEQ guidance, low-income population identifies the population living below annual 
poverty thresholds. 

Source: (USCB, 2020a; USCB, 2020b; USCB, 2020c) 

In accordance with the CEQ EJ guidance, the minority population within the AOI does not 
exceed 50 percent, and while some low-income populations have been identified, the rate is 
comparable to those of the Town of Southold and Suffolk County. As a result, the EJ AOI is 
not considered an EJ community of concern, and there would be no potential for 
disproportionate adverse impacts within the AOI. Therefore, EJ is dismissed from further 
analysis. 
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3.6.2 Environmental Consequences 

A significant adverse impact to socioeconomics would occur if proposed activities result in 
substantial changes to employment, population, or housing availability of nearby communities; 
or if EJ communities were disproportionately adversely affected. 

3.6.2.1 Preferred Alternative 

The proposed closure of PIADC, including Orient Point, would result in a loss of 
approximately 100 jobs for those personnel currently employed by DHS at this facility. 
However, these 100 personnel would remain employed at PIADC until closure activities are 
complete; moreover, PIADC would employ up to 200 additional contractors temporarily to 
assist with closure activities. These additional contractors would likely be employed from the 
local population, and their employment would contribute to a temporary increase in local 
revenue from local expenditures and payments to the tax base within the AOI. Therefore, the 
employment of additional contractors would result in short-term, beneficial impacts on 
socioeconomic conditions.  

Following the completion of closure activities, no personnel would be employed at PIADC. It 
is assumed all personnel involved in closure activities would remain within the AOI and find 
alternative employment locally which would result in no net loss of individuals within the local 
commuting area.  

The loss of 100 jobs from the closure of Plum Island and Orient Point would not meaningfully 
change the overall labor force or employment conditions within the AOI. The total number of 
available jobs within the AOI would decrease, but this would not result in a large increase in 
the unemployment rate. Existing low unemployment rates within the AOI suggest that these 
100 personnel would be able to find new positions. Slightly fewer government workers would 
be present within the AOI, and the largest industry sector would remain the same. Although 
the population, labor force, and employment characteristics would remain almost unchanged, 
due to the loss of local revenue and jobs for personnel who would remain in the AOI, the 
Proposed Action would result in long-term, negligible adverse impacts on socioeconomic 
conditions. 

3.6.2.2 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the Plum Island and Orient Point facilities would not be 
closed. No job loss for PIADC support staff would occur, as personnel would be retained to 
continue facility upkeep, maintenance, and remediation activities. Therefore, the No Action 
Alternative would have no effect on socioeconomic conditions.  

3.7 Hazardous and Toxic Materials and Waste 

HTMW are generally defined as materials or substances that pose a risk to human health or the 
environment because of their physical, chemical, or infectious characteristics; quantity; 
concentration; or improper management (i.e., storage, disposal, treatment, or transport). 
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Hazardous substances are identified by the Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
(OSHA) through federal laws and regulations. As defined in 40 CFR 261.3 and not otherwise 
excluded by 40 CFR 261.4, hazardous wastes are generally discarded solids or liquids that 
exhibit hazardous characteristics (i.e., ignitable, corrosive, reactive, or toxic) or those 
specifically identified within 40 CFR Part 261. Petroleum products are specifically exempted 
from 40 CFR Part 302 but are considered to be hazardous substances due to their physical 
characteristics and ability to impair natural resources. Non-hazardous solid waste is waste that 
is not hazardous in nature and typically includes items such as office and domestic waste, and 
recyclable materials (e.g., aluminum cans, paper, cardboard, glass, and plastic bottles). The 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 addresses the management of hazardous 
and non-hazardous municipal and industrial solid waste. 

The AOI for HTMW includes solid or hazardous waste sites within or near the Proposed Action 
area.  

3.7.1 Affected Environment 

Buildings 101, 102, 111, and 257: These buildings have directly supported PIADC FAD 
research activities in some capacity since their construction. B101 and B111 are in active use 
for FAD research activities and contain biological pathogens as required for research purposes. 
DHS is in the process of decommissioning B102 as it has exceeded its useful life. B102 is 
currently being decontaminated utilizing approved, validated methods to eliminate biological 
pathogens. B257 was decommissioned in 1997 by USDA. DHS would conduct sampling to 
determine if residual pathogens are present. If present, additional decontamination measures 
may be required.   

WMAs/AOPC: Original PIADC policy prohibited any removal of waste material from Plum 
Island. Non-combustible materials such as glass, metal, and construction waste were disposed 
of in designated WMAs, while combustible materials were incinerated on Plum Island (DHS, 
2018).  

Under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
(CERCLA) in the 1990s, efforts began on Plum Island to evaluate the potential environmental 
impacts from 49 areas of concern, which included 21 WMAs, 15 AOPCs, and 13 former US 
Army structures historically used for storage and/or disposal of potentially harmful materials. 
While the investigation results indicated that Plum Island did not warrant listing on the 
National Priorities List and would not be regulated under CERCLA, USDA Agricultural 
Research Service continued using the “CERCLA Program” title for their continued voluntary 
characterization and remediation of these areas (ENTECH, 2002). Over the past three decades, 
DHS has been working closely with the NYSDEC and Suffolk County Department of Health 
Services to evaluate, delineate, and remediate WMAs and AOPCs present on Plum Island, 
including removing buried waste, capping contaminated areas, and conducting groundwater 
and soil monitoring. To date, 10 sites of concern needing further investigation remain (see 
Figure 2 and Table 1). These sites were previously used to stage construction and demolition 
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(C&D) materials and dispose of a variety of materials such as animal waste/bedding, non-
burnable materials (i.e., insulation and C&D debris), treated regulated medical waste, auto 
parts, scrap rubber, and iron.  

Subsurface Oil Delineation/Remediation: In 1996, a petroleum spill occurred north of B101 
in the PIADC research compound (NYSDEC Spill Number 95-12713) that had localized 
impacts on the soil and groundwater3. A Light-Non-Aqueous Phase Liquid recovery system 
was installed in 2000 to remediate the spill and has removed over 10,000 gallons since its 
installation (GSA, 2013). The objective of this recovery system is to restore the subsurface to 
an acceptable condition as stipulated pursuant to Section 17-0303 of the New York 
Environmental Conservation Law and Section 176 of the New York Navigation Law.  

Petroleum Storage Tanks: PIADC is part of the MOSF program as over 400,000 gallons of 
petroleum products are stored in USTs and ASTs on the property. Petroleum storage tanks 
range in size from 145 to 210,000 gallons. There are three USTs used on Plum Island: one tank 
stores gasoline, one tank stores diesel, and one tank stores Number 2 (No. 2) fuel oil. Gasoline 
is used for vehicles, diesel is used for heavy machinery and ferries, and No. 2 fuel oil is used 
for heating, hot water, emergency power, and incineration. Two No. 2 fuel oil USTs are located 
at Orient Point which are used to heat the buildings (GSA, 2013). There are eight ASTs on 
Plum Island and one AST on the Orient Point property, which all store diesel and have 
secondary containment. In addition, there is an aboveground pipeline that runs from the Plum 
Island harbor to the PIADC research compound that facilitates the transfer of petroleum from 
a fuel barge to three large (210,000 gallon) ASTs (GSA, 2013). The MOSF on the property is 
regulated by NYSDEC and associated regulations which include New York Environmental 
Conservation Law Article 17, Title 10 and regulation 6 New York Codes, Rules, and 
Regulations (NYCRR) Parts 610 and 613.  

Non-hazardous Solid Waste: Non-hazardous solid waste at Plum Island and Orient Point is 
generated, stored, managed, and disposed of in accordance with applicable federal, state, and 
local regulations. Solid waste generated includes office and domestic waste, recyclable 
materials (e.g., aluminum cans, paper, cardboard, glass, and plastic bottles), metal, 
decommissioning debris, and electronic waste. Solid waste is placed in appropriate receptables 
and routinely collected and sent to a permitted “waste to energy4” or recycling facility (DHS, 
2008).  

3.7.2 Environmental Consequences 

A significant adverse HTMW impact would occur if proposed activities result in an exceedance 
of regulatory thresholds of the total amount of HTMW or solid waste generated; permanently 

 
3 Due to the location of the petroleum spill, the potable water supply has not been affected. 
4 A facility that converts waste materials into usable heat, electricity, or fuel from thermal or combustion 
processes. 
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increase the risk of contamination; or create a new or substantial human or environmental 
health risk (e.g., soil or groundwater contamination). 

3.7.2.1 Preferred Alternative 

Buildings 101, 102, 111, and 257: Under the Preferred Alternative, DHS would conduct 
biological decontamination of B101, B102, and B111. Biological decontamination of B257 
may be required following the results of the microbial sampling and analysis. All biological 
decontamination would be conducted utilizing approved, validated methods such as manual 
scrubbing, liquid cleaning, thermal disinfection via autoclaves, chemical disinfection, and/or 
fumigation, to ensure excess property and buildings have been decontaminated in accordance 
with NYSDEC, FSAP, and any other applicable federal, state, and local regulations. Following 
decontamination activities, the buildings and equipment would be tested by a third-party to 
validate that no residual biological contamination exists.  

The microbial sampling and analysis plan for B257 is not anticipated to generate HTMW. It is 
anticipated that approved, validated methods (e.g., use of paraformaldehyde) for effective 
biological decontamination may result in the generation of HTMW. Appropriate precautions 
for transport, storage, use, and disposal of HTMW would be maintained to ensure HTMW are 
not released into the environment. Additionally, as required to facilitate decontamination 
activities, asbestos-containing materials may be removed. All HTMW would be disposed of or 
recycled at permitted facilities in accordance with federal, state, and local regulations. 

Soil testing of the areas beneath B101, B102, and B111, may be conducted to identify potential 
contaminants and contaminated soils (if present) could be exposed. If contaminated soils are 
identified, decontamination and removal would be conducted using approved, validated 
methods in accordance with federal, state, and local regulations.  

The microbial sampling and decontamination of the research buildings would inform DHS on 
appropriate next steps and reduce existing contamination, respectively. Therefore, under the 
Preferred Alternative, there would be short-term and long-term, beneficial impacts on HTMW 
from decontamination activities associated with B101, B102, B111, and potentially B257. 

WMAs/AOPC: The WMAs and AOPC would undergo a variety of activities as needed to 
determine the nature and extent of contamination at these remaining WMAs and AOPC and 
establish whether waste should be disposed of off-Island or capped in place (see Table 1). 
Since hazardous waste may be encountered at these sites, potential impacts would be 
minimized by decontaminating all equipment in-between work at each site, and constructing a 
decontamination pad for the decontamination of large equipment. Furthermore, all waste 
derived from WMA/AOPC investigations (i.e., soil samples, any excavated waste, personal 
protective equipment, purge water, and decontamination fluid) would be containerized in 
drums, labelled, characterized, and disposed of in accordance with federal, state, and local 
regulations. Therefore, under the Preferred Alternative, there would be short-term and long-
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term, beneficial impacts on HTMW from WMA/AOPC delineation and remediation activities 
as they aid in the reduction of contamination and waste present on Plum Island.  

Potential adverse impacts may also occur if petroleum products or other hazardous liquids from 
heavy equipment associated with excavation activities were accidentally spilled or released. 
This impact would be minimized through adherence to BMPs, including adhering to the 
SPCCP. Therefore, under the Preferred Alternative there would be short-term and long-term 
less-than-significant impacts on HTMW due to the potential for an accidental spill or release 
of hazardous liquids. 

Petroleum Storage Tanks: The possible closure of the MOSF creates the potential risk of 
contamination from No. 2 fuel, gasoline, and diesel fuel contained within the USTs and ASTs. 
All USTs, pipes, and ancillary equipment would be removed. The aboveground pipeline and 
all ASTs, associated piping, and ancillary equipment would undergo interior cleaning. USTs 
would be removed and disposed of in accordance with the MOSF license, as well as federal, 
state, and local regulations. A major release or multiple minor releases could have potential 
effects to the environment on Plum Island or at Orient Point. Releases could potentially lead 
to soil (see Section 3.2), surface water, and/or groundwater contamination (see Section 3.3) 
and could require some form of remediation. The potential for this type of impact would be 
minimized by BMPs, such as having spill containment materials on-site, adhering to the 
SPCCP, following the requirements for the closure of tanks permanently out of service outlined 
in 6 NYCRR 613.9(b), and other applicable federal, state, and local regulations. Therefore, 
under the Preferred Alternative, there could be short-term, less-than-significant adverse 
impacts on HTMW from the closure of the MOSF. In the long-term, the reduction in HTMW 
contained on-site (i.e., from closure of the MOSF) would indirectly reduce the potential for 
future spills, resulting in a long-term beneficial impact. 

Subsurface Oil Delineation/Remediation: The previously referenced petroleum spill of 1996 
is in close proximity to B101, B102, and B103. The Proposed Action includes further 
delineation and remediation of the oil spill, including any potential soil vapor migration, in 
order to close Spill Number 95-12713. This would require investigating the soil beneath B101, 
B102, and B103 (see Table 1). Adherence to the NYSDEC Guidance for Petroleum Stipulation 
Agreement (NYSDEC, 2003) and the disposal of any generated waste in accordance with 
federal, state, and local regulations would ensure existing contamination does not spread. 
Under the Preferred Alternative, there would be short-term and long-term beneficial impacts 
on HTMW from the subsurface oil delineation and remediation activities. 

Non-hazardous Solid Waste: Under the Preferred Alternative, all non-hazardous solid waste 
generated from closure activities would be disposed of according to federal, state, and local 
regulations, decontaminated using validated methods as needed, and sent to an appropriate 
permitted “waste to energy” or recycling center. Therefore, the Preferred Alternative would 
have short-term, less-than-significant adverse impacts on non-hazardous solid waste. The 
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amount of waste generated would gradually decrease as closure activities cease. Therefore, the 
Preferred Alternative would have long-term, beneficial impacts on non-hazardous solid waste. 

3.7.2.2 No Action Alternative  

Under the No Action Alternative, WMA/AOPC and subsurface delineation activities would 
continue in compliance with appropriate federal, state, and local regulations. Therefore, the No 
Action Alternative would have short-term, less-than-significant adverse and beneficial 
impacts on HTMW similar to the Preferred Alternative. However, facility decontamination 
and sampling activities of B101, B102, B111, and B257 would not occur. Plum Island and 
Orient Point facilities would remain in an ongoing operational status and continue to meet 
biocontainment standards and safety levels as required by FSAP regulations. Therefore, the 
No Action Alternative would have long-term, negligible adverse impacts on HTMW. 

3.8 Human Health and Safety 

Human health and safety includes occupational hazards to workers as well as the exposure of 
the general public to conditions that would cause injury or health hazards. Potential hazards 
include toxic chemicals, excessive noise levels, mechanical dangers, heat or cold stress, or 
unsanitary conditions. The Occupational Safety and Health Act (29 USC §651 et seq.) ensures 
worker and workplace safety and created the National Institute for Occupational Safety and 
Health to establish and enforce standards for workplace health and safety. In addition, other 
federal, state, and local regulations further protect people and the environment from hazards. 

The AOI for human health and safety includes areas in which closure activities would be 
conducted, including adjacent environments. 

3.8.1 Affected Environment 

Operations on Plum Island are monitored and secured to ensure safety. PIADC first responders, 
including fire, emergency medical technicians, and security personnel, are located on the 
property. The Federal Protective Service and contracted security provide full-time law 
enforcement on Plum Island and Orient Point. The general public is not allowed on the property 
and security personnel verify contractors’ and visitors’ backgrounds prior to admittance onto 
the property. Eastern Long Island Hospital in the Village of Greenport is the closest hospital, 
approximately 15 miles away from Plum Island (GSA, 2013), and an ambulance and helipad 
are located on Plum Island to facilitate emergency evacuation if necessary.  

Hazards on Plum Island that pose a threat to health and safety include potential residual sources 
of contamination present in WMAs/AOPC, USTs and ASTs, buildings associated with FAD 
research activities, and previous fuel oil spills. Furthermore, chemicals, equipment (including 
vehicles), and fuels that that are used to support operation and maintenance activities could 
pose a threat to health and safety. DHS maintains protocols, material safety data sheets, and 
standard operating procedures to ensure the safety of personnel working in biocontainment 
buildings and when using vehicles, equipment, and chemicals. DHS also works closely with 
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NYSDEC and the FSAP and uses approved, validated methods appropriate for specific 
biological agents to ensure all waste and materials associated with FAD research is 
decontaminated properly.  

3.8.2 Environmental Consequences 

A significant adverse human health and safety impact would occur if proposed activities put 
the health and safety of the public at risk or violate applicable federal and/or state safety 
regulations.  

3.8.2.1 Preferred Alternative 

Under the Preferred Alternative, DHS would decontaminate existing facilities, delineate and 
remediate WMAs/AOPC and subsurface oil pollution, close the MOSF, and prepare assets for 
long-term storage/preservation (see Table 1). During these activities, personnel assisting with 
closure activities could be exposed to biological contaminants, HTMW, and machinery. In 
accordance with OSHA personnel safety requirements, DHS would ensure that all personnel 
are appropriately trained, adhere to project-specific health and safety plans, and wear 
appropriate personal protective equipment.  

Through all components of the Preferred Alternative, DHS and its contractors would adhere to 
proper storage and handling procedures for HTMW (see Section 3.7), including UST and AST 
petroleum products; operate machinery, including assets to be laid up as well as heavy 
equipment, according to standard protocols; and comply with all applicable federal, state, and 
local regulations. Therefore, the Preferred Alternative would have short-term, negligible 
adverse impacts and would have no long-term adverse impacts on human health and safety of 
personnel conducting the activities.  

The general public is not permitted on Plum Island and would not be affected by Plum Island 
closure operations. Activities to occur at Orient Point would include the removal of two USTs 
and the clean out of one AST to facilitate the closure of the MOSF and asset preservation. All 
contractors and DHS personnel carrying out closure activities at Orient Point would adhere to 
proper storage and handling procedures of HTMW, follow standard protocols and the 
requirements to close tanks outlined in 6 NYCRR 613.9(b), and comply with all applicable 
federal, state, and local regulations. Therefore, there would be no potential for these activities 
to affect public receptors off-site. Therefore, the Preferred Alternative would have no effect on 
human health and safety of the general public.  

3.8.2.2 No Action Alternative  

Under the No Action Alternative, ongoing WMA/AOPC activities would continue and 
compliance with appropriate health and safety plans and federal, state, and local regulations 
would minimize impacts. In addition, Plum Island and Orient Point facilities would remain in 
an ongoing operational status and continue to meet biocontainment standards and safety levels 
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as required by FSAP regulations. Therefore, the No Action Alternative would have short-term 
and long-term, negligible adverse impacts on health and safety. 

3.9 Cumulative Impacts 

CEQ and NEPA guidance sets forth a method for analyzing the impact to the human 
environment which results from the incremental impact of the Proposed Action when added to 
other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency 
(federal or non-federal) or person undertakes such actions. These cumulative impacts can result 
from individually minor, but collectively significant, actions taking place over a period of time. 
Significant cumulative impacts would occur if impacts of the Proposed Action in combination 
with the effects of other past, present or reasonably foreseeable actions rise to the level of 
significance as defined by the resource-specific thresholds of significance (see Table 3).  

The impacts on the environment that would result from the incremental impact of the Proposed 
Action, when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, have been 
considered. No significant effects were identified to the resources discussed in Section 3.0.  

The transfer of the DHS science mission to the new NBAF facility in Manhattan, Kansas is the 
only project that may result in cumulative impacts when viewed in combination with the 
Proposed Action due to the isolated nature of Plum Island and limited ground disturbance that 
would occur at the Orient Point facility. Transfer of the science mission would be taking place 
before and during some of the closure activities included in the Proposed Action. The science 
mission transfer would result in a small, long-term decrease in personnel at PIADC; 
approximately 300 employees associated with the science mission would relocate to NBAF. 
This reduction in local jobs would be in combination with the approximately 100 PIADC staff 
whose employment would terminate following completion of closure activities under the 
Proposed Action. Due to the low unemployment rates in the AOI, the long-term cumulative 
socioeconomic effect of the Proposed Action in combination with the science mission transfer 
(i.e., loss of approximately 400 jobs in the AOI) would remain negligible. Additionally, the 
use of incinerators that make up the crematorium at PIADC would cease with the science 
mission transfer. Shut down of the crematorium, in combination with reduced emissions under 
the Proposed Action, would result in a long-term benefit on air quality and climate change. 
Furthermore, once the science mission transfers, HTMW generation would decrease due to 
reduced FAD research activities. Viewed in combination with waste removal and remediation 
activities included under the Proposed Action, this would result in a long-term beneficial 
impact on HTMW.  

The science mission transfer does not include any physical impacts such as ground disturbance, 
vegetation clearing, construction, demolition, or modifications to buildings on Plum Island or 
at the Orient Point facility. Therefore, there would be no cumulative impacts from the science 
mission transfer when combined with the Proposed Action on earth resources, water resources, 
biological resources, cultural and historic resources, and human health and safety.  
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Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not occur; therefore, there would 
be no significant cumulative effects. 



Plum Island Animal Disease Center Closure Conclusions 

January 2023 Page 75 

4.0 Conclusions 
Pursuant to NEPA, the analysis presented in this EA finds that no significant adverse impact 
on the environment is anticipated from the Proposed Action. Implementation of the Proposed 
Action would allow DHS to conduct activities required to close PIADC.  

As no adverse environmental impacts are potentially significant, no mitigation measures would 
be required for the Proposed Action. DHS would, however, adhere to the BMPs outlined in 
Table 2 and satisfy all applicable regulatory requirements associated with the Proposed Action, 
including implementation of the PA and HPMP for cultural resources. Implementation of such 
BMPs and adherence to regulatory requirements would further ensure that potential adverse 
impacts resulting from the Proposed Action would be minimized to the maximum extent 
practicable. 

The No Action Alternative would not enable DHS to conduct closure activities for the Plum 
Island asset following transfer of its operations to NBAF. Furthermore, the selection of the No 
Action Alternative would conflict with the requirements set forth in the Consolidated 
Appropriations Act of 2021, which mandates the disposal of the Plum Island asset. 
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6.0 Persons and Agencies Contacted 
 

Federal Level 

Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation POC: Odette Williams, 
Administrative Assistant  
Email: owilliams@achp.gov  
 
Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention, Division of Select Agents & 
Toxins  
Division of Agricultural Select Agents and 
Toxins 
POC: N/A 
Email: LRSAT@cdc.gov  
 
The National Archives and Records 
Administration 
8601 Adelphi Road, College Park, MD 
20740-6001 
POC: N/A 
 
National Park Service 
Region 1 Capitol Area 
POC: Kym Hall, National Capital Area 
Director  
Email: kym_hall@nps.gov  
 
NOAA National Marine Fisheries  
Greater Atlantic Regional Fisheries Office 
POC: Karen E. Greene, Fishery 
Management Specialist 
Email: nmfs.gar.garfo@noaa.gov  
 
US Army Corps of Engineers  
New York District 
POC: Kathleen Cuzzolino, Project Manager 
Email: 
Kathleen.Cuzzolino@usace.army.mil  
 
US Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 2 
POC: Richard Balla, Environmental 
Engineer 
Email: balla.richard@epa.gov 
 
 
 
 
 

US Environmental Protection Agency 
National Estuary Program  
POC: Richard Balla, Environmental 
Engineer 
Email: balla.richard@epa.gov  
 
US Congress 
New York 1st District  
POC: Congressman Lee M. Zeldin 
Email: mark.woolley@mail.house.gov  
 
USDA Agricultural Research Service 
POC: Luis Rodriguez, D.V.M., PhD, 
Foreign Animal Disease Research Leader 
Email: luis.rodriguez@usda.gov  
 
USDA, Agriculture Select Agent Service 
Animal and Plant Health Inspection 
Service, Division of Agricultural Select 
Agents and Toxins 
POC: N/A 
Email: DASAT@usda.gov  
 
USDA Animal and Plant Health 
Inspection Service   
POC: Elizabeth Lautner, D.V.M., M.S., 
Associate Deputy Administrator 
Email: elizabeth.a.lautner@usda.gov  
 
US Department of Homeland Security 
United States Coast Guard Atlantic Area 
Sector Long Island Sound  
POC: N/A 
Email: D01-SMB-LISCCenter@uscg.mil  
  
US Department of Homeland Security 
Management Directorate 
Office of the Chief Readiness Support 
Officer 
POC: Jennifer Hass, Environmental 
Planning Program Manage 
Email: jennifer.hass@hq.dhs.gov  
 
US Department of Homeland Security 
Science & Technology 
Component Acquisition Executive 
POC: James Johnson, Director, Technology 
Centers 
Email: james.johnson@hq.dhs.gov  
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US Department of Homeland Security 
Science & Technology 
Office of Enterprise Services 
POC: Glenn S. Podonsky, Executive 
Director 
Email: glenn.podonsky@hq.dhs.gov  
 
US Department of Homeland Security 
Science & Technology 
Office of Innovation & Collaboration 
POC: Shannon Fox, PhD, Director, Julie S. 
Brewer, Executive Director 
Email: shannon.fox@st.dhs.gov, 
julie.brewer@hq.dhs.gov  
 
US Department of Homeland Security 
Science & Technology  
Office of National Laboratories 
Plum Island Animal Disease Center 
POC: Tod Companion, PhD, Acting Center 
Director  
Email: tod.companion@hq.dhs.gov 
 
US Department of Homeland Security 
Science & Technology 
Plum Island Animal Disease Center 
POC: Jennifer Smoliga, Select Agent 
Program Responsible Official 
Email: jennifer.smoliga@st.dhs.gov 
 
US Fish and Wildlife Service 
POC: Christine Eustis, Deputy Assistant 
Regional Director for External Affairs 
Email. christine_eustis@fws.gov  
 
US General Services Administration 
POC: John L. A. Dugan, Office of Real 
Property Utilization & Disposal 
Email: john.dugan@gsa.gov  
 
US Senators 
New York 
POC: Senator Kirsten E. Gillibrand 
Senator Charles E. Schumer 
Email: 
kirsten_gillibrand@gillibrand.senate.gov 
Scheduling_schumer@schumer.senate.gov  
 
 
 
 
 
 

State Level 
 
New Yok State Assembly  
District 2 
POC: Asembly woman Jodi Giglio 
Email: giglioj2@nyassembly.gov  
 
New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation 
POC: Connie Daniels, Eileen Murphy 
Email: connie.daniels@dec.ny.gov, 
eileen.murphy@dec.ny.gov  
 
New York State Department of Health 
POC: N/A 
Email: dohweb@health.ny.gov  
 
New York State Department of 
Transportation 
Region 10 
Long Island Regional Office 
POC: NA 
Email: r10-rpic@dot.ny.gov  
 
New York State Governor  
1 State Capitol Building 
Albany, NY 12224 
POC: The Honorable Kathleen C. Hochul 
 
New York State Office of Fire 
Prevention and Control 
POC: N/A 
Email: fire@dhses.ny.gov  
 
New York State Parks 
POC: Daniel Mackay, Nancy Herter, 
Director, State Preservation Bureau, State 
Archaeologist for Government Policy 
Email: Daniel.Mackay@parks.ny.gov, 
nancy.herter@parks.ny.gov  
 
New York State Senate  
District 1 
POC: Senator Anthony H. Palumbo 
Email: palumbo@nysenate.gov  
 
Local Level 
 
Long Island Sound Study Citizens 
Advisory Committee  
POC: Mark Tedesco, EPA Long Island 
Sound Office Director 
Email: tedesco.mark@epa.gov  
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mailto:shannon.fox@st.dhs.gov
mailto:julie.brewer@hq.dhs.gov
mailto:tod.companion@hq.dhs.gov
mailto:jennifer.smoliga@st.dhs.gov
mailto:christine_eustis@fws.gov
mailto:john.dugan@gsa.gov
mailto:kirsten_gillibrand@gillibrand.senate.gov
mailto:Scheduling_schumer@schumer.senate.gov
mailto:giglioj2@nyassembly.gov
mailto:connie.daniels@dec.ny.gov
mailto:eileen.murphy@dec.ny.gov
mailto:dohweb@health.ny.gov
mailto:r10-rpic@dot.ny.gov
mailto:fire@dhses.ny.gov
mailto:Daniel.Mackay@parks.ny.gov
mailto:nancy.herter@parks.ny.gov
mailto:palumbo@nysenate.gov
mailto:tedesco.mark@epa.gov


Plum Island Animal Disease Center Closure Persons and Agencies Contacted 

January 2023 Page 85 

Southold Town 
POC: Scott A. Russell, Town Supervisor 
Email: scott.russell@town.southold.ny.us  
 
Suffolk County Department of Health 
Services 
Health Services 
POC: N/A 
Email: scdhsweb@suffolkcountyny.gov  
 
Suffolk County Department of Health 
Services  
Water and Wastewater 
POC: Corey Humphrey, District Manager, 
Soil and Water Conservation District 
Email: 
corey.humphrey@suffolkcountyny.gov  
 
Suffolk Legislative Representatives 
POC: Amy Ellis, Clerk of the Legislature 
Email: frank.tassone@suffolkcountyny.gov  
 
Southold Town Representatives 
POC: Michelle Tomaszewski, 
Administrative Assistant to Town Board 
Email: 
michelle.tomaszewski@town.southold.ny.us  
 
Non-Governmental Organizations 
 
Delaware Tribe of Indians (Federally 
Recognized)  
Delaware Tribal Offices 
POC: N/A 
Email: tribe@delawaretribe.org  
 
Shinnecock Indian Nation (Federally 
Recognized) 
Shinnecock Indian Tribal Nation Tribal 
Office 
Email: adminoffice@shinnecock.org
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7.0 List of Preparers 

7.1 Department of Homeland Security 

Name Role 

Jennifer Hass Director, Environmental Planning & Historic Preservation Program 

Sarah Koeppel Senior Environmental Protection Specialist 

Kimberly Poli Senior Environmental Protection Specialist 

7.2 AECOM 

Name Role Degree Years of  
Experience 

Jennifer Warf Project Manager, EA 
Review and Oversight  

M.S. in Environmental Studies 
B.A in Zoology 20 

Larry Neal Deputy Project Manager 
M.S. Biology  
B.S. Botany  47 

Michael Busam 
Quality Assurance/Quality 
Control (QA/QC) of the 
EA, Preparation of the EA 

B.S. in Environmental Science and 
Policy 7 

Kursten 
Anderson 

Project Coordinator, 
Preparation of EA 
sections 

Ph.D. in Environmental Toxicology 
B.S. in Marine Science 1 

Benjamin 
Obenland 

Preparation of EA 
Sections 

B.S. in Environmental Science and 
Policy 3 

Natalie Kisak Preparation of EA 
Sections 

B.A. in Environmental Studies, 
Public Policy 3 

Allison Rachleff 
Cultural 
Resources/Historic 
Architectural Resources 

M.A. in Historic Preservation 
Planning  
B.A. in Comparative Literature 

28 

Heather Crowl, 
RPA 

Cultural 
Resources/Archaeology 

M.A. in Anthropology 
B.A. in Anthropology 26 

Kathryn Clark Preparation of maps, GIS B.S. in Geology  
Certificate in Geospatial Technology  15 
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Acronyms and Abbreviations 

DHS Department of Homeland Security 

EA Environmental Assessment 

EPA Environmental Protection Agency 

GSA General Services Administration 

NBAF National Bio and Agro-Defense Facility 

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act 

NGO Non-governmental Organization 

NOA Notice of Availability 

NOAA National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

NYSDEC New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 

PIADC Plum Island Animal Disease Center 

U.S. United States 

Attachments 

Attachment A: Newspaper Advertisements 

Attachment B: DHS Website Notice of Intent 

Attachment C: Public and Agency Comments 

May 2022 Page i 



        

 

    

    

Plum Island Animal Disease Center Closure Public Scoping Report 

This page intentionally left blank 

May 2022 Page ii 



        

 

   

  

         

           

           

      

         

     

  

    

      

            

            

       

       

           

     

     

      

          

   

              

        

        

           

            

        

      

             

          

         

       

     

     

    

       

          

           

      

   

        

          

      

Plum Island Animal Disease Center Closure Public Scoping Report 

1.0 Introduction 

The United States (U.S.) Department of Homeland Security (DHS) conducted early public scoping 

between January 27 and March 11, 2022 for the Environmental Assessment (EA) for the closure 

of Plum Island Animal Disease Center (PIADC). The purpose of the early public scoping process 

was to identify potential environmental issues associated with Plum Island closure activities by 

DHS, to ensure that all interested and affected parties are aware of the Project, and to provide the 

public with an opportunity to participate in and provide input into the National Environmental 

Policy Act (NEPA) process. 

1.1 Purpose of Scoping 

Public participation is an integral component of the environmental review process for federal 

actions. The scoping process provides an opportunity for the public and other interested federal, 

state, tribal and local agencies to provide input on the range of issues to be addressed in the EA, a 

NEPA document. Scoping is conducted early in the NEPA process to guide the preparation of 

NEPA documents. DHS sought information, comments, and assistance from federal, state, and 

local agencies, tribes, and other individuals who may be interested in or affected by the proposed 

Project. Information received during scoping will be considered in preparing the Draft EA to 

facilitate the preparation of a comprehensive and sound document. This scoping report outlines 

the scoping process, provides background information regarding the proposed Project, and 

describes the scoping comments and where they would be addressed, as appropriate, in the EA. 

1.2 Project Overview 

Plum Island is owned by DHS and located 1.5 miles northeast of Orient Point in Suffolk County, 

New York. PIADC is operated by the DHS Science & Technology Directorate’s Office of National 

Laboratories and is comprised of buildings (administrative and laboratory), industrial facilities, 

roadways, utilities, easements, and utility rights of way. DHS also owns and operates a ferry and 

a 9.5-acre facility at Orient Point, New York to support operations at PIADC. In addition to 

PIADC, Plum Island includes natural undeveloped land, the Plum Island Lighthouse complex, and 

buildings and structures associated with the former Fort Terry. 

DHS proposes to conduct activities required to close PIADC, following the transfer of its mission 

to the National Bio- and Agro-Defense Facility (NBAF), and convey its Plum Island asset to the 

General Services Administration (GSA; Proposed Action). DHS has identified tasks that must be 

completed to facilitate this Proposed Action. These tasks include four primary components: 1) 

facilities decontamination and sampling activities, 2) waste management and subsurface oil 

delineation and remediation activities; 3) asset preservation and preparation for long-term storage; 

and 4) asset disposition and permit transfer. 

The EA analyzes the potential environmental, cultural, and socioeconomic consequences 

associated with DHS’s proposal to close operations at PIADC and convey all DHS property on 
Plum Island and Orient Point to GSA. Actions occurring following the completion of closure 

activities and conveyance through GSA (e.g., GSA’s subsequent disposal of the Plum Island Asset) 
are not analyzed in the EA. 
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Plum Island Animal Disease Center Closure Public Scoping Report 

2.0 Public Scoping Process 

DHS published a public notice in the Suffolk Times and the Riverhead News Review newspapers 

on January 27, initiating the EA scoping process (Attachment A). The public notice informed 

affected federal, state, and local agencies, Native American tribes, and other stakeholders of the 

Proposed Action and invited them to comment on the Proposed Action. In addition to the public 

notice, an announcement was also published on the DHS Headquarters website 

(https://www.dhs.gov/nepa) on January 28, 2022 (Attachment B). The public scoping period 

concluded on March 11, 2022. 

3.0 Summary of Public Scoping Feedback 

During the scoping period, 11 comments were received from 4 agencies, 4 non-governmental 

organizations (NGOs), and 3 private citizens. DHS received responses from the following agencies 

and NGOs: North Fork Audubon Society, North Fork Environmental Council, The Nature 

Conservancy, Save the Sound, Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), National Oceanic and 

Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), New York State Department of Environmental 

Conservation (NYSDEC), and the Suffolk County Legislature. 

Comments received primarily focused on the scope of the Proposed Action, biological resources, 

cultural resources, and hazardous and toxic materials and waste. 

• Comments regarding the Proposed Action focused on expanding the EA to include the 

entire island and all of its components. 

• Comments regarding biological resources focused on impacts to federally threatened and 

endangered species and preserving the island for wildlife. 

• Comments regarding cultural resources focused on the consideration of the island’s 
cultural and historic assets in the EA. 

• Comments regarding hazardous and toxic materials and waste focused on DHS’ plans to 
remediate existing contamination on Plum Island, while minimizing the potential impact 

to Plum Island’s natural resources. 

Commenters also had concerns regarding the safe transport of viruses, vaccines, and other 

materials to the NBAF. This action was previously addressed in the 2008 Final Environmental 

Impact Statement for the National Bio and Agro-Defense Facility. In addition, multiple 

commenters raised concerns regarding future actions at Plum Island (e.g., future sale; potential 

listing as a National Monument). Future federal actions at Plum Island are outside the scope of the 

current EA and would be addressed by GSA under future NEPA analysis. A summary of the 

concerns raised by each commenter is presented in Conclusion and Next Steps 

DHS has reviewed comments received during the EA scoping period and will incorporate relevant 

comments into the Draft EA, as appropriate. The public; other federal, state, and local agencies; 

and federally recognized tribes will have an additional opportunity to review and comment on the 

Proposed Action following the preparation of the Draft EA and Draft Decision Document. These 

documents will be made available for a 30-day public review in which comments are encouraged 

to support the NEPA process. DHS will initiate the public review period with the publication of a 
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Notice of Availability (NOA) in the Suffolk Times and Riverhead News Review. The NOA will be 

mailed to all stakeholders on the project mailing list concurrent with the newspaper publication. 

The Draft EA and supporting documents will also be published digitally on the project website at 

https://www.dhs.gov/national-environmental-policy-act, and made available in hard copy at the 

Floyd Memorial Library at 539 1st Street, Greenport, NY 11944, and the Southold Free Library at 

53705 Main Road, Southold, NY 11971. Public comments, agency responses, and tribal responses 

will be addressed in the Final EA, as appropriate. 
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Table 1. Full comments received during the scoping period are included in Attachment C. 

4.0 Conclusion and Next Steps 

DHS has reviewed comments received during the EA scoping period and will incorporate relevant 

comments into the Draft EA, as appropriate. The public; other federal, state, and local agencies; 

and federally recognized tribes will have an additional opportunity to review and comment on the 

Proposed Action following the preparation of the Draft EA and Draft Decision Document. These 

documents will be made available for a 30-day public review in which comments are encouraged 

to support the NEPA process. DHS will initiate the public review period with the publication of a 

Notice of Availability (NOA) in the Suffolk Times and Riverhead News Review. The NOA will be 

mailed to all stakeholders on the project mailing list concurrent with the newspaper publication. 

The Draft EA and supporting documents will also be published digitally on the project website at 

https://www.dhs.gov/national-environmental-policy-act, and made available in hard copy at the 

Floyd Memorial Library at 539 1st Street, Greenport, NY 11944, and the Southold Free Library at 

53705 Main Road, Southold, NY 11971. Public comments, agency responses, and tribal responses 

will be addressed in the Final EA, as appropriate. 
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Plum Island Animal Disease Center Closure Public Scoping Report 

Table 1: Summary of Scoping Comments 

Commenter Proposed Action Biological Resources Cultural Resources 
Hazardous and Toxic 

Materials and Waste 

EPA 

Makes 

recommendations 

pertaining to 

construction and 

demolition activities. 

Requests that impacts to 

federally threatened and 

endangered species be 

analyzed in the EA. 

-- --

No further consultation 
NOAA -- -- --

necessary. 

Makes 

Makes the recommendations 

recommendation to regarding the EA’s 

NYSDEC -- -- conduct archaeological 

investigations and 

architectural survey. 

inclusion of DHS’ 
testing, 

decontamination, and 

remediation plans. 

Asserts that the EA 

Suffolk County 

Legislature 

should consider impacts 

of PIADC closure on 

the entire island and 

-- -- --

Orient Point facility. 

North Fork Audubon 

Society 

Asserts that the EA 

should consider impacts 

of PIADC closure on 

the entire island. 

Interested in seeing the 

island preserved for the 

wildlife it supports. 

Asserts the EA should 

consider the island’s 
cultural and historic 

assets. 

--

North Fork 

Environmental 

Council 

Asserts that the EA 

should consider impacts 

of PIADC closure on 

the entire island. 

Interested in seeing the 

island preserved for the 

wildlife it supports. 

Asserts the EA should 

consider the island’s 
cultural and historic 

assets. 

--
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Plum Island Animal Disease Center Closure Public Scoping Report 

Commenter Proposed Action Biological Resources Cultural Resources 
Hazardous and Toxic 

Materials and Waste 

The Nature 

Conservancy 

Asserts that the EA 

should consider impacts 

of PIADC closure on 

the entire island. 

-- --

Asks how final clean-up 

activities can be 

accomplished in ways 

that cause minimum 

adverse impacts to the 

greater Plum Island 

environment. 

Save the Sound 

Asserts that the EA 

should consider impacts 

of PIADC closure on 

the entire island. 

Requests plans for 

subsequent safe 

transport of viruses, 

vaccines, and other 

materials to NBAF. 

Emphasizes the need to 

consult with appropriate 

federal agencies with 

respect to endangered 

species and coastal 

management. 

--

Encourages a thorough 

evaluation of the 

cleanup and 

contamination issues 

associated with the 

closure of PIADC. 

Public (3) 

Recommends Plum 

Island be preserved and 

maintained. Two 

commentors write in 

support of Plum Island 

becoming a National 

Monument. 

-- -- --

May 2022 Page 6 
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OBITUARIES… 
CONTINUED FROM PREVIOUS PAGE 

Robert David Pedersen 
Robert David Pedersen of New enjoyed gardening, traveling, the 

York City and East Marion passed beach, music, the arts and current 
away on Jan. 16, 2022, from natural events. Family and friends were 
causes. He was 83 years old. very important to him. 

He is survived He was a member of the board 
by his wife of 36 of Tudor City Greens Parks and a 
years, Audre; his member of lrongate Chapter of 
daughter, Eliza- New York, an affiliation of the Air 
beth (Mark) Dal- Force Association in Garden City. 
ly; granddaugh- A memorial service will be held 
t e r,  K a t h r y n in the spring at First Presbyterian 
Dally; and sister, Church of Southold, N.Y. 
Ingrid Glass- In lieu of flowers, donations 
brenner. He was may be made in Bob’s memory to: 
predeceased by Special Olympics of Delaware, 619 

ROBERT DAVID his son, David South College Ave., Newark, DE PEDERSEN 
Pedersen, and 19716 (please note on the check 
his brother, John Pedersen. that the donation is in memory of 

Bob graduated from St. Joseph’s Robert Pedersen), 302-831-4653 
University with a Bachelor of Arts or info@sode.org; or to North Fork 
degree. His career was in finance Parish Outreach, P.O. Box 584, 
as the director of credit at Neuman Greenport NY 11944 (631-477-
Distributors and Kinray LLC. Bob 6469). 

Paid notice 

Arthur ‘Artie’ Klein 
Arthur “Artie” Klein of Greenport 

died Jan. 23, 2022. He was 79. 
The family will receive visitors 

Thursday, Jan. 27, from 9:30 to 10:30 
a.m. at Horton-
Mathie Funeral 
Home in Green-
port. A graveside 
service will follow 
at 12:30 p.m. at 
Wellwood Cem-
etery, with Rabbi 
Gadi Capela of 
Congregation Tife-
reth Israel, Green-

ARTHUR ‘ARTIE’ port, offciating. KLEIN 
In lieu of fowers, 

memorial donations may be made to 
East End Hospice. 

A complete obituary will appear in 
a future edition. 

Diane Katherine Purcell 
Greenport native Diane Kather-

ine Purcell died Jan. 24, 2022. 
Born in Greenport Nov. 24, 

1953, to Ann Katherine and Pat-
rick Gagen, she joined her older 
sister, Patricia. 

Diane attended Greenport High 
School and was a member of the 
class of 1971. In 1973, she gave 
birth to her frst daughter, Chris-
tine Diane Macros. 

Diane worked at many jobs in 
Greenport. In the 1970s at W.T. 
Grant, where she met the love of 
her life, her second husband, Ber-
nard Purcell; then at Arcade De-
partment Store; and, until 2017, at 
Greenport IGA. 

In December 1984, her frst son, 
Ryan Daniel Purcell, was born. 

On Dec. 8, 1985, Diane and Ber-
nard Purcell married in the Arcade 
Department Store, where she was 
employed. 

In January 1988, Ryan was 
joined by Brendan Kyle Purcell 
and, in June 1990, a daughter, 
Chelsa Leigh Purcell, was born. 

Diane loved just about every-
one, most of all her family. 

She was predeceased by her 
parents and her sister Pat. She is 
survived by her husband of 36 
years, Bernard, and her four chil-
dren; her granddaughter, Mar-
guerite Guerrero; and a grandson 
named Wyatt still in the making. 

A memorial of Diane’s life will 
be held Saturday, Feb. 5, from 2 to 
5 p.m. at Horton-Mathie Funeral 
Home in Greenport. 

Paid notice 

DeFriest-Grattan 
Funeral Homes, Inc. 

Serving the North Fork 
and Shelter Island 

631-765-3850 

mailto:info@sode.org
https://SUFFOLKTIMES.COM


EVERYTHING
NORTH FORK

10  |    JANUARY 27,  2022    |    R IVERHE ADNEWSREVIEW.COM 

Southampton police arrested a 
Flanders man in Hampton Bays Fri-
day for driving while intoxicated. 

Police initially pulled over Eddy 
Carretocardona, 31, for driving 
slowly on the shoulder of the road 
after responding to a report of a 
reckless and erratic motorist. He 
told police he’d had two drinks, per-
formed poorly on feld sobriety tests 
and failed a pre-screening breath 
test. 

Mr. Carretocardona was trans-
ported to police headquarters, 
where he was processed and held. 
He’s been charged with a DWI and 
moving from a lane unsafely. An-
other charge indicated that Mr. Car-
retocardona had been driving with a 
learner’s permit without an appro-
priate supervisor. 

• A Medford man pulled over in 
Riverside on Saturday was arrested 

BLACK SHEEP... 
CONTINUED FROM PREVIOUS PAGE 

Mr. Conlan said he’s looking for-
ward to building his own brand and 
expressed gratitude to the Goldbergs 
for more than a decade of support. 

“They taught me everything I 
know about the business, every-
thing I know about bagels,” he said. 
“But as I get older, I realized that I 
wanted to build a legacy and start 
working on my own thing for my 
family,” the father-of-three said. 

He began working in their bagel 
shops nearly 13 years ago while en-
rolled in culinary school through 
Suffolk County Community Col-

after police learned his license had 
been revoked in 2019 for leaving the 
scene of an accident, in addition to 
multiple suspensions. 

Robert Mone, 53, also had an ac-
tive bench warrant from June 2019 
for failing to appear in court. He was 
arrested and transported to police 
headquarters, where he was held for 
morning arraignment. 

Mr. Mone has been charged with 
second degree aggravated unlicensed 
operation of a motor vehicle and 
stopping or slowing without signal-
ing. A police report notes the bench 
warrant was executed by the report-
ing offcer, as authorized by court. 

Those who are named in police reports 
have not been convicted of any crime or vio-
lation. The charges against them may later be 
reduced or withdrawn, or they may be found 
innocent. 

lege. Initially, Mr. Conlan planned 
to pursue baking, pastry and cake 
decorating. 

The early morning baking de-
mands scared him away, so it’s a 
little ironic he ended up in the ba-
gel biz, where shifts typically be-
gin around 2 a.m. as the bagels are 
rolled, proofed, boiled and baked. 

Most mornings, you can fnd Mr. 
Conlan behind the counter at his 
Jamesport shop, cheerily greeting 
customers. 

“I wasn’t a morning person at all 
— so it’s funny how it all works out,” 
he said. 

tsmith@timesreview.com 

A Riverhead man faces a felony as-
sault charge after getting into a physi-
cal altercation with another man at a 
West Main Street residence last Thurs-
day night, according to Riverhead 
Town police. 

Police received a report of a dis-
pute at 9:18 p.m. and offcers found a 
39-year-old Riverhead man had suf-
fered a laceration to his arm. He was 
transported to Peconic Bay Medical 
Center by members of the Riverhead 
Volunteer Ambulance Corps. 

Detectives were notified and re-
sponded to the scene for further in-
vestigation, police said. That led to 
the arrest of Jason Melenciano, 40, for 
second-degree assault. He was held 
for arraignment Friday. 

The victim was treated for his in-
jury and released. 

WATERMARK... 
CONTINUED FROM PAGE 5 

torical Society to learn about it, and 
has an old menu from the restaurant 
he plans to showcase, and is looking 
for some photos from its heyday. 

“Longevity is in the building’s 
bones,” said Parrella. “It’s in its ‘two-

AIRPORT... 
CONTINUED FROM PREVIOUS PAGE 

earth-threatening crisis,” they said 
in a letter to the East Hampton Town 
Board. 

The airport is a “designated Super-
fund site and place of extraordinary 
air and groundwater pollution,” they 
said, charging groundwater contami-
nation of the aquifer had resulted in 
“poisoning” of hundreds of residential 
wells. 

Adam Irving, a member of the 
Southold Town Aircraft Noise Steer-
ing Committee who signed the let-
ter, called the East Hampton action 
“a signifcant frst step in recognizing 
the untenable situation at their air-
port and taking action to privatize the 
airport.” Key to the decision is what 
restrictions East Hampton will place 
on the airport operation. Banning 
commercial operations would be “an 
excellent restriction,” he said. Other 
members of the steering committee 
who signed the letter echoed similar 
sentiments. 

Jack Malley, another member of the 

The investigation remains ongo-
ing and anyone with information is 
asked to contact police at 631-727-
4500. 

• About $2,000 worth of merchan-
dise was reported stolen from the 
Lowe’s store on Route 58 last Tuesday 
night, according to police. 

• About $756 worth of merchandise 
was reported stolen from the Coach 
store in Tanger Outlets last Thursday 
afternoon, according to police. 

• Nada Klinovsky, 54, address un-
available, was charged with driving 
while intoxicated on Roanoke Avenue 
Monday night. 

Those who are named in police reports have 
not been convicted of any crime or violation. 
The charges against them may later be reduced 
or withdrawn, or they may be found innocent. 

by-fours,’ its rafters. You just gotta get 
the wheels on the track to get it going. 
And that’s what I’m hoping to do.” 

Watermark of Wading River is set 
for an opening sometime this spring, 
with the Piazzas and Parrella cur-
rently aiming for April. 

lmeyer@timesreview.com 

Southold Town Aircraft Steering Com-
mittee and former pilot who signed 
the letter, argued against the point 
that the change could impair emer-
gency fights. 

There are no major airports on the 
North Fork “and we manage with he-
licopters all the time. You can land on 
the causeway, you can land behind 
the East Marion Fire Department, 
they land near the Greenport High 
School,” he said. 

Barry Raebeck, co-founder and co-
director of Say No to KHTO (the East 
Hampton Airport’s location code) 
and co-founder of the Quiet Skies 
Coalition, said the growth of the East 
Hampton Airport poses an environ-
mental danger and destroys the qual-
ity of life. He expressed concern about 
the potential for the decision to be 
reversed. 

“As long as it’s there, in its capacity, 
it’s a danger, I think,” he said. He also 
pointed out that with the current staff 
shortage, any former airport employ-
ees likely wouldn’t be out of work. 

bledda@timesreview.com 

• northforker 
• suffolk times 
• r iverhead news-review 
• shelter island reporter 
• long island winepress 

riverheadnewsreview.com • northforker.com @riverheadnewsreview 

https://northforker.com
https://riverheadnewsreview.com
mailto:bledda@timesreview.com
mailto:lmeyer@timesreview.com
mailto:tsmith@timesreview.com
https://RIVERHEADNEWSREVIEW.COM
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1/28/22, 12:56 PM Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Assessment for Closure Activities at the Plum Island Animal Disease Center on Plu… 

Official website of the Department of Homeland Security 

U.S. Department of 

Homeland Security 

Notice of Intent to Prepare an 
Environmental Assessment for 
Closure Activities at the Plum 
Island Animal Disease Center 
(PIADC) on Plum Island, NY. 
The U.S. Department of Homeland Security (DHS) intends to prepare an Environmental 

Assessment (EA) and requests receipt of public scoping comments. DHS currently operates a 

facility known as the Plum Island Animal Disease Center (PIADC) on Plum Island, New York. 

The PIADC mission is to protect U.S. livestock from accidental or intentional introduction of 

foreign animal diseases that seriously threaten United States (US) livestock industries, food 

security and economy. DHS proposes to cease operations and close the PIADC facility. Plum 

Island is an 840-acre island located approximately 1.5 miles off Orient Point and Long Island, 

New York. DHS also owns and operates transportation assets and a 9.5-acre facility to support 

PIADC at Orient Point, New York, which includes buildings, utilities, and ferry docking 

facilities. 

Based on the DHS and U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) bio- and agro-defense mission 

requirements and facility limitations at Plum Island, the need was identified to enhance the 

U.S. government’s current animal agricultural research capabilities through construction of 

the National Bio and Agro-Defense Facility (NBAF) in Manhattan, Kansas. NBAF will replace the 

PIADC facility in New York and be operated by the USDA. NBAF will enhance the current 

research capabilities in the animal agricultural field. Upon the transfer of the mission to NBAF, 

DHS will no longer have any mission need for PIADC or the associated facilities on Plum 

Island. Plum Island and all PIADC Government assets, including real property, personal 

property, and transportation assets, will be conveyed as one entity by the General Services 

Administration as directed by the Federal Real Property and Administrative Services Act of 

1949 (Property Act). 

https://www.dhs.gov/notice-intent-prepare-environmental-assessment-closure-activities-plum-island-animal-disease-center 1/2 

https://www.dhs.gov/
https://www.dhs.gov/notice-intent-prepare-environmental-assessment-closure-activities-plum-island-animal-disease-center


 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

  

1/28/22, 12:56 PM Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Assessment for Closure Activities at the Plum Island Animal Disease Center on Plu… 

In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), DHS Directive 023-01 

Revision 01 and DHS Instruction 023-01-001-01 Revision 01, DHS is preparing an 

Environmental Assessment (EA) to analyze the potential environmental impacts associated 

with DHS actions to close operations at PIADC (Proposed Action). The EA will address the 

potential impacts to the environment by the Proposed Action that entails the activities 

associated with the closure of PIADC through the Plum Island Closure and Support (PICS) 

Program during and after the science mission transfer to the NBAF facility. 

DHS is seeking comments from Federal, State, local agencies, Tribes, and individuals who may 

be interested in or affected by the Proposed Action. This input will be used in preparing the 

Draft EA. Please provide your comments by March 11, 2022. Please reply to: Kursten Anderson 

at kursten.anderson@aecom.com (mailto:kursten.anderson@aecom.com) . Email responses are 

preferred, although letter responses may be submitted to Kursten Anderson, PIADC Closure, 

10 Patewood Drive, Bldg 6, Suite 500, Greenville, South Carolina 29615. 

A Notice of Availability of the Draft EA will be published in the Suffolk Times and the Riverhead 

News Review. The Draft EA is anticipated to be available for public comment by the Summer 

of 2022. The Draft EA will also be made available for public viewing at: 

Floyd Memorial Library at 539 1st St, Greenport, NY 11944 

Southold Free Library at 53705 Main Rd, Southold, NY 11971. 

After the comment period on the Draft EA ends, substantive comments will be addressed in 

the Final EA. A public notice announcing the availability of the Final EA will be published in the 

Suffolk Times and the Riverhead News Review. 

Last Published Date: January 28, 2022 

https://www.dhs.gov/notice-intent-prepare-environmental-assessment-closure-activities-plum-island-animal-disease-center 2/2 

mailto:kursten.anderson@aecom.com
https://www.dhs.gov/notice-intent-prepare-environmental-assessment-closure-activities-plum-island-animal-disease-center
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Anderson, Kursten 

From: Karen Greene - NOAA Federal 
Sent: Tuesday, February 8, 2022 11:25 AM 
To: Anderson, Kursten 
Cc: Edith Carson-Supino; Jessie Murray - NOAA Federal; Timothy 

Cardiasmenos - NOAA Federal 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] NOAA Fisheries response to request from comments on 

PIADC closure 
Attachments: dhs plum island closure nmfs comments.pdf 

Dear Kursten Anderson: 

Attached please find our comments in response to the recent letter from John Searing regarding the 
Department of Homeland Security's plans to close and cease operations at the Plum Island Animal 
Disease Center in NY. If you have any questions or need additional information please contact Jessie

 for essential fish habitat questions or Edith Carson-Supine
 for questions on federally listed species. 

Also, please note that the incoming request was incorrectly addressed to Karen E. Greene within NOAA 
Fisheries Sustainable Fisheries Division in our Headquarters office.  Consultation requests for activities 
within the Greater Atlantic Region should be direct to our regional office.  For Endangered Species Act 
coordination, requests should be directed to:  For consultations and 
coordination under the Magnuson Stevens Act/Essential Fish Habitat or the Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination should be directed to me or to our New England Branch Chief, Christopher Boelke

 depending upon the project's location. 

Sincerely, 

Karen Greene 
Chief, Mid-Atlantic Branch 
Habitat and Ecosystem Services Division 
NOAA Fisheries, Greater Atlantic Region 

https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/new-england-mid-atlantic/habitat-conservation/essential-fish-habitat-
consultations-greater-atlantic-region 

All HESD staff are currently teleworking. Please send all correspondence to us electronically as we are 
unable to receive mail regularly. Thank you. 

Murray 

cell: 

1 

https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/new-england-mid-atlantic/habitat-conservation/essential-fish-habitat


 

    
 

  
  

  
 

 
        
 
 

 

 
   

 
 

   
    

 
  

 
    

     
   

 
 

  
    

 
    

 
 

  
   

 
 

  
 

  
  

 
  

   
 
 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE 
GREATER ATLANTIC REGIONAL FISHERIES OFFICE 
55 Great Republic Drive 
Gloucester, MA 01930-2276 

February 8, 2022 

Kursten Anderson 
PIADC Closure 
10 Patewood Drive, Bldg. 6, Suite 500 
Greenville, SC 29615  

Dear Kursten Anderson: 

This responds to the recent letter from John Searing, Deputy Center Director of the Plum Island 
Disease Center (PIADC), requesting comments on the US Department of Homeland Security's 
(DHS) proposal to cease operations and close the PIADC on Plum Island located approximately 
1.5 miles offshore of Orient Point and Long Island, NY. The DHS is preparing an Environmental 
Assessment (EA) to analyze the potential environmental impacts of the DHS actions to close the 
PIADC (the proposed action) including compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act, 
Endangered Species Act, and other applicable laws.      

According to your letter, there will be no work on beaches, no in-water work in marine or 
freshwater areas, and no tidal or freshwater wetlands will be impacts by the Plum Island Closure 
and Support Program (PICSP) and the PIADC. Plum Island all PIADC government assets, 
including real property, personal property, and transportation assets, will be conveyed as one 
entity by the General Services Administration (GSA) as directed by the Federal Real Property 
and Administrative Service Act of 1949 (Property Act). It is not clear from the letter, if vessel 
traffic to and from the island will increase during closure activities. 

There are three authorities under which DHS may need to consult with NOAA Fisheries for this 
action. The Magnuson Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSA), the Fish and 
Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA) and the Endangered Species Act (ESA). The MSA requires 
federal agencies to consult with NOAA Fisheries on any action or proposed action authorized, 
funded, or undertaken, by such agency that may adversely affect essential fish habitat (EFH) 
identified under the MSA. The FWCA requires that all federal agencies consult with NOAA 
Fisheries when proposed actions might result in modifications to a natural stream or body of 
water. It also requires that federal agencies consider effects that these actions would have on fish 
and wildlife. Under Section 7(a)(2) of the Endangered Species Act, federal agencies must consult 
with NOAA Fisheries when any project or action they take might affect an ESA-listed marine 
species or designated critical habitat. 

To assist you in the development of the EA for the proposed action our comments relative to 
these authorities are as follows: 



 

 

  
 

 
  

 
  

 
 

 
 

 
  

    
 

 
 

  
 

 
  

 
  

  
     

   
     

     
 

    
 

 
   

     
 

 
  

 
  

 
   

     
  

  

Magnuson Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act/Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act 
Coordination and consultation under the MSA and FWCA is conducted through the Greater 
Atlantic Region’s Habitat and Ecosystem Services Division. Because the proposed action does 
not involve and activities within aquatic habitats including areas designated as EFH, further 
consultation with us under these authorities is not necessary. Please note that coordination with 
us should be reinitiated pursuant to 50 CFR 600.920(j) of the MSA if new information becomes 
available or if the project is revised in such a manner that affects the basis of our determination 
above.  

Additional information on EFH and consultations with us under the MSA and FWCA can be 
found on our website at https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/new-england-mid-atlantic/habitat-
conservation/essential-fish-habitat-consultations-greater-atlantic-region. If you have any 
questions or need additional information, please contact Jessie Murray ((978) 675-2175; 
jessie.murray@noaa.gov). 

Endangered Species Act 
Coordination and consultation under the Endangered Species Act is conducted through the 
Greater Atlantic Region’s Protected Resources Division. Although, no in-water work is proposed 
as part of the PISCP, if the activities proposed result in an increase in vessel traffic, the potential 
for interactions between vessels and federally listed species should be considered in the EA.  

Atlantic Large Whales 
Federally endangered North Atlantic right and fin whales occur year-round off the New York 
coast in Long Island Sound. Right whales are most likely to occur offshore between November 
and April. Right whales feed on copepods and could be foraging if suitable forage is present; 
right whales are also likely to be migrating along the Atlantic coast. Fin whale sightings off the 
eastern United States are centered along the 100m isobath, but fin whales are well spread out 
over shallower and deeper water, including submarine canyons along the shelf break. 
Fin whales feed on small schooling fish, squid, and crustaceans, including krill. 

Sea Turtles 
Four species of Endangered Species Act (ESA) listed threatened or endangered sea turtles under 
our jurisdiction could be seasonally present in Long Island Sound and in its adjacent tributaries 
and bays: the threatened Northwest Atlantic Ocean distinct population segment (DPS) of 
loggerhead, North Atlantic DPS of green, and the endangered Kemp’s ridley and leatherback sea 
turtles. Sea turtles typically occur along the coast from May to November, with the highest 
concentration of sea turtles present from June through October. 

Atlantic Sturgeon 
Adult and subadult Atlantic sturgeon could be present in Long Island Sound and its adjacent 
tributaries and bays. The New York Bight, Chesapeake Bay, Carolina, and South Atlantic DPS 
of Atlantic sturgeon are endangered; the Gulf of Maine DPS is threatened. Adult and subadult 
Atlantic sturgeon originating from any of these DPSs could occur in the proposed project area. 
As young remain in their natal river/estuary until approximately age 2, and early life stages are 
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not tolerant of saline waters, no spawning or early life stages of Atlantic sturgeon will occur 
within the waters of Long Island Sound and its adjacent tributaries and bays. 

Depending on whether there is work that takes place in the water, listed species of sturgeon, sea 
turtles, and whales may occur within the vicinity of your proposed project. The federal action 
agency, in this case DHS, will be responsible for determining whether the proposed action may 
affect listed species. If you determine that the proposed action may affect listed, you should 
submit your effects determination, along with justification and a request for concurrence to the 
attention of the Section 7 Coordinator at nmfs.gar.esa.section7@noaa.gov. Please be aware that 
we have recently provided on our website guidance and tools to assist action agencies with their 
description of the action and analysis of effects to support their determination. See 
https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/new-england-mid-atlantic/consultations/section-7-consultations-
greater-atlantic-region. If you have any questions regarding these comments, please 
contact Edith Carson-Supino (978-282-8490; Edith.Carson-Supino@noaa.gov). 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the PISCP.  I hope that this response is 

Sincerely, 

responsive to your request. Please do not hesitate to contact me (978 559-9871; 
karen.greene@noaa.gov) or the Habitat and Ecosystem Services Division and Protected 
Resources Division staff listed above if you need additional information.  

GREENE.KAREN.
M.1365830785

Digitally signed by 
GREENE.KAREN.M.1365830785 
Date: 2022.02.08 11:03:30 
-05'00'

Karen M. Greene 
Mid-Atlantic Branch Chief 
Habitat and Ecosystem Services Division 

cc: GAR NEPA – T. Cardiasmenos 
HESD –J. Murray 
PRD – E. Carson-Supino 
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--------------------------------------------------------------------------

Anderson, Kursten 

From: Nyer, Samantha 
Sent: Tuesday, March 8, 2022 6:20 PM 
To: Anderson, Kursten 
Cc: Austin, Mark 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Plum Island Animal Disease Center Closure Scoping 

Comments 
Attachments: Plum Island Scoping Comments.pdf 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please find attached scoping comments provided by EPA Region 2 pertaining to the Plum Island Animal 
Disease Center Closure. Please don’t hesitate to contact me should you have any questions regarding 
this matter. 

Thank you, 
Samantha 

Samantha Nyer, PhD 
Physical Scientist, Environmental Reviews 
Strategic Programs, Office of the Regional Administrator 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency - Region 2 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION 2 

290 BROADWAY 

NEW YORK, NY 10007-1866 

March 8, 2022 

Ms. Kursten Anderson 

AECOM 

10 Platewood Drive 

Building 6, Suite 500 

Greenville, South Carolina 29615 

RE: Plum Island Animal Disease Center Closure, Plum Island, New York 

Dear Ms. Anderson: 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the information presented in the 

U.S. Department of Homeland Security’s (DHS) January 27, 2022 Notice of Intent to prepare an 

Environmental Assessment (EA) for closure activities at the Plum Island Animal Disease Center 

(PIADC) located on Plum Island, NY. 

The current mission of the PIADC is to protect U.S. livestock from accidental or intentional 

introduction of foreign animal diseases that seriously threaten livestock industry, food security and 

the economy. DHS is looking to enhance the current research capabilities through construction of a 

new facility located in Manhattan, Kansas which will replace the PIADC facility in New York. 

Upon transfer to the new facility, DHS will no longer have a mission need for the PIADC and is 

proposing to cease operations and close the current facility. Closure of the facility consists of 

decontaminating facilities as needed, ceasing operations, and withdrawing all assets from services. 

Impacts to beaches, marine and freshwater areas and tidal or freshwater wetlands are not 

anticipated as part of these activities. 

Plum and Gull Islands are designated as one of thirty-three Long Island Sound Stewardship Areas. 

This designation highlights areas within Long Island Sound with rich recreational and ecological 

resources. In particular, Plum Island is an important refuge for wildlife and supports many 

significant waterbirds, some of which are classified as federally threatened and endangered species 

(including roseate tern). Direct impacts to these species resulting from the decontaminating and 

decommissioning of PIADC should be explored in the EA. Additionally, potential indirect impacts 

to beach and dune communities resulting from re-development of parcels of land on Plum Island 

should be considered. 

In addition, EPA notes several other environmental concerns that should be considered in the 

development of the EA: 

• EPA recommends that concerted efforts be made to restore the land back to the original 

condition. If backfill is required, consideration should be given to the quality of the 
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material used. In particular, soil should be free of contaminants and should have low clay 

content to facilitate infiltration. 

• Attempts should be made to revegetate developed portions of land, which would serve as a 

protective barrier. This is particularly important given the vulnerability of Plum Island to 

sea level rise associated with climate change. 

• EPA recommends the EA address what efforts are being made to ensure that demolition 

does not lead to site contamination (for example with lead, PCBs, mercury, asbestos etc.). 

• Additionally, hazardous dust generated during the demolition process can pose public 

health concerns and may impact the surrounding environment. The EA should outline 

proper precautions to reduce and minimize the impacts due to hazardous dust. 

• Furthermore, EPA would like to emphasize the reuse and recycling of construction and 

demolition debris. EPA recommends the EA investigate opportunities for recycling, 

salvage and building disassembly and materials reuse to the greatest extent practicable. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide scoping comments for this project. We believe the issues 

identified can be fully addressed in the NEPA process, and we are willing to work with your 

agency to develop a strategy to achieve that goal. Should you have any questions or wish to discuss 

our concerns, please contact Samantha Nyer, the project lead at (212) 637-3666 or 

nyer.samantha@epa.gov. 

Sincerely, 

Mark Austin, Team Lead 

Environmental Review Team 
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Anderson, Kursten 

From: Murphy, Eileen (DEC) 
Sent: Friday, March 11, 2022 4:14 PM 
To: Anderson, Kursten 
Cc: Hisgen, Thomas P (DEC); Haas, Cathy (DEC); Fyfe, Andy (PARKS) 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] New York State Comments on Plum Island Closure NOI 
Attachments: Kursten Anderson ltr 3.11.2022[97].pdf 

Attached please find comments from New York State. 

Eileen Murphy 
She/her/hers 
Director of Federal Affairs 
New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
625 Broadway 
Albany, NY 12233-1010 
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March 11, 2022 

Kursten Anderson 
PIADC Closure 
10 Patewood Drive, Building 6 
Suite 500 
Greenville, SC  29615 
kursten.anderson@aecom.com 

Dear Kursten Anderson: 

Below please find New York State’s comments on the potential environmental impacts of the 
Department of Homeland Security’s (DHS) proposed action to close the Plum Island Animal 
Disease Center (PIADC). The draft Environmental Assessment (EA) should address the 
following: 

- Whether there are chemical or petroleum tanks, either Underground Storage tanks or 
aboveground storage tanks which will need to be properly closed. 

- Whether hazardous substances have been released to the environment (e.g., soil, soil 
vapor or groundwater) and DHS plans to test for contaminants in the environment and 
address any unacceptable levels of contamination this is found. 

- The potential for the Plum Island Light Station to have lead contamination in surficial soil 
because of chipping and painting. If the Light Station is included in the EA, the potential 
for lead contamination should be addressed. 

- Implementation of the Federal Facilities Compliance Act, along with provisions of the 
other federal statutes evaluated in the draft EA. 

- Identification of the buildings and WMAs that must be decontaminated, including but not 
limited to 101, 102, 111, and 257. A discussion of decommissioning and 
decontamination of the wastewater treatment system must also be included in the EA. 

- Plans to secure the dangerous and crumbling battery areas. 
- Information regarding the closure requirements of Part 750-2.11 of the SPDES permit. 
- Any proposed impacts, along with required mitigation measures, to ecological resources 

on the Island as a result of the closure and decontamination activities. This would 
include an analysis of any impacts to endangered species. 

With regards to the historic aspects of Plum Island’s infrastructure, we recommend undertaking 
a Phase IA/IB archaeological investigation of the Area of Potential Effects to assist in the 
identification of archaeological sites and any Phase II archaeological investigations that are 
warranted. While most of Plum Island is listed on the National Register of Historic Places, 
including the Fort Terry Historic District and the Plum Island Light Station, there is no 
comprehensive architectural survey of the Plum Island Animal Detention Facility. We suggest 

https://750-2.11
mailto:kursten.anderson@aecom.com


   
      

 
   

  
 

  
 

   
 

  
  

 
    
   

 
   

 
 

  
  

 
 

      
   

  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

       
      

 
 
 
 
 
 

  
  
 

that the EA include a Plum Island Animal Detention Facility architectural survey to help clarify 
our understanding of the historic resources of Plum Island. 
For example, the EA should provide an inventory and map identifying all remaining existing 
assets including those that will be decommissioned/decontaminated and those that will not, as 
well as any disposal locations or other locations that would inform future actions on the island. A 
similar inventory and map can show all remaining assets and/or features that were present on 
the island prior to DHS use, including any remaining military infrastructure, equipment, or 
training sites (i.e.: firing ranges). A baseline map of ecological conditions including location and 
extent of both native communities and invasive species, including species type where known, 
would be particularly helpful. 
In response to the assessment of environmental conditions on Plum Island, and as a result of 
DHS’s decommissioning activities, we anticipate that DHS will undertake the following actions 
as part of its decommissioning efforts: 

- Post decontamination sampling to identify that the decontamination was successful. 
- Removal from the island of all waste from decontamination and decommissioning of 

buildings and assets, and all solid and hazardous waste. 
- Removal and appropriate disposal of all devices used in laboratories and buildings once 

decontaminated. 
- Securing all buildings following decontamination and removal of assets and waste in 

order to prevent access by unauthorized visitors. 
- Properly decommissioning all wells in accordance with DEC’s Water Supply Well 

Decommissioning specifications. 

NYSDEC staff stand ready to work with DHS on closure activities. Please feel free to contact 
Thomas Hisgen, Deputy Director of Federal Affairs, if you require any additional assistance or 
the name/contact information for NYSDEC staff who manage a specific program area. 

Sincerely, 

Katharine Petronis, Dereth Glance, 
Deputy Commissioner Deputy Commissioner 

cc: Thomas Hisgen 
Cathy Haas 



 

Anderson, Kursten 

From: Schroeder, Gwynn 
Sent: Friday, March 11, 2022 4:40 PM 
To: Anderson, Kursten 
Cc: Krupski, Al; Stark, Catherine; Stype, John 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Comments on the Pending Plum Island EA 
Attachments: 220311_SC Leg Comments EA PI.pdf 

Good Afternoon, 

Please see the attached comments from the Suffolk County Legislature. 

Best, 

Gwynn Schroeder 
Legislative Aide 
Office of Al Krupski 
Suffolk County Legislator 
1st District 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:  This message contains information that is privileged or confidential and is 
the property of the Suffolk County Legislature. It is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to 
which it is addressed. If you are not the intended recipient, you are not authorized to read, print, retain, 
copy, disseminate, or use this message or any part thereof; and you must notify the sender immediately 
and delete all copies of the original message. 
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SUFFOLK COUNTY LEGISLATURE 
Legislator Al Krupski 

1st District 

Boards & Commissions Committees 
Public Works, Transportation & Energy Agriculture & Farmland Protection Board 
Environmental, Planning & Agriculture Farmland Committee 
Budget & Finance Environment Trust Review Board (ETRB) 

Soil & Water Conservation District 

VIA EMAIL 

March 11, 2022 

Kursten Anderson 
PIADAC Closure 
10 Patewood Drive 
Building 6, Ste. 500 
Greenville, SC 29615 
kursten.anderson@aecom.com 

Dear Ms. Anderson: 

Thank you for the notice pertaining to the closure of the Plum Island Animal Disease Center 
(PIADC), which was received the Clerk of the Suffolk County Legislature. 
The Suffolk County Legislature has a strong interest in being consulted regarding the future of 
Plum Island, and the preparation of an Environmental Assessment. 

However, the notice is narrowly focused on the major lab buildings, two of the Fort Terry buildings 
not included in the PIADC Historic District, and the Orient Point facility, which is vital for the 
ferry connection to Plum Island from the Long Island mainland. Given the Suffolk County 
Legislature’s interest in Plum Island concerns the entire island, including its tremendous 
biodiversity and wildlife habitats, as well as the island’s rich cultural and historic assets, we believe 
the Environment Assessment should consider the impacts of the closure of PIADC to the entire 
island and all its components. 

There is strong interest in the future of Plum Island among people and state/local/tribal 
governments throughout the Southern New England region. We hope that the Federal Government 
will clarify its processes and engage communities in a broader dialogue about the island’s future 
than your notice implies. There are numerous aspects of Plum Island and its structures that need 
to be examined and discussed. The island is a unique treasure, the permanent preservation of which 
we fully support for a number of reasons, including benefits to the region’s people, economy, and 
terrestrial and marine environments. 

423 Griffing Ave – Suite2, Riverhead, New York 11901 – (631) 852-3200 – fax (631) 852-3203 
Email: al.krupski@suffolkcountyny.org 

mailto:kursten.anderson@aecom.com
mailto:al.krupski@suffolkcountyny.org


             
  

 

 
 
 
 

  
 

 
 

 
 
 

     
                

 
 
 

     
     

 
 
 

     
          

 
 

     
                

 
 

     
          

 
 

     
            

 
 

     
             

 
 

     
           

 
 

     
               

_____________________________________ 

_____________________________________ 

The Suffolk County Legislature looks forward to further opportunities to provide input regarding 
Plum Island’s future. 

Sincerely, 

_____________________________________ 
Legislator Al Krupski, LD #1 

_____________________________________ 
Steven J. Flotteron, Deputy Presiding Officer 
LD #11 

_____________________________________ 
Legislator James F. Mazzarella, LD #3 

_____________________________________ 
Legislator Kara Hahn, LD #5 

_____________________________________ 
Legislator Dominick S. Thorne, LD #7 

_____________________________________ 
Legislator Samuel Gonzalez, LD #9 

_____________________________________ 
Legislator Leslie Kennedy, LD #12 

_____________________________________ 
Legislator Jason A. Richberg, LD #15 

Legislator Tom Donnelly, LD #17 
_____________________________________ 

Kevin J. McCaffrey, Presiding Officer 
LD #14 

_____________________________________ 
Legislator Bridget Fleming, LD #2 

_____________________________________ 
Legislator Nicholas J. Caracappa, LD #4 

_____________________________________ 
Legislator Sarah S. Anker, LD #6 

Legislator Trish Bergin, LD #10 

Legislator Anthony Piccirillo, LD #8 

_____________________________________ 

_____________________________________ 
Legislator Robert Trotta, LD #13 

_____________________________________ 
Legislator Manuel Esteban Sr., LD #16 

_____________________________________ 
Legislator Stephanie Bontempi, LD #18 

423 Griffing Ave – Suite2, Riverhead, New York 11901 – (631) 852-3200 – fax (631) 852-3203 
Email: al.krupski@suffolkcountyny.org 

mailto:al.krupski@suffolkcountyny.org


 
   

 
  

 

Anderson, Kursten 

From: Gwynn Schroeder 
Sent: Wednesday, March 9, 2022 8:27 PM 
To: Anderson, Kursten 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Plum Island Environmental Assessment. 
Attachments: 220309_NFAS_PI EA_001.pdf 

Ms. Anderson, 

Please see the attached comments from North Fork Audubon Society. 

Best, 

Gwynn Schroeder 
Vice President 
North Fork Audubon Society 
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North Fork 
AUDUBON SOCIE'I'Y 

PO Box 862, Greenport, NY 1 1 944 . NorthForkAudubon.org 

VIA EMAIL 

Much9,2022 

Kursten Anderson 
PIADAC Closure 
10 Patewood Drive 
Building 6, Ste. 500 
Greenville, SC 29615 
kursten.anderson@aecom.com 

Dear Ms. Anderson: 

On behalfofthe North Fork Audubon Society, I write to express the organization's strong 

interest in being consulted regarding the future of Plum Island, and the preparation ofan 
Environmental Assessment (EA). 

NFAS a local chapter of National Audubon, headquartered in the Hamlet ofGreenport in the 

Town of Southold, home to Plum Island. Our mission is "Connecting People with Nature". 

We have read the notice for the EA that will be prepared for the decommissioning of Plum 

Island, and find it is narrowly focused on the major lab buildings, two ofthe Fort Terry buildings 
not included in the PIADC Historic District, and the Orient Point facility, which is vital for the 

ferry connection to Plum Island from the Long Island mainland. 

Our interest in Plum Island concems the entire island, including its tremendous biodiversity and 

wildlife habitats. We are particularly interested in seeing it preserved for the wildlife it supports, 

including the over 100 species ofbirds that have been documented on and around the island. 

The island's rich cultural and historic assets, and we believe the EA should consider the impacts 

ofthe closure of PIADC to the entire island and all its components. 

There is strong interest in the future of Plum Island among people and state/local/tribal 
govemments throughout the Southem New England region. We hope that the Federal 

Govemment wilt clarifu its processes and engage communities in a broader dialogue about the 

island's future than your notice implies. There are numerous aspects ofPlum Island and its 

mailto:kursten.anderson@aecom.com
https://NorthForkAudubon.org


structures that need to be examined and discussed. The island is a unique treasure, the permanent 
preservation of which we fully support for a number ofreasons, including benefits to the region's 
people, economy, and terrestrial and marine environments. 

North Fork Audubon Society looks forward to further opportunities to provide input regarding 
Plum Island's future. 

zcsl 
Peggy Lauber 
President 



 
 

 

 

 

Anderson, Kursten 

From: 
Sent: Thursday, March 10, 2022 6:40 AM 
To: Anderson, Kursten 
Cc: 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] PIADC Closure 

VIA EMAIL 

March 10, 2022 

Kursten Anderson 

PIADAC Closure 

10 Patewood Drive 

Building 6, Ste. 500 

Greenville, SC 29615 

kursten.anderson@aecom.com 

Dear Ms. Anderson: 

On behalf of the North Fork Environmental Council, I write to express the organization’s strong 

interest in being consulted regarding the future of Plum Island, and the preparation of an 

Environmental Assessment (EA). 

Founded in 1972, North Fork Environmental Council is a non-profit organization located in 

Southold Town, home to Plum Island.  . 

We have read the notice for the EA that will be prepared for the decommissioning of Plum 

Island, and find it is narrowly focused on the major lab buildings, two of the Fort Terry buildings 

not included in the PIADC Historic District, and the Orient Point facility, which is vital for the 

ferry connection to Plum Island from the Long Island mainland. 

Our interest in Plum Island concerns the entire island, including its tremendous biodiversity and 

wildlife habitats. We are particularly interested in seeing it preserved for the wildlife it supports, 

including the over 100 species of birds that have been documented on and around the island. 

The island’s rich cultural and historic assets, and we believe the EA should consider the impacts 

of the closure of PIADC to the entire island and all its components. 
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There is strong interest in the future of Plum Island among people and state/local/tribal 

governments throughout the Southern New England region. We hope that the Federal 

Government will clarify its processes and engage communities in a broader dialogue about the 

island’s future than your notice implies. There are numerous aspects of Plum Island and its 

structures that need to be examined and discussed. The island is a unique treasure, the permanent 

preservation of which we fully support for a number of reasons, including benefits to the region’s 

people, economy, and terrestrial and marine environments. 

The Suffolk County Legislature looks forward to further opportunities to provide input regarding 

Plum Island’s future. 

Sincerely, 

Susan MacKenzie 

President 
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Via email: cc: 

Anderson, Kursten 

From: Marian Lindberg 
Sent: Thursday, March 10, 2022 12:21 PM 
To: Sale, Claire 
Cc: Anderson, Kursten; Gregory Jacob 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Plum Island Environmental Assessment Scoping 

Claire Sale 
AECOM 
2000 K Street, Suite 800, Washington, DC 20006 

Dear Ms. Sale: 

The Nature Conservancy submits these comments in response to the notice about an Environmental 
Assessment (EA) of the impending closure of the Plum Island Animal Disease Center (PIADC). 

Since 2008, The Nature Conservancy has been studying the biodiversity, history, and restoration needs 
of Plum Island and advocating for the island’s long-term preservation. With Save the Sound, the 
Conservancy sponsored two years of stakeholder meetings culminating in a 2020 report, Envision Plum 
Island, urging a mixture of post-PIADC uses, including wildlife preservation, historic preservation, 
commemoration of the use of the island by indigenous peoples, guided public access, and 
education/research. In 2019, the Conservancy commissioned an appraisal of the island and Orient Point 
parcel from LandVest, a firm with expertise in determining the market value of islands, which appraisal 
has been provided to the General Services Administration. The Conservancy also helped arrange for 
assessments of the biodiversity of the island by the New York Natural Heritage Program, such as this 
2016 report. Our own analysis found that Plum Island ranks 99.48% in terrestrial physical variety within 
New York State. 

Considering the above, it is difficult to focus solely on the aspects of Plum Island named in the notice: 
the major lab buildings, waste management areas (WMAs), two Fort Terry buildings not included in the 
PIADC Historic District, and the nine-acre Orient Point parcel. These features cannot reasonably be 
separated from the island as a whole, its 25 different natural communities, and the important habitat 
and water quality roles the island plays in a much larger coastal ecosystem consisting of islands, 
mainland coastal areas, and surrounding waterbodies (including two national estuaries). 

Moreover, Congress and the General Services Administration have indicated their expectation that the 
Department of Homeland Security (DHS) Plum Island holdings will be transferred as one unit when the 
time comes, underscoring the need to evaluate closure activities as they affect the whole island, 
including transportation to and from the mainland. 

Presumably the active lab buildings, WMAs, supporting Fort Terry buildings, and mainland ferry terminal 
are called out in the notice because they are the human-operated parts of the island the status of which 
will change when the PIADC closes and completes its move to Kansas. A logical scoping question is: how 
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can the final clean-up of the waste management areas and lab buildings, including any appropriate 
groundwater and soil monitoring, be accomplished in ways that cause minimum adverse impacts on 
the greater Plum Island environment? This should include a commitment by DHS to leave the island in a 
safe state suitable for public access. 

We would like to point out that the two Fort Terry buildings, #13 and #38, may not have been included 
in the Historic District due to their alteration, but DHS’s recent application for listing Fort Terry on the 
National Register of Historic Places states as follows: “Two of the buildings (Building 13, Tailor Shop and 
Building 38, Quarter Master’s Workshop) have been in continuous use by the Departments of 
Agriculture and Homeland Security and are in the best physical condition.” (page 28) (emphasis added) 

Accordingly, the two buildings may prove useful in the future as field stations, classrooms, offices, or 
other types of storage or meeting spaces depending on the nature of the re-use of Plum Island. Any 
discussion of the impacts of retaining the two Fort Terry buildings versus demolishing them should 
include the question: Is there a likely future use for buildings 13 and 38 weighing in favor of their 
retention? 

We also note that the Orient Point parcel, with its parking and docking areas, is a critical part of the 
Plum Island complex in order to maintain ferry service between Plum Island and the Long Island 
mainland. In the short-term, some management of invasive species (to maintain species diversity in the 
natural areas and preserve rare plants) and maintenance of buildings in the Historic District (especially 
the elimination of roof holes) are needed as soon as possible. In the long-term, the island will likely be 
opened to visitation by researchers, educators, and members of the public for recreation and 
educational purposes.  Any discussion of the future of the Orient Point parcel should include 
consideration of the need for ferry access for both short-term and long-term reasons, especially given 
that the Connecticut docking area is leased by the federal government, not owned, and the lease will 
likely terminate in connection with the PIADC closure. 

There is strong interest in the future of Plum Island among people, organizations, and state/local/tribal 
governments in New York and New England as demonstrated by the strength of the Preserve Plum 
Island Coalition, https://www.preserveplumisland.org/ The EA ought to acknowledge this interest and 
14 years of advocacy to preserve the island following PIADC closure. The Nature Conservancy looks 
forward to further opportunities to provide input regarding this unique place. 

Please address any correspondence to both me and my colleague, Gregory Jacob, 
gregory.jacob@tnc.org. 

Sincerely, 
Marian Lindberg 

If you plan to print this email, please use paper from sustainably managed forests. 

Marian E. Lindberg, J.D. The Nature Conservancy 

Conservation Specialist New York 

mlindberg@tnc.org 142 Sag Harbor Turnpike 
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PO Box 5125 

East Hampton, NY 11937 

nature.org 

Information and any attachments contained in this electronic communication may be legally privileged, confidential, or 
exempt from disclosure. The communication is only for the individual(s) to whom it is addressed. If you are not an 
intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any review, release, retransmission, copying, dissemination or other 
use of the material is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify the sender and 
permanently delete the material and destroy any printed copies. Receipt by anyone other than the intended recipient 
is not a waiver of any attorney-client, attorney work product, or other privileges. 
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Anderson, Kursten 

From: Louise Harrison 
Sent: Tuesday, March 15, 2022 9:28 AM 
To: Anderson, Kursten 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Fwd:  Scoping Comments BOUNCED - EA for PIADC 

Closure Activities, Plum Island, New York 

Louise Harrison 
New York Natural Areas Coordinator 

Save the Sound 
P.O. Box 1851 
Southold, NY 11971 

www.savethesound.org 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Louise Harrison 
Date: Mar 14, 2022 9:12 AM 
Subject: Scoping Comments BOUNCED - EA for PIADC Closure Activities, Plum Island, New York 
To: kursten.anderson@aecomm.com 
Cc: 

Dear Ms. Anderson, 

Save the Sound’s comments on the scoping for the EA on the closure activities at Plum Island, New York, 
emailed to you on Friday, March 11, 2022, at 1:06 p.m., were not accepted by your server (please see 
notice, below). We wished you to receive our comments by the deadline shown in the Public Notice 
published in the Suffolk Times on January 27, 2022. 

As the rejection by your organization’s server was outside our control, we hope you will accept the 
comments today. Please advise. 

Regards, 
Louise Harrison 

From: Microsoft Outlook 
Sent: Saturday, March 12, 2022 1:10 PM 
To: Louise Harrison 
Subject: Undeliverable: Scoping Comments - EA for PIADC Closure Activities, Plum Island, New York 
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Delivery has failed to these recipients or groups: 

kursten.anderson@aecomm.com (kursten.anderson@aecomm.com)
Your message wasn't delivered. Despite repeated attempts to deliver your message, the 
recipient's email system refused to accept a connection from your email system. 

Contact the recipient by some other means (by phone, for example) and ask them to tell 
their email admin that it appears that their email system is refusing connections from 
your email server. Give them the error details shown below. It's likely that the recipient's 
email admin is the only one who can fix this problem. 

For Email Admins 
No connection could be made because the target computer actively refused it. This 
usually results from trying to connect to a service that is inactive on the remote host -
that is, one with no server application running. For more information and tips to fix this 
issue see this article: https://go.microsoft.com/fwlink/?LinkId=389361 
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March 11, 2022 

Kursten Anderson 
PIADC Closure 
10 Patewood Drive, Bldg 6, Suite 500 
Greenville, South Carolina 29615 
Kursten.anderson@aecom.com 

Dear Ms. Anderson: 

We are writing in response to the “Public Notice of Environmental Assessment for the Closure 
Activities of Plum Island, New York, and Public Scoping,” published in the Suffolk Times on 
January 27, 2022. We write to urge you to do a thorough evaluation of the cleanup and 
contamination issues associated with the closure of the Plum Island Animal Disease Center 
(PIADC) and to address the shortcomings of your previous EIS in addressing this subject. Save 
the Sound is concerned about the Department of Homeland Security’s (DHS) decontamination 
procedure because, despite the fact that the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
recommended they do so, DHS failed to specifically and adequately detail their plans to clean 
up contamination associated with the PIADC. DHS’s vague assessment of the potential 
environmental impact of the departure from Plum Island leaves Save the Sound concerned 
about the future of the island and the many species that rely on it for their preservation. Save 
the Sound requests clarification on DHS’s decontamination procedures so that there may be a 
more accurate analysis of the environmental impacts. 

The EA’s scope, as forecasted in the notices, limited to buildings and previously identified waste 
management areas, should be expanded. The potential effects of closure, decontamination, 
and withdrawal of assets from service addressed in the EA should not be confined only to those 
specific areas, but also should include impacts on other island areas, including those used for 
staging sites for equipment, transportation of waste and other materials over roadways, and 
areas potentially exposed not only to contaminants, but also to combustion by‐products and 
other emissions affecting air, waterways, and habitats. As only one example, during cleanup, 
transportation routes across the island may receive more truck and heavy machinery traffic 
than has been experienced on Plum Island in many decades, potentially interfering with now‐
established breeding behavior and habitats of numerous species of conservation concern. 

We respectfully request plans for the subsequent safe transport of viruses, vaccines, and other 
materials to the National Agro and Bio‐Defense Facility in Manhattan, Kansas, to be outlined in 
sufficient detail to ensure clear understanding, while also protecting national security. 

Plum Island serves as a biodiversity hub for an array of endangered and threatened species. 
Beyond its ecological value, Plum is a cultural and historical site that was available to 

P.O. Box 1850 | Southold, New York 11971 | 631‐428‐1315 
900 Chapel Street, Upper Mezzanine | New Haven, Connecticut 06510 | 203‐787‐0646 

1385 Boston Post Road, Second Floor | Larchmont, New York 10538 | 914‐381‐3140 | www.savethesound.org 

www.savethesound.org
mailto:Kursten.anderson@aecom.com
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Indigenous people of the region, particularly the Montauketts, for thousands of years, and has 
served the United States as a coastal artillery post, the site of Fort Terry, established in 1897, 
and the location of world‐class animal disease research and vaccine development. We urge DHS 
to expand its upcoming decommissioning and cleanup environmental impact evaluation to 
encompass the all activity/exposure areas of Plum Island and its surrounding waters. 

In January 2009, the DHS decided to relocate PIADC to Manhattan, Kansas, and prepared an EIS 
in connection with an intended sale of the island. Save the Sound offered specific comments on 
the initial environmental impact statement. Our organization emphasized the important 
government interests in protecting endangered or threatened species, safeguarding habitats, 
and maintaining the island’s role as both a historical site and as a Long Island Sound 
Stewardship site. 

Plum Island contains one of the highest concentrations of rare plants in New York, is host to at 
least 111 species of greatest conservation need, is an offshore landmass where 228 bird species 
have been sighted, and is surrounded by pristine New York State waters hosting high marine 
biodiversity, including the presence of several federally listed threatened or endangered marine 
species. Save the Sound requests assurance that ecologically sensitive assets, such as rare 
plants, significant ecological communities, and wildlife will be considered in the process of 
decontamination and closure. 

Save the Sound believed the earlier EIS was fundamentally flawed in at least six ways: (a) the 
statute was misinterpreted as requiring a sale of the entirety of the island to the single highest 
bidder; (b) it failed to consider important government interests and programs regarding Plum 
Island’s wildlife and conservation; (c) there was not adequate consideration of alternatives, 
such as a conservation sale of part of Plum Island; (d) there was a failure to consult and rely 
upon appropriate federal agencies with respect to endangered species, coastal management, 
and cleanup; (e) there was a failure to engage in consistency determinations with appropriate 
states under the CZMA; and (f) the decision was based on inadequate ecological data and 
failed to detail how the facility would be cleaned up. Items d through f are relevant to the 
current scoping process. 

The Government filed a motion to dismiss Save the Sound’s case. On January 11, 2018, Judge 
Hurley of the Eastern District of New York denied the motion and ruled the case could proceed. 

In August 2018, GSA filed a notice in the Federal Register announcing their intent to perform a 
Supplementary Environmental Impact Statement with respect to certain aspects of the sale. 
This included (a) a four seasons biological inventory, (b) USFWS activities, (c) the Town of 
Southold zoning of Plum Island, (d) completion by DHS of a Conseptual Site Model, a descriptive 
interpretation of Plum Island’s environmental condition, (e) ongoing environmental 
remediation and mission closure activities by DHS, (f) Army Corps activity undertaken under 
the Formerly Used Defense Site program, (g) progress by DHS under Section 110 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act and (h) more definitive dates for the transfer of Plum Island. 
Items e, f, and g are relevant to the current scoping process. 
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After the notice was filed, the parties filed a motion with the court to suspend the case pending 
the new SEIS, provided that either party could re‐open the case if, after the SEIS, there 
remained a dispute. 

The first thing that the agency must do is to address the scope of the proposed EA. The notice 
states, “DHS is preparing an EA to analyze the potential environmental impacts associated with 
DHS actions to close operations at PIADC (proposed action). The EA will address the potential 
impacts to the environment by the Proposed Action that entails [sic] the activities associated 
with the closure of PIADC through the Plum Island Closure and Support (PICS) Program during 
and after the science mission transfer to the NBAF facility.” 

On its face, this language does not address the eventual transfer or sale of the island out of 
DHS’s hands, which would be effectuated by GSA, but narrowly addresses the environmental 
impacts from closure. Thus, this would seem to implicate the issues raised by Save the Sound 
previously regarding the nature and extent of the cleanup. 

Particularly, for the previous DEIS and EIS, the EPA, as cooperating agency, raised several 
concerns with the DEIS’ failure to address “the clean‐up process as it relates to the research 
facility and potential biological contamination.” (Judith A. Enck and H. Curtis Spalding, 
Comment on DEIS, Environmental Protection Agency, at 5 (October 9, 2012).) The EPA stated: 
“there is a lack of detailed information pertaining to contamination associated with the historic 
uses of the island, including military activities and biological research.” Id. The EPA “rated the 
DEIS ‘EC‐2‐ Environmental Concerns‐Insufficient Information’ in accordance with the EPA’s 
national rating system.” Id. EPA offered specific guidance for how [DHS and EPA] could remedy 
the deficient DEIS: “The FEIS should detail the specific components of the clean‐up, what each 
component will achieve, and how the process will ensure the safety of future potential 
inhabitants of the island.” Id. The EPA even offered to assist [DHS and GSA] in addressing these 
concerns: “As a cooperating agency for this project, EPA staff remain available to the extent 
our resources allow to help GSA as it works to respond to issues raised in our comments.” Id. 
The new EA and EIS must thoroughly consider and address all of these issues. 

Again, we understand the Notice to narrowly address the closure and the cleanup of specific 
buildings. To the extent that DHS intends to address issues above and beyond those narrow 
issues, such as the sale of the island, the potential conservation of the island, endangered 
species, coastal consistency, and ecological evaluations of fauna and flora, Save the Sound 
incorporates all of the previous concerns raised in the previous scoping, DEIS, and EIS 
processes, as addressed in our complaint (attached) and in their comments submitted in those 
proceedings. 

As an additional matter, it appears Save the Sound was not specifically notified of the new 
scoping process regarding the PIADC closure. Indeed, all parties that commented in the original 
EIS should have had been sent specific notice of this new process as both involved the closure 
and cleanup (although the first involved considerably more). The August 2018 notice of intent 
to Prepare an SEIS stated, “When the scoping process is initiated, a notice will be posted in the 
Federal Register and sent to interested parties including those who commented on the prior 
NEPA process that concluded with the issuance of the ROD dated August 29, 2013.” (Emphasis 
added). It seems Save the Sound got no such notice and we suspect other commenters failed to 
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get such notice as well. Our staff checks the Federal Register daily and has not seen the scoping 
notice posted either by DHS or GSA. 

Save the Sound looks forward to further opportunities to provide input regarding Plum Island’s 
future. 

Sincerely, 

Louise Harrison 
New York Natural Areas Coordinator 

Attachment: 2016 Connecticut Fund for the Environment, d/b/a/ Save the Sound, et al. Complaint 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
EASTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 

CONNECTICUT FUND FOR THE 
ENVIRONMENT, INC., d/b/a SAVE THE SOUND, 
SOUNDKEEPER, INC., PECONIC BAYKEEPER, 
GROUP FOR THE EAST END, RUTH ANN 
BRAMSON, JOHN POTTER, JOHN TURNER, 

Plaintiffs, 

v. 

UINITED STATES GENERAL SERVICES 
ADMINISTRATION, UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY, 
DENISE TURNER ROTH, in her official capacity as 
ADMINISTRATOR OF THE U.S. GENERAL 
SERVICES ADMINISTRATION, and JEH JOHNSON, 
in his official capacity as SECRETARY OF THE U.S. 
DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY, 

Defendants. 

16cv03791Case No. ____________ 

COMPLAINT FOR 
DECLARATORY AND 
INJUNCTIVE RELIEF 

Plaintiffs Save the Sound, a program of Connecticut Fund for the Environment (“Save the 

Sound”), Soundkeeper, Inc. (“Soundkeeper”), Peconic Baykeeper, Group for the East End, Ruth 

Ann Bramson, John Potter, and John Turner (collectively the “Plaintiffs”) bring this action for 

declaratory and injunctive relief following the failure of the U.S. General Services 

Administration (“GSA”) and the U.S Department of Homeland Security (“DHS”) (collectively 

the “Joint Lead Agencies” or “Defendants”) to comply with the National Environmental Policy 

Act, 42 U.S.C. § 4321, et seq. (“NEPA”), the Endangered Species Act, 16 U.S.C. 1531, et seq. 

(“ESA”), the Consolidated Security, Disaster, Assistance and Continuing Appropriations Act of 

2009, Pub. L. No. 110-329, (“Appropriations Act”), the Consolidated Appropriations Act of 
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2012, Pub. L. No. 112-74, and the Coastal Zone Management Act, 16 U.S.C. 1451, et seq. 

(“CZMA), in recommending the unconditional sale of Plum Island. 

INTRODUCTION 

1. Plum Island, a small island off the coast of Long Island, New York, has been 

owned by the federal government since 1826.  First operated as a coastal artillery post, from 

1954 to the present it has been a research facility for animal diseases.  Because of these federal 

research facility operations, access to Plum Island has been extremely limited, with human 

activity on the 840-acre island largely restricted to approximately 170 acres. 

2. The remaining 670 acres has naturally developed into a unique and extraordinary 

de facto nature preserve that is home to several federal endangered species, has a critical 

ecological link to Long Island Sound and the marine species that inhabit it, and serves as habitat 

for over 200 species of birds. Plum Island’s undisturbed habitat includes 196 acres of upland 

forest, 96 acres of freshwater wetlands, and 101 acres of a beach/dune system. 

3. In January 2009, however, the DHS decided to relocate its animal disease 

research facilities, known as the Plum Island Animal Disease Center (“PIADC”) to Manhattan, 

Kansas, and prepared to sell Plum Island.  In preparation for this relocation, Defendant prepared 

an Environmental Impact Statement (“EIS”) for the sale of the PIADC and Plum Island, and 

ultimately issued its final decision to move forward with an unfettered sale of the island to the 

highest bidder in a Record of Decision (“ROD”). 

4. The EIS process was fundamentally flawed in at least six ways.  First, Defendants 

misconstrued their statutory directive, interpreting their authority to only permit a public auction 

of the entirety of Plum Island to the highest bidder, thereby necessarily excluding a conservation 

sale from their alternatives analysis.  Second, Defendants violated NEPA by failing to consider 
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important government interests and programs in arriving at its decision, such as the protection of 

federally-listed and state-listed endangered and threatened species, compliance with New York 

and Connecticut coastal consistency determinations, and the adverse economic impacts of a 

potential sale of Plum Island.  Third, Defendants violated NEPA by failing to adequately 

consider alternatives to a public auction to the highest bidder, such as a bifurcated sale of 

discrete parcels or a single unitary sale with conservation easements attached to the property or 

conservation of those parts not supporting the PIADC operations, even though such alternatives 

were repeatedly suggested to them.  Fourth, Defendants violated NEPA by failing to consult with 

and rely upon the expertise of the appropriate federal agencies with respect to endangered 

species, coastal zone and environmental cleanup.  Fifth, Defendants violated NEPA and the 

CZMA by failing to engage in consistency determinations with the appropriate state agencies.  

Sixth, Defendants violated NEPA by basing their decision on inadequate ecological data and 

failed to detail how they would clean up contamination associated with the PIADC. 

5. Defendants issued this EIS notwithstanding the fact that they were made aware of 

each of these flaws through repeated comments from state agencies, other federal agencies and 

non-profit organizations. 

6. Defendants’ ill-considered decision to sell Plum Island, and the fundamentally-

flawed EIS supporting that decision, threaten the continued existence of the endangered species 

that inhabit Plum Island, the ecology of the Long Island Sound, and violate numerous Federal 

laws. 

7. In light of these violations, Plaintiffs respectfully request that this Court invalidate 

Defendants’ decision to sell the entirety of Plum Island at public auction, as well as the EIS and 

ROD supporting that decision, and enjoin the Defendants from selling Plum Island. 
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THE PARTIES 

8. Plaintiff Connecticut Fund for the Environment, Inc. (“CFE”) d/b/a Save the 

Sound is a 501(c)(3) not-for-profit corporation founded in 1978 and incorporated under the laws 

of the State of Connecticut, with principal place of business at 142 Temple Street, Suite 305, 

New Haven, CT 06510, and a New York office located at 545 Tompkins Avenue, 3rd Floor, 

Mamaroneck, NY 10543. 

9. Save the Sound was formed in 1972 as the Long Island Sound Taskforce to 

Preserve and Protect the Sound. In 2004, Save the Sound merged with, and is now a program of, 

CFE. CFE is registered to do business in Connecticut and New York State as Save the Sound. 

10. Save the Sound’s primary purpose is to conserve and enhance the biological 

integrity of Connecticut’s and New York’s air, land, and water resources, including Long Island 

Sound, its shores and its islands. Save the Sound’s primary strategic goal is to protect and 

support wildlife, recreation and clean water in critical natural areas by, among other measures, 

(1) protecting our last, great open spaces from over-development, (2) preserving 

important coastal and island habitats, (3) ensuring that all residents are able to access and enjoy 

the Sound, and (4) preserving natural dunes and marshes to help protect shoreline communities 

from future storms and sea level rise. 

11. Save the Sound uses legal and scientific expertise, advocacy, and education in 

furtherance of its purpose to achieve results that benefit the environment for current and future 

generations. 

12. Save the Sound represents approximately 3,500 member households, many of 

whom use and enjoy Long Island Sound, its shores, and its islands—including Plum Island.  

Many of Save the Sound’s members live on or near Long Island Sound, and enjoy, or recreate in 
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these waters, including but not limited to commercial or recreational fishing and boating, 

swimming, and other recreational and commercial activity.  Save the Sound’s members share a 

common concern about the quality of Long Island Sound, the surrounding waters and shores, and 

the wildlife that depends on both. 

13. Plaintiff Soundkeeper, Inc. (“Soundkeeper”) is a member-supported, not-for-

profit organization, formed under the laws of the State of Connecticut, with its principal place of 

business at 7 Edgewater Place, Norwalk, CT 06855.  Soundkeeper was founded in 1987 by the 

shellfishing and fisheries communities to combat the progressive pollution and destruction of 

habitat in the Sound. Soundkeeper is dedicated to the protection and enhancement of the 

biological, physical, and chemical integrity of Long Island Sound and its watershed.  

Soundkeeper’s members use and enjoy the waters of Long Island Sound to fish, recreationally 

and commercially, sail, boat, kayak, swim, birdwatch, photograph, view wildlife and engage in 

nature study and scientific study, among other activities.  Many of Soundkeeper’s members live 

on or near the Long Island Sound. 

14. Plaintiff Peconic Baykeeper is a 501(c)(3) not-for-profit organization with its 

principal place of business at 10 Old Country Road, Quogue, NY 11959.  Peconic Baykeeper 

was founded in 1998 and is dedicated to conserving, protecting and restoring the Peconic Bay 

Estuary. Peconic Baykeeper works actively with civic groups, baymen, businesses, children, and 

the community at large to protect and restore water quality and Long Island’s watershed 

ecosystems.  Peconic Baykeeper’s members live and work in the area around the Peconic 

Estuary. The sustainability of local watersheds like the Peconic Estuary depends in large part on 

the health of surrounding watersheds, like those surrounding Plum Island.   
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15. Plaintiff Group for the East End (the “Group”) is a professionally staffed, 

member-supported, not-for-profit conservation advocacy and education organization formed 

under the laws of the State of New York, with its principal place of business at 54895 Main 

Road, Southold, New York 11971. Group for the East End was founded in 1972 by a diverse 

community of regional stakeholders including local residents, seasonal residents, farmers and 

baymen in response to an onslaught of development that threatened to destroy Eastern Long 

Island’s rich natural and cultural heritage, as well as its local economy, which depends on the 

environmental health and renowned scenic beauty of the region.  The Group’s mission is to 

protect and restore the natural resources of Eastern Long Island and instill a conservation ethic in 

all those who visit and reside there.  Its members live in the five easternmost towns of Long 

Island and frequently use the waters of the eastern Long Island Sound as well as the Peconic and 

Gardiner’s Bays to fish (both recreationally and commercially), sail, boat, kayak, swim, 

birdwatch, photograph, paint, view wildlife and engage in natural and scientific study, among 

other activities. Group for the East End offers hundreds of classroom and field learning 

programs annually, both for the general public and the region’s school districts, focused on 

instilling ecological principals through direct contact with the region’s rich coastal 

environments.   

16. Plaintiff Ruth Ann Bramson is a member of Save the Sound and resides in the 

Town of Southold, New York. Six generations of her family have lived on the North Fork of 

Long Island, owning homes there continuously since 1921.  She first visited Plum Island in 2008, 

and since then has organized community tours of the island.  During her visits, her tour groups 

observe and appreciate the wildlife and woodlands of Plum Island.  She has delivered at least 

twenty lectures regarding the history of Plum Island, including the history of its natural resources 
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and wildlife. Plaintiff Bramson was the lead-author of A World Unto Itself: The Remarkable 

History of Plum Island, New York, which tracks the four-hundred years of Plum Island’s history. 

17. Plaintiff John Potter is a member of Save the Sound and the President of the 

Connecticut/Rhode Island Coastal Fly Fishers and resides in Groton, Connecticut.  As an avid 

salt-water fly fisherman, he spends a significant amount of time fishing in the waters surrounding 

Plum Island, including Plum Gut on the western end and Sluice Way on the eastern end.  These 

areas are considered destination fisheries to salt-water fly fisherman like John Potter and other 

members of the Connecticut/Rhode Island Coastal Fly Fishers.  

18. Plaintiff John Turner is a member of Save the Sound and resides in Massapequa 

Park, New York. He is an environmental professional holding leadership positions at various 

government and environmental organizations, and has worked to safeguard Long Island’s natural 

resources, water quality, wildlife, and coastal habitats.  He is also a natural historian and author 

of a 270-page guide to Long Island’s natural resources entitled “Exploring the Other Island:  A 

Seasonal Nature Guide to Long Island.” He has led several programs dedicated to the natural 

and cultural history of Plum Island.  On a number of occasions he has birded on the waters 

surrounding and on Plum Island. He enjoys observing the hundreds of harbor and gray seals that 

form the largest seal haul-out site in southern New England.     

19. Defendant United States General Services Administration (“GSA”) is an 

administrative agency of the United States Government responsible for the procurement and sale 

of federal facilities and real estate.  DHS acted as a joint lead agency in the decision to sell Plum 

Island. 

20. Defendant U.S. Department of Homeland Security (“DHS”) is an administrative 

agency of the United States Government responsible for protecting the United States from 
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terrorism and other threats, as well as securing and managing the borders of the United States.  

DHS is currently responsible for the safety and security of Plum Island and acted as a joint lead 

agency in the decision to sell Plum Island. 

21. Defendant Denise Turner Roth is the Administrator of GSA and in that capacity 

has final responsibility for actions taken by GSA.  Ms. Turner Roth is sued in her official 

capacity. 

22. Defendant Jeh Johnson is the Secretary of DHS and in that capacity has final 

responsibility for actions taken by DHS. Mr. Johnson is sued in his official capacity. 

STANDING 

23. Plaintiffs’ members live, work, and/or recreate in the communities and waters of 

Long Island Sound, including those surrounding Plum Island. 

24. Among the activities that Plaintiffs’ members engage in are: (a) sailing and 

boating around Plum Island; (b) bird-watching, including participation in bird-count activities on 

Plum Island; (c) fishing in the waters adjacent to Plum Island; (d) marine life watching, 

particularly seal and whale watching; and (e) studying the environmental and structural history 

of the grounds and buildings on Plum Island.  All of these activities will be adversely impacted 

by the proposed sale and anticipated development of Plum Island. 

25. Given the deep appreciation of its members, Save the Sound and its members 

have a direct interest in the preservation of Plum Island. 

26. Save the Sound members have participated in conservation-based land purchases 

and have given money to support conservation-based land purchases.  Its members have 

participated in fund-raising campaigns which have raised hundreds-of-thousands of dollars to 

preserve ecological and historical landmarks.  If there was a conservation sale of Plum Island, 
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Save the Sound members would provide both monetary and non-monetary support for such a 

purchase. 

27. Save the Sound members also regularly visit national parks and conserved lands 

and their vicinity to sail and boat, watch birds, including participating in bird counts, fish, watch 

marine life such as whales and seals, and study and appreciate architectural and historical 

structures and areas. If the option to preserve all or part of the island as a state or federal park 

were studied and adopted in full or in part, Save the Sound members would be able to engage in 

some or all of these activities in and around Plum Island. 

28. Additionally, Save the Sound and its members have been actively involved in 

providing public input during the Scoping Process and preparation of the Draft Environmental 

Impact Statement (“DEIS”) and the Final Environmental Impact Statement (“FEIS”).  They filed 

extensive comments on the proposed sale and the Environmental Impact Statements issued by 

GSA and DHS, in addition to testifying at formal hearings, identifying data gaps and alternative 

scenarios that should have been evaluated pursuant to the requirements of NEPA, the APA, and 

the Appropriations Act. 

29. While Plaintiffs would have considered working on a strategy towards a potential 

purchase of Plum Island in order to preserve this unique ecosystem, Defendants have foreclosed 

that option by misconstruing its legislative directive for a public sale to require an online auction 

to the highest bidder, rather than a full consideration of all available alternatives. 

30. The lack of conservation alternatives will directly harm Ruth Ann Bramson’s 

ability to appreciate Plum Island’s uninhabited stretches of sandy beaches, hundreds of species or 

birds, seals, and other wildlife. Beyond the destruction of the island as a habitat for endangered 

species, the only access road to Plum Island runs directly past her home in Long Island.  If the 

9 
ny-1212161 



 

  

 

 

 

 

 

Case 2:16-cv-03791 Document 1 Filed 07/07/16 Page 10 of 46 PageID #: 10 

entirety of Plum Island is sold to developers, the resulting increase in traffic would harm her and 

her family’s quality of life. 

31. The lack of conservation alternatives will directly harm Group for the East End’s 

ability to continue offering educational programs that rely heavily on the use of the local 

environment as a living laboratory for students as well as deprive the Group’s members of a 

significant source of recreational, aesthetic, and commercial enjoyment and satisfaction. 

32. The lack of conservation alternatives will directly harm Peconic Baykeeper’s 

ability to protect and enjoy local watersheds like the Peconic Estuary from the pollution and 

degradation that would flow from the development of Plum Island.  Peconic Baykeeper’s 

members would be deprived of a significant source of enjoyment and satisfaction.  

33. The lack of conservation alternatives will directly harm John Turner’s ability to 

appreciate the birds, seals, and other wildlife that occupy Plum Island.  He would be deprived of 

a significant source of enjoyment and satisfaction.      

34. The lack of conservation alternatives will directly harm John Potter’s ability to 

fish in the waters surrounding Plum Island.  The development of Plum Island—and attendant 

pollution and traffic—would harm the fisheries surrounding Plum Island, depriving John Potter 

of a significant source of personal enjoyment and satisfaction. 

35. The aesthetic, conservation, recreational, economic, scientific, informational, and 

procedural interests of Plaintiffs and their respective members have been, are being, and, unless 

the relief prayed for herein is granted, will continue to be adversely affected and irreparably 

injured by Defendants’ failure to comply with federal law as described below. 
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JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

36. This Court has original subject matter jurisdiction over this civil action pursuant 

to 28 U.S.C. § 1331 in that this is a civil action involving claims arising under the laws of the 

United States. 

37. Venue is proper in the Eastern District of New York pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 

1391(b)(2) and 28 U.S.C. § 1391(e) in that the property that is the subject of this action is located 

in this district and a substantial portion of the events or omissions giving rise to this action 

occurred in this district. 

PLUM ISLAND 

38. Plum Island is an 840-acre island located approximately 1.5 miles off the 

northeast tip of Orient Point, Long Island, New York. The island is cradled by Long Island 

Sound and Peconic Bay, both of which are federally-designated National Estuaries. 

39. Plum Island is the former home of the U.S. Army’s Fort Terry, which was 

established as a coastal artillery post in 1897 and utilized through World War II.  In 1954, Plum 

Island was transferred to the U.S. Department of Agriculture (“USDA”) to establish a research 

facility for foot-and-mouth disease. In 2003, it was transferred to the DHS, which now oversees 

the safety and security of Plum Island facility operations, while the USDA continues to use the 

Plum Island Animal Disease Center (“PIADC”).  The PIADC is comprised of buildings, 

industrial facilities and equipment, roadways, utilities, a water treatment plant, and specialized 

facilities. The DHS also owns and operates transportation assets and a 9.5-acre facility to 

support PIADC at Orient Point, New York, which includes buildings, utilities, and ferry docking 

facilities. 
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40. The total developed and maintained area of Plum Island comprises approximately 

170 acres. Human activity on Plum Island has largely been restricted to these 170 acres.  This 

includes 35 acres associated with the PIADC and its transportation and support facilities and 

approximately 30 acres associated with the former Fort Terry. 

41. Due to the nature of the PIADC’s mission, access to Plum Island has been limited 

and highly regulated. This relative isolation and lack of human disturbance has allowed the 

resident flora and fauna to develop unmolested.  As such, the vast undeveloped portion of the 

island has been left largely in its natural state. 

42. Plum Island’s undisturbed habitat includes 196 acres of upland forest, 96 acres of 

freshwater wetlands, and 101 acres of a beach/dune system. 

FEDERAL RECOGNITION OF PLUM ISLAND’S ECOLOGICAL VALUE 

43. In 2006, Plum Island was designated a Long Island Sound Stewardship site by the 

Long Island Sound Study, under the authority of the federal Clean Water Act, indicating a strong 

governmental and public interest in the conservation of the undeveloped natural resources of the 

island. 

44. The Stewardship Initiative Atlas identifies Plum Island as “exemplary colonial 

waterbird habitat, including sites that are of national – if not international – significance.”  (Long 

Island Sound Stewardship Initative, 2006 Stewardship Atlas, http://library.rpa.org/pdf/Long-

Island-Sound-Stewardship-Initiative-Atlas.pdf, at 38  (last accessed February 22, 2016).) 

45. Plum Island has also been recognized as an important coastal resource pursuant to 

the Coastal Barrier Resources Act, 16 U.S.C. 3501, et seq, and is included within the Coastal 

Barrier Resources System. 
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46. Based on its designation as a Coastal Barrier Resource Area, certain restrictions 

apply to Federal expenditures in relation to Plum Island.  In particular, no new expenditures or 

financial assistance may be made available under Federal law for any purpose, including the 

construction of any structures or facilities, with limited exceptions.  See 16 U.S.C. § 3504. 

47. The ecological value of Plum Island’s habitats and natural diversity was further 

acknowledged when the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (“USFWS”) designated Plum 

Island as one of the Northeast Coastal Areas Study Significant Coastal Habitat sites.  This 

designation identifies Plum Island as a habitat and area of natural diversity in need of protection 

in southern New England. 

48. The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (“NOAA”), through its 

National Marine Fisheries Service (“NMFS”) program, has designated the Long Island Sound— 

which surrounds the northern, eastern and southern shores of Plum Island—as an “Essential Fish 

Habitat” for at least 45 species. 

PLUM ISLAND’S PLANTS, WILDLIFE, BIRD AND MARINE SPECIES 

49. Plum Island is home to a diverse array of plants and wildlife, many of which are 

classified as endangered and threatened species. 

50. Plum Island contains one of the highest concentrations of rare plants—fourteen to 

twenty varieties—in New York, including several federally endangered and threatened species, 

such as sandplain gerardia, seabeach knotweed, seabeach amaranth, and small whorled pogonia. 

51. Over 217 species of birds have been identified on Plum Island.  This includes 

Roseate Terns, a federally endangered species that use the island for courting, raising their 

fledglings, foraging, and stopovers, and Piping Plovers, a federally threatened species that also 

use the shoreline habitat for breeding and foraging.  Both species are susceptible to human 
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disturbance of their habitat, which adversely impacts both breeding and feeding success, as well 

as the survival rate of chicks. 

52. Plum Island has been designated as critical bird habitat by Audubon New York’s 

Important Bird Area Designation Program.  It also hosts fifty-seven of New York State’s species 

of greatest conservation need, as designated by the New York Department of Environmental 

Conservation (“NYDEC”), including osprey, American oystercatcher, Northern harrier, and 

common eider. Seven active osprey nests and an active colony of bank swallow, a declining bird 

species in New York, were identified in 2009.  Several hundred common terns, a New York 

State threatened species, also make use of the island. 

53. There are a number of federally listed or endangered marine species present in the 

waters surrounding Plum Island.  These include Atlantic hawksbill sea turtle, Atlantic (Kemp’s) 

Ridley sea turtle, green sea turtle, leatherback sea turtle, loggerhead sea turtle, and the Atlantic 

sturgeon. 

54. NYDEC has designated the waters of Long Island Sound as critical habitat for the 

federally endangered Kemp’s Ridley sea turtle. 

55. Several other species, many of which are endangered, are also known to frequent 

the waters surrounding Plum Island, including but not limited to humpback whale, beluga whale, 

the federally endangered North Atlantic right whale and bottlenose dolphins. 

56. Plum Island and its surrounding waters are used extensively by harbor and grey 

seals, and the island is one of the most important seal haul-out areas in southern New England. 

THE PROPOSED SALE OF PLUM ISLAND 

57. On September 30, 2008, the U.S. Congress passed Public Law 110-329, the 

“Consolidated Security, Disaster Assistance and Continuing Appropriations Act, 2009,” which 
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among other provisions, directed the sale of the “real and related personal property and 

transportation assets which support Plum Island operations, subject to such terms and conditions 

as necessary to protect government interests and meet program requirements,” if it should be 

determined that the PIADC should be moved to a new location.  Pub. L. No. 110-329. 

58. By its plain terms, the Appropriations Act limited any public sale to the property 

“which support Plum Island operations.”  Pub. L. No. 110-329 

59. Similarly, the Appropriations Act expressly required that any sale be “subject to 

such terms and conditions as necessary to protect government interests and meet program 

requirements.”  Pub. L. No. 110-329 

60. In January 2009, the DHS made a determination to construct and operate a new 

National Bio and Agro-Defense Facility (“NBAF”) in Manhattan, Kansas, and to move the 

current operations from the PIADC at Plum Island to the NBAF in Kansas. 

THE NEPA PROCESS 

61. Pursuant to NEPA, all federal agencies are required to prepare a detailed 

statement in advance of major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the human 

environment.  This statement must include:  (i) the environmental impact of the proposed action, 

(ii) any adverse environmental effects which cannot be avoided should the proposal be 

implemented, (iii) alternatives to the proposed action, (iv) the relationship between local short-

term uses of the environment and the maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity, 

and (v) any irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources which would be involved in 

the proposed action should it be implemented.  See 40 C.F.R. 1502.16. 

62. This detailed statement is known as an environmental impact statement or EIS. 
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63. Pursuant to 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14, the EIS must consider alternatives to the 

proposed action. NEPA requires that lead agencies: (a) rigorously explore and objectively 

evaluate all reasonable alternatives and, for alternatives which were eliminated from detailed 

study, briefly discuss the reasons for their having been eliminated; (b) devote substantial 

treatment to each alternative considered in detail including the proposed action so that reviewers 

may evaluate their comparative merits; (c) include reasonable alternatives not within the 

jurisdiction of the lead agency; (d) include the alternative of no action; (e) identify the agency's 

preferred alternative or alternatives, if one or more exists, in the draft statement and identify such 

alternative in the final statement unless another law prohibits the expression of such a preference; 

and (f) include appropriate mitigation measures not already included in the proposed action or 

alternatives. 

64. As 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14 states: “This section is the heart of the environmental 

impact statement.” 

65. An EIS must also include an analysis on “the environmental impacts of the 

alternatives including the proposed action” and “any adverse environmental effects which cannot 

be avoided should the proposal be implemented.”  40 C.F.R. § 1502.16. 

66. NEPA’s implementing regulations provide that a lead agency (or lead agencies) 

supervise the preparation of an EIS. See 40 C.F.R. § 1501.5. 

67. GSA and DHS acted as joint lead agencies in preparing the EIS with regards to 

the sale of Plum Island. 

68. NEPA’s implementing regulations also provide lead agencies the ability to 

request that other federal agencies with either jurisdiction by law or “special expertise” regarding 

specific environmental issues act as cooperating agencies in preparation of the EIS.  40 C.F.R. § 
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1501.6. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

Service (“USFWS”), acted as cooperating agencies in the preparation of the EIS for the sale of 

Plum Island. 

69. Pursuant to 40 C.F.R. § 1501.6(a)(2), the lead agencies shall “[u]se the 

environmental analysis and proposals of cooperating agencies with jurisdiction by law or special 

expertise, to the maximum extent possible consistent with its responsibility as lead agency.” 

COMMENTS DURING THE SCOPING PERIOD 

70. As part of the preparation of the EIS, NEPA requires that Lead Agencies conduct 

“an early and open process for determining the scope of issues to be addressed and for 

identifying the significant issues related to a proposed action.”  40 C.F.R. § 1501.7. This process 

is known as “scoping.” 

71. Defendants initiated the public scoping process by publishing a notice of intent in 

the Federal Register on March 18, 2010. 

72. Public Scoping Meetings were held to determine the scope of the proposed EIS on 

May 19, 2010 in Old Saybrook, Connecticut, and on May 20, 2010 in Greenport, New York. 

73. Throughout the scoping period, a number of federal, state, and local government 

agencies and departments, including the EPA and USFWS as cooperating agencies, Governor 

Rell of Connecticut, the NYDEC, the Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental 

Protection (“CTDEEP”),  the Long Island Sound Study Citizens Advisory Council, and Plaintiff 

Save the Sound offered specific comments on important government interests to be taken into 

account when considering the final disposition of Plum Island. 

74. The important government interests specifically highlighted for Defendants 

included: (i) the protection of federally-listed and state-listed endangered and threatened species 
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of flora and fauna (including the roseate tern, piping plover, common loon, common tern, osprey, 

northern harrier, red-shouldered hawk, Cooper’s hawk, sharp-shinned hawk, northern goshawk, 

peregrine falcon, shortnose sturgeon, northern right whale, Atlantic hawksbill sea turtle, green 

sea turtle, Atlantic (Kemp’s) Ridley sea turtle, leatherback sea turtle, loggerhead sea turtle, 

sandplain gerardia, seabeach amaranth, small whorled pogonia, hop sedge, coastal sedge and 

spring ladies’ tresses); (ii) the importance of Plum Island as a Long Island Sound Stewardship 

site under the Long Island Sound Stewardship Act; (iii) the value of Plum Island to many species 

of migratory birds, as recognized under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act; (iv) the importance of 

Plum Island under the Coastal Barriers Resources Act; (v) the importance of Plum Island to the 

protection of marine mammals (including whales, dolphins and seals) on and in the waters 

surrounding Plum Island pursuant to the Marine Mammals Protection Act; (vi) compliance with 

New York and Connecticut coastal consistency determinations (pursuant to the Connecticut 

Coastal Management Act and the New York State Coastal Management Program); (vii) the value 

of Fort Terry and the Plum Island Lighthouse as important historic sites pursuant to the National 

Historic Preservation Act and the National Historic Lighthouse Preservation Act; and (viii) the 

adverse economic impacts of a potential sale of Plum Island. 

75. Governor Rell of Connecticut, in a June 1, 2010 letter to GSA, noted “there 

appear to be far too many unknowns that both limit [Connecticut’s] ability to provide comments 

through this scoping process and forestall an accurate and complete assessment of the impacts 

and consequences the sale of Plum Island will have on the residents of Connecticut and our 

region’s natural resources.” (Governor M. Jodi Rell, Comments on the Proposed Sale of Plum 

Island, at 2 (June 1, 2010).) She further stressed the importance of additional studies with regard 
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to the wildlife of Plum Island, particularly the endangered species on and around the island.  See 

id. at 5-6. 

76. Governor Rell additionally warned that “to sell the island in its entirety to a single 

purchaser . . . would limit the pool of potential purchasers and would likely price Plum Island out 

of the reach of entities who would want to acquire it for conservation purposes.”  Id.at 8. 

Governor Rell suggested alternatives to a wholesale auction of the entirety of Plum Island, such 

as “offering for private sale only the portion(s) of the island presently developed and occupied 

(approximately 10%), while preserving the remaining, undeveloped acreage as natural habitat.”  

Id. 

77. The EPA stressed the need for further evaluation of “the ecological importance of 

this property through an inventory and assessment of its natural resource values and ecological 

functions” and recommended separate sales in order to permanently protect the undeveloped 

portion of Plum Island.  (Judith A. Enck, Comments to the EIS, U.S. Envt’l Prot. Agency, at 2 

(June 2, 2010).) 

78. In a June 16, 2010 letter, USFWS, a cooperating agency, urged GSA “[to] 

undertake a detailed analysis of the impacts of its proposed action on the significant fish and 

wildlife resources and habitats that are found on and adjacent to Plum Island,” particularly 

threatened and endangered species.  (David A. Stilwell, Comment on the GSA’s Notice to 

Prepare an EIS, U.S. Dep’t of the Interior, at 1 (June 16, 2010).)  USFWS also recommended 

that GSA include a conservation oriented, public ownership option in its EIS.  Id. 

79. Additionally, on March 31, 2010, CTDEEP informed Defendants that Plum 

Island’s proximity to Connecticut and its maritime connection to Connecticut’s shoreline 

communities, subjected the proposed sale to federal consistency review under the CZMA to 
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ensure compliance with Connecticut’s Coastal Management Program.  (David J. Fox, CTDEEP 

Comment on the Proposed Sale of Plum Island, CTDEEP (August 1, 2013).) 

80. Non-profit organizations such as Audubon Connecticut specifically urged 

Defendants to conduct comprehensive ecological studies of Plum Island, including: “a complete 

ecological survey of the flora and fauna of the property,”  “[a] thorough inventory and 

assessment of the wildlife, biological and ecological functions, and potential restoration 

opportunities on the island and associated marine environment,” “[a] comprehensive analysis of 

the level of appropriate public uses and development that could feasibly be supported by the 

island, while protecting critical environmental resources,” and “[a]n economic analysis of the 

benefits of wildlife-related tourism and recreation.”  (Alexandra Breslin, Comments to the EIS 

Public Scoping Process for the Proposed Sale of Plum Island, Audubon Connecticut, at 1-3 

(June 2, 2010). 

81. In a June 2, 2010 letter, Plaintiff Save the Sound proposed additional ecological 

surveys, separate sales of the developed portion and undeveloped portions of Plum Island, and 

highlighted the government interests that Defendants should have considered under the 

Appropriations Act. (Curtis P. Johnson, Scoping Comments regarding the EIS of a proposed 

Sale of Plum Island, Connecticut Fund for the Environment (June 2, 2010).) 

82. Following public scoping, but prior to publication of the DEIS, the USFWS, a 

cooperating agency, expressed concern with the process by which Defendants were preparing the 

EIS. In an October 19, 2010 letter, the USFWS stated:  “we feel that the anticipated time-frames 

and the scope of analysis that have been provided to us thus far are inappropriately rushed and 

narrow. We believe that a fully considered alternative, which must be included in the EIS, is to 

have the island utilized as a wildlife refuge or sanctuary, without an increase in development or 
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intensification of human use above the current levels.”  (David A. Stilwell, Comment on the 

GSA’s Notice to Prepare an EIS, U.S. Dep’t of the Interior, at 1 (October 19, 2010).) 

CONSULTATION UNDER THE ESA 

83. Pursuant to Section 7 of the ESA, a federal agency must initiate formal 

consultation with the NMFS (which has jurisdiction over marine species) or USFWS (which has 

jurisdiction over terrestrial and freshwater species) whenever it undertakes an “action” that “may 

affect” a listed species or critical habitat. 

84. On March 30, 2010, Defendant GSA notified USFWS and NMFS of their 

intention to conduct an EIS in connection with its intended sale of Plum Island by competitive 

auction. The GSA invited both the USFWS and NMFS to comment on the proposed auction. 

85. In a letter dated June 16, 2010, the USFWS responded to the GSA and noted the 

presence of several federally endangered species on and around Plum Island, including Piping 

Plovers, Kemp’s Ridley sea turtles, as well as “other Federally-protected sea turtle species.” 

(David A. Stilwell, Comment on the GSA’s Notice to Prepare an EIS, U.S. Dep’t of the Interior 

(June 16, 2010).) 

86. The NMFS also informed Defendants of the existence of other endangered and 

threatened species on and around Plum Island, including green and leatherback sea turtles, 

loggerhead turtles, Northern right whales, and humpback whales.  (Mary A. Colligan, Comment 

Re: Sale of Plum Island, Orient Point, NY, NMFS (April 12, 2010.)) The NMFS specifically 

noted that a formal consultation pursuant to Section 7 of the ESA would be necessary “if GSA 

determines that the proposed sale may affect listed species.” Id. at 3. 
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COMMENTS TO THE DEIS 

87. Following the public scoping sessions, on July 20, 2012, Defendants, as Joint 

Lead Agencies, issued the DEIS.  Written and oral comments on the DEIS were accepted until 

October 26, 2012. 

88. While the Appropriations Act limited a public sale to that “real and related 

personal property and transportation assets which support Plum Island operations,” Pub. L. No. 

110-329, the DEIS proposed a sale of all 840 acres of Plum Island and the entire 9.5 acre parcel 

in Orient Point, New York.  (See July 13, 2012 DEIS, ES-1.) 

89. The DEIS did not consider transferring parts of the island that did not support the 

PIADC to the federal government and did not consider disposing of parts of the island through a 

public conservation sale. 

90. While the Appropriations Act expressly required that any public sale be “subject 

to such terms and conditions as necessary to protect government interests and meet program 

requirements,” Pub. L. No. 110-329, the DEIS failed to meaningfully consider numerous 

government interests and program requirements, including, but not limited to, conservation, 

endangered species protection, coastal zone management, environmental cleanup and historic 

preservation. (See July 13, 2012 DEIS.) 

91. While the DEIS referenced a single conservation/preservation option, it did not 

consider it as an option to be pursued by Defendants, instead it was referenced as a potential 

course of action that might ultimately be taken by a private party after an auction of the entire 

site to the highest bidder. (Id. At ES-5-6.) 
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92. The DEIS ignored the reality that any conservation organization could not 

compete in an auction to the highest bidder for the entirety of Plum Island and Orient Point 

Facility. 

93. The DEIS did not consider any conservation easements or other restrictions on 

development at the time of sale that would protect the natural resources of Plum Island and the 

government interest in protecting those natural resources.  (See July 13, 2012 DEIS.) 

94. Following the issuance of the DEIS, Defendants received more than one-hundred 

additional comments, including comments from federal, state, and local governmental agencies, 

as well as private citizens and non-profit organizations, urging Defendants to collect more 

natural resources data and to consider alternatives that would promote conservation of Plum 

Island’s valuable natural resources. 

95. For example, the Department of the Interior, noted its “incomplete understanding 

of all the resources that utilize the island due to a lack of surveys or environmental studies” and 

that “[m]any fish and wildlife populations on Plum Island have not been thoroughly 

inventoried.” (Andrew Raddant, Comments on DEIS for the Public Sale of PIADC, U.S. Dep’t 

of the Interior, at 3-4 (October 26, 2012).) 

96. The Department of the Interior also informed Defendants that “indirect effects of 

residential development [at the anticipated densities] would likely create a measurable adverse 

impact to listed species resulting from human recreational disturbance and shoreline 

management activities.”  Id.  It stated that because “the FEIS indicates that residential 

development would be likely to adversely affect listed species . . . formal Section 7 consultation 

would be necessary.” Id. 
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97. In a September 18, 2012 letter, NYDEC criticized the DEIS’ failure to adequately 

take into account Plum Island’s wildlife.  For example, the letter noted that the DEIS “makes a 

very tenuous assumption that the use of the property under private ownership would be 

sufficiently similar to the existing use as to result in no adverse impacts or even an improvement 

to the biological resources in the vicinity.”  (Sherri Aicher, Comments on the DEIS for the Public 

Sale of Plum Island, NYDEC (September 18, 2012).) The letter notes that surveys were not 

conducted to inventory Plum Island’s herpitiles and bats, the latter of which “have become one 

of the greatest conservation concerns in the northeast U.S.”  Id. 

98. George Jepsen, Attorney General of the State of Connecticut, commented:  “The 

DEIS is deficient and should be revised.” (George Jepsen, Comments of the Attorney General of 

the State of Connecticut, at 1 (October 26, 2012). Attorney General Jepsen criticized the DEIS 

for failing to conduct “a thorough review and careful evaluation of the impacts of a sale and 

subsequent development on the environment,” and further noted that “the hypothetical 

development scenarios which may result from an unrestricted sale of Plum Island present 

troubling unknowns and the potential for incalculable and unacceptable detrimental impact to 

Plum Island as well as Long Island Sound.”  Id. at 1, 7-8. 

99. In a September 25, 2012 letter, the Long Island Sound Study commented:  “the 

Plum Island DEIS has not considered all available information describing the ecological 

significance of Plum Island in its description of the ‘affected environment.’  Therefore, the DEIS 

does not fully evaluate the potential impacts of the proposed sale of the property under any of the 

alternative property reuse scenarios.”  (Georgia Basso and David Kozak, DEIS for Public Sale of 

Plum Island, Long Island Sound Study (September 25, 2012).) 
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100. On October 9, 2012, CTDEEP reiterated its position that the proposed sale was 

subject to review for consistency with the state’s Coastal Management Plan and directed that 

Defendants “must prepare and submit to [the Office of Long Island Sound Programs] a Federal 

Consistency Determination identifying reasonably foreseeable direct and/or indirect effects on 

Connecticut’s coastal resources and uses.” (David J. Fox, CTDEEP Comment on the Sale of 

Plum Island, CTDEEP, at 2 (October 9, 2012).) 

101. The New York Department of State (“NYDOS”) also advised Defendants of the 

need for any proposed action to comply with the coastal consistency determination of the CZMA 

and the availability of alternatives to the unfettered sale of the entirety of Plum Island.  (FEIS C-

182.) 

102. On October 26, 2012, the NYDOS informed Defendants that early coordination 

would be necessary to ensure compliance with the requirements of the CZMA.  Id.  Additionally, 

the NYDOS directed that any consistency determination conducted as part of the EIS should be 

included as a separate section in the Final EIS and comply with the timing requirements of the 

CZMA. Id. 

103. The NYDOS noted the limited references in the DEIS to potential impacts on 

New York’s coastal resources, and stated that a “thorough analysis” of the impacts of the 

proposed sale on all of New York’s coastal policies was necessary. Id. 

104. Additionally, the EPA, as cooperating agency, raised several concerns with the 

DEIS’ failure to address “the clean-up process as it relates to the research facility and potential 

biological contamination.”  (Judith A. Enck and H. Curtis Spalding, Comment on DEIS, 

Environmental Protection Agency, at 5 (October 9, 2012).)  The EPA stated:  “there is a lack of 

detailed information pertaining to contamination associated with the historic uses of the island, 
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including military activities and biological research.”  Id.  The EPA “rated the DEIS ‘EC-2-

Environmental Concerns-Insufficient Information’ in accordance with the EPA’s national rating 

system.”  Id.  EPA offered specific guidance for how Defendants could remedy the deficient 

DEIS: “The FEIS should detail the specific components of the clean-up, what each component will 

achieve, and how the process will ensure the safety of future potential inhabitants of the island.”  Id. 

The EPA even offered to assist Defendants in addressing these concerns:  “As a cooperating 

agency for this project, EPA staff remain available to the extent our resources allow to help GSA 

as it works to respond to issues raised in our comments.”  Id. 

105. In addition to comments from state and federal agencies, several non-profit 

groups with extensive conservation expertise, including Save the Sound, The Nature 

Conservancy, Audubon New York and Audubon Connecticut, recommended that detailed 

biological surveys should be taken to better inform the environmental impacts analysis required 

by NEPA. 

106. In an October 18, 2012 letter to the GSA, The Nature Conservancy stated: “[t]he 

DEIS lacks and the Nature Conservancy and other members of the Preserve Plum Island 

Coalition have called for a four-season biological survey of the island’s flora and fauna by on-

site field biologists in order to make informed decisions about the natural resources and potential 

impacts to them from various future uses.  To date such an inventory has not been undertaken by 

the federal owners or their consultants, nor have the owners of the island permitted field work to 

be performed by outside entities.”  (Randall Parsons, Draft EIS for the Sale of Plum Island, The 

Nature Conservancy, at 5 (October 18, 2012).)   

THE FEIS 

107. Defendants, as Joint Lead Agencies, issued the FEIS on June 25, 2013. 
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108. While the Appropriations Act limited a public sale to that “real and related 

personal property and transportation assets which support Plum Island operations,” Pub. L. No. 

110-329, the FEIS, like the DEIS, proposed a sale of all 840 acres of Plum Island and the entire 

9.5 acre parcel in Orient Point, New York. (See June 25, 2013 FEIS, ES-1.) 

109. The FEIS did not consider transferring parts of the island that did not support the 

PIADC to the federal government and did not consider disposing of parts of the island through a 

public conservation sale. 

110. While the Appropriations Act expressly required that any public sale be “subject 

to such terms and conditions as necessary to protect government interests and meet program 

requirements,” Pub. L. No. 110-329, the FEIS, like the DEIS, failed to meaningfully consider 

numerous government interests and program requirements, including, but not limited to, 

conservation, endangered species protection, coastal zone management, environmental cleanup 

and historic preservation.  (See June 25, 2013 FEIS.) 

111. The FEIS failed to address comments that it was based on insufficient ecological 

data, including studies regarding contamination.  For example, in a September 30, 2013 letter, 

Governor Cuomo of New York wrote that:  “The final EIS acknowledges that questions 

concerning possible contamination identified by DEC have never been fully investigated but fails 

to provide any details about when or even whether these issues will be resolved.”  (Governor 

Andrew Cuomo, Sale of Plum Island, Executive Chamber, State of New York, at 1 (September 

30, 2013).) Governor Cuomo noted that “during inspections in 2011, DEC staff determined that 

PIADC is not properly managing solid waste and determined that PIADC’s quality control 

procedures and testing procedures for laboratory waste . . . are deficient . . . ,  creat[ing] an 

unacceptable risk for the exposure during transportation off the island . . . .” Id. at 2. 
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112. While the FEIS, like the DEIS, referenced a single conservation/preservation 

option, it did not consider it as an option to be pursued by Defendants, instead it was referenced 

as a potential course of action that might ultimately be taken by a private party after an auction of 

the entire site to the highest bidder. (See June 25, 2013 FEIS at ES-3-4.) 

113. The FEIS, like the DEIS, did not consider any conservation easements or other 

restrictions on development that would protect the natural resources of Plum Island and the 

government interest in protecting those natural resources.  (See June 25, 2013 FEIS.) 

114. The FEIS ignored the EPA’s request that “[t]he FEIS should detail the specific 

components of the clean-up, what each component will achieve, and how the process will ensure 

the safety of future potential inhabitants of the island.”  (Judith A. Enck and H. Curtis Spalding, 

Comment on DEIS, Environmental Protection Agency, at 5 (October 9, 2012).)   

115. In response to the FEIS, Defendants received additional comments from state and 

federal agencies, as well as interested stakeholders such as Plaintiffs and other non-profits which 

underscored the continued deficiencies in the EIS process. 

116. For example, in an August 5, 2013 letter, the EPA commented that the FEIS 

failed to consider “an ordinance that would create a conservation area that would limit 

development and preserve much of the island,” and failed to “offer mitigation options as EPA 

recommended in our comment letter on the DEIS.”  (Judith A. Enck, Comments to the FEIS, 

U.S. Envt’l Prot. Agency, at 1-3 (August 5, 2013).)  The EPA noted that Defendants had ignored 

its previous request to “include a detailed explanation of the clean-up process as it relates to the 

research facility and potential biological contamination including a discussion of the components 

of the clean-up, what each component will achieve, and how the process will ensure the safety of 

future potential inhabitants of the island.”  Id. at *2. Ultimately, the EPA concluded that “the 
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FEIS is not significantly enhanced from the DEIS and does not provide a sufficiently detailed 

evaluation of the potential impacts of the sale of Plum Island.”  Id. at 3. 

117. The Preserve Plum Island Coalition highlighted the comments to the DEIS that 

the FEIS failed to address, including:  the failure to consider a sale of only portions of the entire 

island, the failure to conduct a four-season ecological inventory, failure to provide current 

information on the number of bird species on the island, and the failure to evaluate potential 

adverse impacts to wetlands areas.  (John L. Turner, Comments on the FEIS for the Public Sale 

of Plum Island, Preserve Plum Island Coalition (August 3, 2013).) 

118. Many groups and government agencies highlighted the fact that the manner of the 

proposed sale would limit opportunities for conservation groups to participate. 

119. For example, in an August 5, 2013 Letter, the Trust for Public Land noted:  “As a 

non-profit conservation organization that identifies opportunities for land conservation, we are 

concerned that the process of selling Plum Island by public auction, particularly if GSA moves 

forward with an outright, full sale of the entire island, may exclude interested conservation 

groups and organizations that may wish to protect and preserve the island or parts for the general 

public.” (Mark Matsil, Plum Island, New York, Trust for Public Land, at 1 (August 5, 2013).) 

120. Similarly, CTDEEP noted:  “The Department continues to believe that sale of the 

island as a single parcel would limit the pool of potential purchasers and price the island out of 

the reach of entities who would want to acquire portions of it for conservation purposes.  In 

contrast, acquisition of sensitive portions of the island for conservation would guarantee 

protection of its natural resources in perpetuity and not rely on subsequent regulatory 

mechanisms.”  (David J. Fox, CTDEEP Comment on the FEIS, CTDEEP, at 1 (August 1, 2013).) 
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121. The CT DEEP further noted that “[i]t is appropriate that a federal action of 

separate sales of development parcels and significant natural areas be employed to ensure 

continued protection of these critical biological and natural resources.  Multiple sales would also 

comply with the mandate for sale specified in the Consolidated Security, Disaster Assistance and 

Continuing Appropriations Act.” (Id. at 1-2) 

THE RECORD OF DECISION 

122. Two months after issuing the FEIS, Defendants, as Joint Lead Agencies, issued 

their ROD on August 29, 2013. 

123. The ROD memorialized Defendants’ decision to proceed with a public sale of the 

entirety of Plum Island, as well as the Orient Point assets, notwithstanding the extensive 

comments they received regarding the deficiencies of the FEIS, and their failure to respond to 

comments to the DEIS. (See August 29, 2013 ROD, at *1.) 

124. While the Appropriations Act limited a public sale to that “real and related 

personal property and transportation assets which support Plum Island operations,” Pub. L. No. 

110-329, the ROD proposed a sale of all 840 acres of Plum Island and the entire 9.5 acre parcel 

in Orient Point, New York.  (See August 29, 2013 ROD, at *1.) 

125. The ROD did not consider transferring parts of the island that did not support the 

PIADC to the federal government and did not consider disposing of parts of the island through a 

public conservation sale. 

126. While the Appropriations Act expressly required that any public sale be “subject 

to such terms and conditions as necessary to protect government interests and meet program 

requirements,” Pub. L. No. 110-329, the ROD failed to meaningfully consider numerous 

government interests and program requirements, including, but not limited to, conservation, 
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endangered species protection, coastal zone management, environmental cleanup and historic 

preservation. (See August 29, 2013 ROD.) 

127. While the ROD referenced a single conservation/preservation option, it did not 

consider it as an option to be pursued by Defendants, instead it was referenced as a potential 

course of action that might ultimately be taken by a private party after an auction of the entire 

site to the highest bidder. (See Id. at *1.) 

128. The ROD did not consider any conservation easements or other restrictions on 

development that would protect the natural resources of Plum Island and the government interest 

in protecting those natural resources. (See August 29, 2013 ROD.) 

129. The ROD did not address the EPA’s repeated requests that Defendants 

specifically detail their plans for cleaning up potential contamination associated with the PIADC, 

even though the EPA was a cooperating agency. 

130. The ROD did not address the USFWS’ request that Defendants include a 

conservation-oriented, public ownership option, even though the EPA was a cooperating agency.    

131. While the ROD recognized “the flora, fauna, and marine resources” as well as the 

“historic properties” on Plum Island, the ROD determined that the impact of development on 

these ecological and historical resources would be “minor to moderate.”  (August 29, 2013 ROD 

at *3-4.) 

132. This determination was based on incomplete and inadequate ecological surveys, 

and no studies regarding the potential for contamination. 

133. Further, underscoring the lack of critical analysis regarding potential 

environmental impacts, the ROD failed to discuss or identify any environmentally preferable 

alternatives to the proposed action. 
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FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 

Violation of NEPA, Appropriations Act, and APA for failure to adequately consider 

conservation or a bifurcated sale 

134. Plaintiffs repeat and reallege each and every allegation set forth in paragraphs 1 

through 131 as if fully set forth herein. 

135. The Appropriations Act authorizes the “public sale [of] all real and related 

personal property and transportation assets which support Plum Island operations, subject to such 

terms and conditions as necessary to protect government interests and meet program 

requirements.”  Pub. L. No. 110-329 

136. Notwithstanding the Appropriations Act’s explicit restriction of any sale to “[that] 

real and related personal property and transportation assets which support [the] Plum Island 

operations,” id., Defendants interpreted the Act to require a public sale of all 840 acres of Plum 

Island and 9.5 acres of the Orient Point New York facility. 

137. Properly read, this restriction would limit the sale to only those assets that directly 

support the PIADC, such as the PIADC facility, as well as the adjoining structures and 

transportation infrastructure necessary to carry out the mission of the PIADC. 

138. Instead, while only 170 acres of Plum Island have been utilized to support the 

Plum Island operations, Defendants interpreted the Act to require the sale of an additional 680 

acres of land that currently is either (1) undeveloped and unimproved, (2) associated with the 

Fort Terry historic site, or (3) associated with the Plum Island lighthouse. 

139. By misconstruing the Appropriations Act, Defendants violated NEPA by failing 

to conduct an adequate analysis of reasonable alternatives. 
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140. An adequate analysis of reasonable alternatives would include a bifurcated sale or 

conservation of that portion of the property not directly related to PIADC operations. 

141. Defendants were made aware of such an alternative through public comments 

before they issued the FEIS. 

142. Defendants failure to adequately consider reasonable alternatives was arbitrary, 

capricious, an abuse of discretion, or otherwise not in accordance with law under the 

Administrative Procedure Act, 5 U.S.C. § 706 and contrary to the statutory authority conveyed 

by the Appropriations Act, in violation of 5 U.S.C § 706(2)(C). 

143. As a direct result of Defendants failure to consider reasonable alternatives, 

Plaintiffs will suffer immediate and actual harm. 

144. In particular, the sale of Plum Island as proposed by Defendants will foreclose the 

ability of Plaintiffs and others to participate in the purchase of all or part of Plum Island for 

conservation purposes or to otherwise conserve the land and natural resources and adversely 

affect and irreparably harm the Plaintiffs and their respective members’ aesthetic, conservation, 

recreational, economic, scientific, informational, and procedural interests. 

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 

Violation of NEPA, Appropriations Act, and APA for failure to adequately consider 

government interests and programs 

145. Plaintiffs repeat and reallege each and every allegation set forth in paragraphs 1 

through 131 as if fully set forth herein. 

146. The Appropriations Act authorizes the “public sale [of] all real and related 

personal property and transportation assets which support Plum Island operations, subject to such 
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terms and conditions as necessary to protect government interests and meet program 

requirements.”  Pub. L. No. 110-329. 

147. Notwithstanding the Appropriations Act’s explicit requirement that any sale be 

“subject to such terms and conditions as necessary to protect government interests,” id., 

Defendants failed to consider numerous government interests and program requirements in their 

proposed sale. 

148. Throughout the EIS process, public and private agencies and entities at the local, 

state, and federal level identified a number of government interests that would be implicated by 

the sale of Plum Island and recommended specific measures to protect those interests. 

149. Those government interests included the protection of threatened and endangered 

species pursuant to the ESA, minimizing the damage to fish, wildlife, and other natural resources 

associated with coastal barriers pursuant to the Coastal Barriers Resource Act, preserving the 

nation’s historic resources pursuant to the National Historic Preservation Act and National 

Historic Lighthouse Preservation Act, and minimizing the degradation of wetlands pursuant to 

the Long Island Sound Stewardship Initiative and the CZMA. 

150. Defendants, through their DEIS, FEIS, and ROD, provided absolutely no analysis 

of how their proposed sale would impact the important government interests expressed in these 

Federal statutes and highlighted by public comment. 

151. Defendants’ failure to consider these government interests, as required by the 

Appropriations Act, resulted in their failure to consider reasonable alternatives as required by 

NEPA. 

152. Defendants’ refusal to consider relevant government interests was arbitrary, 

capricious, an abuse of discretion, or otherwise not in accordance with law under the 
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Administrative Procedure Act, 5 U.S.C. § 706 and contrary to the statutory authority conveyed 

by the Appropriations Act, in violation of 5 U.S.C § 706(2)(C). 

153. As a direct result of Defendants failure to consider government interests, Plaintiffs 

will suffer immediate and actual harm. 

154. In particular, the sale of Plum Island as proposed by Defendants will foreclose the 

ability of Plaintiffs and others to participate in the purchase of all or part of Plum Island for 

conservation purposes or to otherwise conserve the land and natural resources and adversely 

affect and irreparably harm the Plaintiffs and their respective members’ aesthetic, conservation, 

recreational, economic, scientific, informational, and procedural interests. 

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION 

Violation of NEPA, Appropriations Act, and APA for failure to adequately consider 

alternatives to an auction sale 

155. Plaintiffs repeat and reallege each and every allegation set forth in paragraphs 1 

through 131 as if fully set forth herein. 

156. The Appropriations Act authorizes the “public sale [of] all real and related 

personal property and transportation assets which support Plum Island operations, subject to such 

terms and conditions as necessary to protect government interests and meet program 

requirements.”  Pub. L. No. 110-329. 

157. While “public sale” is not defined in the Appropriations Act, Defendants 

misconstrued “public sale” to mean public auction to the highest bidder. 

158. Despite numerous and repeated comments urging Defendants to consider 

alternatives to an auction, they failed to acknowledge any reasonable alternative to a public 

auction to the highest bidder. 
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159. Defendants refused to consider any of the feasible and practical alternatives 

suggested to them, such as a sale or transfer of all or part of Plum Island to another agency such 

as USFWS pursuant to the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 or Transfer of 

Certain Real Property for Wildlife Conservation Purposes Act of 1948, a bifurcated process 

involving multiple sales of discrete parcels that would accommodate both commercial and 

conservation purchasers, or a single unitary sale with conservation easements attached to the 

property. 

160. Defendants’ interpretation of public sale to preclude any sale other than a public 

auction to the highest bidder necessarily excluded any potential conservation purchasers. 

161. By narrowly and erroneously construing the term public sale, Defendants 

predetermined the outcome of the EIS process to exclude reasonable conservation alternatives. 

162. Defendants’ refusal to consider reasonable alternatives was arbitrary, capricious, 

an abuse of discretion, or otherwise not in accordance with law under the Administrative 

Procedure Act, 5 U.S.C. § 706 and contrary to the statutory authority conveyed by the 

Appropriations Act, in violation of 5 U.S.C § 706(2)(C). 

163. As a direct result of Defendants failure to consider reasonable alternatives, 

Plaintiffs will suffer immediate and actual harm. 

164. In particular, the sale of Plum Island as proposed by Defendants will foreclose the 

ability of Plaintiffs and others to participate in the purchase of all or part of Plum Island for 

conservation purposes or to otherwise conserve the land and natural resources and adversely 

affect and irreparably harm the Plaintiffs and their respective members’ aesthetic, conservation, 

recreational, economic, scientific, informational, and procedural interests. 
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FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

Violation of NEPA and APA for failure to adequately specify any alternatives considered to 

be environmentally preferable 

165. Plaintiffs repeat and reallege each and every allegation set forth in paragraphs 1 

through 131 as if fully set forth herein. 

166. Under NEPA, 40 CFR § 1505.2(b), an agency must specify in its Record of 

Decision any alternatives considered to be environmentally preferable. 

167. Notwithstanding the many comments Defendants received proposing reasonable 

alternatives that were environmentally preferable to a public auction of the entirety of Plum 

Island to the highest bidder, Defendants failed to specify a single alternative that was considered 

to be environmentally preferable to their proposed sale. 

168. Defendants’ failure to specify a single reasonable alternative was arbitrary, 

capricious, an abuse of discretion, or otherwise not in accordance with law under the 

Administrative Procedure Act, 5 U.S.C. § 706 and contrary to the statutory authority conveyed 

by the Appropriations Act, in violation of 5 U.S.C § 706(2)(C). 

169. As a direct result of Defendants failure to specify reasonable alternatives, 

Plaintiffs will suffer immediate and actual harm. 

170. In particular, the sale of Plum Island as proposed by Defendants will foreclose the 

ability of Plaintiffs and others to participate in the purchase of all or part of Plum Island for 

conservation purposes or to otherwise conserve the land and natural resources and adversely 

affect and irreparably harm the Plaintiffs and their respective members’ aesthetic, conservation, 

recreational, economic, scientific, informational, and procedural interests. 
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FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

Violation of NEPA, APA, and ESA for failure to formally consult under the ESA 

171. Plaintiffs repeat and reallege each and every allegation set forth in paragraphs 1 

through 131 as if fully set forth herein. 

172. Pursuant to the ESA, 50 CFR § 402.14(a), a federal agency must initiate a formal 

consultation with the NMFS or USFWS whenever it undertakes an “action” that “may affect” a 

listed species or critical habitat. 

173. Further, in the event that the NMFS and USFWS do not concur with an agency’s 

determination that the proposed action is “not likely to adversely affect” a listed species or 

critical habitat, the agencies must engage in “formal consultation.” 

174. The USFWS, among many other commenters, expressly informed Defendants, on 

multiple occasions, that their proposed action would have an adverse effect on federally 

endangered and threatened species. 

175. In response, instead of engaging in formal consultation as required by Section 7 of 

the ESA, Defendants completed the FEIS and ROD and ignored the USFWS’ recommendations 

entirely. 

176. Defendants failure to engage in formal consultation as required by Section 7 of 

the ESA and to incorporate the guidance of the USFWS into the FEIS was arbitrary, capricious, 

an abuse of discretion, or otherwise not in accordance with law under the Administrative 

Procedure Act, 5 U.S.C. § 706. 

177. As a direct result of Defendants failure to engage in formal consultation and 

incorporate the results of that consultation into the FEIS and ROD, Plaintiffs will suffer 

immediate and actual harm. 
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178. In particular, the sale of Plum Island as proposed by Defendants will foreclose the 

ability of Plaintiffs and others to purchase all or part of Plum Island for conservation purposes or 

to otherwise conserve the land and natural resources and adversely affect and irreparably harm 

the Plaintiffs and their respective members’ aesthetic, conservation, recreational, economic, 

scientific, informational, and procedural interests. 

SIXTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

Violation of NEPA, APA, and Failure to Use Analysis of Cooperating Agencies 

179. Plaintiffs repeat and reallege each and every allegation set forth in paragraphs 1 

through 131 as if fully set forth herein. 

180. NEPA requires that lead agencies “use the environmental analysis and proposals 

of cooperating agencies with jurisdiction by law of special expertise, to the maximum extent 

possible consistent with its responsibility as lead agency.”  40 C.F.R. § 1501.6(a)(2).   

181. Both the EPA and the USFWS acted as a cooperating agencies in the preparation 

of the EIS. 

182. Notwithstanding the EPA’s and USFWS’ role as cooperating agencies, 

Defendants ignored their repeated comments that the DEIS and FEIS were deficient.   

183. Defendants ignored the EPA’s environmental analysis and proposal that 

Defendants consider a conservation ordinance, mitigating conservation options, and specifically 

detail their plans to clean up contamination associated with the PIADC. 

184. Defendants ignored the USFWS’ environmental analysis and proposal that 

Defendants include a conservation-oriented, public ownership option. 

39 
ny-1212161 



 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Case 2:16-cv-03791 Document 1 Filed 07/07/16 Page 40 of 46 PageID #: 40 

185. In ignoring its consultation requirements under the ESA, Defendants violated 

NEPA’s requirement that it use the EPA’s and USFWS,’ as cooperating agencies, environmental 

analysis and proposals “to the maximum extent possible.”  Id. 

186. Defendants failure to rely on the expertise of their cooperating agencies as 

required by Section 7 of the ESA, and failure to incorporate the guidance of the EPA and 

USFWS into the FEIS was arbitrary, capricious, an abuse of discretion, or otherwise not in 

accordance with law under the Administrative Procedure Act, 5 U.S.C. § 706. 

187. As a direct result of Defendants failure to cooperate with the EPA and USFWS, 

Plaintiffs will suffer immediate and actual harm. 

188. In particular, the sale of Plum Island as proposed by Defendants will foreclose the 

ability of Plaintiffs and others to purchase all or part of Plum Island for conservation purposes or 

to otherwise conserve the land and natural resources and adversely affect and irreparably harm 

the Plaintiffs and their respective members’ aesthetic, conservation, recreational, economic, 

scientific, informational, and procedural interests. 

SEVENTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

Violation of NEPA, APA, and CZMA for Failure to Perform Consistency Determination 

189. Plaintiffs repeat and reallege each and every allegation set forth in paragraphs 1 

through 131 as if fully set forth herein. 

190. Under the CZMA, Federal agencies are required to review any of their activities 

to ensure that they are undertaken, to the extent possible, in a manner consistent with the 

enforceable policies of approved state coastal management programs.  See 15 CFR § 930.36. 

191. This “consistency determination” must be provided to the relevant state agency 

“at the earliest practicable time” in the planning or reassessment of an activity.  Id. 
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192. A consistency determination should be prepared following the development of 

sufficient information to reasonably determine the consistency of the activity with the 

management program, but before the Federal agency reaches a significant point of decision 

making in its review process, i.e., while the Federal agency has the ability to modify the activity.  

Id. 

193. Additionally, “[t]he consistency determination shall be provided to State agencies 

at least 90 days before final approval of the Federal agency activity unless both the Federal 

agency and the State agency agree to an alternative notification schedule.”  15 C.F.R. § 930.36. 

194. NEPA expressly incorporates this requirement:  “To better integrate 

environmental impact statements into State or local planning processes, statements shall discuss 

any inconsistency of a proposed action with any approved State or local plan and laws (whether 

or not federally sanctioned). Where an inconsistency exists, the statement should describe the 

extent to which the agency would reconcile its proposed action with the plan or law.”  40 C.F.R. 

§ 1506.2 (d). 

195. Throughout the EIS process, state agencies in both New York and Connecticut 

raised concerns about consistency with their respective coastal management plans and attempted 

to provide Defendants with guidance regarding compliance with the CZMA. 

196. Despite repeated comments from CTDEEP and the NYDOS, Defendants 

approved of the sale of Plum Island without any determination that the sale would be consistent 

with the coastal zone management programs of either New York or Connecticut. 

197. While the FEIS contemplates that impacts to coastal zones will be evaluated as 

part of some later federal consistency determination, Defendants fail to provide any timeline for 
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when that determination will take place, except to state that it anticipates providing that 

determination “as the conveyance of the Property nears.”  (June 25, 2013 FEIS, ES-10.) 

198. This prospective hypothetical is contrary not only to the stated direction of the 

Connecticut and New York implementing agencies, but also to the clear directive of the CZMA 

that such a determination be made “before the Federal agency reaches a significant point of 

decisionmaking in its review process, i.e., while the Federal agency has the ability to modify the 

activity.” See 15 CFR § 930.36 (b)(1). 

199. Further, the failure to incorporate any consistency determination violates NEPA’s 

requirement that “[environmental impact] statements shall discuss any inconsistency of a 

proposed action with any approved State or local plan and laws (whether or not federally 

sanctioned).” 40 C.F.R. § 1506.2 (d). 

200. Defendants’ failure to engage in any consistency determination whatsoever 

violates the CZMA, NEPA, and Defendants’ FEIS is therefore arbitrary, capricious, an abuse of 

discretion, or otherwise not in accordance with law under the Administrative Procedure Act, 5 

U.S.C. § 706. 

201. As a direct result of Defendants failure to engage in a consistency determination, 

Plaintiffs will suffer immediate and actual harm. 

202. In particular, the sale of Plum Island as proposed by Defendants will foreclose the 

ability of Plaintiffs and others to participate in the purchase of all or part of Plum Island for 

conservation purposes or to otherwise conserve the land and natural resources and adversely 

affect and irreparably harm the Plaintiffs and their respective members’ aesthetic, conservation, 

recreational, economic, scientific, informational, and procedural interests. 
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EIGHTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

Violation of NEPA and APA for a final action based on inadequate ecological and 

environmental cleanup data 

203. Plaintiffs repeat and reallege each and every allegation set forth in paragraphs 1 

through 131 as if fully set forth herein. 

204. Under NEPA, an EIS must also include an analysis on “the environmental impact 

of the proposed action” and “any adverse environmental effects which cannot be avoided should 

the proposal be implemented.”  See 42 U.S.C.A. § 4332 (C). 

205. Assessing the potential impact of any proposed action on the environment is not 

possible without comprehensive and current data on the ecology of a proposed action site. 

206. Assessing the potential impact of any proposed action is not possible without the 

results of consultation under the ESA to determine whether the proposed action may affect a 

listed species or critical habitat. 

207. Assessing the potential impact of any proposed action is not possible without the 

results of a consultation under the CZMA to determine whether the proposed action is consistent 

with state coastal management programs. 

208. Throughout the EIS process, numerous federal and state agencies as well as non-

profit organizations requested that Defendants engage in comprehensive surveys of the biology 

of Plum Island and its surrounding waters. 

209. Further, federal and state agencies repeatedly request that Defendants engage in 

the consultation required by the ESA and CZMA. 

210. Defendants never engaged in a comprehensive survey of the biology of Plum 

Island and its surrounding waters. 
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211. Defendants never engaged in the consultation required by the ESA and CZMA. 

212. Because of Defendants’ failure to engage in a comprehensive survey of the 

biology of Plum Island, they could not and did not adequately assess the potential impact of their 

proposed sale on Plum Island. 

213. Despite the fact that EPA recommended they do so, Defendants failed to 

specifically and adequately detail their plans to clean up contamination associated with the 

PIADC. 

214. Defendants’ failure to assess the potential environmental impact of the sale 

violated NEPA and was arbitrary, capricious, an abuse of discretion, or otherwise not in 

accordance with law in violation of 5 U.S.C § 706. 

215. As a direct result of Defendants failure to assess the potential environmental 

impact of the sale, Plaintiffs will suffer immediate and actual harm. 

216. In particular, the sale of Plum Island as proposed by Defendants will foreclose the 

ability of Plaintiffs and others to participate in the purchase of all or part of Plum Island for 

conservation purposes or to otherwise conserve the land and natural resources and adversely 

affect and irreparably harm the Plaintiffs and their respective members’ aesthetic, conservation, 

recreational, economic, scientific, informational, and procedural interests. 

PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs respectfully request that this Court: 

217. Declare that Defendants have violated NEPA by failing to adequately consider 

alternatives, failing to consider the full environmental effects of the proposed action and related 

actions, prejudging the final decision, failing to conduct a coastal consistency determination, and 

failing to base the final decision on adequate environmental analysis; 
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218. Declare that Defendants’ actions pursuant to the Appropriations Act are in excess 

of statutory jurisdiction, authority, or limitations, or short of statutory right; 

219. Enjoin Defendants from completing the FEIS and selling Plum Island until an 

adequate EIS process has been completed; 

220. Enjoin Defendants from completing the FEIS and selling Plum Island until an 

appropriate consistency determination has been made consistent with the CZMA; 

221. Award Plaintiffs their reasonable costs and attorneys’ fees; and 

222. Grant such other relief as the Court deems just and proper. 
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Dated: July 7, 2016 

MORRISON & FOERSTER LLP 

s/ Carl H. Loewenson, Jr. 
Carl H. Loewenson, Jr. 
Christopher J. Carr (motion for admission pro hac vice forthcoming) 
Joshua A. Roy 
Cameron A. Tepfer 
250 West 55th Street 
New York, NY 10019 
Telephone: (212) 468-8000 
Facsimile:  (212) 468-7900 
cloewenson@mofo.com 
ccarr@mofo.com 
jroy@mofo.com 
ctepfer@mofo.com 

CONNECTICUT FUND FOR THE ENVIRONMENT, INC., 
d/b/a SAVE THE SOUND 

Roger Reynolds 
900 Chapel Street 
Upper Mezzanine, Suite 2202 
New Haven, CT 06510 
Telephone: (203) 787-0646 
Facsimile:  (203) 787-0246 
rreynolds@ctenvironment.org 

Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
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Anderson, Kursten 

From: Mary Morgan 
Sent: Sunday, February 20, 2022 2:31 PM 
To: Anderson, Kursten 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] We support Plum Is NY becoming a National Monument 

Dear Department of Homeland Security 

We live in Orient, NY, and are writing in support of Plum Island becoming a National Monument. It is 

essential to our biodiversity goals, that support all life on earth, that 
this Island be protected from development. 

 Largest seal haul-out in New York 

 Habitat for 220 bird species—nearly one out of four bird species found in North America! 

 Significant ecological communities, including sea turtles, marine eelgrass beds, and rich 

fish populations 

It's historical significance includes Site of Fort Terry, in use from the Spanish American War until 
after World War II as well as native American significance.  It is an important 
navigational aid: Plum Island Light, a National Register Historic Site 

Thank you for your consideration. 
Mary and Tom Morgan 
PO Box 511 
855. S. View Dr. 
Orient, NY 11957 
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--

Local solutions to reverse global warming 

Mary Foster Morgan
Co-founder 
DrawdownEastEnd.org 

Regeneration is the unifying vision
for individuals, communities and business
to repair Earth and drawdown carbon 

2 

https://DrawdownEastEnd.org


  

 

Anderson, Kursten 

From: JR Victor 
Sent: Wednesday, February 23, 2022 11:55 AM 
To: Anderson, Kursten 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Plum Island Preservation 

I would like to submit my opinion that Plum Island, once decommissioned as a Federal Research Facility 
be preserved and maintained as a Natural Resource to be open to the public and enjoyed as a location 
to enjoy passive activities such as walking, biking, birdwatching, photography, and other similar 
activities. While Governors Island off nyc has created a fantastic destination and playground for the 
public I would encourage Plum Island to follow a less developed path and remain basically wild and 
undisturbed presenting itself to the public in a more natural state.  Clearly some infrastructure will be 
needed to support such a mission and need not be in conflict with maintaining this beautiful Island. 

Thank you, 

Jeffrey Victor 

As a professional Cinematographer with 40+ years in production I would be more than thrilled to offer 
my services filming the Island; highlighting the  natural beauty and infrastructure with the purpose of 
helping create protections for Plum Island. 
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Anderson, Kursten 

From: Peggy Dickerson 
Sent: Wednesday, March 2, 2022 10:01 AM 
To: Anderson, Kursten 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Preserve Plum Island 

Please read or have this correspondence read at the public meeting. 

What if President Theodore Roosevelt hadn’t had the foresight to preserve the immense lands for our 
national parks for everyone to enjoy. 

What if the 843 acres of Central Park in MYC hadn’t been set aside for everyone to enjoy. 

I could go on, but the vision is clear in our history…land is being built upon at warp speed! Won’t 
generations to come be grateful for a unique island like Plum Island to be conserved and utilized for 
educational purposes? 

As an environmentalist and educator, I believe this is a rare opportunity to save a valuable ecosystem in 
our community, our state and in our country. 

Thank you for listening and considering my words, 
Peggy Dickerson 
Mattituck Cutchogue School District Teacher (30 years) 
Southold Town Trustee (8 years) 
Environmental Educator ( every chance I get) 

Sent from Mail for Windows 
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Sample Section 106 Consultation Letter 

Subject: Plum Island Animal Disease Center Closure, Plum Island, Suffolk County, New York 

The U.S. Department of Homeland Security (DHS) proposes to cease operations and close the 
facility known as Plum Island Animal Disease Center (PIADC) on Plum Island, Suffolk County, 
New York. Plum Island is an 840-acre island located approximately 1.5 miles off Orient Point 
and Long Island, New York which is home to the PIADC (Attachment 1). DHS is inviting you to 
participate as a consulting party for the project, in accordance with 36 CFR 800.3 of Section 106 
of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA). 

In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), DHS is preparing an 
Environmental Assessment (EA) to analyze the potential environmental impacts associated with 
DHS actions to close operations at PIADC (Proposed Action). DHS intends to coordinate 
Section 106 consultation and NEPA review concurrently per Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation (ACHP) regulations (36 CFR 800.8) and to consult the public per 36 CFR 800.3(e). 

The current mission of PIADC is to protect U.S. livestock from accidental or intentional 
introduction of foreign animal diseases that seriously threaten livestock industries, food security 
and economy. Plum Island is home of the Plum Island Light Station and the former U.S. Army’s 
Fort Terry, which were listed on the National Register of Historic Places in 2011 and 2020 
respectively. DHS also owns and operates transportation assets and a 9.5-acre facility to support 
PIADC at Orient Point, New York that includes buildings, utilities, and ferry docking facilities 
(Attachment 2). 

Based on the DHS and U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) bio- and agro-defense mission 
requirements and facility limitations at Plum Island, the need was identified to enhance the U.S. 
government’s current animal agricultural research capabilities through construction of the 
National Bio and Agro-Defense Facility (NBAF) in Manhattan, Kansas. NBAF will replace the 
PIADC facility in New York and be operated by the USDA. NBAF will enhance the current 
research capabilities in the animal agricultural field. Upon the transfer of the mission to NBAF, 
DHS will no longer have a mission need for PIADC or the associated facilities on Plum Island or 
Orient Point. 

PIADC closure would consist of decontaminating facilities as needed, ceasing operations, and 
withdrawing all assets from service. Potential impact areas from closure activities would be 
within the footprint of PIADC facilities undergoing decontamination and decommissioning and 
Plum Island waste management areas (WMAs). Plum Island and all PIADC Government assets, 
including real property, personal property, and transportation assets, would be conveyed as one 
entity by the General Services Administration (GSA) as directed by the Federal Real Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (Property Act). 

The historic architectural Area of Potential Effects (APE) for closure activities is defined as 
facilities used for the PIADC mission and is comprised of three discontiguous areas featured in 
Attachment 3. These areas include the following: 
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Sample Section 106 Consultation Letter 

• National Register-eligible Buildings 101 at PIADC on Plum Island, and adjacent Buildings 
102 and 103, which are not individually National Register-eligible, but together with 
Building 101, form the National Register-eligible PIADC Historic District. 

• Buildings 13 and 38 at Fort Terry, which have been altered over time and are classified as 
non-contributing resources to the National Register-listed Fort Terry Historic District; and 
are also considered non-contributing resources to the PIADC Historic District because they 
lack integrity. 

• PIADC’s Orient Point facility. 

Because no subsurface work would be conducted in previously undisturbed areas outside the 
facilities footprints and existing waste management areas, no separate APE for archaeological 
resources is identified. 

DHS intends to draft a Programmatic Agreement (PA) for the consideration and appropriate 
management of effects on historic properties resulting from closure activities in accordance with 
Section 106 and Section 110 of the NHPA. The PA will stipulate the preparation of a Historic 
Properties Management Plan (HPMP) to assist with ongoing operations and the efficient 
implementation of closure-related activities. It is anticipated that the draft PA and draft HPMP 
will be provided to the New York SHPO and interested consulting parties for review and 
comment in the coming months. The list of invited consulting parties is included in Attachment 
4. 

If you would like to consult on this project or have any questions, please do not hesitate to 
contact Claire Sale at claire.sale@aecom.com. Due to the current circumstances, email responses 
are preferred, although letter responses may be submitted to Claire Sale, PIADC Closure, c/o 
AECOM, 2000 K Street, Suite 800, Washington, DC 20006. 

Attachments: 
1. Plum Island Project Location 

2. PIADC Facility and Orient Point Layouts 

3. Historic Architectural Areas of Potential Effects 

4. List of Invited Consulting Parties 

B-2
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Sample Section 106 Consultation Letter 

Attachment 1. Plum Island Project Location 
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Sample Section 106 Consultation Letter 

Attachment 2. PIADC Facility and Orient Point (map inset) Layouts 
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Sample Section 106 Consultation Letter 

Attachment 3. Historic Architectural Areas of Potential Effects 
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Sample Section 106 Consultation Letter 

Attachment 4. List of Invited Consulting Parties 

U.S. Department of Agriculture 

U.S. General Services Administration 

Delaware Tribe 

Shinnecock Indian Nation 

Unkechaug Tribe (not federally recognized) 

Montaukett Tribe (not federally recognized) 

Town of Southold, New York 

Southold Historical Society 

Southold Indian Museum 

East End Seaport Museum 

U.S. Lighthouse Society—Long Island Chapter 

Preserve Plum Island Coalition 

Group for the East End 

Oysterponds Historical Society 

Orient Association 

Preservation Long Island 

B-6



   
             

  

 
 

 
 

  

   

 
   

  
   

  
        
 

   
           

         
           

        
            
            

           
    

        
       

         
        

          
          

         
 

         
            

          

          
          

              
               

 

 
  

     

         

KATHY HOCHUL ERIK KULLESEID 
Governor Commissioner 

February 25, 2022 

Sarah Koeppel 
Dept. of Homeland Security 
7th and D 
Washington, DC 20001 

Re: DHS 
Plum Island Animal Disease Center (PIADC) Closure, Plum Island, Suffolk County 
22PR00614 

Dear Sarah Koeppel: 
Thank you for requesting the comments of the New York State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO). We have reviewed the provided documentation in accordance with Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966. These comments are those of the SHPO and relate 
only to Historic/Cultural resources. They do not include other environmental impacts to New 
York State Parkland that may be involved in or near your project. Such impacts must be 
considered as part of the environmental review of the project pursuant to the National 
Environmental Policy Act and/or the State Environmental Quality Review Act (New York 
Environmental Conservation Law Article 8). 

We concur that Fort Terry Historic District and Plum Island Lighthouse are listed in the State 
and National Registers of Historic Places (S/NRHP). We further concur that Buildings 101, 102 
and 103 are eligible for listing in the S/NRHP as the PIADC Historic District. We have reviewed 
the recently provided information, including the Plum Island Animal Disease Facility Closure 
Proposal. We request to consult on all aspects of the proposed project including the 
decommissioning, any potential ownership transfer of the Island, the development of a draft 
Programmatic Agreement (PA) and preparation of an Historic Properties Management Plan 
(HPMP). 

Our office looks forward to continuing the consultation process and understands that DHS 
intends to coordinate Section 106 consultation and NEPA concurrently. A copy of all NEPA 
and/or 106 documents and consulting parties notices should be provided to our office. 

Additional information can be provided via our Cultural Resource Information System (CRIS) at 
www.nysparks.com/SHPO/online-tools/ To submit, log into CRIS as a guest and choose 
“submit” at the very top of the menu. Go to “Other Options” and choose “submit new information 
for an existing project.” If you have any questions, I can be reached at (518) 268-2181. 

Sincerely, 

Beth Cumming 
Senior Historic Site Restoration Coordinator 
e-mail: via e-mail only 

cc: A. Rachleff, K. Anderson – aecom J. Searing, M. Friess - PIADC 
New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation 

Division for Historic Preservation, Peebles Island, PO Box 189, Waterford, New York 12188-0189 
(518) 237-8643 • https://parks.ny.gov/shpo 
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Anderson, Kursten 

From: John Dugan - PIB 
Sent: Monday, March 7, 2022 5:47 PM 
To: Koeppel, Sarah 
Cc: 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re: Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental 
Assessment for Closure Activities at the Plum Island Animal Disease 
Center on Plum Island, NY 

Anderson, Kursten; Anthony Barbati - 1PZS; Hass, Jennifer; John Kelly; 

Sarah, 

I thought I responded to this already, but to make it official. GSA wishes to be a consulting party for this 
exercise. 

Thanks 
John 

On Fri, Jan 28, 2022 at 3:14 PM Koeppel, Sarah 

Afternoon, John. 

The U.S. Department of Homeland Security (DHS) proposes to cease operations and close the 
facility known as Plum Island Animal Disease Center (PIADC) on Plum Island, Suffolk 
County, New York. Plum Island is an 840-acre island located approximately 1.5 miles off 
Orient Point and Long Island, New York which is home to the PIADC (Attachment 1). DHS is 
inviting you to participate as a consulting party for the project, in accordance with 36 CFR 
800.3 of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA). 

In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), DHS is preparing an 
Environmental Assessment (EA) to analyze the potential environmental impacts associated with 
DHS actions to close operations at PIADC (Proposed Action). DHS intends to coordinate 
Section 106 consultation and NEPA review concurrently per Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation (ACHP) regulations (36 CFR 800.8) and to consult the public per 36 CFR 
800.3(e). 

wrote: 
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The current mission of PIADC is to protect U.S. livestock from accidental or intentional 
introduction of foreign animal diseases that seriously threaten livestock industries, food 
security and economy. Plum Island is home of the Plum Island Light Station and the former 
U.S. Army’s Fort Terry, which were listed on the National Register of Historic Places in 2011 
and 2020 respectively. DHS also owns and operates transportation assets and a 9.5-acre facility 
to support PIADC at Orient Point, New York that includes buildings, utilities, and ferry docking 
facilities (Attachment 2). 

Based on the DHS and U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) bio- and agro-defense mission 
requirements and facility limitations at Plum Island, the need was identified to enhance the U.S. 
government’s current animal agricultural research capabilities through construction of the 
National Bio and Agro-Defense Facility (NBAF) in Manhattan, Kansas. NBAF will replace the 
PIADC facility in New York and be operated by the USDA. NBAF will enhance the current 
research capabilities in the animal agricultural field. Upon the transfer of the mission to NBAF, 
DHS will no longer have a mission need for PIADC or the associated facilities on Plum Island 
or Orient Point. 

PIADC closure would consist of decontaminating facilities as needed, ceasing operations, and 
withdrawing all assets from service. Potential impact areas from closure activities would be 
within the footprint of PIADC facilities undergoing decontamination and decommissioning and 
Plum Island waste management areas (WMAs). Plum Island and all PIADC Government assets, 
including real property, personal property, and transportation assets, would be conveyed as one 
entity by the General Services Administration (GSA) as directed by the Federal Real Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (Property Act). 

The historic architectural Area of Potential Effects (APE) for closure activities is defined as 
facilities used for the PIADC mission and is comprised of three discontiguous areas featured in 
Attachment 3. These areas include the following: 

 National Register-eligible Buildings 101 at PIADC on Plum Island, and adjacent Buildings 102 and 
103, which are not individually National Register-eligible, but together with Building 101, form the 
National Register-eligible PIADC Historic District. 

 Buildings 13 and 38 at Fort Terry, which have been altered over time and are classified as non-
contributing resources to the National Register-listed Fort Terry Historic District; and are also 
considered non-contributing resources to the PIADC Historic District because they lack integrity. 

 PIADC’s Orient Point facility. 
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Because no subsurface work would be conducted in previously undisturbed areas outside the 
facilities footprints and existing waste management areas, no separate APE for archaeological 
resources is identified. 

DHS intends to draft a Programmatic Agreement (PA) for the consideration and appropriate 
management of effects on historic properties resulting from closure activities in accordance with 
Section 106 and Section 110 of the NHPA. The PA will stipulate the preparation of a Historic 
Properties Management Plan (HPMP) to assist with ongoing operations and the efficient 
implementation of closure-related activities. It is anticipated that the draft PA and draft HPMP 
will be provided to the New York SHPO and interested consulting parties for review and 
comment in the coming months. The list of invited consulting parties is included in Attachment 
4. 

If you would like to consult on this project or have any questions, please do not hesitate to 
contact Claire Sale at Due to the current circumstances, email 
responses are preferred by March 11, 2022, although letter responses may be submitted to 
Claire Sale, PIADC Closure, c/o AECOM, 2000 K Street, Suite 800, Washington, DC 20006. 

Sincerely, 
Sarah Koeppel 

Sarah Koeppel, MA, RPA 

Deputy Federal Preservation Officer/ 

Senior Environmental Protection Specialist 

Environmental Planning & Historic Preservation Program 

Office of the Chief Readiness Support Officer 

Department of Homeland Security 

Phone: 
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John L. A. Dugan 
Real Property Utilization & Disposal 
Public Buildings Service 
US General Services Administration 
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Anderson, Kursten 

From: Koeppel, Sarah 
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2022 4:00 PM 
To: Anderson, Kursten; Rachleff, Allison; Crowl, Heather; Abbot, Martin 
Cc: Dwyer, Thomas R. 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] FW: Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental 

Assessment for Closure Activities at the Plum Island Animal Disease 
Center on Plum Island, NY 

Sarah Koeppel, MA, RPA 
Deputy Federal Preservation Officer/ 
Senior Environmental Protection Specialist 
Environmental Planning & Historic Preservation Program 
Office of the Chief Readiness Support Officer 
Department of Homeland Security 
Phone: 

From: Wurzberger, Linda 
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2022 3:12 PM 
To: Koeppel, Sarah 
Subject: RE: Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Assessment for Closure Activities at the Plum 
Island Animal Disease Center on Plum Island, NY 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of DHS. DO NOT click links or open attachments unless you recognize 
and/or trust the sender. Contact your component SOC with questions or concerns. 

Good afternoon, 

Thank you for the notice.  No ARS does not have any comment and we do need to participate. 

Dr. Linda B. Wurzberger 
Chief, RPMB 

Agricultural Research Service, 
Administrative and Financial Management 
5601 Sunnyside Ave | Beltsville, MD 20705 
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Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2022 2:37 PM 
From: Koeppel, Sarah 

To: Wurzberger, Linda 
Subject: FW: Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Assessment for Closure Activities at the Plum 
Island Animal Disease Center on Plum Island, NY 

Hello, Ms. Wurzberger. 

The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation has you listed as the Federal Preservation Officer for ARS. I 
am reaching out today to see if USDA would like to be a consulting party on Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act compliance for the DHS closure activities out at Plum Island. 

Please let me know if you have any questions and whether or not USDA would like to participate. 

Thanks, 
Sarah 

Sarah Koeppel, MA, RPA 
Deputy Federal Preservation Officer/ 
Senior Environmental Protection Specialist 
Environmental Planning & Historic Preservation Program 
Office of the Chief Readiness Support Officer 
Department of Homeland Security 
Phone: 

From: Koeppel, Sarah 
Sent: Friday, January 28, 2022 3:13 PM 
To: 
Cc: Hass, Jennifer ; ; Anderson, Kursten 

Subject: Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Assessment for Closure Activities at the Plum 
Island Animal Disease Center on Plum Island, NY 

Afternoon. 

The U.S. Department of Homeland Security (DHS) proposes to cease operations and close the 
facility known as Plum Island Animal Disease Center (PIADC) on Plum Island, Suffolk County, 
New York. Plum Island is an 840-acre island located approximately 1.5 miles off Orient Point 
and Long Island, New York which is home to the PIADC (Attachment 1). DHS is inviting you to 
participate as a consulting party for the project, in accordance with 36 CFR 800.3 of Section 106 
of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA). 
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In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), DHS is preparing an 
Environmental Assessment (EA) to analyze the potential environmental impacts associated with 
DHS actions to close operations at PIADC (Proposed Action). DHS intends to coordinate 
Section 106 consultation and NEPA review concurrently per Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation (ACHP) regulations (36 CFR 800.8) and to consult the public per 36 CFR 800.3(e). 

The current mission of PIADC is to protect U.S. livestock from accidental or intentional 
introduction of foreign animal diseases that seriously threaten  livestock industries, food security 
and economy. Plum Island is home of the Plum Island Light Station and the former U.S. Army’s 
Fort Terry, which were listed on the National Register of Historic Places in 2011 and 2020 
respectively. DHS also owns and operates transportation assets and a 9.5-acre facility to support 
PIADC at Orient Point, New York that includes buildings, utilities, and ferry docking facilities 
(Attachment 2). 

Based on the DHS and U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) bio- and agro-defense mission 
requirements and facility limitations at Plum Island, the need was identified to enhance the U.S. 
government’s current animal agricultural research capabilities through construction of the 
National Bio and Agro-Defense Facility (NBAF) in Manhattan, Kansas. NBAF will replace the 
PIADC facility in New York and be operated by the USDA. NBAF will enhance the current 
research capabilities in the animal agricultural field. Upon the transfer of the mission to NBAF, 
DHS will no longer have a mission need for PIADC or the associated facilities on Plum Island or 
Orient Point. 

PIADC closure would consist of decontaminating facilities as needed, ceasing operations, and 
withdrawing all assets from service. Potential impact areas from closure activities would be 
within the footprint of PIADC facilities undergoing decontamination and decommissioning and 
Plum Island waste management areas (WMAs). Plum Island and all PIADC Government assets, 
including real property, personal property, and transportation assets, would be conveyed as one 
entity by the General Services Administration (GSA) as directed by the Federal Real Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (Property Act). 

The historic architectural Area of Potential Effects (APE) for closure activities is defined as 
facilities used for the PIADC mission and is comprised of three discontiguous areas featured in 
Attachment 3. These areas include the following: 

 National Register-eligible Buildings 101 at PIADC on Plum Island, and adjacent Buildings 
102 and 103, which are not individually National Register-eligible, but together with 
Building 101, form the National Register-eligible PIADC Historic District. 

 Buildings 13 and 38 at Fort Terry, which have been altered over time and are classified as 
non-contributing resources to the National Register-listed Fort Terry Historic District; and 
are also considered non-contributing resources to the PIADC Historic District because they 
lack integrity. 

 PIADC’s Orient Point facility. 
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Because no subsurface work would be conducted in previously undisturbed areas outside the 
facilities footprints and existing waste management areas, no separate APE for archaeological 
resources is identified. 

DHS intends to draft a Programmatic Agreement (PA) for the consideration and appropriate 
management of effects on historic properties resulting from closure activities in accordance with 
Section 106 and Section 110 of the NHPA. The PA will stipulate the preparation of a Historic 
Properties Management Plan (HPMP) to assist with ongoing operations and the efficient 
implementation of closure-related activities. It is anticipated that the draft PA and draft HPMP 
will be provided to the New York SHPO and interested consulting parties for review and 
comment in the coming months. The list of invited consulting parties is included in Attachment 
4. 

If you would like to consult on this project or have any questions, please do not hesitate to 
contact Claire Sale at Due to the current circumstances, email responses 
are preferred by March 11, 2022, although letter responses may be submitted to Claire Sale, 
PIADC Closure, c/o AECOM, 2000 K Street, Suite 800, Washington, DC 20006. 

Sincerely, 
Sarah Koeppel 

Sarah Koeppel, MA, RPA 
Deputy Federal Preservation Officer/ 
Senior Environmental Protection Specialist 
Environmental Planning & Historic Preservation Program 
Office of the Chief Readiness Support Officer 
Department of Homeland Security 
Phone: 

This electronic message contains information generated by the USDA solely for the intended recipients. 
Any unauthorized interception of this message or the use or disclosure of the information it contains 
may violate the law and subject the violator to civil or criminal penalties. If you believe you have 
received this message in error, please notify the sender and delete the email immediately. 
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Anderson, Kursten 

From: Katie Comeau 
Sent: Sunday, February 13, 2022 2:11 PM 
To: Sale, Claire 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Plum Island Animal Disease Center 

Dear Ms. Sale, 

The Preservation League of NYS would like to be added to the list of consulting parties for the PIADC 
closure project.  I can be the contact person Thank you for the invitation 
and I look forward to learning more about this project. 

Katie Eggers Comeau (she/her) 
Vice President for Policy and Preservation 
Preservation League of New York State 
So Our Past Has a Future 

| www.preservenys.org 
44 Central Avenue | Albany, NY  12206 

  

The League staff is working remotely at this time – but we’re still here for you. 
If you value the work we do, please consider making a gift today. 
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Anderson, Kursten 

From: GORDON BLISS 
Sent: Saturday, February 12, 2022 7:16 PM 
To: Sale, Claire 
Cc: Chris Zeeman 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re: Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental 

Assessment for Closure Activities at the Plum Island Animal Disease 
Center on Plum Island, NY 

In response to the email from Sarah Koeppel on January 28 concerning the closure activities on 
Plum Island, NY; as preservation officer of the Coast Defense Study Group (CDSG), I am requesting 
that the CDSG be designated a Section 106 Consulting Party, as described in Part 800.2(c)(5) and Part 
800.3(f)(3) of the Section 106 regulations, National Historic Preservation Act, on the proposed closure 
activities of the Plum Island Animal Disease Center. 

The CDSG is an organization dedicated to the study of seacoast defenses. Among its primary goals are 
the preservation and documentation of coast defense and related sites for current and future generations. 
Further information on our organization can be found on our website at www.cdsg.org . 

Thank You and Regards, 
Gordon Bliss 
Preservation Officer 
Coast Defense Study Group 

1 
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To support this EA, the DHS consulted on a government-to-government basis with Tribes that are 
federally recognized or have demonstrated a previous interest in Plum Island, NY. Tribes were 
formally requested to participate in the Section 106 process on 28 January 2022. The list of Tribes 
contacted, and summary responses are included in Table B-1. Copies of all correspondence are 
included in the Administrative Record. 

Table B-1: Record of Tribal Outreach 

Tribe 
Section 

106 Letter 
Sent 

Follow-up Correspondence Summary Response 

Delaware 
Tribe 

1/28/2022 

Shinnecock 
Indian 
Nation 

1/28/2022 

Unkechaug 
Tribe 1/28/2022 

Montaukett 
Tribe 

1/28/2022 

Response received. Upon 
receipt, DHS contacted Tribe 
via phone. Gave 
confirmation for continued 
consultation. 

Accepted invitation to consult. 
Concerns related to boundaries 
for the area of potential effects 
and potential affects and impacts 
on their Native American 
historic territory, culture, and 
artifacts. 
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FINAL 

PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT 
BY AND AMONG 

THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY— 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF READINESS SUPPORT OFFICER AND 
THE NEW YORK STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE 

REGARDING PLUM ISLAND 
PLUM ISLAND ANIMAL DISEASE CENTER CLOSURE 

PLUM ISLAND AND ORIENT POINT, NEW YORK 

WHEREAS,  this  Programmatic Agreement  (“PA”) is made as of  this  24th da y of  August  2022, 
by and among the United States Department of Homeland Security—Office of the Chief 
Readiness Support Officer (“DHS”), and the New York State Historic Preservation Office 
(“SHPO”), (referred to collectively herein as the “Parties” or “Signatories” or  individually as a  
“Party” or  “Signatory”) pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act  
(“NHPA”), 54  United States  Code (“USC”)  § 306108 and its implementing regulations 36 Code
of Federal Regulations (“CFR”) part 800; and Section 110 of the NHPA, 54  USC  § 306107; and

WHEREAS,  in 1954, the  United States  Department of Agriculture  (“USDA”) established the 
Plum Island Animal Disease Center  (“PIADC”)  research facility  on Plum Island in t he Town of  
Southold, Suffolk County, New York  within  Long Island Sound i n response to outbreaks of  
foreign animal diseases  (“FADs”), including foot-and-mouth disease  (“FMD”); and DHS, in 
cooperation with USDA  currently operates PIADC, whose  mission is to  protect  United States  
(“US”)  livestock from accidental or intentional introduction of FADs that seriously threaten US  
livestock industries, food security and economy; and PIADC is  comprised of  buildings, 
infrastructure, and undeveloped land on the 840-acre Plum Island,  and two  parcels  at Orient 
Point  on Long Island in the Town of Southold, Suffolk County, New York,  approximately 1.5 
miles from Plum Island  The first,  a 9.5-acre site, which  houses parking, storage facilities, 
administrative space,  and  a ferry  landing. The second, a  0.5-acre  parcel of land at Orient Point 
County Park, hous es  the utility transfer station  which is enclosed by a  chain-link  fence, and  
provides  electrical power to Plum Island via an underwater cable.  

WHEREAS,  based on the DHS and USDA bio- and agro-defense mission requirements and 
facility limitations at Plum Island, the need was identified to enhance the  US  government’s  

 
 

current animal agricultural research capabilities through construction of the National Bio and 
Agro-Defense Facility (“NBAF”) in Manhattan, Kansas. NBAF will replace the PIADC facility 
in New York and be operated by USDA. NBAF will enhance the current research capabilities in 
the animal agricultural field. Upon the transfer of the mission to NBAF, DHS will no longer have 
a mission need for PIADC or the associated facilities on Plum Island or Orient Point, and DHS 
must prepare to vacate the ‘Plum Island asset,’ which consists of all real property, personal 
property, and transportation assets located on Plum Island, as well as the real property and 
personal property located at the Orient Point support facility; and 
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WHEREAS, the DHS has initiated the PIADC closure, which entails the closure of the PIADC 
and its facilities at Plum Island and Orient Point, New York (see Location Map Figure in 
Attachment A); and 

WHEREAS, the DHS has determined that PIADC closure activities constitute an “undertaking” 
as defined in 36 C.F.R § 800.16(y) and are subject to review under Section 106 of the NHPA, 
specifically to take into account the potential effects of the undertaking on historic properties; 
and 

WHEREAS, DHS is the lead Federal agency for purposes of ensuring that the undertaking 
complies with Section 106, and as potential effects on historic properties are as yet unknown, 
DHS intends to use this PA, developed pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.14(b), to satisfy its 
responsibilities under Section 106; and 

WHEREAS, DHS is coordinating Section 106 compliance with the National Environmental 
Policy Act (“NEPA”) process for the undertaking, in accordance with 36 CFR § 800.8(a); and 

WHEREAS, DHS, as the lead agency for preparing the Environmental Assessment (“EA”) 
pursuant to NEPA, analyzed an Action Alternative and a No Action Alternative; and 

WHEREAS, DHS has established the undertaking’s areas of potential effects (“APE”), defined 
at 36 CFR § 800.16(d), to include the buildings and structures operated by DHS as part of 
PIADC mission at Plum Island and Orient Point (see APE Figure in Attachment B); and 

WHEREAS, the below-ground APE includes all areas of proposed ground disturbance, which 
have all been previously disturbed, and thus, it is unlikely that any significant archaeological 
sites with integrity are present in the below-ground APE; and  

WHEREAS, DHS conducted a comprehensive literature review and intensive background 
research as part of the identification of historic properties in the APE; and 

WHEREAS, in accordance with 36 CFR § 800.4 and as the result of historic architectural 
surveys conducted on behalf of DHS on Plum Island between 2018 and 2019, DHS identified the 
following known historic properties in the APE: 

1. The PIADC Historic District consists of three contributing resources: Building 101 
(Laboratory and Animal Isolation Unit Building), Building 102 (Former Decontamination 
Building), and Building 103 (Former Steam and Emergency Power Building). These 
three buildings were constructed between 1954 and 1956 for the USDA’s foreign animal 
disease laboratory. On May 26, 2022, SHPO concurred that the PIADC Historic District 
is eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (“NRHP”) under 
Criterion A. The district possesses a concentration of three functionally related buildings 
where government-funded research into FADs, including FMD, took place.  
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2. Two (2) resources utilized by the PIADC are associated with the historic Fort Terry complex; 
Building 38 (Motor Pool) and Building 13 (Fire Station), are within the APE. Both buildings 
are classified as non-contributing resources to the NRHP-listed Fort Terry Historic District. 

WHEREAS, DHS has determined that the potential effects of PIADC closure activities on 
historic properties in the APE cannot be fully evaluated at this stage, but some activities are 
anticipated to have an adverse effect; and 

WHEREAS, the DHS has invited USDA and the US General Services Administration (“GSA”) 
to sign this PA as Signatories (“Invited Signatories”) on January 28, 2022; and 

WHEREAS, USDA indicated via e-mail on March 29, 2022 that the agency would participate, 
but did not respond to requests for signature sent via e-mail on August 25, 2022, September 19, 
2022, October 14, 2022, November 2, 2022, and December 1, 2022, and therefore, DHS elected 
to remove the agency from Section 106 consultation coordination via email on December 16, 
2022; and  

WHEREAS, GSA is assuming responsibilities under this PA as an Invited Signatory, per 36 
C.F.R. 800.6(c)(2); and 

WHEREAS, DHS initiated consultation on January 28, 2022 with the SHPO and ACHP 
pursuant to 36 C.F.R. 800.6(a); and 

WHEREAS, SHPO, in a response letter dated February 25, 2022, elected to participate in the 
Section 106 consultation, and 

WHEREAS, the ACHP, in an email dated June 24, 2022 did not elect to participate in the 
Section 106 consultation; and 

WHEREAS, through consultation with the SHPO, DHS identified Consulting/Concurring 
Parties including Federal, state, regional or local agencies, and local organizations with a 
demonstrated interest in PIADC closure activities pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.2(c) (listed in 
Attachment C). These agencies and organizations were invited by DHS to participate in 
consultation for this PA on January 28, 2022, and to sign this PA; and 

WHEREAS, on January 31, 2022, the Montaukett Indian Tribe, an indigenous peoples from 
eastern Long Island in New York, responded and accepted the DHS’s invitation to consult in the 
Section 106 process, and DHS has determined that they will be Invited Signatories; and 

WHEREAS on February 12, 2022, the Coast Defense Study Group (“CDSG”) indicated that 
their organization has a vested interest in PIADC closure activities, and requested to consult in 
the Section 106 process, and DHS concurred, and determined that CDSG will be a Concurring 
Party; and 
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WHEREAS on February 13, 2022, the Preservation League of New York State (“Preserve 
NYS”) initially indicated that their organization has a vested interest in PIADC closure activities, 
and requested to consult in the Section 106 process, and DHS concurred, and invited Preserve 
NYS to be a Concurring Party; and  

WHEREAS on October 14 2022, Preserve NYS notified DHS via email that it has opted not to 
participate as a Concurring Party, and therefore, will not sign this PA; and  

WHEREAS, in letters dated January 28, 2022, DHS invited the federally recognized Shinnecock 
Indian Nation and Delaware Tribe to participate in this PA because these sovereign Indian 
Nations have a government-to-government relationship with the United States (collectively 
referred to as “Native American tribes”), and an interest in the areas affected by the undertaking; 
and 

WHEREAS, the Shinnecock Indian National and Delaware Tribe did not respond; and 

WHEREAS, to date, DHS has made the Draft PA available to the public for review and 
comment by appending it to the EA, and DHS has taken into account any comments received by 
the public when finalizing the PA; and 

NOW, THEREFORE, the Signatories, including DHS and SHPO agree that PIADC closure 
activities shall be implemented in accordance with the following stipulations in order to consider 
the effects of the undertaking on historic properties and that these stipulations will govern 
compliance of the undertaking with Section 106 of the NHPA. 

STIPULATIONS 

DHS shall ensure that the following measures are carried out: 

A. QUALIFICATIONS 

1. DHS will ensure that all historic preservation work performed by DHS or on its 
behalf pursuant to this PA will be accomplished by or under the direct supervision of 
a person or persons who meet(s) or exceed(s) the pertinent qualifications in the 
Secretary of the Interior's Standards and Guidelines, as amended and annotated, in 
those areas in which the qualifications are applicable for the specific work performed. 
Qualifications are available at https://www.nps.gov/articles/sec-standards-prof-
quals.htm 

2. DHS shall provide information to Signatories regarding the names and qualifications 
of those persons providing the qualified professional services, upon request. 

B-22

https://www.nps.gov/articles/sec-standards-prof-quals.htm
https://www.nps.gov/articles/sec-standards-prof-quals.htm


 
  
 

 
 

  

  

   
 

   
 

 
  

   

    
 

   

    
   

 

   
 

  

  
   

    

   

  

    
 

 
    

  
   

    

 

       
 

     
  

 

a. A brief prehistoric and historic context. 

b. A description of archaeological and historic architectural resources surveys and/or 
inventories that have been completed on Plum Island, with maps and other 
graphics, as needed. 

c. A description of known archaeological resources and NRHP-eligible and listed 
historic architectural resources, with a discussion of their historic integrity, areas 
of significance, and period(s) of significance. 

d. A description of planned operations and maintenance activities, and PIADC 
closure activities that may affect archaeological resources, and NRHP-eligible and 
listed historic architectural resources. 

e. A description of recommendations to avoid, minimize or mitigate potential 
adverse effects. 

f. A description of roles and responsibilities. 

g. Standard Operating Procedures Appendix 

h. Correspondence Appendix 

C. IDENTIFICATION, EVALUATION AND ASSESSMENT OF EFFECTS ON 
ABOVE-GROUND RESOURCES 

As PIADC closure activities are implemented, it may become necessary for DHS to 
identify and evaluate above-ground resources over 50 years old and operated by DHS as 
part of the PIADC mission, that have not yet been surveyed prior to implementation of 
this PA, in accordance with 36 CFR § 800.4. 

1. 

B. HISTORIC PROPERTIES MANAGEMENT PLAN 

1. Because it may not be possible to determine all the effects resulting from PIADC closure 
activities, DHS shall develop and implement a Historic Properties Management Plan 
(HPMP) for relevant property under DHS control on Plum Island and Orient Point.  
Through an approved HPMP, DHS can require consideration and appropriate 
management of effects on historic properties, and in so doing meet the requirements of 
NHPA Sections 106/110 for its undertaking(s). 

2. The HPMP shall include the following: 

DHS, may conduct field surveys and evaluation of all portions of the historic 
architectural APE to identify/evaluate relevant above-ground resources and record 
them according to standards promulgated by SHPO. 

2. DHS may propose NRHP eligibility determinations to SHPO according to standards 
promulgated by SHPO. 

3. If SHPO disagrees with a determination of eligibility within thirty (30) days, DHS 
may further consult and provide additional information to SHPO in an effort to reach 
a consensus. If consensus cannot be reached, DHS may agree to assume a historic 
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PLUM ISLAND DISEASE CENTER CLOSURE 
Final Programmatic Agreement 
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property is eligible for purposes of this project or may obtain a determination of 
eligibility from the Keeper of the NRHP pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.4(c)(2). 

4. DHS may notify Invited Signatories and Concurring Parties about newly identified 
NRHP-eligible above-ground resources within thirty (30) days. 

5. DHS may assess effects on newly identified above-ground resources in accordance 
with 36 CFR Part 800 and provide documentation to SHPO. 

6. DHS may propose a no historic properties affected finding consistent with 36 CFR § 
800.4(d)(1) or a no adverse effect finding consistent with 36 CFR § 800.5(b), and 
provide the requisite documentation to SHPO. 

7. If DHS and SHPO determine that a historic property will be adversely affected within 
thirty (30) days, DHS may make a reasonable and good faith effort to first avoid 
adverse effects through implementation of avoidance measures, and/or minimization 
measures as described in Stipulation D. 

8. If adverse effects cannot be avoided, mitigation may be implemented as described in 
Stipulation E. 

9. DHS may notify Invited Signatories and Concurring Parties regarding effect findings 
within thirty (30) days. 

D. AVOIDANCE AND MINIMIZATION 

As PIADC closure activities are implemented, DHS shall consult with SHPO to identify 
measures to avoid and/or minimize adverse effects. Such consultation may include, but 
not be limited to written correspondence provided through the SHPO’s on-line Cultural 
Resource Information System (“CRIS”), conference calls, meetings, or site visits. DHS 
will document the avoidance and/or minimization measures identified through the 
consultation, and distribute them with an amendment to this agreement, or a new 
agreement, to the Signatories for a thirty (30)-day review and comment period.   

Measures to avoid and/or minimize adverse effects on historic properties in the APE will 
include the following, as applicable: 

1. Avoidance of effects on historic properties through project redesign in conformance 
with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Treatment of Historic Properties 
available at: https://www.nps.gov/tps/standards.htm 

2. Minimization of effects on historic properties through project redesign in a manner 
that protects a resource’s historic character-defining features in accordance with the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Treatment of Historic Properties. 

E. MITIGATION 

As PIADC closure activities are implemented, if DHS determines a new adverse effect 
may result or a known adverse effect on a historic property would be intensified and 
could not be avoided or minimized, DHS shall consult with SHPO to identify measures to 
mitigate the adverse effects.  Such consultation may include, but not be limited to written 
correspondence, conference calls, meetings, or site visits.  DHS will document the 
mitigation measures identified through the consultation and distribute them with an 
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amendment to this agreement, or a new agreement, to the Signatories for a thirty (30)-day 
review and comment period.   

Mitigation measures to resolve adverse effects may include the following, as appropriate: 

1. Recordation 

a. Per Section 110(b) of the NHPA (54 USC 306103), prior to any substantial 
alteration or demolition of a non-archeological historic property, Historic 
American Building Survey (“HABS”), Historic American Engineering Record 
(“HAER”), and/or Historic American Landscapes Survey (“HALS”) 
documentation will be utilized to resolve adverse effects on individual historic 
properties that are significant at the National, State and/or Local level. The 
documentation shall be prepared to HABS/HAER/HALS standards (Level I, II, or 
III) as defined in the SOI Standards and Guidelines for Archeology and Historic 
Preservation for Architectural and Engineering Documentation, further described 
in the National Park Service (“NPS”) guidelines available at 
https://www.nps.gov/hdp/standards/guidelines.htm 
Upon completion, HABS/HAER/HALS documentation will first be submitted to 
DHS for review and approval with a digital copy provided to SHPO via the 
SHPO’s on-line CRIS. Once approved, DHS will submit the documentation to 
NPS, which shall submit the documentation to the Library of Congress, as well as 
to State or Local historical societies, archives, and/or libraries for permanent 
retention.     

2. Public Interpretation 

a. A public interpretation plan is appropriate to resolve adverse effects on historic 
properties significant at the National, State or Local level. DHS will work with 
the Signatories, Invited Signatories, and Concurring Parties as appropriate to 
design an educational interpretive plan including actions to implement the plan. 
The plan may include an oral history made available through a website, 
educational pamphlets (brochure or booklet), GIS story maps, public lectures, or 
other similar mechanisms to educate the public on historic properties within the 
local community, state, or region. The public interpretation plan must receive 
concurrence from SHPO prior to implementation. 

F. ARCHAEOLOGY: POST-REVIEW DISCOVERY AND MITIGATION OF 
EFFECTS 

1. In the event that unanticipated and previously unidentified archaeological resources 
are discovered during implementation of PIADC closure activities, DHS shall consult 
with the SHPO, Invited Signatories, and other Concurring Parties, as appropriate, to 
review the previous archeological surveys of the area to determine if adequate 
information exists to assess project effects. If DHS determines in consultation with 
the SHPO, Invited Signatories, and other Concurring Parties that further identification 
efforts are needed, DHS shall ensure that an archeological survey program for 
identification of archeological sites is developed. The DHS shall develop a testing 
program of sufficient intensity to provide an evaluation of eligibility for the NRHP in 
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consultation with SHPO, Invited Signatories, and other Concurring Parties, following 
the regulations outlined in 36 C.F.R. § 800.4(c). 

2. All investigations will follow all applicable SHPO guidelines as well as the Secretary 
of the Interior's Standards and Guidelines for Archaeology and Historic Preservation 
(1983) and will be conducted under the direct supervision of an archaeologist who 
meets or exceeds the pertinent qualifications in the Secretary of the Interior's 
Professional Qualifications Standards (48 FR 44738-39). 

3. If, as a result of the testing and evaluation program, archaeological sites are identified 
that are not eligible for the NRHP, DHS shall submit a report of findings to SHPO, 
Invited Signatories, and other Concurring Parties, as appropriate, for a thirty (30)-day 
review and comment period. Once SHPO concurs with the not eligible determination, 
the Section 106 process will conclude with no further investigation or consultation. 

4. If, as a result of the testing and evaluation program, archaeological sites identified 
within the APE are determined eligible for the NRHP, the sites shall be avoided (see 
stipulation 5 if avoidance is not possible). DHS will visibly protect avoided sites 
during activities with flagging or temporary fencing and communicate the 
requirement to avoid the site to construction crews. 

5. If, as a result of the testing and evaluation program, archeological sites identified 
within the APE are determined eligible for the NRHP, and avoidance is not possible, 
DHS shall develop a plan for mitigation in the form of recovery of information in 
consultation with the SHPO, Invited Signatories, and other Concurring Parties. Prior 
to implementation, the plan shall be submitted to the SHPO, Invited Signatories, and 
other Concurring Parties for a thirty (30)-day review and comment period starting 
upon receipt. 

6. All archaeological data recovery plans prepared under the terms of this PA shall 
include the following elements: 

a. Information on the archeological property or properties where data recovery is to 
be carried out, and the context in which such properties are eligible for the NRHP. 

b. Information on any NRHP property, properties, or portions of properties that will 
be destroyed without data recovery. 

c. Discussion of the research questions to be addressed through the data recovery 
with an explanation / justification of their relevance and importance. 

d. Description of the recovery methods to be used, with an explanation of their 
pertinence to the research questions. 

e. Information on arrangements for any regular progress reports or meetings to keep 
the SHPO, Invited Signatories, and other Concurring Parties up to date on the 
course of the work. The plan should contain the expected timetable for 
excavation, analysis, and preparation of the final report. 

f. A plan for public dissemination of the information. 
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g. A treatment plan or data recovery plan to be implemented prior to those project 
activities that could affect the archeological property or properties. 

7. DHS shall notify the SHPO, Invited Signatories, and the other Concurring Parties in 
writing once the fieldwork portion of the treatment plan or data recovery plan is 
complete and provide a brief management summary so that a site visit may be 
scheduled, if requested. DHS may proceed with implementation of construction or 
construction related ground disturbing activities in the area and within the boundary 
of the affected archeological site(s) while the technical report is in preparation. 

8. DHS shall submit for a thirty (30)-day review and comment period a draft of all 
archeological reports, treatment plans, and other documentation to the SHPO through 
the SHPO’s on-line CRIS in Adobe® Portable Document Format (as appropriate and 
per the requirements of protecting sensitive site information as noted in Section 304 
of the NHPA and in the Archeological Resources Protection Act [“ARPA”]). Section 
304 of the NHPA protects certain sensitive information about historic properties from 
disclosure to the public when such disclosure could result in significant invasion of 
privacy, damage to historic property, or impede the use of a traditional religious site 
by practitioners. ARPA provides authority to limit information on the "nature and 
location" of archeological resources. 

9. If no comments are received from the SHPO within the thirty (30)-day review period, 
DHS may assume concurrence, distribute a summary to Invited Signatories and 
Concurring Parties and conclude the Section 106 process. 

10. DHS shall include conditions for PIADC operation managers for the treatment of 
unanticipated archaeological discoveries, including human remains, during 
excavation, construction, or other ground-disturbing activities, should any be 
required. In the event of an unanticipated discovery, the following stipulations shall 
occur: 

a. If a previously unidentified archeological resource is discovered during activities 
in the APE, DHS shall immediately halt all ground-disturbing activities in the 
area of the resource and in the surrounding area where further subsurface remains 
can reasonably be expected to occur. 

b. DHS shall notify the SHPO and interested Native American Tribes by email and 
by telephone regarding the previously unidentified archaeological resources; the 
notification will be within 48 hours of discovery, in the absence of extenuating 
circumstances. DHS, or its representatives, shall visit the site within 48 hours of 
such notification, inspect the work site, and determine the nature and extent of the 
affected archeological site(s) and establish a resource area. Construction may then 
continue outside the newly established boundaries of the resource area. 

c. Within three (3) working days of the original notification of discovery, DHS, in 
consultation with the SHPO shall determine whether the resource is eligible for 
listing on the NRHP. 

d. DHS, in consultation with the SHPO, shall ensure compliance with 36 C.F.R. § 
800.13. Work in the resource area shall not proceed until either: (a) the 
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development and implementation of appropriate data recovery or other 
recommended mitigation procedures; or (b) the determination is made that the 
located archaeological remains are not eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. 

e. DHS shall ensure that all investigations are conducted under the direct 
supervision of an archeologist who meets or exceeds the pertinent qualifications 
in the Secretary of the Interior's Professional Qualifications Standards (48 FR 
44738-39). 

f. All associated reports will meet contemporary professional standards, according 
to the Department of the Interior's Format Standards for Final Reports of Data 

The DHS shall use reasonable efforts to ensure that the public is excluded from 
viewing any burial site or associated funerary objects. Subject to applicable law, 
the SHPO, Invited Signatories, and the Concurring Parties to this PA shall release 
no photographs or images of any burial site or associated funerary objects to 
anyone, including the press and the public. If they do release such photographs or 
images, accidentally, voluntarily, or pursuant to applicable law, they shall notify 
DHS, SHPO, Invited Signatories, and the other Concurring Parties as soon as 
possible. 

Recovery Programs (42 FR 5377-79), and will also meet the standards as set out 
in the SHPO’s guidelines, as appropriate. 

11. DHS shall make all reasonable efforts to avoid disturbing gravesites and associated 
funerary objects. DHS shall treat all human remains in a manner consistent with the 
ACHP’s “Policy Statement Regarding Treatment of Burial Sites, Human Remains 
and Funerary Objects” (February 23, 2007; www.achp.gov/docs/hrpolicy0207.pdf) or 
ACHP policy in effect at the time remains and funerary objects are handled. 

a. DHS shall contact law enforcement and emergency personnel in the appropriate 
jurisdiction where the human remains are discovered. DHS shall immediately 
notify the SHPO of the discovery of human remains. DHS shall ensure that all 
ground-disturbing activities in the immediate area of the discovery ceases 
immediately. 

b. DHS shall notify the Montaukett Indian Tribe and appropriate federally 
recognized Native American tribes when burials, human skeletal remains, or 
funerary objects are encountered on the project. 

c. If the remains are determined by DHS to be of Native American origin through 
tribal consultation, DHS shall comply with the written direction provided though 
tribal consultation and the provisions of the Native American Graves Protection 
and Repatriation Act, 25 USC § 3001 et seq. and the accompanying regulations at 
43 C.F.R. Part 10. If the remains appear to be of historic, but not Native American 
in origin, the DHS will consult with SHPO, Invited Signatories, and other 
Concurring Parties as appropriate on the appropriate treatment. 

d. 
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PLUM ISLAND DISEASE CENTER CLOSURE 
Final Programmatic Agreement 

2022 

G. EMERGENCIES AND UNANTICIPATED ADVERSE EFFECTS 

1. Emergencies: Emergency actions are those actions deemed necessary by DHS as an 
immediate and direct response to a disaster or other situation declared by the 
President or Governor to be an Emergency, or to immediate threats to life or property. 
Emergency actions under this PA are only those implemented within thirty (30)-days 
from the initiation of the emergency. 

a. If the emergency action has the potential to affect historic properties, DHS shall 
notify the SHPO prior to undertaking the action, when feasible.  As part of the 
notification, DHS shall provide a plan to address the emergency.  The SHPO shall 
have seven (7) days to review and comment on the plan to address the emergency. 
If the SHPO does not comment or object to the plan within the review period, 
DHS shall implement the proposed plan. 

b. If DHS is unable to consult with the SHPO prior to carrying out emergency 
actions, DHS shall notify the SHPO within 48 hours after the initiation of the 
emergency action.  This notification shall include a description of the emergency 
action taken, the effects of the action(s) on historic properties, and, where 
appropriate, any further proposed measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate 
potential adverse effects on historic properties.  The SHPO shall have seven (7)-
days to review and comment on the proposal where further action is required to 
address the emergency. If the SHPO does not comment or object to the plan 
within the review period, DHS shall implement the proposed plan. 

Where possible, DHS shall ensure that such emergency actions be undertaken in a 
manner that does not foreclose future preservation or restoration of historic 
properties.  Where such emergency actions may affect historic buildings, they 
shall be undertaken in a manner that is consistent with the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties available at: 
https://www.nps.gov/tps/standards.htm In addition, where possible, DHS will 
ensure that such actions be done with on-site monitoring by the appropriate 
preservation professional who meets, at a minimum, the Professional 
Qualifications Standards in the appropriate field of expertise. 

c. Where the SHPO has reason to believe that a historic property may be adversely 
affected by an emergency action, SHPO may submit a request to DHS to review 
and comment on that action. DHS shall have seven (7) days to respond, and notify 
the SHPO about proposed next steps. The SHPO shall have seven (7) days to 
review and concur with next steps. 

d. Immediate rescue and salvage operations conducted to preserve life or property 
are exempt from these and all other provisions of this PA. 

2. Unanticipated Adverse Effects: If DHS determines that the undertaking or changes to 
the undertaking scope have caused or may result in unanticipated adverse effects on 
the Property prior to completion of the undertaking, DHS will ensure that the SHPO 
and the ACHP are notified of such unanticipated adverse effects within five (5) days 
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of DHS's learning of such unanticipated adverse effects and will comply with 36 
C.F.R. § 800.13(b). 

H. DISPUTE RESOLUTION 

Objections:  Should any Signatory or Invited Signatory to this PA object to any action 
carried out or proposed by DHS with respect to the implementation of this PA, DHS will 
consult with the objecting Signatory to attempt resolution of the objection. 

1. If, after initiating such consultation, DHS determines that the objection cannot be 
resolved through consultation, DHS will forward all documentation including without 
limit, documentation of DHS’s responses to the objections, as submitted by the Party 
or Parties relevant to the objection, to the ACHP.  Within thirty (30) days after receipt 
of documentation, the ACHP will exercise one of the following options: 

a. Upon receipt of documentation from DHS, the ACHP will review and advise 
DHS on the resolution of the objection.  DHS will reach a final decision regarding 
the dispute after taking into account any timely advice provided by the ACHP, 
and all timely comments from the Parties to the PA, and providing a written 
response to such advice and comments. 

b. If the ACHP does not provide written advice to DHS regarding the dispute within 
thirty (30) days after receipt of adequate documentation, DHS may proceed to 
render a final decision regarding the dispute.  In reaching its decision, DHS will 
consider all timely comments regarding the dispute from the Parties to this PA.  
Prior to reaching a final decision on the dispute, DHS will prepare a written 
response that considers any timely advice or comments regarding the dispute from 
the ACHP and any Signatory or Signatories, and provide them with a written 
response, DHS will then proceed according to its final decision. 

2. DHS’s responsibility to carry out all other actions subject to the terms of this PA that 
are not subject to the dispute, remain unchanged. 

I. PA AMENDMENTS 

1. If DHS or SHPO determines that its terms will not or cannot be carried out or that an 
amendment to its terms must be made, that Party will immediately consult to discuss 
an amendment to the PA for a thirty (30)-day review and adjudication period. The 
amendment will be effective on the date a copy signed by DHS and SHPO, and is 
filed with the ACHP, but no later than sixty (60) days following the initial 
notification of the proposed amendment(s). 

2. This PA may be amended when such an amendment is agreed to in writing by the 
DHS and SHPO.  The amendment will be effective on the date a fully signed copy is 
filed with the ACHP. 

J. PA TERMINATION 

If DHS or the SHPO determine that the terms of the PA cannot be carried out, that Party 
shall so notify the other Signatories, Invited Signatories, and Concurring Parties in 
writing and consult with them to seek resolution or Amendment of the PA. If within sixty 
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(60) days a resolution or Amendment cannot be reached between DHS and the SHPO, 
either Signatory may terminate the PA upon written notification to the other, the Invited 
Signatories, and Concurring Parties. Once the PA is terminated, and prior to work 
continuing on PIADC closure activities, DHS must either execute a new PA or request, 
take into account, and respond to the comments of the ACHP per 36 C.F.R. § 800.7. DHS 
is not required to select the same option recommended by the ACHP. DHS will notify the 
Signatories, Invited Signatories, and Concurring Parties as to the course of action it will 
pursue. 

In the event that this PA is terminated, DHS shall submit to the SHPO, Invited 
Signatories, and Concurring Parties a technical report with the results of any surveys or 
treatment measures that have been implemented to date, up to and including the date of 
termination. 

K. ADMINISTRATION 

1. Annual Reports. By January 31 of each year during which this PA remains in effect, 
DHS shall update the Signatories, Invited Signatories, and Concurring Parties on the 
actions taken to implement the terms of this PA. The update will take the form of a 
Report submitted on an annual basis. The Annual Report shall include information 
regarding activities undertaken pursuant to this PA and information on the overall 
status of PIADC closure activities. 

2. Thirty (30)-day Review Period. The SHPO, and Invited Signatories, agree to respond 
to all requests for review from DHS within a thirty (30)-day review and comment 
period unless otherwise specified in this PA. If the SHPO or Invited Signatories do 
not respond within the thirty (30)-day review period, DHS may move forward with 
the project in accordance with its determination and/or proposed plans. 

3. Duration. This PA shall be valid until PIADC’s closure which is anticipated to occur 
in 2028. At any time in the 6-month period prior to closure, DHS may request the 
SHPO to consider an extension or modification of this PA. No extension or 
modification shall be effective unless all Signatories have agreed to it in writing. 

4. Electronic Copies. Within one (1) week of the last signature on this PA, the DHS 
shall provide each Signatory, Invited Signatory, and Concurring Party with one 
legible, color, electronic copy of this fully executed PA and all of it attachments. 
Internet links shall not be used to provide copies of attachments because web-based 
information often changes. If the electronic copy is too large to send by email, DHS 
shall provide a copy of this PA on a compact disc. 

5. Completion. Upon the completion of all stipulations to this PA, DHS shall provide to 
the Signatories, Invited Signatories, and Concurring Parties a signed memorandum 
documenting that DHS has fulfilled all its responsibilities under this PA. 
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L. SUGGESTED TIME FRAMES FOR DOCUMENT REVIEWS 

If suggested time frames for document reviews noted in the stipulations cannot be met, 
reviews should be undertaken and completed as soon as reasonably possible. 

M. ANTI-DEFICIENCY ACT NOTICE 

The obligations of federal agencies under this PA are pursuant to 31 USC § 1341(a)(1); 
therefore, nothing in this PA shall be construed as binding the United States to expend in 
any one fiscal year any sum in excess of appropriations made by Congress for this 
purpose, or to involve the United States in any contract or obligation for the further 
expenditure of money in excess of such appropriations.   

Execution of this PA by DHS  and the  SHPO, and implementation of its terms, evidences  
that DHS has taken into account the  potential effects of PIADC closure activities  on 
historic properties.  
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Attachment C: Status of Section 106 Consulting/Concurring Parties 

Delaware Tribe (federally recognized) Invited to Consult; No Response 
Shinnecock Indian National (federally recognized) Invited to Consult; No Response 
Unkechaug Tribe (not federally recognized) Invited to Consult; No Response 
Montaukett Indian Tribe (not federally recognized) Invited to Consult; Accepted Invitation 
Town of Southold, New York Invited to Consult; No Response 
Southold Historical Society Invited to Consult; No Response 
Southold Indian Museum Invited to Consult; No Response 
East End Seaport Museum Invited to Consult; No Response 
U.S. Lighthouse Society—Long Island Chapter Invited to Consult; No Response 
Preserve Plum Island Coalition Invited to Consult; No Response 
Group for the East End Invited to Consult; No Response 
Oysterponds Historical Society Invited to Consult; No Response 
Orient Association Invited to Consult; No Response 
Preservation Long Island Invited to Consult; No Response 

Preservation League of New York State Requested to Consult; Accepted by DHS; 
Opted not to Consult 

Coast Defense Study Group Requested to Consult; Accepted by DHS 
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Executive Summary 
 

This Historic Properties Management Plan (HPMP) was prepared on behalf of the US 
Department of Homeland Security (DHS) in accordance with the Programmatic Agreement 
(PA) between DHS and the New York State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) regarding 
ongoing operations and the implementation of closure related activities at the Plum Island 
Animal Disease Center (PIADC) facilities at Plum Island and Orient Point, New York.   

The HPMP includes a prehistoric context of Plum Island prior to European contact, and a 
historic context beginning with the mid-seventeenth century acquisition of the island from 
Native Americans. The historic context spans from the seventeenth century to the present. It 
captures the early agricultural use of the island, and summarizes the Coastal Navigation, 
Military/Strategic, and Animal Disease Research periods of the island’s history, including the 
establishment of ferry service to PIADC from Orient Point at the eastern end of the North Fork 
of Long Island in the late 1950s. The context is followed by a comprehensive summary of 
previously completed archaeological and historic architectural resources surveys and studies 
related to the PIADC, Fort Terry, and the Plum Island Light Station. These three resources are 
listed in, or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), including 
the NRHP-eligible PIADC Historic District, NRHP-listed Fort Terry Historic District, and the 
NRHP-listed Plum Island Light Station. The periods of significance, areas of significance, 
appropriate NRHP evaluation criteria, and physical descriptions of these three resources are 
provided in the report.   

The HPMP also describes the operations and maintenance activities related to historic 
properties. These activities are slated to occur between the present time and closure of PIADC, 
which is anticipated in 2028.  These properties include the three contributing historic buildings 
that form the PIADC Historic District, and two non-contributing buildings within the Fort 
Terry Historic District that are utilized by PIADC. Other select historic buildings within the 
Fort Terry Historic District and at the Plum Island Light Station may also be maintained by 
PIADC in a historically appropriate manner. 

Closure activities related to historic properties include the decontamination of biocontainment 
facilities, waste management delineation and remediation, subsurface oil delineation and 
remediation, and asset preservation and preparation for long-term storage.  Preliminary Section 
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) findings based on the potential of 
closure activities to affect cultural resources are presented as well.  Based on the description 
of closure activities, it is anticipated that all required ground disturbance would be confined to 
previously disturbed or filled areas lacking archaeological potential. Therefore, the report 
recommends that closure activities would have no effect on archaeological resources.  
However, decontamination and sampling of the interior spaces of buildings within the PIADC 
Historic District may result in an adverse effect on the historic district. 
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The HPMP concludes with recommendations for the avoidance, minimization, or mitigation 
of closure activities on NRHP-listed and eligible properties, and outlines key personnel and 
organizations charged with the implementation of the HPMP.  On November 3, 2022, SHPO 
concurred with the conclusions of the HPMP. Appendices containing supporting information, 
such as the executed PA for the project, correspondence, documentation related to NRHP-
listed and NRHP-eligible resources on Plum Island, photographs of select historic properties, 
and recommended Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) are also included. 
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1.0  Introduction 

The United States (US) Department of Homeland Security (DHS) proposes to conduct 
activities required to close the Plum Island Animal Disease Center (PIADC) following transfer 
of its mission to the National Bio-and Agro-Defense Facility (NBAF). DHS has prepared this 
Historic Properties Management Plan (HPMP) in compliance with Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as amended (54 US Code [USC] § 306108), and 
its implementing regulations at 36 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR.) Part 800; Section 110 
of the NHPA (54 USC § 306107), and DHS Instruction Manual 017-01-001, Rev. 01, 
Implementation of a Cultural Resource Management Program. 

Section 106 defines a historic property as: 

“any prehistoric or historic district, site, building, structure, or object included 
in, or eligible for inclusion in, the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) 
maintained by the Secretary of the Interior. This term includes artifacts, records, 
and remains that are related to and located within such properties. The term 
includes properties of traditional religious and cultural importance to an Indian 
tribe or Native Hawaiian organization and that meet the National Register 
criteria (36 CFR Part 800, August 5, 2004).”  

Historic properties, such as buildings, structures, sites, districts, and objects listed in, or eligible 
for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) are considered in this plan. 

1.1 Background 

Plum Island is an 840-acre island owned by DHS and is located 1.5 miles northeast of Orient 
Point in Suffolk County, New York within Long Island Sound (see Figure 1). PIADC is 
operated by the DHS Science & Technology Directorate’s Office of National Laboratories and 
is comprised of the PIADC research compound and supporting infrastructure, such as an 
effluent decontamination system, a wastewater treatment plant, storage facilities, roadways, 
utilities, and DHS-owned transportation assets. Within this document, the term PIADC 
research compound refers to the buildings and structures located within the fence line at 
PIADC. The area within the PIADC research compound was fully disturbed during the 
construction of Building 101 (B101) for PIADC in 1954. Today, the compound consists of 
historic buildings, including B101, B102, and B103, and modern buildings such as B100, 
B104, B107, B109, and B111. The compound also includes underground storage tanks (USTs) 
and above-ground storage tanks (ASTs). In addition to PIADC, Plum Island includes natural 
resources, the Plum Island Lighthouse, and buildings and structures associated with the former 
Fort Terry.  
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Figure 1: Regional Location of Plum Island and Orient Point 
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DHS also owns the Orient Point facility at Orient Point, New York to support DHS operations 
on Plum Island (see Figure 2). It is comprised of two parcels. The first is a 0.5 acre parcel of 
land at the end of Suffolk County’s Orient Point County Park that houses the utility transfer 
station. The transfer station, enclosed with a chain-link fence, provides utilities on Plum Island 
via underground cabling. The second is a 9.5 acre site that serves as the ferry landing for the 
Plum Island-Orient Point ferries. Supporting infrastructure at the Orient Point facility includes 
USTs, an AST, parking, storage facilities, administrative space, and security fencing.  

The mission of PIADC is to defend the US against accidental or intentional introduction of 
transboundary animal diseases, also known as foreign animal diseases (FADs), that threaten 
US livestock, industries, food security, and economy. PIADC operates Biosafety Level 2, 
Biosafety Level 3 Enhanced, Animal Biosafety Level 3, and Biosafety Level 3 Agriculture 
laboratory and animal research facilities on Plum Island.  

In 2008, Congress recognized the growing need for veterinary countermeasures to protect the 
US’s agricultural sector and the limitations posed by the current PIADC facility (i.e., aging 
laboratory and research facilities and lack of space to construct a Biosafety Level 4 facility). 
Following completion of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) in 2009, DHS announced 
in a Record of Decision (ROD) their intent to construct a new NBAF in Manhattan, Kansas. 
Construction of the new NBAF facility is currently underway and is expected to be completed 
in 2022. Once NBAF is operational, DHS’ mission at PIADC will be transferred to NBAF in 
accordance with DHS’ prior EIS/ROD (DHS, 2008). 

In 2022, DHS began to prepare an Environmental Assessment (EA) in accordance with the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, as amended (42 USC 4321, et seq.), and 
other relevant regulations and directives. The EA analyzed the potential environmental, 
cultural, and socioeconomic consequences associated with DHS’ proposal to close PIADC 
facilitates and infrastructure. Closure of PIADC facilities and infrastructure is needed to 
prepare for the Congressionally mandated conveyance of Plum Island. Following transfer of 
DHS’ science mission from PIADC to NBAF, DHS will no longer have a mission for Plum 
Island. Thus, in accordance with the Consolidated Appropriations Act of 2021, DHS must 
prepare for the future disposal1 of the ‘Plum Island’ which consists of all DHS property 
associated with Plum Island and Orient Point including land, structures, materials, and 
equipment. DHS anticipates that projects/activities associated with PIADC closure will 
conclude in 2028. Actions occurring following completion of closure activities (e.g., future 
disposal of the Plum Island asset) will not be analyzed in the EA. 

1 Disposal refers to the act of transferring control and ownership to another entity.   
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Figure 2: Plum Island and Orient Point Location 
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1.2 Purpose and Need of Historic Properties Management Plan 

DHS has determined that PIADC closure activities constitute an undertaking as defined in 36 
CFR § 800.16(y) and is subject to review to take into account the potential effects of the 
undertaking on historic properties. Therefore, DHS has opted to coordinate Section 106 
consultation and NEPA review concurrently per Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
(ACHP) regulations (36 CFR 800.8). 

To this end, DHS has drafted a Programmatic Agreement (PA) for the consideration and 
appropriate management of effects on historic properties resulting from closure activities in 
accordance with Section 106 and Section 110 of the NHPA. The PA was fully executed on 
December 13, 2022, and a copy of the document is included in Appendix A. The PA stipulates 
the preparation of this HPMP to assist with ongoing operations and the efficient 
implementation of closure-related activities. The HPMP will serve two functions  

1. Establish a resource inventory, responsibilities, and standard operating procedures 
(SOPs) for managing resources listed in or eligible for listing in the NRHP, in 
compliance with all applicable laws and regulations; and  

2. Present the measures that would be implemented to address avoidance, minimization 
of impacts, and mitigation of possible effects on historic properties for any operations 
and maintenance activities, and PIADC closure activities. 

The HPMP was provided to the New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic 
Preservation (OPRHP), commonly known as the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) 
and interested consulting parties for review and comment on September 19, 2022.  SHPO 
responded on November 3, 2022, concurring with the conclusions of the HPMP (see Appendix 
B). 

1.3 Report Organization 

The HPMP is organized as follows: 

• Chapter 2 – Prehistoric and Historic Context presents the prehistoric and historic 
context of Plum Island and Orient Point based on previously conducted archaeological 
and historic architectural resources surveys. 

• Chapter 3 – Documentation of Significance presents a summary of results of 
archaeological and historic architectural surveys undertaken at Plum Island and Orient 
Point and identifies NRHP-listed and eligible resources.  

• Chapter 4 – Description of Planned Operations and Maintenance Activities at Historic 
Properties While Under DHS Control describes such activities that may impact historic 
properties at PIADC between present time and closure anticipated to occur in 2028. 
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• Chapter 5 – Description of PIADC Closure Activities describes such activities that may 
impact historic properties at PIADC between present time and closure anticipated to 
occur in 2028. 

• Chapter 6 – Recommendations to Avoid, Minimize, or Mitigate PIADC Closure 
Activities summarizes these measures based on the PA. 

• Chapter 7 – Organization and Responsibility for Management of Historic Properties 
describes the roles and responsibilities of DHS, SHPO, and interested consulting 
parties with respect to this HPMP. 

Five appendices accompany the HPMP, including: 

• Appendix A – Programmatic Agreement 

• Appendix B – Correspondence 

• Appendix C – Documentation for NRHP-Listed and NRHP-Eligible Resources 

• Appendix D – Select Photographs 

• Appendix E – Standard Operating Procedures 

Because access to Plum Island and Orient Point is highly controlled by DHS, photography is 
restricted. Therefore, only a small selection of historic properties described in this report were 
photographed. 
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2.0 Prehistoric and Historic Context 

2.1 Prehistoric Context 

Archeologists generally divide the precontact era in the region into three periods: the 
Paleoindian (10,000 – 8,000 Before Christ [BC]), Archaic (8,000 – 1,000 BC), and Woodland 
(1,000 BC – Anno Domini [AD] 1600) Periods. The culture periods cover the time from the 
earliest occupation of the region by humans until sustained contact with people from Europe 
and Africa in the middle of the sixteenth century. The Archaic and Woodland Periods are 
further subdivided into Early, Middle, and Late Periods, which are characterized by changes 
in material culture, environmental adaptation, subsistence strategies, settlement patterns, 
technology, and socio-political configurations.  

2.1.1 Paleoindian Period (10,000–7,000 BC) 

Plum Island was formed as glaciers advanced and receded, depositing till over Late Cretaceous 
deposits of silt, sand, and gravel (Schlesinger et al., 2012). The model suggests Archaic- 
and Woodland-Period habitation sites would be most likely on elevated landforms near 
freshwater sources, which concentrate in the southwestern area of the island (AMEC 
Environment & Infrastructure [AMEC], 2011:2-1).  

During the Late Pleistocene geological period (end of the last Ice Age), the first human 
activity began in what is now the eastern United States. While the dates for the Paleoindian 
Period are continuously debated, it is generally accepted that human populations had become 
established in spatially discrete areas of North America by 10,000 BC. The climate was colder 
and moister than it is today, and the vegetation consisted of spruce, pine, fir, and alder in 
areas not covered by glaciers. Sea levels were considerably lower. Populations used their 
mobility to take advantage of the seasonal availability of resources, since subsistence was 
based on foraging and hunting. 

Paleoindian sites are classified and dated on the basis of chipped stone projectile points. 
These stone artifacts preserve over long periods of time, in comparison with bone or wood 
artifacts, which generally deteriorate in the soil. The projectile points of the Paleoindian 
Period are characterized by finely crafted, fluted projectile points/knives. These points were 
often made from cryptocrystalline material. These high-quality materials were chosen for 
their predictable and consistent flaking properties. Other associated artifact types included 
scrapers, drills, and other generalized tools for hunting, butchering, and working animal 
products and wood (Cantwell and Wall, 2001:44 as referenced in Botwick, 2008). While 
Paleoindian subsistence was probably focused on hunted game, there is evidence to suggest 
that plant foods and fish were also important food resources (Wyatt, 1972). Much of what 
archaeologists know about Paleoindians comes from isolated finds of fluted projectile points. 
Few Paleoindian sites have been found in the vicinity of Plum Island; one site is the Port 
Mobile Site on Staten Island (Botwick, 2008:7). 
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 2.1.2 Archaic Period (7,000–1,000 BC) 

The Archaic Period is conventionally sub-divided into the Early (7,000–5,000 BC), 
Middle (5,000–4,000 BC), and Late (4,000–1,000 BC) subperiods. Archaic sites are 
much more numerous, larger, and richer in artifacts than the earlier Paleoindian sites. 
They represent a series of adaptations to post-glacial emerging habitats that were 
increasingly sedentary and focused on the resources available along large rivers and major 
tributaries, lakes, and marshes. Other often smaller sites of this period, located away from the 
main streams, probably represent seasonal or other specialized activities. Increasing 
territoriality and regional diversity are reflected in the varieties of artifacts, especially 
projectile points, throughout the Archaic Period.  

Evidence from Paleoindian and Early Archaic sites suggest that the transition from 
the Paleoindian way of life was not a sharp break, but rather a gradual transition (Custer, 
1990). This transition was associated with a major climatic change that marks the 
end of the Pleistocene and beginning of the Holocene. The cool and moist climate of the 
late Ice Age shifted to a warmer and drier climate that approximates that of today. While 
the Paleoindian foraging system continued through the Early and Middle Archaic 
subperiods, settlement strategies eventually shifted in focus to macro-group base camps 
with outlying resource procurement sites. Newly emerging ecosystems enabled 
populations to expand into regions with productive freshwater environments, shifting early 
base camp sites from lithic to biotic resources (Custer, 1990; Cantwell and Wall, 2001 as 
referenced in Botwick, 2008:7). The Early and Middle Archaic are not well represented on 
Long Island (Wyatt, 1982:70 as referenced in Botwick, 2008:7).  

By the end of the Archaic Period, numerous innovations had been developed throughout the 
northeast: broadspear points, steatite bowls and net weights, bannerstones, and ground 
stone celts are all represented in the material assemblage toward the close of the Archaic 
Period (Wyatt, 1972). Investigated Late Archaic sites in the region are typically located 
near tidal bays, streams, inland ponds, lakes, and marshes (Botwick, 2008:7). Orient 
Fishtail projectile points represent the emergence of a cultural tradition in the region, named 
after sites located along the north shore of Orient Point on eastern Long Island. The 
tradition features steatite vessels possibly imported from New England, wood working 
tools, stone gorgets, and mortuary practices that included large communal burial pits with 
diverse grave goods (Latham, 1982; Cantwell and Wall, 2001:63 as referenced in 
Botwick, 2008:8). Few mortuary complexes have been excavated archaeologically; 
investigated sites include those at Orient, Sugar Loaf Hill, and Jamesport (Booth, 1982:58; 
Cantwell and Wall, 2001:64-72 as referenced in Botwick, 2008:8). These manifestations 
indicate increased sedentism and more complex social organization at the end of the 
Archaic, and transition to the Woodland Period.  
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2.1.3 Woodland Period (1,000 BC–AD 1520) 

The Woodland Period is conventionally divided into the Early (1,000–500 BC), Middle (500 
BC–AD 900), and Late (AD 900–1600) periods based on changes in ceramic types, lithic 
technologies, subsistence patterns, and social development. The climate during the Woodland 
period was characterized by a return to cool, moist conditions and establishment of vegetation 
that is characteristic of the region today. The Woodland Period is marked by the introduction 
of ceramics, significant population growth, and an increasingly sedentary way of life. Hunting 
and gathering of wild floral and faunal resources remained important, but incipient 
horticulture, based on maize cultivation, eventually formed an important part of the subsistence 
base. 

It was previously thought that the transition between the Archaic and Woodland Periods, 
between 2,000–1000 BC, represented the introduction of horticulture. Although Early 
Woodland groups in parts of the South and Midwest used cultivated plants, there is presently 
no evidence that cultivated foods played a significant role in the diet of Early and Middle 
Woodland people in this portion of the northeast (Smith, 2011). By the end of the Woodland 
Period, however, horticulture expanded along with permanent or semi-permanent villages. 
Little evidence has been found to date, however, for the establishment of large settlements or 
agricultural complexes on eastern Long Island and proximal parts of the northeast (Cantwell 
and Wall, 2001:94-95 as referenced in Botwick, 2008:8).  

Mortuary practices of the earlier Orient culture were abandoned, and the cultural tradition 
known as Windsor appeared. Windsor traditions included diagnostic conical ceramics. 
Windsor ceramics continued to be used into the Contact Period. Small triangular points reflect 
the emergence of bow-and-arrow use. The presence of exotic materials such as mica, purple 
argillite, and ceramics from the New York City area likely reflect trade networks (Cantwell 
and Wall, 2001:78 as referenced in Botwick, 2008:8).  

2.1.4 European Contact (ca. AD 1520-1600) 

Native American culture at the time of contact with Europeans was a continuation of the 
Woodland lifeways. However, at this time, materials of European manufacture, acquired via 
trade, were also being incorporated into the indigenous tool kit. Subsistence was based on 
maritime resources, although agriculture, wild plants, and game continued to be important. 
Semi-permanent settlements were located near water. At the time of European contact, eastern 
Long Island and Plum Island were occupied by members of Algonquian speaking tribes. After 
contact with Europeans, Native American subsistence shifted to farming and herding 
(Cammisa and Cammisa, 2001:8). 
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2.2 Historic Context  

2.2.1 Transitional Period, Late 1600s-1800s 

The earliest known involvement of European settlers on Plum Island dates to 1659 when 
Samuel Wyllys of Hartford, Connecticut acquired Plum Island by agreements with the 
Corchough and Montauk tribes2.  After ownership of almost two decades, Wyllys sold the 
island to Joseph Dudley of Roxbury, Massachusetts on June 7, 1688. By the early 1700s, 
Dudley had divided the island into two parcels utilized for pasturage and raising livestock by 
Joseph Beebe, who occupied the west half of Plum Island, and Daniel Tuthill, who held the 
east half. The Beebe property contained a five-bay gambrel-roofed residence and agricultural 
buildings (Hefner, 1998). 

The Beebes were succeeded by Benjamin Jerome, who began purchasing parcels on the island 
in 1805 (Hefner, 1998). In 1826, the US government bought a 3.09-acre parcel located at the 
western tip of Plum Island from Jerome to construct a lighthouse and keeper's residence (FPM, 
2003a). Completed in 1827, the lighthouse was a 30-foot stone tower carrying an iron lantern 
located at the site of the current lighthouse. The three-bay, one-and-one-half-story, side-gabled 
keeper’s dwelling faced south, near the site of the present oil shed. The 1838 US Coast Survey 
shows a predominantly treeless island devoted to agriculture, with the Jerome farm east of the 
lighthouse, and another farm on the other half of the island to the east of the location of the 
future Fort Terry parade ground (Hefner, 1998). 

Agricultural activity declined following the death of Richard Jerome in 1869; by 1873, his 
estate and “R. Clark” were owners of the island. With the exception of the parcel containing 
the lighthouse, the entire island was purchased by A. S. Hewitt ca. 1890 for development as a 
summer resort. Private ownership of the island ended following the conveyance of property to 
the War Department by Hewitt in 1896 and 1901 for the nascent Harbor Defense of Long 
Island Sound initiative (Hefner, 1998; Koeppel, 2020). 

2.2.2 Coastal Navigation Use (1827-1978) 

The need for the cohesive administration of lighthouses to facilitate design improvements was 
recognized following an investigation by the Treasury Department in 1837, and a subsequent 
initiative by the Navy in 1845. The establishment of a national Lighthouse Board with 
coordinated command between newly created lighthouse districts, which would oversee their 
construction and maintenance, was recommended in 1851 and formalized by Congress in 1852 
(FPM, 2003b). The Plum Island lighthouse was within the administrative boundary of the Third 
District of the Lighthouse Board (Hefner, 1998). 

The board recommended the increase of candlepower through the adoption of the Fresnel lens, 
a European innovation. The intensity of the projected light was related to the size of the lens, 

2Many secondary sources reviewed for this report contain the alternate spellings of surnames and differing dates 
for key seventeenth- and eighteenth-century events. The investigation of primary sources to resolve factual 
discrepancies and verify correct information is beyond the scope of this report.    
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influencing their location: First Order and Second Order lighthouses containing the largest 
lenses were located at major landfall sites, Third Order and Fourth Order lighthouses at coast 
and harbor entrances, and Fifth Order and Sixth Order versions built in bays and estuaries. A 
Fourth Order Fresnel lens was installed in the Plum Island lighthouse by 1861 (FPM, 2003b). 

The Third Lighthouse District developed a standardized plan with an integral keeper’s 
dwelling for their Fourth Order lighthouses in 1867. Following an inspection in 1868, it was 
determined that the existing Plum Island lighthouse be replaced with a new standardized 
version, one of six constructed in the district between 1867 and 1869 (Hefner, 1998). 

The light house was deactivated and replaced by an automated light in 1978. Located on a pole 
attached to the oil house, the light was moved in 1992 to a pipe-frame tower (Hefner, 1998). 

2.2.3 Military/Strategic Use (1898-1949) 

As settlement of the region continued, the strategic importance of the island’s location led to 
its occupation by British forces during the Revolutionary War (1765-1783) as a base for 
conducting raids on Long Island to confiscate livestock and other supplies. Later, during the 
War of 1812, British ships patrolled the waters off Plum Island and attacked the Town of Essex, 
Connecticut (Koeppel, 2020).   

As previously noted, the purchase of the island by the War Department was based on the 
implementation of the Harbor Defense of Long Island Sound initiative recommended by the 
1886 Report of the Board on Fortifications or Other Defenses Appointed by the President of 
the United States under the Provisions of the Act of Congress. The report was the product of 
the 1885 Board of Fortification, overseen by Secretary of War William Crowninshield 
Endicott, known as the “Endicott Board,” prioritizing ports needing protection. New York 
topped the list and merited three regions of coastal defense, the Harbor Defense of Eastern 
New York, the Harbor Defense of Southern New York, and the aforementioned Harbor 
Defense of Long Island Sound. The Endicott Board recommended a system of forts along the 
outline of islands guarding all channels from Block Island Sound into Long Island Sound, 
designed to keep an invading foreign navy away from New York City (Koeppel, 2020). 

Prior to the Endicott Board, coastal defense of the United States progressed through several 
phases of development based on experience of past conflicts and the developing capabilities 
of artillery. The Endicott Board recommendations included coastal fortifications of reinforced 
concrete bunkers sheltering artillery, torpedo boats, and submarine mines, which were all 
implemented following the purchase of Plum Island by the War Department and the 
establishment of a military post in 1898 (Koeppel, 2020). Construction began with the first 
battery in September 1897, and continued until 1914 (Hefner, 1998). The first phase of military 
post construction was completed at the first cantonment area, located within the western parcel 
purchased in 1897 from A.S. Hewitt. By 1899, the post, named Fort Terry in honor of Army 
Major General Alfred N. Terry, included structures for Officer’s Quarters, Barracks, 
Administration, a Guard House, Quarter Master's Storehouse and Stable, Shops, and a Bakery. 
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Most of the buildings in the first cantonment area were demolished as the installation expanded 
eastward following acquisition of the remainder of the island in 1901 (Hefner, 1998; Cella, 
2003/2004). 

Another reassessment of coastal defense took place following the Spanish-American War 
(1898). Appointed by President Theodore Roosevelt, Undersecretary of War William Howard 
Taft, issued the “Taft Report” in 1906 following a year of review. Coinciding with the funding 
and implementation of the recommendations of the Endicott report, the latter assessment 
proposed additional protection of minefields with rapid fire batteries, and newer technologies 
such as searchlights, electrification, meteorological stations, and telephone communication. 
More accurate instruments for targeting and range finding utilized widely spaced observation 
posts scattered along the coast, called “fire control stations” or “base-end stations” to assist 
artillery crews. At Fort Terry, the Taft Board’s recommendations led to the construction of 
several new fire control stations, a system of telephone communications, and improvements in 
the use of submarine mines. Two new batteries were constructed, as well as searchlights, 
additional fire control and base end stations, telephone and telegraph facilities, and the 
expansion of the electrical network (Koeppel, 2020). 

Following the creation of the Coast Artillery Corps by the Army in 1907, additional 
developments with technologies for anti-aircraft defenses and wireless (radio) systems for fire 
control and communications were adopted. At Fort Terry, the Coast Artillery Corps oversaw 
an extensive upgrade of telephone communications, installation of anti-aircraft batteries, and 
construction of a radio station, allowing for coordinated and accurate use of coastal guns 
among widely spaced forts (Koeppel, 2020). 

An extensive expansion of Fort Terry took place following the purchase of the remaining island 
parcel to the east. Beginning in 1909, many of the earlier post buildings were replaced and 
additional new structures were competed, such as a Bakery, Officer’s Quarters, Firemen's 
Quarters, Crematory, Post Exchange, Barracks, Well Pump House, Quarter Master's 
Storehouse, the Jerome Reservoir, an Electric Power Plant, and a Guard house (Hefner, 1998).   

Activity during World War I (1917-1918) included the removal and shipment of guns to assist 
with the conflict in Europe, and the hosting of first federal military training camp for boys. 
Wood-frame quarters (approximately 16 one-story and 20 two-story buildings) were erected 
flanking the second parade ground. Two anti-aircraft batteries were constructed after the war. 
Following a period of service as a training facility, the fort was placed in caretaker status 
between 1931 and 1934 (Koeppel, 2020).   

Fort Terry primarily served as a training facility during World War II (1941-1945), as 
developments in long range artillery led to the movement of the line of defense away from 
Plum Island. The line of defense for the eastern entrance into Long Island Sound was relocated 
to provide one large harbor defense of Long Island Sound, New Bedford, and Narragansett 
Bay with the installation of 16-inch guns at Montauk Point (Camp Hero), Fishers Island, Point 
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Judith, and Sakonnet Point. Temporary housing was constructed at the eastern end of the island 
due to the influx of soldiers (Koeppel, 2020). 

The island was put up for sale as surplus property on December 12, 1949 following its 
identification by the War Assets Administration as one of 22 obsolete military posts, despite a 
short-lived initiative to operate “Old Fort Terry” as a Coastal Defense Unit (Koeppel, 2020). 
After several years of negotiations with various purchasers, the federal government cancelled 
the sale, transferring the island to the US Army Chemical Corps (Mabbett, 2019). 

2.2.4 Animal Disease Research Use (1949-Present)  

The establishment of a research facility devoted to FADs, especially Foot-and-Mouth Disease 
(FMD), was seen as part of national defense, based on the findings of the US Senate’s Special 
Subcommittee on Control of FMD in 1948. The committee was formed in response to an 
outbreak in Mexico the previous year, and to investigate the ramifications of an outbreak of 
FMD on food supply in the United States (Mabbett, 2019). 

Congress authorized the US Department of Agriculture (USDA) to establish a facility to 
research FMD in 1949, with the understanding that it should be located on an island to prevent 
the spread of disease (Koeppel, 2020). The selection of Plum Island as the site of the new lab 
was announced on July 28, 1952, by Secretary of Agriculture Charles F. Brannan, following 
the extensive study of similar institutions in Europe, and review of alternate sites (Mabbett, 
2019). The US Army Chemical Corps, who controlled the island at the time of the 
announcement, was charged with providing defense against animal diseases resulting from 
enemy action and had developed plans for the modification of the cantonment buildings and 
batteries for use as offices and laboratories (Koeppel, 2020). The conversion of Fort Terry 
structures included B257 (former Combined Torpedo and Cable Tanks building), renovated 
for usage as an animal laboratory and research offices, and equipped with its own 
decontamination building and incinerators. Seven former Army batteries served as animal 
breeding and holding areas, and housing was converted for occupation by officers and 
laboratory staff, and their families (Mabbett, 2019). 

The Chemical Corps remained on site until 1954 when much of the early renovation work was 
completed; the official transfer of the property to the USDA occurred on July 1, 1954, under 
their broader mission of protecting livestock from naturally occurring or accidental outbreaks 
(Mabbett, 2019). The USDA continued to modify Fort Terry post buildings, demolished most 
of the World War I and World War II temporary buildings at Fort Terry, as well as nearly all 
of the redundant Officer’s Quarters (FPM, 2003a). The USDA had begun construction of B101 
- Laboratory and Animal Isolation Unit Building, prior to the official transfer of the property 
(Mabbett, 2019).  

The completion of the 164,000 square-foot B101 was marked by a week of events in September 
1956, with a two-day symposium on vesicular disease, and a formal dedication ceremony open 
to the public. Contained within a compound enclosed by a concrete wall topped with a chain-
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link fence and an additional perimeter fence, the building included four separate research units, 
two animal isolation wings, two incinerators, and a service wing with shops associated with 
the laboratory functions. Mechanical equipment for ventilation, heating, and air sterilization 
were located on the second floor. Additional structures constructed in 1957 included B102 - 
Decontamination Building, for treatment of laboratory sewage, and B103 - Steam and 
Emergency Power Plant for sterilization and emergency power (Mabbett, 2019).   

Expansion of PIADC continued with the construction of a dedicated mainland supply and 
staging area on a 9.5-acre fenced parcel at Orient Point, located at the eastern end of the North 
Fork of Long Island. The Orient Point Office Building (B001) was constructed in 1959 and 
served as the primary access point for PIADC employees and those visiting PIADC. After it 
was completed, the building functioned as a guard facility, and had a large central waiting 
room for passengers to Plum Island, and perimeter rooms that included facilities for the marine 
crew, seminars, and emergency administrative offices. The Orient Point property also included 
a boat basin with a steel bulkhead, a 1959 Warehouse and Garage (B002), a 1966 Truck 
Terminal (B0003), and parking and outdoor storage areas. The buildings remain extant at 
Orient Point today.   

By 1995, 34 additional structures were constructed on Plum Island for use by PIADC (Hefner, 
1998). Initially focused on FMD, the research program had expanded to include additional 
FADs and others affecting cattle, swine, sheep, goats, ducks, horses and poultry, led by 
prominent scientists who received national and international recognition and awards for the 
work they conducted at PIADC (Mabbett, 2019). USDA was responsible for Plum Island until 
June 2003 when provisions of the Homeland Security Act of 2002 transferred the facility to 
DHS. Under an interagency agreement, USDA continues to work on FAD on Plum Island (US 
Government Accountability Office, 2005). 
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3.0 Documentation of Significance 

3.1 Overview of Previously Completed Archaeological Investigations  

Three systematic archaeological investigations conducted on Plum Island have been registered 
with the SHPO (see Figure 3). In addition, an archaeological predictive model was prepared 
in 2011. These investigations are summarized below. 

3.1.1 Phase I Cultural Resources Investigation of Proposed United States 
Department of Agriculture Waste Water Treatment Plant Improvements 
Project, Plum Island, New York (2001); PRHP00000286_AR_0000021_2331 

Drs. Carl Kuttruff and Bruce E. Byland conducted a Phase I cultural resources investigation 
for the Waste Water [sic] Treatment Plant Improvements Project on Plum Island, New York 
from December 3-5, 2001 under contract by Horne Engineering Services, Inc (Kuttruff and 
Byland, 2001a). An initial documentary assessment showed no previously recorded prehistoric 
sites within the area of potential effects (APE) and limited historic land use prior to the 
construction of Fort Terry (between 1897-1914) and use of the related Post cemetery located 
south of the project area. Historic structures related to agricultural/grazing activities on the 
island outside the project area were mentioned, but not included in the assessment. Fieldwork 
consisted of a systematic walkover of the site, and the excavation of seven shovel tests pits at 
15-meter intervals along the line of the proposed sewer line, within the area presumed to have 
the least prior disturbance. The Phase I investigation found no artifacts or other evidence of 
prehistoric or historic activity within the project area, and no further archaeological research 
was recommended. 

3.1.2 Phase I Cultural Resource Investigation of the Proposed Borrow Area, Plum 
Island, New York (2001); PRHP00000286_AR_0000027_2246 

Between December 3-5, 2001, Drs. Carl Kuttruff and Bruce E. Byland conducted a Phase I 
cultural resource investigation of a 1.76-acre project area on Plum Island (Kuttruff and Byland, 
2001b). The area consisted of the 1898 parade ground – part of the historic Fort Terry. An 
initial documentary assessment showed no previously recorded prehistoric sites within the 
parade ground area, and only historic use related to Fort Terry military occupation. Fieldwork 
consisted of a systematic walkover of the site, and the excavation of 36 shovel tests pits on a 
15-meter grid over the entire project area. One feature was revealed through testing – a flagpole 
base likely related to the 1898 parade ground and other military use of the area. The flagpole 
base was recommended not eligible for listing in the NRHP. The Phase I investigation found 
no other features or evidence of prehistoric or historic activity within the project area, and no 
further archaeological research was recommended. 
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Figure 3: Locations of Previous Phase I Archaeological Surveys 
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3.1.3 Phase I Archaeological Survey of Alternative 1, National Bio and Agro D-
Defense Facility, Plum Island Animal Disease Center, New York (2008); 
PRHP00000295_AR_0000004_8663 

Between March 17-28, 2008, New South Associates conducted a Phase I archaeological 
assessment of a 24-acre parcel proposed as Alternative 1 for the National Bio and Agro D-
Defense Facility [sic] on Plum Island, New York (Botwick, 2008). The Phase I investigation 
included background research, field survey, excavation of 28 shovel test pits within areas of 
archaeological potential, and laboratory analysis of recovered artifacts. The survey area was 
disturbed by historic land use and twenty-first-century environmental cleanup work, including 
the Fort Terry firing range, waste management sites, and sand/gravel extraction. Four historic 
sites were identified during testing. These included a historic artifact scatter (Site 1), a brick 
manhole possibly associated with Fort Terry (Site 2), a historic dump (Site 3), and a ruin 
associated with B48 – Former Crematorium/Incinerator (Site 4). New South Associates 
concluded that none of the four sites were eligible for listing in the NRHP, and the proposed 
Alternative 1 facility would have no significant impact on cultural resources in the area. New 
York OPRHP site forms were completed for these four sites, but the sites do not appear in 
SHPO’s online Cultural Resource Information System (CRIS). 

3.1.4 Archaeological Resources Predictive Model, Plum Island Animal Disease 
Center, Plum Island, New York (2011) 

In addition to project-driven archaeological surveys, an archaeological predictive model was 
prepared in 2011 for GSA (AMEC, 2011). The stated goal of the plan was to document the 
inventory of known and likely archaeological resources on Plum Island. The plan used desktop 
research and a site visit to assess the potential for archaeological resources divided into three 
broad categories: prehistoric (10,000 BC – AD 1600), early historic (1600-1897), and Fort 
Terry (1897-1914). While the assessment provides a preliminary basis for understanding 
prehistoric and historic land use and the likelihood of archaeological resources across the 
island, SHPO noted, in a response dated May 29, 2013, that the assessment requires refinement 
before being considered sufficient to determine when archaeological testing may be required, 
or where prehistoric sites may be found (Mackey, 2013). For example, SHPO noted that paved 
areas should not be considered previously disturbed given the shallow depth of disturbance 
required for roads and paving. It was also noted that a comparison should be made to islands 
of similar size and environment, rather than solely Long Island in order to understand the 
variety of environments people used during the prehistoric period, and to support some of the 
assumptions made in the model. Despite the need for refinement of the predictive model, the 
model provides a good summary of some of the significant factors that affected prehistoric and 
historic settlement, and the results are summarized here. 

Plum Island was formed as glaciers advanced and receded, depositing till over Late Cretaceous 
deposits of silt, sand, and gravel (Schlesinger et al. 2012). The discovery of a mammoth 
skeleton on the western shore of Plum Island in 1879 suggests the landform had stabilized by 
the end of the last Ice Age, and that Paleoindian sites may be present, potentially deeply buried 
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below later sand dunes (AMEC, 2011:2-1). The model suggests Archaic- and Woodland-
Period habitation sites would be most likely on elevated landforms near freshwater sources, 
which concentrate in the southwestern area of the island.  

The predictive model summarizes the chain-of-title information for historic resources 
predating the development of Fort Terry. While historic maps and documents do not provide 
specific information about where buildings had been located, records indicated two houses had 
been present on Plum Island by 1717 (AMEC 2011:3-1). A third house was likely built during 
the eighteenth century after the east half of the island was divided. A small skirmish took place 
in the vicinity of Plum Gut Harbor during the Revolutionary War. In 1834, the US government 
purchased 3 acres of the island to establish a lighthouse in Plum Gut Harbor (AMEC 2011:3-
1). The first lighthouse was gone, and a new one built in 1869. Late nineteenth-century 
photograph postcards suggest additional buildings had been present in the vicinity of the 
lighthouse that may remain archaeologically (AMEC 2011:3-11). 

An 1858 map of Suffolk County shows the lighthouse and two houses on Plum Island 
belonging to R. Jerome and A. Mallory (Chace, et. al., 1858). According to Beers 1873 Atlas 
of Long Island, by 1873, the Mallory house was owned by R. Clark, although the predictive 
model authors suggest this may be a new house, with the previous dwelling having been 
removed (AMEC 2011:3-2). A US Coast Guard map from 1883 is likely the most accurate of 
the nineteenth-century maps, and the predictive model notes the likely location of Jerome’s 
house as an area of high potential. The 1880 census lists three families on the island, suggesting 
three dwellings may have been present. A cemetery located on the south side of the Wastewater 
Treatment Plant likely contains the unmarked graves of many early island residents.  

In 1897 the US government purchased 130 acres to establish Fort Terry, and the rest of the 
island in 1901 (AMEC 2011:3-1). The predictive model notes that archaeological remains of 
various features associated with Fort Terry are likely to be present. These features may include 
batteries (1898-1944), mining facilities (1898-World War I [WWI]), fire control structures 
(1898-1944), searchlight shelters, the 1912 power plant, temporary and permanent housing, 
and cantonment structures and buildings (AMEC 2011:3-12). The predictive model uses the 
1926 Post and Reservation Map of Fort Terry to determine the likely location of buildings and 
structures that are no longer extant, defining these locations as high potential. Around 1948, 
Fort Terry was placed on inactive status, and the predictive model authors propose that date as 
an end date for the period of potential significance for military related features (AMEC 2011:3-
15). 

Wetlands, slopes, and areas of previous disturbance were considered to have low potential for 
both prehistoric and historic resources. Figure 4 shows areas of significant previous 
disturbance, such as Waste Management Areas (WMAs)/Areas of Potential Concern (AOPCs), 
and the building clusters.  
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Figure 4: Areas of Previous Disturbance 
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3.2 Previously Recorded Archaeological Sites 

Five archaeological sites have been identified on Plum Island, and one site has been identified 
in the vicinity of Orient Point. These sites are described in this section.  

One archaeological site within Plum Island has been registered with SHPO and appears in 
CRIS (PRHP00000455_AF_0000577_10310_001284) (Anonymous, no date). The site form 
notes the potential for evidence of Contact period Native American land use and features 
associated with Fort Terry (1897-1914), including gun emplacements along the shore. The site 
form does not represent a surveyed site with a defined location or boundaries, but rather calls 
researchers' attention to archaeological potential on Plum Island. Because the site has not been 
surveyed, the historic integrity, areas of significance, and periods of significance have not been 
determined. 

As noted in the discussion of previous investigations, four additional sites have been recorded 
that do not appear in CRIS (New South Sites 1-4). Site 1 included a scatter of eighteenth- and 
nineteenth-century artifacts that appeared to have been redeposited, Site 2 was a brick-lined 
manhole possibly associated with Fort Terry, Site 3 was a historic dump, and Site 4 was a ruin 
associated with Building 48 – Former Crematorium/Incinerator. These four sites were 
recommended not eligible for the NRHP. 

No archaeological sites have been previously recorded within the 9.5-acre Orient Point ferry 
facility used by PIADC, or the 0.5-acre utility transfer station at Orient Point County Park. 
However, one archaeological site has been recorded at Orient Point, immediately north of the 
9.5-acre facility. Site A1031.000007 represents the remains of the Orient Point Inn and 
Revolutionary Fort. According to the state site form prepared in 1987, at that time the site 
included surface traces of the former building. The Inn was reportedly built in 1672, used as a 
garrison during the Revolutionary War, rebuilt or enlarged in the early nineteenth century, and 
further expanded in the late nineteenth century (Kahofer, 1987). According to articles included 
with the site form, the Inn was still standing in 1973, but vacant and vandalized, and 
demolished ca. 1985 (Town of Southold/SPLIA, 1987). No archaeological testing has taken 
place within this site, which was recorded based on research and documentation prior to 
demolition. 

3.3 Overview of Previously Completed Historic Architectural Surveys and 
Inventories 

3.3.1 Introduction 

The National Park Service (NPS) of the US Department of the Interior (US DOI) oversee and 
manage the NRHP. According to NPS, historic buildings, structures, sites, objects, and districts 
that are over 50 years old are eligible for listing in the NRHP if they possess historic 
significance as defined by NRHP criteria and possess architectural integrity. Table 1 defines 
NRHP criteria, and Table 2 presents guidelines for architectural integrity. 

The NPS guidance has governed the identification and evaluation of historic architectural 
resources on Plum Island. Key surveys and inventories, and their results, are presented below. 
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3.3.2 1970s-1980s 

Plum Island Light Station was initially documented in 1972 by Allan Zammit of the Third 
Coast Guard District. The “Inventory Form of Historic Places” included a brief one paragraph 
description of the structure and an attached “Importance of Property,” summarizing the history 
and significance of light houses as aids to navigation. The form also replicated two historic 
photographs, which showed the condition of the property in 1879, including the obsolete light 
keeper’s dwelling (Zammit, 1972). 

Other early documentation of the Plum Island built environment includes an inventory of Fort 
Terry structures compiled in conjunction with the 1977 Plum Island Animal Disease Center 
Master Plan (Town of Southold, 1988d).3  The plan was produced to assess the condition of 
the remaining military-era structures, including those utilized by the PIADC. The information 
gathered did not meet the standards of 36 CFR § 800.4 (Identification of historic properties). 
However, each “Existing Building Evaluation” form itemized the condition, utilities, and 
mechanical systems of each individual structure, followed by an evaluation (i.e., Occupational 
Safety and Health Administration and building code) and recommendation (i.e., continued use, 
demolition, etc.). The evaluations for the B13 - Fire Station (former Tailor Shop) and B38 - 
Motor Pool (former Quarter Master’s Workshop) document character-defining features present 
in 1977 (Town of Southold, 1988a; Town of Southold, 1988b). 

Subsequent documentation of Fort Terry took place in 1988. A historic sites reconnaissance 
survey conducted by the Society for the Preservation of Long Island Antiquities (SPLIA) and 
the Southold Town Community Development Office recorded 13 individual structures and 
proposed a historic district that encompassed Plum Island (Town of Southold, 1988d). Survey 
forms were completed for the Fire Station and Motor Pool buildings and attached the 
evaluations from the master plan. The Plum Island Lighthouse was also surveyed, noting that 
the structure was “declared eligible for the National Register of Historic Resources” March 22, 
1973 (Town of Southold, 1988c).  

Efforts to update the identification and documentation of the remaining buildings, sites, 
structures, and objects on Plum Island and at Orient Point are summarized below.  

3.3.3 Historic Resources Survey, Plum Island, New York (1998) 

A comprehensive effort to document all remaining standing structures on Plum Island and the 
PIADC facility at Orient Point took place in 1998. The six-volume report prepared for the 
USDA by Robert J. Hefner inventoried four resources associated with the NRHP-eligible Plum 
Island Lighthouse, 60 resources as part of Fort Terry, and 38 PIADC buildings constructed 
between 1952-1995 by the US Army Chemical Corps or the Agricultural Research Service, 
including four buildings at Orient Point. At the time of the survey, the PIADC buildings that  

3 A copy of the 1977 Perkins & Will “Master Plan, Plum Island Animal Disease Center” was not located. The 
Existing Building Evaluation Forms from the plan were attached to the 1988 Town of Southold & SPLIA Building 
Structure Inventory Forms for B13 and B38. 
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Table 1: Criteria for Historic Significance 

36 CRF 60.4, Part I 

The quality of significance in American history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, and 
culture is present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess integrity of 
location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association, and: 

• That are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 
patterns of our history (Criterion A); or 

• That are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past (Criterion B); or 
• That embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of 

construction, or that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic 
values, or that represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose components 
may lack individual distinction (Criterion C); or 

• That have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or 
history (Criterion D). 

36 CFR 60.4, Part II 

Ordinarily cemeteries, birthplaces, or graves of historical figures, properties owned by 
religious institutions or used for religious purposes, structures that have been moved from 
their original locations, reconstructed historic buildings, properties primarily 
commemorative in nature, and properties that have achieved significance within the past 50 
years shall not be considered eligible for the National Register. However, such properties 
will qualify if they are integral parts of districts that do meet the criteria or if they fall within 
the following categories: 

• A religious property deriving primary significance from architectural or artistic 
distinction or historical importance; or 

• A building or structure removed from its original location, but which is significant 
primarily for architectural value, or which is the surviving structure most importantly 
associated with a historic person or event; or 

• A birthplace or grave of a historical figure of outstanding importance if there is no 
appropriate site or building directly associated with his productive life; or 

• A cemetery which derives its primary significance from graves or persons of 
transcendent importance, from age, from distinctive design features, or from 
association with historic events; or 

• A reconstructed building when accurately executed in a suitable environment and 
presented in a dignified manner as part of a restoration master plan, and when no 
other building or structure with the same association has survived; or 

• A property primarily commemorative in intent if design, age, tradition, or symbolic 
value has invested it with its own exceptional significance; or 

• A property achieving significance within the past 50 years if it is of exceptional 
importance  

Source: US DOI, 1991. 
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 Table 2: Integrity Aspects Defined 

Aspect of Integrity Property Attribution 

Location Must not have been moved. 

Design Must retain historic elements that create the 
form, plan, space, structure, and style of the 
property. 

Setting Setting must retain its historic character. 

Materials Must retain the key exterior materials dating 
from the period of its historic significance. 

Workmanship Methods of construction from its time of 
significance must be evident. 

Feeling Physical features must convey its historic 
character. 

Association Must be the actual place where a historic 
event or activity occurred and must be 
sufficiently intact to convey that 
relationship to an observer. 

Source: US DOI, 1991.  

 

were less than 50 years of age were not considered to be potentially eligible for the NRHP 
(Heffner, Vol. 1, 1998). 

Volume 2 of the report compiled the updated survey of the “Plum Island Light Station,” 
including the lighthouse, oil house, storage shed, and fog bell. The additional narrative 
descriptions and photographs were intended to support the earlier determination of NRHP 
eligibility (Heffner, Vol. 2, 1998). Additional volumes of the report captured the resources 
associated with Fort Terry: Batteries/Submarine Mining Facilities (Vol. 3), Fire Control 
Structures/Searchlights/ Powerplants (Vol. 4), and Post Buildings (Vol. 5). Updated historic 
resource survey forms were completed for B13 and B38. The 1998 forms included detailed 
histories and narrative descriptions of the original structures, described later modifications, and 
noted their significance within an intact grouping of 1901-1912 buildings (Heffner, Vol. 5, 
1998).   
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The report concluded that the Fort Terry structures met NRHP criteria as a “Defenses of the 
Eastern Entrance to Long Island Sound Fort, 1897-1948” property type, due to their high level 
of integrity and intact setting. Nominations to the State Register of Historic Places (SRHP) and 
NRHP were suggested, along with a brief description of a potential NRHP boundary which 
excluded the PIADC buildings (Heffner, Vol. 1, 1998).   

The conclusion also recommended the completion of a Historic Preservation Plan for the Plum 
Island Lighthouse and Fort Terry, a shore erosion study, and repairs and mothballing of 
selected structures (Heffner Vol. 1, 1998).   

3.3.4 Historic Preservation Plan for Plum Island, New York (2003) 

A Historic Preservation Plan was completed by FPM Group and GAI Consultants, under 
contract to the USDA, in 2003. The report verified the presence of the 60 remaining Fort Terry 
buildings and structures, and those associated with the Plum Island Lighthouse (four buildings 
and structures). Post-1954 structures, such as the PIADC complex at the northwest end of Plum 
Island, were not considered (FPM, 2003a). 

Acknowledging that the 1998 historic resources survey established the NRHP eligibility of 
Fort Terry as part of the US Coastal Defense System, the plan focused on assessing the 
architectural integrity of each structure, including the batteries, submarine mining facilities, 
fire control structures, searchlight shelters, powerplant, and post buildings. 

With the exception of the B13 - Fire Station (former Tailor Shop) and B38 - Motor Pool 
(former Quartermaster’s Workshop), which were still utilized and maintained by the PIADC, 
the majority of Fort Terry structures had deteriorated by 2003. Prior exterior and interior 
modifications, adapting the former military structures for usage by PIADC, and their lack of 
occupancy since 1996, compromised the ability of the post buildings and structures to convey 
their historic significance as a military installation in support of the coastal defense system and 
later training facility. The report recommended that none of the post buildings and structures 
were individually eligible for the NRHP, and that they were not eligible as a historic district 
(FPM, 2003a). 

Three coastal batteries and two searchlight shelters associated with the coastal defense system 
were recommended eligible for the NRHP under Criterion A. The report concluded with 
proposed treatment options for the 64 historic structures on the island. The NRHP-listed and 
eligible structures were to be maintained, and those closest to the shoreline (lighthouse and 
searchlight shelters) subjected to an erosion study. B13 and B38 were recommended for 
demolition (FPM, 2003a). 

3.3.5 Historic Structure Report for Plum Island Lighthouse (2003) 

Under the contract referenced above, FPM Group and GAI Consultants completed a Historic 
Structure Report for the Plum Island Lighthouse in 2003. The report summarized the history 
of earlier lighthouses at the location and the founding of the US Lighthouse Board in 1852, 
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which oversaw the administration, design, and construction of six “Forth Order” lighthouses 
in Long Island Sound (1867-1869), including Plum Island. The innovative standardized design 
combined the cast iron light tower with the keeper’s living quarters, which were on the first 
floor. The second floor contained east and west chambers at the rear of the building, a large 
closet, and a watch room.  The tower and lantern were reached by a ladder stair. The lighthouse 
was occupied continuously from 1869-1978, when it was decommissioned by the US Coast 
Guard (FPM, 2003b). 

The report also assessed the condition of the Plum Island Lighthouse, oil house, and shed. The 
three structures had been unused since formal decommissioning in 1978. Character defining 
features were visually inspected and inventoried, and deterioration and other changes to the 
structures and setting were documented. The assessment also evaluated the condition of the 
fog bell (relocated to Plum Island Harbor), and the Fourth Order Fresnel lens (on loan to the 
East End Seaport and Maritime Museum in Greenport, New York). Treatment options for the 
structures were described (No Action, Maintenance, Preservation [Mothballing], 
Rehabilitation and Relocation), along with preliminary cost estimates. Continuation of 
maintenance (Maintenance Alternative) by PIADC was recommended (FPM, 2003b). 

3.3.6 Intensive-Level Architectural Documentation and Evaluation of Buildings at 
Plum Island Animal Disease Center, Plum Island, New York (2019) 

Investigation and documentation of three PIADC buildings took place in 2018, on behalf of 
DHS. The architectural survey focused on the B101 - Laboratory and Animal Isolation Unit, 
B102 – Former Decontamination Building, and B103 – Former Steam and Emergency Power 
Building. The survey evaluated the potential of the buildings to meet the four NRHP criteria.   

B101 was erected in 1954 for the USDA’s FAD laboratory. It is a two-story, T-shaped building 
that stands on a concrete foundation, has exterior walls of painted concrete block, and is 
covered by a flat roof. The building is constructed with a reinforced concrete frame infilled 
with concrete block (ground floor), a steel frame with concrete block fill (second floor), and a 
concrete plank roof with steel supports. The footprint of the building consists of the large, 
central rectangular block that holds laboratories and support spaces and flanking, one-story 
wings on the east and west sides; a long, two-story service wing extends across the southern 
end of the central block and projects to the east and west. A basement is beneath the center part 
of the laboratory wing and the service wing, but not beneath the animal units. Large light courts 
stand between the center section of the building and the animal wings. The service wing has a 
stepped form, with the east and west ends being only one story in height. Each bay is defined 
by a concrete column, concrete block infill, and a continuous concrete beam/spandrel above. 
The structural articulation of spandrels and columns is the only “ornament” on this otherwise 
utilitarian building. One of the notable exterior features of the laboratory wing is the numerous 
steel ventilation pipes that project from the roof, and the tall brick incinerator stacks that rise 
from the back (north) of the building. Additions were erected in the 1970s, 1980s, and 1990s.  
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B102 is T-shaped in plan and features a central two-story section that is flanked on the north, 
east, and west sides by one-story sections. The utilitarian building stands on a concrete 
foundation, is constructed of a steel frame clad with concrete block walls and is covered by a 
precast concrete channel slab roof. The exterior block walls are painted white. A single flush 
metal door with a projecting shed-roofed, metal canopy is present on the south elevation of the 
center section of the building. The steel, double-door opening east of the entrance opens into 
the building’s large airlock used to transfer of materials in and out of the building. A large, 
shuttered opening on the upper level of the building accesses the air supply fan room. The only 
other door opening is on the north end of the building. Other openings include the removal 
panels on the east and west side elevations, accessing the defunct boiler and retention tube 
rooms, and a large louvered vent opening on the second floor level of the east elevation. Other 
notable features include the large metal stack that vents the exhaust fan room projects from the 
building’s rooftop, and the steam pipes on the west side of the building connect to B103, which 
formerly supplied steam to B102 (McClane, 2018b). 

B103 is a one-story, steel-frame building with exterior walls of painted concrete block and a 
flat roof with metal coping. The rectangular shaped building originally consisted of the boiler 
room to the west and the generator room, which now stands at the center of the building. The 
boiler room is a double-height space and holds two multi-pane metal fixed windows on all four 
elevations at the upper level and metal awning type windows placed high on the first floor 
level wall. Window openings are detailed with precast concrete sills. Flush metal entrance 
doors are located on the south and west sides. A metal-clad, shed-roofed storage wing is on the 
north side of the boiler room. No window openings are present on this part of the building, but 
an overhead door (formerly metal sliding doors) opens into the room on the north side and a 
louvered vent is present on the north. Large metal ventilators and the steel boiler stacks project 
from the building’s roof. In 1966, a new generator wing was added to the east end of the 
building. Steel pipes extend from the east end of the building and connect to B102. An office, 
formerly the wastewater data monitoring room, was constructed on the south side of the 
original generator room in 1978, and in 1983, the substation room was added (McClane, 
2018c). 

B101 was recommended as individually eligible for the NRHP as an animal disease laboratory 
associated with bioterrorism defense and government research programs, specifically its 
unique role in studying live virus FMD (Criterion A), and as a representative example of a bio-
secure animal research laboratory, reflecting the spatial layout and collaborative work 
undertaken since its construction in 1954 (Criterion C). B102 and B103, while intact, were not 
considered significant enough for individual NRHP eligibility, however the report 
recommended their inclusion in a proposed historic district (Mabbett, 2019). 

The recommended NRHP-eligible historic district included B101, B102, and B103, which 
were built within the period of significance, beginning in 1952 when the Army Chemical Corps 
began efforts to study the spread of FADs, and extending through to 1984, when the 
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management of the facility was transferred to the USDA’s Animal and Plant Health Inspection 
Service (APHIS). The grouping conveys the physical development of the buildings for a 
government-supported scientific program associated with the study of FADs, including FMD 
(Criterion A). The district was also recommended to be significant as the workplace of several 
prominent animal disease researchers, and as the location of noteworthy discoveries and 
advancements (Criterion B). The report also recommended that that the proposed historic 
district would also contribute parts of a larger complex of structures utilized by the PIADC 
(Criterion C). Identification of additional buildings and structures related to the PIADC was 
beyond the scope of the report but would include Fort Terry structures adapted for animal 
handling, and others constructed as support facilities (Mabbett, 2019).   

3.4 Identification of Known Historic Architectural Resources 

Three known historic architectural resources are located on Plum Island. They include the 
NRHP-eligible PIADC Historic District, NRHP-listed Fort Terry Historic District, and the 
NRHP-listed Plum Island Light Station. Figure 5 depicts the resources. Each resource is 
described below.  

3.4.1 National Register-Eligible PIADC Historic District (2022) 

As previously noted, a historic district comprised of contributing B101, B102, and B103 was 
proposed in the 2019 in the Mabbett report (Mabbett, 2019). Although the Mabbett report did 
not specify a period of significance, it notes that the three buildings were erected between 1954 
and 1956 for the USDA’s FAD laboratory, and they still reflect their original period of 
construction (Mabbett, 2019). On May 26, 2022, SHPO indicated that B101, B102, and B103 
are historically significant under Criterion A only, and eligible for listing in the SRHP and the 
NRHP as the PIADC Historic District (Betsworth 2022). A copy of the letter is included in 
Appendix C. Figure 5 depicts the location of the PIADC Historic District. 

According to the Mabbett report, the group of three buildings are united historically, and by 
physical development, having been erected in the 1950s, and modified over time to meet the 
evolving needs of its scientific tenants. As a concentration of functionally-related historic 
resources, the district is significant under Criterion A for its association with a government-
supported scientific research program, and specifically for its association with research focused 
on FADs, including FMD.  

With respect to integrity of B101, its location, setting, feeling, and association are very good 
since no significant changes to those aspects had occurred when the building was surveyed in 
2018. Several functional additions have been made to B101 in its over 50 year history; most 
of these have been in keeping with original plans and have maintained the utilitarian character 
of the original building. The most significant addition has been the construction of B100 on 
the south side of the original laboratory. This large, two-story building is differentiated from 
the historic building through the use of contemporary, but compatible, materials, windows, and 
limited architectural detailing. In addition, the physical impact of B100 has been minimized  
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Figure 5: Known Historic Architectural Resources at Plum Island 
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by creating a centrally located connection that encompasses the former Entry and Change 
addition, as well as the original entrance door site. In theory, if B100 was removed, B101 
would once again regain its historical appearance. For these reasons, integrity aspects of 
design, materials, and workmanship have been maintained (Mabbett, 2019). 

Regarding B102, its location, setting, feeling, and association are intact since the building is 
situated at its original site, in close proximity to B101. B102 stands within the original concrete 
perimeter wall, which extends along the west and south sides of the building. On the interior, 
few alterations have been made except. Monorails that formerly facilitated the movement of 
material into and out of the building have been removed. Regular maintenance of tanks and 
the exchanger tubes has been conducted but has not altered those features in a significant way. 
For these reasons, the building retains good integrity of design, materials, and workmanship 
(Mabbett, 2019). B102 no longer functions as the decontamination building and has been 
replaced by B111 – Thermal/Decontamination Facility. 

Regarding B103, several additions have been constructed over time to provide additional 
functional space. The additions, while altering the footprint of the building, were executed in 
similar materials using basic, rectangular forms. Despite these additions, the building retains a 
good level of overall utilitarian character and appearance. The building retains good integrity 
with regard to location, setting, feeling, and association, since the building is situated at its 
original site, in close proximity to B101 and B102. B103 is outside of the original perimeter 
wall because it was fully completed in 1957. Its design, materials, and workmanship have been 
impacted, but these impacts have not resulted in a significant diminishment of integrity. B103 
retains sufficient physical integrity to convey its historical use and appearance. B103 was 
decommissioned over 14 years ago and replaced by B109 – Power Plant. The PIADC Historic 
District is eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion A as a functionally related group of 
buildings that retain sufficient integrity to convey their historical use, appearance, and 
association with a government-supported scientific research program, specifically focused on 
FADs including foot-and-mouth disease (Mabbett, 2019). 

3.4.2  National Register-Listed Fort Terry Historic District (2021) 

As indicated in Section 3.3.3, recognition of Fort Terry as a historic district was first proposed 
in conjunction with the 1988 joint survey of Plum Island by SPLIA and the Southold Town 
Community Development Office (SPLIA, 1988d). Additional recommendations of a historic 
district were put forth in the 1998 historic resources survey, and the 2003 historic preservation 
plan as indicated above (Heffner, 1998; FPM, 2003a). SHPO concurred with the 
recommendations of the 1998 report on September 26, 2011 (Howe, 2011), and classified Fort 
Terry’s eligibility as a property type associated with “Defenses of the Eastern Entrance to Long 
Island Sound Fort, 1897-1948.” A NRHP boundary was proposed that excluded the PIADC 
(Howe, 2011). A NRHP Registration Form was completed in 2020 by DHS, and Fort Terry 
was listed in the National Register on March 29, 2021 (Koeppel, 2020). The NRHP-listed Fort 
Terry Historic District includes 39 contributing resources, and six non-contributing resources 
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constructed between 1898-1948, its period of significance (Koeppel, 2020). A copy of the 
NRHP Nomination Form is included in Appendix C. Select photographs of the Fort Terry 
Historic District are included in Appendix D. 

The district is nationally and regionally significant under Criterion A: Military History, for 
association with the historical development of military coastal defenses. Fort Terry is 
representative of the phases of government funding in response to an emergent coastal threat, 
and the belief in such defenses as a deterrent to war. The district also illustrates the evolving 
recommendations of the Endicott and Taft boards during the late nineteenth and early twentieth 
centuries, the development of military technologies, and the property’s use as a training facility 
once it was no longer needed to guard the eastern entrance to Long Island Sound (Koeppel, 
2020). 

In addition, the district is significant under Criterion C: Military Engineering, for the use of 
standard plans, concrete, and earthen embankments for the construction of gun batteries, which 
were distinctive characteristics of military construction during the Endicott (post-1885) and 
Taft (post-1906) periods of development through World War II. The assemblage and 
arrangement of batteries, submarine mining, fire control, searchlights, and power plants also 
have engineering and architectural significance as examples of national design and 
construction standards for such structures established by the War Department. Fort Terry also 
illustrates the importance of physical location and design. Support structures for the batteries 
were placed at appropriate elevations to accommodate the lines-of-sight needed to view targets 
and direct artillery. The evolution of coastal defense is also present, with structures that 
represent World War II-era innovations in communications and targeting systems (Koeppel, 
2020).  

While many of the 39 contributing resources within the district have deteriorated since the 
closure of Fort Terry in 1948, and are obscured by overgrowth, they retain sufficient integrity 
of materials, setting, feeling, association, location, workmanship, and design. The remaining 
cantonment buildings are constructed of brick, rusticated stone, and clapboard with 
workmanship and style elements reflecting their era of construction: Italianate (low-pitched 
hipped roofs, segmented arches over tall windows, and as porch detailing), Colonial Revival 
(denticulated molding, gabled dormers, classical columns), and Craftsman (exposed rafters).  
The batteries and many of their support structures were constructed of brick and reinforced 
concrete to withstand enemy bombardment. The contributing structures convey the property's 
historic character (feeling), and its role in coastal defense as a military installation (association) 
located on a strategic island (location). The spatial arrangement of the cantonment buildings 
and batteries conveys their military function (setting). Table 3 provides a list of the 39  
contributing resources and six non-contributing resources, and notes the condition of the 
resources if cited in the NRHP Nomination Form (Koeppel, 2020). Figure 5 depicts the 
location of the Fort Terry Historic District on Plum Island. Two non-contributing buildings 
within the historic district are actively used and maintained by PIADC and are therefore 
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described below. These include B13 – Fire Station (former Tailor Shop) and B38 – Motor Pool 
(Former Quarter Master’s Workshop).  

B13 is north of the road through the center of the Fort Terry complex, and east of the parade 
ground. This single-story brick building has a T-shaped plan and is used as the Fire Station and 
emergency response purposes by PIADC. As previously noted, it was constructed as the Tailor 
Shop ca. 1901. A southern addition was appended to the building in 1916. A flat-roofed wing 
was added before 1926. In 1954, the building was converted to function as a fire station. The 
boiler room shed was built after 1958. The building has been substantially altered and no longer 
displays its original design or feeling (Koeppel, 2020). 

B38 is north of the road through the center of the Fort Terry complex, north and east of the 
parade ground. Currently known as the Motor Pool, the modified rectangular-plan, gable-roof, 
single-story brick building also houses a vehicle repair shop. As previously noted, the building 
was constructed ca. 1906 as the Quarter Master’s Workshop; the original section featured a 
limestone water table and common bond brick facades. Concrete block additions were erected 
at each gable end in 1954 (west) and 1965 (east), respectively. The additions have substantially 
altered the front façade and radically changed the shape, mass, and appearance of the building. 
The alterations have also resulted in the loss of most of its character defining elements 
(Koeppel, 2020). 
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Table 3: Fort Terry Historic District 

Resource Number Year Built 
Contributing/Non-
Contributing Status 

Condition Noted in NRHP Nomination 
Form (2020) 

Buildings Included in NRHP Nomination Form 

Number 1-P Ca. 1944 Contributing Condition not noted in NRHP 
Nomination Form 

Fire Control Station No. 1-I Ca. 1944 Contributing An assessment of the building exterior 
condition was difficult because only one 
wall of the building was accessible due to 
excessive overgrowth of trees and vines. 
However, the interior was readily 
accessible. 

Number 1-R (Battery Dimick) Ca. 1914 Contributing Condition not noted in NRHP 
Nomination Form 

Building T-226 Power Plant  Ca. 1941 Contributing Asphalt-shingle roofing was severely 
deteriorated, with missing shingles and 
holes in the roof. 

Building T-228 Power Plant  Ca. 1941 Contributing Large portion of roof sheathing was 
missing, allowing access to the interior of 
the structure. 

Building 13 - Former Tailor 
Shop/Present-Day Fire Station 

Ca. 1901 Non-contributing Maintained for use by PIADC; in good 
physical condition. 
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Resource Number Year Built 
Contributing/Non-
Contributing Status 

Condition Noted in NRHP Nomination 
Form (2020) 

Building 14 - Military Post Hospital Ca. 1901 Contributing Poor condition; areas of the building 
(particularly the connecting corridor 
between the two 3-story sections) were 
noted as structurally unsafe; however, 
much of the building was safe to enter. 

Building 37 - Commissary Ca. 1904 Contributing Large holes in the roof and missing 
windowpanes, opening the interior to the 
elements.  

Building 38 - Former Quarter Master’s 
Workshop/Present-Day Motor Pool 

Ca. 1906 Non-contributing Maintained for use by PIADC; in good 
physical condition. 

Building 44 -Bakery No date provided in 
NRHP Nomination 
Form; construction 
date of ca. 1909 
noted in 1998 
survey. 

Contributing Abandoned and in poor condition 
primarily due to the very poor condition 
of its roof, which allows weather and 
wildlife to enter the interior, and 
contribute to further deterioration. The 
hipped roof was covered with deteriorated 
asphalt shingles. The roof of a frame 
cupola at the center of the roof was 
missing. 

Building 47 - Former Fireman’s 
Quarters/Present-Day Duty Officer’s 
Quarters 

Ca. 1910 Non-contributing Condition not noted in NRHP 
Nomination Form. 
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Resource Number Year Built 
Contributing/Non-
Contributing Status 

Condition Noted in NRHP Nomination 
Form (2020) 

Building 49- Post Exchange Ca. 1910 Contributing Poor condition, abandoned, and with 
many alterations; hipped roof was 
covered with deteriorated white asphalt 
shingles. 

Building 54 - Barracks Ca. 1910 Contributing Gable roof was covered with deteriorated 
black asphalt shingles; holes were 
apparent in the roofing. 

Building 55 - Barracks Ca. 1910 Contributing No references to deterioration but many 
windows and doors covered with 
plywood. 

Building 60 - Quarter Master’s 
Storehouse 

Ca. 1911 Contributing Abandoned and in deteriorating 
condition. The appearance of the structure 
and its setting had been significantly 
altered by unkempt vegetation. The roof 
was covered with deteriorated black 
asphalt shingles. 

Building 63 - Guard House Ca. 1912 Contributing Abandoned and in fair-to-poor condition 
due to the deteriorated roof and louvers in 
the cupolas.  The hipped roof (of the 1912 
building) is covered with deteriorated 
black asphalt shingles. 
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Resource Number Year Built 
Contributing/Non-
Contributing Status 

Condition Noted in NRHP Nomination 
Form (2020) 

Building 115 - Fire Pump House No date provided in 
NRHP nomination 
form; construction 
date of ca. 1918 
provided in 1998 
survey. 

Contributing Building was in poor condition. 

Building T-227 - Power Plant  Ca. 1941 Contributing All exterior block and woodwork were 
painted white, which was chipped and 
deteriorated; pyramidal hipped roof was 
covered with deteriorated asphalt 
shingles. 

Building - T-232 Chapel No date provided in 
NRHP Nomination 
Form; construction 
date of ca. 1941 
noted in 1998 
survey. 

Non-contributing Building was in poor condition and no 
longer in use 

Searchlight Shelter No. 13 Ca. 1912 Contributing Structure was surrounded by thick 
vegetation which was not overgrown; the 
general condition similar to nearby 
Shelter 14. 

Searchlight Shelter No. 14  Ca. 1912 Contributing Structure was surrounded by thick 
vegetation which was not overgrown. 
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Resource Number Year Built 
Contributing/Non-
Contributing Status 

Condition Noted in NRHP Nomination 
Form (2020) 

Building 257 – Former Combined 
Torpedo Storehouse & Cable Tanks 

Ca. 1911; 
converted to USDA 
Lab 257 in 1950s; 
decommissioned in 
1996 

Non-contributing Condition not noted in NRHP 
Nomination Form. 

Sites Included in NRHP Nomination Form 

Battery Kelly Ca. 1900/1901 Contributing Battery structure had deteriorated  

Second Parade Ground N/A Contributing Maintained setting and appearance from 
the period of significance. 

Hot-Air Balloon Hangar Remnant and 
Landing Field 

Ca. 1921 Non-Contributing Foundation of hanger building remained. 
Landing area was obscured by vegetation. 

Structures Included in NRHP Nomination Form 

Battery Stoneman Ca. 1901 Contributing Condition not noted in NRHP 
Nomination Form. 

Base End Station F’’’5 (Battery 
Stoneman) 

Ca. 1908 Contributing Station was heavily overgrown, 
preventing access to the interior. 

Battery Bradford Ca. 1901 Contributing Cement plaster which covered the 
exposed exterior surfaces of the concrete 
structure had separated and fallen. The 
surroundings of the structure were heavily 
overgrown and obscured the setting. 
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Resource Number Year Built 
Contributing/Non-
Contributing Status 

Condition Noted in NRHP Nomination 
Form (2020) 

Battery Justin Dimick Ca. 1905 Contributing Cement plastering that covered the 
exposed surfaces had separated and fallen 
off in many places, and heavy vegetation 
obscured the setting. Renovations made 
by PIADC had modified the entrance 
doorway and interrupted the original band 
of windows; a sink and cabinets were also 
installed at that time. 

Coincidence Range Finder (CRF) 
(Battery Campbell) 

Ca. 1923 Contributing Battery had collapsed due to shore 
erosion, but the Combined Coincidence 
Range Finding Station (C.R.F.) was 
present. The concrete exterior of the 
structure was pitted. 

Battery John Greble Ca. 1905 Contributing Battery was partially covered with heavy 
vegetation. Modifications made to the 
interior by PIADC had altered the interior 
and exterior.  

CRF (Battery Greble) Ca. 1923 Unevaluated Structure was not accessed due to safety 
concerns and access constraints. 

Battery, Construction No. 217 Ca. 1944 Contributing Structure was heavily overgrown but 
retained integrity. 

Signal Corps Radio - 296A Ca. 1943 Unevaluated Structure was not accessed due to safety 
concerns and access constraints. 
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Resource Number Year Built 
Contributing/Non-
Contributing Status 

Condition Noted in NRHP Nomination 
Form (2020) 

1921 Bombproof Mining Casement Ca. 1921 Contributing Structure had been heavily modified but 
still conveyed use as a bombproof 
structure. 

Number 1-S Ca. 1944 Unevaluated Interior of the structure was intact. 
Overgrowth obscured the field of view 
and impeded access.  

Searchlight Shelter Number 7 Ca. 1912 Contributing Concrete plaster covering the exterior 
brick was intact, as was the steel frame 
and mechanism which raised the 
searchlight. 

Searchlight Shelter Number 11 Ca. 1912 Contributing Roof of the structure was missing. The 
tracks that carried the searchlight run 
across the roadway to a concrete 
operating platform at the edge of the bluff 
were intact, as was the manhole covering 
the electrical connection.   

Searchlight Shelter No. 12 Ca. 1912 Unevaluated Structure was not accessed due to safety 
concerns. 

Battery Steele Ca. 1900 Contributing Exterior plaster had fallen off in several 
places, exposing the pink granite 
aggregate of the concrete walls. 

Base End Station F’’’4 (Battery Steele) Ca. 1908 Contributing Structure was overgrown with vegetation. 
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Resource Number Year Built 
Contributing/Non-
Contributing Status 

Condition Noted in NRHP Nomination 
Form (2020) 

Unnamed Battery, Four 155-mm guns Ca. 1940 Contributing Only circular concrete platforms, which 
supported the gun carriages, remained. 

Bombproof Shell for Switchboard 
Room 

Ca. 1920 Unevaluated Structure was not accessed due to heavy 
vegetation. 

Main Post Road N/A Contributing Road remained on its historic alignment, 
as a tree-lined boulevard with a double 
line of oaks and maples near the harbor, 
which changed to a single line of maples 
near the former Officers Row. 

Structure No. 61 – Jerome Reservoir Ca. 1912 Contributing Underground reservoir was intact, but 
overgrown. 

Fire Control Station Number 1-G Ca. 1944 Contributing Concrete structure was intact with a 
continuous band of awning windows that 
extended around the observation room; 
however, most of the view was obscured 
by trees. 

Fire Control Station Number 1-GG Ca. 1944 Contributing Partially buried structure was mostly 
intact, with undamaged observation room 
windows. 
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Resource Number Year Built 
Contributing/Non-
Contributing Status 

Condition Noted in NRHP Nomination 
Form (2020) 

Battery Bogardus Eldridge Ca. 1906 Contributing East wall had been exposed by erosion; 
exterior cement plastering had spalled 
from the base concrete in many places. 
Deteriorated wood fencing, utilized by 
PIADC for animal containment, was 
present. 

Battery Robert Floyd Ca. 1906 Contributing Exterior cement plastering had spalled 
from the base concrete in many places. 
Deteriorated wood and wire fencing, 
utilized by PIADC for animal 
containment, were present. 

Double Mine Primary Station M’3-M’3 Ca. 1908 Unevaluated Structure was not accessed due to safety 
concerns. 

Base End Station M’’’3 Ca. 1908 Unevaluated Structure was not accessed due to safety 
concerns. 

Plum Gut Harbor Ca. 1911 Contributing Harbor remains in its original 
configuration. 
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3.4.3 National Register-Listed Plum Island Light Station 

The Plum Island Light Station was documented in three nomination forms prepared between 
2002 and 2011. The physical characteristics of the light station are described below, and the 
nomination forms are described in the subsequent sections. 

The Plum Island Light Station consisted of the Plum Island Lighthouse, the ca. 1900 brick oil 
house, the ca. 1920 storage shed, and the ca. 1871 fog bell. The fog bell was relocated in June 
2000 to a site near the Plum Island ferryboat docks (FPM, 2003b). 

The lighthouse consists of a granite, three-bay, two-story, gable-roofed dwelling, with a white 
cast iron tower, capped by a black lantern room, which is attached to the primary (south) 
elevation of the dwelling's pitched roof. A paired set of double-hung windows is directly above 
the centered projecting entrance. A granite one-story gable addition, projects from the north 
elevation and forms the kitchen wing of the lighthouse. A late nineteenth- or early twentieth-
century single-story, wood frame lean-to is located at the northeast corner, and protects the 
basement entrance (Atkins, 2014). 

The interior structure of the lighthouse dwelling has brick masonry for various interior walls 
on the first floor and basement, along with timber joist framing on the first and second floors, 
attic, and roof. The tower is constructed of cast iron sections supported by exterior granite and 
brick masonry along the south wall, and interior cast iron posts and beams within the structure 
itself. The lantern rests on the cast iron tower. A gable roof frames the cast iron tower (Atkins, 
2014). The first floor has an entrance hall, bedroom, oil room, kitchen, parlor, and workroom. 
The second floor has two chambers, a closet, a watch room, and the stairway to the service 
room and lantern (Heffner, 1998). 

The brick oil house is a single-story, gable-roofed rectangular building situated east of the 
lighthouse. A rectangular concrete step accents the entry, which is centered on the south 
elevation, and topped with a segmental arch. Three small holes for ventilation are situated 
below the gable on the north and south elevations (Atkins, 2014). 

The storage shed is a single-story, rectangular-plan, drop-sided structure immediately east of 
the oil house. A post-1958 garage door is centered on the gabled north elevation (Heffner, 
1998). 

 National Register Multiple Property Listing – “Light Stations of the 
United States” (2002) 

An NRHP Multiple Property Documentation Form (MPDF) was completed in 2002, 
summarizing the history of light stations in the United States, and establishing associated 
property types and registration requirements.  A copy of the documentation form is included 
in Appendix C. 

The Plum Island Light Station meets NRHP Criterion A of the MPDF as an intact resource 
constructed during the tenure of the US Lighthouse Board, illustrating the adoption of standard 
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policies, such as the design of lighthouses in the Long Island Sound region of the Third District, 
and the adoption of volatile kerosene over lard oil, requiring the construction of a separate 
fireproof oil house (Clifford, 2002).   

The Plum Island Light Station also meets Criterion C as an Italianate style, onshore, terrestrial, 
masonry structure, with integral keeper's quarters, cast iron plate tower, a [removed but 
preserved] Fourth Order Fresnel lens. The complimentary assemblage of outbuildings form the 
“light station,” created by the Lighthouse Board in response to operational complexity. The 
Plum Island Light Station also falls within the following associated historic contexts as listed 
in the MPDF (Clifford, 2002): 

• Federal Administration of Lighthouses, US Lighthouse Service, 1789-1952; 

• Architecture & Engineering, US Lighthouse Construction Types, Station 
Components, Regional Adaptations and Variations, 1789-1949; and 

• Evolution of Lighthouse Optics, 1789 -1949 (Clifford, 2002). 

 New York State Register Listed Plum Island Light Station (2003) 

An individual NRHP Nomination Form was completed by SHPO to include the Plum Island 
Light Station in the SRHP. A copy of the nomination form is included in Appendix C. The 
primary content of the form was copied from the 1998 Hefner Survey as noted in Section 3.3.3. 
The form replicates the detailed exterior and interior descriptions of the 1998 report, noting the 
original and updated condition and function of each interior room, as well as the service and 
lantern rooms in the tower (Warren, 2003). 

Because of its high degree of architectural integrity, the resource was considered to be eligible 
under NRHP Criterion C for its Italianate design. The Plum Island Light Station was also 
regionally significant (NRHP Criterion A) as one of five lighthouses situated at the eastern 
entrance to Long Island Sound (Warren, 2003).  

 National Register Listed Plum Island Light Station (2011) 

The NRHP Nomination Form was completed in 2011, explicitly linked the Plum Island Light 
Station with the 2002 “Light Stations of the United States” MPDF, and the 2003 SRHP 
Nomination Form. The NRHP form indicates that the Plum Island Light Station’s period of 
significance extends from 1869-1960, and it is significant under Criteria A and C for its historic 
and architectural importance. The form also included a 1977 first-person account of day-to-
day operations of the lighthouse prior to deactivation in 1978 (Walker, 2011). The property 
was listed in the NRHP on February 11, 2011 (Walker, 2011). A copy of the nomination form 
is included in Appendix C. Select photographs of the Plum Island Light Station are included 
in Appendix D. 

The Plum Island Light Station is nationally and regionally significant under Criterion A for its 
association with maritime history as part of a line of lighthouses constructed to aid navigation 
between the islands located at the eastern terminus of Long Island Sound. Developing 
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lighthouses to mark the eastern passages into and out of Long Island Sound was a high priority 
of the federal government in the mid-nineteenth century (Walker, 2011). 

The Plum Island Light Station is also eligible under Criterion C for its cohesive design in the 
Italianate style, which is complimented by the tower mounted on the roof. The design is 
distinguished by the rock-faced granite walls simply articulated by quoins, and arched granite 
window and door surrounds. The Italianate features of the cast iron tower include bold scroll 
brackets which anchor the tower to the masonry and bracketed cast-iron window hoods and 
sills. Together with its associated oil shed and storage shed, the Plum Island Light Station 
represents an organized effort by the federal government to enhance maritime safety in the 
coastal waters of Long Island Sound through a hierarchy of standardized facility designs 
(Walker, 2011).   

The Plum Island Light Station maintains its integrity of location, design, materials, 
workmanship, feeling, and association. Exterior changes to the lighthouse include replacement 
of the entry door and three windows during the 1960s. Interior changes are more numerous, 
but do not diminish the property’s integrity. The removal of the Fourth Order Fresnel lantern 
assembly, including clockwork and lens, was carried out pursuant to a Memorandum of 
Agreement (MOA) among the SHPO, USDA and the ACHP, and does not adversely affect the 
lighthouse’s integrity (Walker, 2011). 

 Site Investigation Report, Plum Island Lighthouse, New York (2013) 

The site investigation report was produced following a 2013 survey the lighthouse property by 
a team from Atkins Global (Atkins) commissioned by the US Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE), Huntsville District for utilization by DHS. The team included an architect, structural 
engineer, and conservators, who examined the exterior and interior of the lighthouse and 
outbuildings. The onsite assessment included visual non-destructive inspection and 
photography of the interior and exterior of the lighthouse and outbuildings. The field 
observations were gathered in the report, detailing the condition of each component of the 
building envelope and interior spaces. Repair recommendations concluded each section. 
Appendices were comprised of exterior elevation drawings, with conditions noted, and a 
Rough Order of Magnitude (ROM) estimate for the rehabilitation and restoration of the 
existing lighthouse and outbuildings per the Secretary of the Interior’s guidance for 
rehabilitation and restoration (Atkins, 2013). 

 25% Concept Design Report, Plum Island Lighthouse, New York 
(2014) 

The concept design report produced by Atkins further developed the repair recommendations 
articulated in the 2013 report into concept repairs. The concept repairs were itemized into work 
tasks, and the report included a more detailed scope of work proposal necessary to restore and 
weatherproof the exterior of the structures. In addition to the ROM developed in 2013, 25 
percent design calculations were also included in the appendix. Structural repairs to the 
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lighthouse tower, and augmentation of the support structure was recommended following 
tabulation and examination of wind data.
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4.0 Description of Planned Operations and Maintenance 
Activities at Historic Properties While Under DHS Control 

As indicated in Chapter 1.0, DHS anticipates that projects/activities associated with PIADC 
closure to conclude in 2028. Therefore, between the present time and conclusion of closure, 
historic properties will be subject to operations and maintenance activities. This chapter 
provides information on historic properties at Plum Island that may be subject to operations 
and maintenance activities. 

4.1 NRHP-Eligible and Listed Resources Occupied by PIADC 

One historic building at the PIADC research compound is actively maintained and operational: 
• B101 – Laboratory and Animal Isolation Unit Building (1954) 

o Contributes to NRHP-eligible PIADC Historic District 

Two historic buildings at the PIADC research compound are not operational: 
• B102 – Former Decontamination Building (1954-1956) 

o Contributes to NRHP-eligible PIADC Historic District 

• B103 – Former Steam and Emergency Power Building (1954-1956) 
o Contributes to NRHP-eligible PIADC Historic District 

B101 is in good condition and will be subject to decontamination and sampling as described 
in Chapter 5.0. B102 no longer serves the purpose for which it was built, having been replaced 
by B111 – Thermal/Decontamination Facility. Like B101, B012 will also be subject to 
decontamination and sampling as described in Chapter 5.0. B102 is in fair condition. B103 is 
in poor condition, and no longer serves the purpose for which it was built, having been replaced 
by B109 – Power Plant (Dwyer, April 22, 2022). Figure 6 depicts the location of these 
buildings. 

Two buildings within the NRHP-listed Fort Terry Historic District are actively maintained and 
operational: 

• Non-contributing B13 – Fire Station (ca. 1901) 
• Non-contributing B38 – Motor Pool (ca. 1906) 

Both buildings are in good condition. Figure 6 depicts the location of these buildings. 
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Figure 6: Historic Buildings Subject to Operations and Maintenance Activities 
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As part of planned operations and maintenance activities, these five buildings would be 
inspected and secured in conjunction with their long-term storage prior to conveyance of Plum 
Island. These buildings require varying amounts of work for closure and preservation; 
however, the overall level of effort for this task is expected to be minimal and limited to within 
or directly surrounding existing buildings.  

As noted previously, two of the five buildings, B13 and B38, are non-contributing resources 
within the Fort Terry Historic District. Non-contributing resources do not add to the historic 
architectural qualities and/or associations for which Fort Terry is significant because they have 
been altered over time and no longer possess historic integrity (NPS, August 16, 2002). 
Because they lack architectural distinction, there is more latitude granted in their overall 
treatment. However, funding is not available to maintain the individually NRHP-eligible and 
contributing buildings in accordance with the “Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for 
Treatment of Historic Properties.” These include contributing structures B101, B102, and 
B103 in the NRHP-eligible PIADC Historic District.  

Therefore, to the extent practicable, DHS will strive to treat the three significant buildings in a 
historically appropriate manner in order to maintain minimum maintenance and stabilization 
standards. Non-contributing buildings will also be subject to minimum maintenance standards.  

Maintenance activities for the five buildings may including the following: 

• Periodic monitoring of buildings to assess conditions; 

• Repairing roof leaks as needed (restoring to the original level is not required, 
preventing water from leaking into lower levels is the goal of this effort); 

• Repairing damaged wall surfaces as needed to seal out moisture, including repointing 
masonry and/or priming/repainting wood and metal; 

• Sealing leaking windows (by boarding them up or repairing them) as needed to prevent 
water or snow intrusion, or animal infestation; 

• Closing exterior doors as needed, and providing assurance that they are sealed and 
protect the interior of the structure from moisture or animal infestation; 

• Clearing of vegetation adjacent to buildings as needed to reduce potential for structural 
degradation; and 

• Maintaining historic character-defining features that are attached to buildings (i.e., 
canopies, awnings, etc.). 

4.2 NRHP-Listed Resources Utilized by PIADC 

PIADC occasionally uses one building within the NRHP-listed Fort Terry Historic District that 
it does not actively maintain.  

• NRHP-listed Fort Terry Historic District 

• Non-contributing B47 –Duty Officer’s Quarters (former Fireman’s Quarters) (ca. 
1910) 
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Figure 6 depicts the location of this building. According to the Fort Terry Historic District 
NRHP Nomination Form, B47 – Fireman’s Quarters/Present-Day Duty Officer’s Quarters was 
oriented to face the original parade ground and has been significantly altered over time. Built 
ca. 1910 as a rectangular-plan brick duplex with a hipped roof, it was modified into a single 
living quarter around 1954. The original four-bay front façade was modified; only the entrance 
to the eastern apartment remains, while the entrance to the western apartment was converted 
into a window, and the original window was bricked-in. The three remaining exterior walls 
have also been significantly altered. The interior has a living room, kitchen and dining area, 
and five bedrooms, each with their own bathroom. Portions of the north-south wall that 
originally divided the two apartments remains. Finishes appear to date from renovations in 
1989. Nothing on the interior indicates that the building once contained two separate 
apartments (Koeppel, 2020). Although the Fort Terry Historic District NRHP Nomination 
Form did not describe the condition of this building, it is in fair-to-good condition because it 
is used from time to time (Dwyer, April 22, 2022). 

Similar to B13 and B38, B47 is a non-contributing building to the Fort Terry Historic District 
that lacks historic integrity. Non-contributing buildings will also be subject to minimum 
maintenance standards. described in Section 4.1. 

4.3 Select Historic Properties To Be Maintained by PIADC 

Plum Island has several historic properties that are not used by PIADC. These include select 
abandoned buildings in the NRHP-listed Fort Terry Historic District, and the Plum Island Light 
Station (see Figure 7). Table 4 identifies the Fort Terry buildings, and their condition in 2020 
according to the NRHP Nomination Form. Table 5 summarizes the condition of the NRHP-
listed Plum Island Light Station in 2013, based on the 25 percent concept design report 
prepared by Atkins in 2014. DHS will strive to treat these resources in a historically appropriate 
manner. General maintenance actions are described in Section 4.1. 

4.4 Archaeological Resources 

Ongoing operation and maintenance activities may include mowing and landscape 
maintenance and routine building maintenance. These activities are not anticipated to include 
ground disturbance or affect known or potential archaeological sites.  
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Figure 7: Select Historic Properties at Fort Terry Historic District and Plum Island 
Light Station to be Maintained by PIADC 
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Table 4: Select Buildings Within Fort Terry Historic District To Be Maintained 

Resource 
Number 

Current 
Resource Name 

Original 
Resource Name 

Contributing/ 
Non-Contributing 
Status 

Condition Noted in NRHP Nomination Form (2020) 

14 Administration Hospital Contributing Poor condition; areas of the building (particularly the 
connecting corridor between the two 3-story sections) 
were noted as structurally unsafe; however, much of the 
building was safe to enter. 

37 Warehouse, Dead 
Storage 

Commissary Contributing Large holes in the roof and missing windowpanes, 
opening the interior to the elements. 

44 Warehouse, Dead 
Storage 

Bakery Contributing Abandoned and in poor condition primarily due to the 
very poor condition of its roof, which allows weather 
and wildlife to enter the structure and contribute to 
further deterioration. The hipped roof was covered with 
deteriorated asphalt shingles. The roof of a frame 
cupola at the center of the roof was missing. 

49 Cafeteria Post Exchange Contributing Poor condition, abandoned, and with many alterations; 
hipped roof was covered with deteriorated white 
asphalt shingles. 

54 Engineering & 
Plant Maintenance 

Barracks Contributing Gable roof was covered with deteriorated black asphalt 
shingles; holes in roofing. 

55 Safety, 
Emergency 
Housing, 
Warehouse 

Barracks Contributing No references to deterioration, but many windows and 
doors covered with plywood. 
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Resource 
Number 

Current 
Resource Name 

Original 
Resource Name 

Contributing/ 
Non-Contributing 
Status 

Condition Noted in NRHP Nomination Form (2020) 

60 Laboratory 
Animal Breeding 

Quarter Master’s 
Storehouse 

Contributing Abandoned and in deteriorating condition. The 
appearance of the structure and its setting had been 
significantly altered by unkempt vegetation; roof 
covered with deteriorated black asphalt shingles. 

63 Laboratory 
Animal Breeding 

Guard House Contributing Abandoned and in fair-to-poor condition due to the 
deteriorated roof and louvers in the cupolas.  The 
hipped roof (of the 1912 building) is covered with 
deteriorated black asphalt shingles 

115 Well and Pipe 
Pump House 

Same Contributing Building was in poor condition. 

227 Paint Shop Power Plant Contributing All exterior block and woodwork were painted white, 
which was chipped and deteriorated; pyramidal hipped 
roof was covered with deteriorated asphalt shingles. 

232 Assembly Hall Chapel Non-contributing Building was in poor condition and no longer in use 

257 USDA Lab Torpedo 
Storage/Housing 

Non-contributing Condition not noted in NRHP Nomination Form. 

B-102



Table 5: Condition of the Plum Island Light Station 

Light Station Feature 
Condition in 2013 Based on 25% Concept Design Report 
(2014) 

Cast Iron Tower   

Exterior Corrosion of cast iron and bolt fasteners; gallery deck in poor 
condition and had extensive cracks; handrail of gallery deck 
corroded; cornice roof over front door cracked with section loss; 
corrosion of cast iron roof caused by galvanized sheet metal 
flashing. 

Interior Structural system was in good condition with surface rusting; 
water infiltration evident within lantern structure; seams of 
lantern deck were corroded by moisture; significant corrosion at 
lantern-light level caused by excessive moisture intrusion; 
majority of 10 lantern storm panes were cracked; damaged vent 
plate; hatch between lantern level and gallery deck was 
damaged during Hurricane Sandy (2012) and sealed with wood 
as a temporary measure.  

Lighthouse Exterior  

Granite Masonry Cracks, ferrous metal stains, mortar joint cracks and 
efflorescence. Overall granite faces were in fair condition; 
granite masonry units were in generally excellent condition, but 
walls had vertical cracks on all elevations. 

South Elevation Three cracks observed; open joints and displaced masonry 
around entry vestibule with water infiltration. 

West Elevation Vertical cracks observed at quoins on south end, and along 
windows; biological growth covered joints at north end. 

North Elevation Crack observed from apex of gabled roof of addition to sill of 
attic windows; mortar joints covered with biological growth. 

East Elevation Vertical cracks along windows. 
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Light Station Feature 
Condition in 2013 Based on 25% Concept Design Report 
(2014) 

Exterior Wood Wood used in window frames and sashes; fascia, soffit, roof 
molding, and single-story lean-to; wood trim was in fair 
condition with moderate deterioration from lack of maintenance 
and failing paint; cornices and soffit were in fair condition with 
missing paint and open seams; missing end pieces and moldings 
also observed. 

Windows Majority were covered with exterior storm windows; applied 
ornament was mostly intact; some windows covered with 
plywood; several sashes were displaced; windows moderately 
deteriorated with missing paint and wood deterioration. 

Roof and Drainage Roof sheathed in either cement-asbestos tile or composite 
asbestos tile; tiles in poor condition; lighthouse roof sheathed in 
composite shingles that were loose and falling; had biological 
growth and ferrous stains; copper flashing intact in spots and 
functioning well; some flashing covered in cracked and failing 
bituminous coating; replacement leaders and downspouts at 
northwest corner may allow water to collect between addition 
and main building; roof of masonry addition in very poor 
condition with missing shingles and inadequate repairs.  

Lighthouse Interior  

Plaster Plaster was applied to the first and second floors of the 
lighthouse, and service room in cast iron tower; plaster on walls 
and ceilings had completely failed. 

Composite Wood 
Paneling 

Composite wood paneling installed to cover deteriorated 
conditions in several rooms. 

Floor Tiles Floors sheathed in asbestos tiles; condition of floor below was 
not known. 

Ceiling Tiles Adhered tiles and acoustical tiles installed to hide failed plaster 
ceiling. 

Millwork Trim around doors and windows were in salvageable condition; 
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Light Station Feature 
Condition in 2013 Based on 25% Concept Design Report 
(2014) 

built-in cabinets in poor condition, but could be salvaged. 

Bathroom Non-functional fixtures; plaster wall with peeling paint; failing 
plaster and tile finishes; tiles date to 1930s or later. 

Attic Area Unfinished with solid floor; roof members had superficial water 
stains; chimney flue cracked on both sides; service room walls 
in tower lined with tongue-and-groove painted panels in good 
condition. 

Basement Unfinished space; granite and brick walls; wood partitions; 
concrete floor; moisture and deterioration issues were identified, 
including rising damp; lally columns installed to provide 
support to structure. 

Cistern Beneath north addition kitchen; access via trap door found in 
kitchen. 

Oil Shed  

Structural System Brick; water infiltration caused brick deterioration; water 
entered façade through open joints, cracks, spalls, and damaged 
brick surfaces; may be subject to freeze-thaw cycle that could 
rupture brick when water crystallizes in brick pores. 

Exterior Brick Painted surface was heavily eroded; painted surface and fire-
skin of brick have been abraded by sand and wind; vertical 
cracks near roof line at four corners; step crack from door to 
roof; opening without door on south elevation 

Roof and Cornice Framing exposed at interior; framing and sheathing were in 
good condition; roof clad in asphalt shingles in fair condition; 
shingles were missing in spots and caused interior water 
staining; condition of wood shingles beneath asphalt shingles 
unknown. 

Interior Brick Efflorescence observed on exposed brick; may be caused by 
proximity to salt water. 
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Light Station Feature 
Condition in 2013 Based on 25% Concept Design Report 
(2014) 

Concrete Floor Good condition 

Storage Shed  

Structural System Wood frame; not structurally sound; structure observed to sway 
east and west in moderate winds; structure vulnerable to 
collapse in high winds. 

Siding Sheathed in shiplap siding; siding was observed to keep the wall 
frames in place; some clapboards are missing. Remnants of 
deteriorated paint was visible. 

Roof Sheathed in asphalt shingles that were mostly intact; shingles 
also were missing on parts of roof. 

Openings Five openings; framing of door opening has deteriorated; glass 
in windows not present, and openings covered with plexiglass. 

Interior Wood shelves, notched boards for holding tools, wood boxes 
attached to walls. 
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5.0 Description of PIADC Closure Activities 

5.1 Introduction 

A description of PIADC closure activities as it pertains to historic properties is provided below 
and featured in Figure 8. The EA prepared for this project provides a full description of all 
activities at PIADC. Because the focus of this report is historic properties, the description 
below mainly concerns historic properties. 

5.1.1 Facilities Decontamination and Efficacy Validation 

PIADC biocontainment facilities, including contributing B101 and contributing B102 within 
the PIADC Historic District, and non-historic B111, must be decontaminated. Under the 
Proposed Action, DHS would develop a decontamination plan, perform the decontamination 
process, complete validation testing, and conduct soil testing at these three buildings in 
coordination with the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) 
and the Federal Select Agent Program (FSAP) (DHS, 2021). Biological decontamination 
would be carried out using approved, validated methods.  

Prior to decontamination, targeted abatement of asbestos in B101, B102, and B111  would be 
conducted to facilitate decontamination activities. Anticipated decontamination methods 
include manual scrubbing and liquid cleaning, ,thermal chemical disinfection, and possible 
fumigation. DHS would install two mobile autoclaves4 adjacent to B101, a contributing 
resource to PIADC Historic District that is appended to non-historic B100 - Administrative 
Support Building, to facilitate decontamination activities. Following decontamination, third-
party validation testing would be performed to verify and document that each building has 
been decontaminated to the extent agreed upon during the planning stage with NYSDEC and 
FSAP. The soil beneath some buildings may also be tested to identify any potential organic, 
petroleum or metal pollutants. If soil testing identifies pollutants, DHS would coordinate with 
NYSDEC to determine if remediation would be required.  

In addition, microbial sampling activities would be conducted at B257, a non-contributing 
building within the NRHP-listed Fort Terry Historic District. The building was erected ca. 
1911 as the Combined Torpedo Storehouse and Cable Tanks and is situated on Gardiner’s Bay 
at the south end of Plum Island. The building is physically set apart from the other Fort Terry 
buildings and structures, which may have been appropriate for the submarine mines and 
associated electrical control cables that it was originally intended to contain. In 1940, the 
building was converted to function as a barracks. Beginning around 1952 after Fort Terry was 

4 Autoclaves are machines that use pressurized steam to sterilize equipment and waste. 
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Figure 8: Proximity of Buildings to PIADC Closure Activities 
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decommissioned, and transferred to USDA to research FADs, B257 was converted to function 
lab, or biocontainment facility. An intrusive and noncontributing complex of security measures 
and outbuildings surrounds Building 257, and modifications and large additions to the building 
exterior also detract from its historic setting and design. Portions of its original architecture 
remain visible, but it is no longer possible to identify the original historical function of this 
building (Koeppel, 2020). Since B257 was decommissioned and decontaminated in 1996, 
residual pathogens are unlikely to be present.  However, under the Proposed Action, DHS 
would develop and implement a sampling and analysis plan to validate the presence or absence 
of residual pathogens in B257. Sampling results and analysis would be documented and 
provided to NYSDEC; DHS would work with NYSDEC to determine any remediation 
requirements if pathogens are present. Should decontamination in B257 be required, DHS 
would conduct targeted abatement of asbestos as necessary to facilitate decontamination.  

Ground disturbance during facilities decontamination and sampling activities would be 
confined to the footprints of B101 and B102, contributing resources to the PIADC Historic 
District; non-historic B111, and B257, a non-contributing resource to the NRHP-listed Fort 
Terry Historic District. Decontamination and sampling information is summarized in Table 6 
and key buildings are depicted in Figure 8. 

5.1.2 Waste Management Delineation and Remediation 

Original PIADC policy prohibited any removal of waste from Plum Island to minimize 
potential for release of FADs to the mainland. Combustible waste materials were incinerated 
on-Island, while non-combustible materials (e.g., glass, metal, construction/demolition waste) 
were disposed of in designated WMAs. In the 1990s, a program was initiated at Plum Island 
to investigate 49 sites of concern, which included WMAs, areas of potential concern (AOPC; 
i.e., areas where contaminants are potentially present), and former US Army structures 
historically used for the storage and/or disposal of potentially harmful materials. DHS has 
worked closely with NYSDEC and the Suffolk County Department of Health Services over 
the past three decades to investigate and remediate sites of concern, including removing buried 
waste, capping contaminated areas, and conducting soil and groundwater monitoring.  

NYSDEC has determined that 10 sites of concern on Plum Island require further action, 
including 9 WMAs and 1 AOPC. This information is summarized in Table 6, and depicted in 
Figure 8. Under the Proposed Action, DHS would determine the nature and extent of 
contamination at these remaining WMAs and AOPC, which may include the following general 
steps: 

1. Delineate the extent of each WMA/AOPC using geophysical tools (e.g., ground 
penetrating radar, metal detection, magnetometer, etc.);  

2. Confirm the geophysical findings by excavating a series of test pits to confirm the 
presence or absence of waste materials;  

3. Collect and analyze soil samples to identify contaminants;  
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4. Install monitoring wells to survey and gauge general groundwater flow direction; and 

5. As determined appropriate, remove waste for off-Island disposal (anticipated for WMA 
2 and WMA 7/8), or cap the site(s) for long-term monitoring. 

Some vegetation clearing would be required to facilitate delineation/cleanup of WMA/AOPCs. 
Vegetation clearing would be restricted to locations on or immediately surrounding the 
WMA/AOPC and limited to only what would be required to facilitate delineation/cleanup 
activities. Clearing would primarily involve trimming tall grasses and removal of small shrubs 
to facilitate access to the remaining WMAs and AOPC. No clearing would occur on beaches, 
in marine or freshwater areas, or in tidal or freshwater wetlands. DHS does not anticipate 
clearing any mature trees to facilitate delineation/cleanup activities. Excavated areas would be 
backfilled with clean fill sourced on-Island from an existing borrow area immediately east of 
WMA 9. 

5.1.3 Subsurface Oil Delineation and Remediation 

DHS would conduct testing to determine the nature and extent of subsurface oil contamination 
near the PIADC Historic District, comprised of contributing B101, B102, and B103. 
Contamination in this area was identified in the mid-1990s and resulted from surface and 
subsurface spills from multiple sources (Lizotte, 2016). DHS has worked closely with the 
NYSDEC to address subsurface oil contamination with a goal of restoring the subsurface to an 
acceptable condition as stipulated pursuant to Section 17-0303 of the New York Environmental 
Conservation Law and Section 176 of the New York Navigation Law. A light non-aqueous 
phase liquid recovery system is currently in use on Plum Island to remediate oil contamination 
at this location (DHS, 2021). Under the Proposed Action, DHS would further delineate and 
remediate the remaining oil contamination at this location, including any potential soil vapor 
migration, to the NYDEC’s satisfaction, thereby closing the Spill Number (95-12713). This 
would require drilling through the foundations of B101, B102, and B103.  

5.1.4 Asset Preservation and Preparation of Long-term Storage 

Under the Proposed Action, many of DHS’s physical assets on Plum Island would be put into 
long-term storage (i.e., “laid up”) to preserve their value. Assets that would be laid up for long-
term storage include buildings, emergency generators, boilers, and chillers. Transportation 
assets may also be put into long-term storage to preserve their value. This information is 
generally described below and summarized in Table 6. 

Buildings on Plum Island would be inspected and secured for long-term storage. On Plum 
Island, these buildings include B13, B38, and B47, all of which are classified as non-
contributing buildings within the NRHP-listed Fort Terry Historic District; non-historic 
buildings include B100, B35 – Dock Guard House, B67 – Dock Warehouse, Building W, and 
Plum Island Guard House. Buildings at Orient Point would be maintained in an ongoing 
operational status (i.e., heating, cooling, and electricity for lights) and secured until conveyance 
of Plum Island. On Orient Point, these include four non-historic buildings such as an office, 
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warehouse, garage, and guard house (DHS, 2021). Figure 8 depicts the location of these 
buildings. 

Non-historic B100, which serves as the administration building for PIADC, would be 
maintained in an ongoing operational status until conveyance of Plum Island. To maintain 
B100 in an operational state, many of the systems serving B100 would need to be rerouted. 
Steam piping, chilled water piping, and electrical systems serving non-historic B100 are 
currently routed through a contributing resource to NRHP-eligible PIADC Historic District, 
B101. B100 and B101 also share a heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) system, 
and control software is housed in B101. DHS anticipates these systems may be damaged during 
decontamination activities at B101. To address this concern, these systems would be rerouted 
around B101 directly to non-historic B100 prior to the start of decontamination activities at 
B101 (DHS, 2021). Ground disturbance required to reroute systems to B100 would occur on 
previously disturbed land entirely within the PIADC research compound.  

In addition, DHS may conduct activities to close the Major Oil Storage Facility (MOSF) at 
Plum Island and Orient Point. All of the petroleum storage tanks, transfer pipes, and 
appurtenances are collectively known as a MOSF. Activities may involve removing five USTs 
, associated pipes, and ancillary equipment; interior cleaning of nine ASTs, associated pipes, 
and ancillary equipment; and interior cleaning of the aboveground pipeline that runs between 
the Plum Island harbor and the PIADC research compound (see Figure 8). The above-ground 
components of the MOSF would remain in place and be preserved for possible future use. If 
required, ground disturbance required to close the MOSF (i.e., to remove underground 
components) would occur entirely on previously developed areas near existing facilities. If the 
MOSF is to remain open, the MOSF facilities would continue to be maintained in accordance 
with applicable requirements identified in the MOSF license and regulations. 

5.1.5 Cultural and Historic Resources Findings 

The EA concluded that in terms of archaeology, ground disturbing activities associated with 
closure activities would be confined to previously disturbed or filled areas (e.g., existing 
WMAs, underground storage tanks, existing pipelines, existing previously surveyed borrow 
areas, and the interior of buildings requiring decontamination). All ground disturbance, 
therefore, would take place within areas lacking archaeological potential. The Preferred 
Alternative would have no effect on archaeological resources. If it is determined that 
unanticipated disturbance to areas retaining archaeological potential is required then the 
procedure outlined in the PA in Appendix A should be followed, which would include 
consultation with SHPO and potential archaeological assessment, monitoring, or survey.  

In terms of historic architectural resources, decontamination and sampling at contributing 
B101 may potentially result in an adverse effect on the PIADC Historic District based on 
effects defined in 36 CFR Part 800.16(i). Decontamination requires the removal of interior 
components of the building, which may result in compromising aspects of the original 1954 
construction, spatial organizations, and layout that distinguish B101 as a historically significant 
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bio-secure facility that contributes to the PIADC Historic District. Similarly, B102, another 
contributing resource to the PIADC Historic District, would also undergo decontamination and 
sampling, which may potentially result in an adverse effect on the PIADC Historic District 
because its integrity may be compromised. The long-term storage layup of B13, B38, and 
possibly B47, all non-contributing buildings within the NRHP-listed Fort Terry Historic 
District, would not alter these structures, and therefore, likely result in no adverse effect 
because they lack integrity. In addition, microbial sampling at B257, a non-contributing 
building within the Fort Terry Historic District, would have no adverse effect because the 
building lacks integrity. 

DHS is mitigating the Preferred Alternative’s potential adverse effect on cultural and historic 
resources through a PA pursuant to Section 106 of NHPA, and its implementing regulations at 
36 CFR Part 800, and Section 110 of the NHPA. Furthermore, the PA specifies that DHS 
develop this HPMP to guide appropriate treatment of historic properties until PIADC is closed 
and transferred around 2028. Recommended measures to mitigate the potential adverse effect 
are included in the PA and Chapter 6.0.  

5.1.6 Asset Disposition and Permit Transfer 

Under the Proposed Action, all DHS accountable personal property (e.g., materials and 
equipment), records, and information technology (IT) assets would be transferred in 
accordance with federal government guidance/procedures. Personal property would be 
inventoried and tracked/managed by DHS until the time of PIADC’s closure. Records would 
be inventoried and transferred or destroyed in accordance with the National Archives and 
Records Administration mandates. IT assets would be wiped of sensitive data and programs, 
inventoried, then either transferred, disposed of, or kept on site (DHS, 2021). In addition, all 
operating permits held by DHS would either be closed out or maintained at current levels for 
future transfer to a new owner. DHS would clean out Plum Island’s Wastewater Treatment 
Plant (B59) in accordance with applicable regulatory standards to prepare it for future transfer, 
with the associated state pollution discharge elimination system (SPDES) permit (subject to 
the approval of NYSDEC), to a new owner. This information is summarized in Table 6.
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Table 6: PIADC Closure Activities 

Task Description Relation of Task to Historic Property 

Facilities Decontamination and Efficacy Validation 

B101 
Decontamination 

Activities include removal of all excess property (equipment, 
records, biological agents), asbestos decontamination and 
abatement (as required for biological decontamination), power 
washing with a detergent/degreaser, liquid cleaning, thermal and 
chemical disinfection/decontamination, and possible fumigation. 
Soils beneath each building may be tested to identify potential 
contaminants. 

Contributes to NRHP-eligible PIADC 
Historic District. 

May potentially result in an adverse 
effect if integrity of building is 
compromised. 

 

No effect to potential archaeological 
resources is anticipated because ground 
disturbance will be limited in scope and 
take place within previously disturbed 
areas.    

B102 
Decontamination 

Same as above Contributes to NRHP-Eligible PIADC 
Historic District. 

May potentially result in an adverse 
effect if integrity of building is 
compromised. 

No effect to potential archaeological 
resources is anticipated because ground 
disturbance will be limited in scope and 
take place within previously disturbed 
areas.    
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Task Description Relation of Task to Historic Property 

B111 
Decontamination 

Same as above Not applicable (N/A) - non-historic 
property. 

B257 Sampling Activities under this task include developing and implementing a 
sampling and analysis plan to validate the presence or absence of 
residual pathogens in B257. Sampling results and analysis would be 
documented and provided to NYSDEC; DHS would work with 
NYSDEC to determine any remediation requirements if pathogens 
are present. Should decontamination be required, DHS would 
conduct targeted abatement of asbestos, as necessary, to facilitate 
biological decontamination.  

Non-contributing resource within NRHP-
listed Fort Terry Historic District. 

 

Likely no adverse effect. 

Waste Management Delineation and Remediation 

WMA 2, 7/8, and 
26/27 Sampling 
and Delineation 

Activities at WMA 2, 7/8, and 26/27 include conducting 
geophysical surveys and excavating soil test pits, soil sampling and 
analysis, and installation of monitoring wells. The perimeter of 
each WMA would be delineated and surveyed. At WMA 7/8, four 
temporary monitoring wells would be converted to permanent wells 
to facilitate ongoing groundwater sampling. WMA-2 and WMA-
7/8 would either be remediated (i.e., all waste removed to an off-
Island landfill) or capped and monitored. 

No effect to potential archaeological 
resources is anticipated because ground 
disturbance will be limited in scope and 
take place within previously disturbed 
and fill soils.  

WMA 9 and 14 Activities at WMA 9 and 14 include limited soil sampling. At 
WMA 9, three monitoring wells would be installed. 

No effect to potential archaeological 
resources is anticipated because ground 
disturbance will be limited in scope and 
take place within previously disturbed 
and fill soils. 
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Task Description Relation of Task to Historic Property 

WMA 10/11 and 
AOPC 5 

WMA 10/11 is currently undergoing groundwater sampling, and 
under the Proposed Action, groundwater sampling would continue 
for an additional three years. AOPC 5 has previously been 
investigated and capped. However, no groundwater monitoring was 
previously conducted. Activities at AOPC 5 include installation of 
monitoring wells to facilitate annual groundwater sampling over the 
next five years.   

No effect to potential archaeological 
resources is anticipated because ground 
disturbance will be limited in scope and 
take place within previously disturbed 
and fill soils. 

WMA 15, 22, and 
24 

Activities at WMA 15, 22, and 24 include conducting geophysical 
surveys and excavating test pits. If investigation reveals small 
amounts of waste, wastes would be removed for disposal using a 
backhoe/excavator. Once complete, excavated areas would be 
backfilled with clean soil from an on-Island existing borrow area. 
Final restoration would consist of grading. No revegetation would 
be required. The perimeter of each WMA would be delineated and 
surveyed. 

No effect on potential archaeological 
resources is anticipated because ground 
disturbance will be limited to previously 
disturbed areas and fill soils will be 
obtained from an existing, previously 
surveyed borrow area.  
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Task Description Relation of Task to Historic Property 

Subsurface Oil Delineation and Remediation 

Subsurface Oil 
Delineation/ 
Remediation 

Subsurface oil contamination exists near B101, B102, and B103. 
Contamination does not affect the Island’s water supply. Activities 
include delineating the extent of the oil spill. This may require 
drilling through the foundations of B101, B102, and B103 to 
investigate the soil beneath these structures.  

B101, B102 and B103 are contributing 
resources to NRHP-eligible PIADC 
Historic District. 

 

May potentially result in an adverse 
effect if integrity of buildings are 
compromised.  

 

No effect to potential archaeological 
resources is expected due to the limited 
size of the soil boring and anticipated 
disturbed soils. 

Asset Preservation and Preparation for Long-term Storage 

Emergency 
Diesel Generator 
Lay Up 

Three 1,829-kilowatt stand-by generators are located on the Island 
in B109 and would be preserved for future use. Activities under this 
task include cleaning, changing filters, applying rust and corrosion 
preventative treatments, loosening belts, and disconnecting 
batteries.  

Not applicable (N/A) - non-historic 
property. 
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Task Description Relation of Task to Historic Property 

Boiler Lay Up There are three 500 horsepower fire tube steam boilers on the 
Island in B109. Under this task, two boilers would be turned off 
and preserved for future use by a new owner, while the remaining 
boiler would be maintained to serve non-historic B100. Activities 
under this task include removing water from the two boilers and 
blocking off the fire side from the two boilers that would be turned 
off.  

Not applicable (N/A) - non-historic 
property. 

Chiller Lay Up There are four chillers in non-historic B107, including two 500-ton 
chillers and two 375-ton chillers. Under this task, up to three of 
these chillers would be taken offline and preserved for future use. A 
minimum of one 375-ton chiller would be kept online to serve non-
historic B100, and an additional 375-ton chiller may be kept online 
to provide redundancy.  

Not applicable (N/A) - non-historic 
property. 

Balance of Island 
and Orient Point 
Lay Up 

Buildings on Plum Island and Orient Point that are currently 
maintained as operational would be inspected and secured as part of 
long-term storage prior to conveyance of the Island. These 
buildings require varying amounts of work for closure and 
preservation; however, the overall level of effort for this task is 
expected to be minimal and limited to within or directly 
surrounding existing buildings. Non-historic B100 and buildings at 
Orient Point would be maintained in an ongoing operational status 
up until conveyance. 

B13, B38, and B47 are non-contributing 
resources to NRHP-listed Fort Terry 
Historic District. 

 

Other buildings on Plum Island, Fort 
Terry, and at Orient Point are non-
historic. 

 

Likely no adverse effect. 
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Task Description Relation of Task to Historic Property 

Transportation 
Asset Lay Up 

If required, transportation assets, including ferries, small boats, 
health and safety vehicles, and buses on-Island may be prepared for 
long-term storage. However, it is assumed these assets would 
remain operational until conveyance.   

Not applicable (N/A) - non-historic 
property. 

B100 HVAC and 
Systems Re-
routing 

Non-historic B100 serves as PIADC’s administrative building. To 
preserve the Island’s value, this building would be maintained in an 
immediately operational state until conveyance of the Island. 
Activities under this task include rerouting systems serving B100 to 
bypass B101 to avoid expected impact during the decontamination 
process. The current HVAC control system would be replaced with 
either thermostat controls or an energy management system. 

B101 contributes to NRHP-eligible 
PIADC Historic District. 

May potentially result in an adverse 
effect if integrity of B101 is 
compromised. 

 

No effect to potential archaeological 
resources is anticipated due to the limited 
scope of the excavation for utility 
rerouting and presence of previously 
disturbed soils. 
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Task Description Relation of Task to Historic Property 

MOSF Closure 
and UST 
Removal 

All of the petroleum storage tanks, transfer pipes, and 
appurtenances on Plum Island and Orient Point are collectively 
known as a MOSF. The existing MOSF may be closed. Activities 
under this task include potentially removing five USTs (three on 
Plum Island; two at Orient Point), associated pipes, and ancillary 
equipment; interior cleaning of nine ASTs (eight on Plum Island; 
one at Orient Point), associated pipes, and ancillary equipment; and 
interior cleaning of the aboveground pipeline between the Plum 
Island harbor and the PIADC research compound. 

No effect to potential archaeological 
resources is anticipated because 
excavation will take place within 
previously disturbed areas. 

 

Asset Disposition and Permit Transfer/Closure 

Disposition of 
Personal 
Property, 
Records, and IT 
Assets 

Under this task, all DHS accountable personal property, records, 
and IT assets would be inventoried and transferred in accordance 
with federal government guidance/procedures.  

Not applicable (N/A) - non-historic 
property. 

Transfer/Closure 
of Island 
Operating Permits 

Operating permits held by DHS would be closed or maintained for 
transfer. Operating permits that would be closed include autoclave 
permits, an effluent decontamination permit, thermal 
decontamination system permit, and crematory permit. Operating 
permits that would be maintained at current levels until subsequent 
transfer include an air state facility permit, SPDES permit, potable 
water permit, and Orient Point harbor dredge permit. Activities 
under this task include cleaning out the Island’s Wastewater 
Treatment Plant (B59) to reduce liability prior to transferring the 
SPDES permit to a new owner.  

Not applicable (N/A) - non-historic 
property. 
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6.0 Recommendations to Avoid, Minimize, or Mitigate PIADC 
Closure Activities  

DHS has drafted a PA for the consideration and appropriate management of effects on historic 
properties resulting from closure activities in accordance with Section 106 and Section 110 of 
the NHPA. As indicated in Chapter 1.0, the PA stipulates the preparation of this HPMP, in 
addition to other avoidance, minimization, or mitigation measures. Key stipulations included 
in the PA are briefly described below. A copy of the fully executed PA is included in Appendix 
A. 

6.1 Professional Qualifications Standards 

DHS will ensure that all historic preservation work performed by DHS or on its behalf pursuant 
to this PA will be accomplished by or under the direct supervision of a person or persons who 
meet(s) or exceed(s) the pertinent qualifications in the “Secretary of the Interior's Professional 
Qualification Standards,” as amended and annotated, in those areas in which the qualifications 
are applicable for the specific work performed. Qualifications are available at 
https://www.nps.gov/articles/sec-standards-prof-quals.htm 

6.2 Potential Survey of Historic Architectural Resources 

As PIADC closure activities are implemented, DHS may encounter resources over 50 years 
old on Plum Island and at Orient Point that may be impacted by closure activities but have not 
yet been surveyed and evaluated for NRHP eligibility. If that is the case, DHS would follow 
procedures outlined in 36 CFR § 800.4, evaluate effects. If it is determined that historic 
architectural resources are affected, DHS would follow the procedures outlined in 36 CFR § 
800.5 to assess adverse effects and propose avoidance or mitigation measures described below. 

6.3 Recordation 

Prior to any substantial alteration or demolition of a non-archeological historic property, 
Historic American Building Survey (HABS), Historic American Engineering Record (HAER), 
and/or Historic American Landscapes Survey (HALS) documentation will be utilized to 
resolve adverse effects on individual historic properties that are significant at the national, state 
and/or local level. The documentation shall be prepared to HABS/HAER/HALS standards 
(Level I, II, or III) as defined in the “Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for 
Archeology and Historic Preservation for Architectural and Engineering Documentation,” 
further described in the NPS guidelines available at 
https://www.nps.gov/hdp/standards/guidelines.htm 

Upon completion, HABS/HAER/HALS documentation will first be submitted to DHS for 
review and approval with a digital copy provided to SHPO via the SHPO’s on-line CRIS. Once 
approved, DHS will submit the documentation to NPS, which shall submit the documentation 
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to the Library of Congress, as well as to State or Local historical societies, archives, and/or 
libraries for permanent retention.     

6.4 Oral History Project 

A public interpretation plan would be appropriate to resolve adverse effects on historic 
properties significant at the national, state, or local level. DHS will work with the PA 
Signatories, Invited Signatories, and Concurring Parties as appropriate to design an educational 
interpretive plan including actions to implement the plan. The plan may include an oral history 
made available through a website, educational pamphlets (brochure or booklet), Geographic 
Information Systems (GIS) story maps, public lectures, or other similar mechanisms to educate 
the public on historic properties within the local community, state, or region. The public 
interpretation plan must receive concurrence from SHPO prior to implementation. 

6.5 Archaeological Recommendations 

It is anticipated that ground disturbance will be confined to previously disturbed areas, such as 
WMAs, USTs, an existing previously surveyed borrow area, and pipelines.  

The PA includes a stipulation that outlines procedures to follow in the event that unanticipated 
and previously unidentified archaeological resources are discovered during implementation of 
PIADC closure activities. These procedures range from reviewing previous archaeological 
surveys to determine whether adequate information exists to assess project effects, to the 
recommendation of archaeological investigations if it is determined that further investigations 
are required. 
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7.0 Organization and Responsibility for Management of Historic 
Properties 

The following section outlines the key personnel and organizations that will ensure the proper 
implementation and continued operation of the HPMP. This includes DHS personnel who will 
be responsible for ensuring that the procedures outlined in this report, and the SOPs in 
Appendix E, are properly carried out. It also includes contacts at SHPO and project 
stakeholders who will be contacted when situations arise that require consultation with these 
organizations 

7.1 Department of Homeland Security 

Under the direction of DHS’s Federal Preservation Officer, DHS’s Deputy Federal 
Preservation Officer (FPO) will provide oversight of all activities related to the HPMP. As of 
2022, Sarah Koeppel is the Deputy FPO, and her contact information is as follows: 

Sarah Koeppel, MA, RPA 
Deputy Federal Preservation Officer/ 
Senior Environmental Protection Specialist  
Environmental Planning & Historic Preservation Program  
Department of Homeland Security 
Office of the Chief Readiness Support Officer  
OCRSO Mailstop 0075 
301 7th Street SW 7th Floor, Room 7062 
Washington, D.C. 20528-0075 
Phone: 202-868-2759 
sarah.koeppel@hq.dhs.gov 
 

PIADC’s Environmental Protection Specialist will serve as the HPMP Coordinator. As of 
2022, Thomas Dwyer serves in that role, and his contact information is as follows: 

Thomas Dwyer 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
Plum Island Animal Disease Center 
Office of National Labs 
Science and Technology Directorate 
P.O. Box 848 
Greenport, NY 11944 
Phone: 631-323-3045 
thomas.dwyer@st.dhs.gov 

The HPMP Coordinator at DHS will be responsible for considering the effects of their actions 
on historic properties. DHS will also be responsible for initiating consultation with SHPO and 
other stakeholders and leading the Section 106 process. 
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7.2 New York State Historic Preservation Office 

SHPO will have the authority to comment upon DHS’s activities that may impact cultural 
resources. The specific circumstances that warrant consultation with SHPO are outlined in 
Chapter 6.0, the PA in Appendix A, and the SOPs in Appendix E. SHPO signed the PA on 
October 17, 2022 (Appendix A). In addition, following their review of the HPMP, the SHPO 
concurred with the HPMP on November 3, 2022 (Appendix B).   

Correspondence with SHPO should be uploaded to the agency’s online CRIS system at 
https://parks.ny.gov/shpo/online-tools/. All correspondence regarding PIADC should cite the 
Project Review Number assigned to this project, 22PR00614. As of 2022, Beth Cumming, 
Senior Historic Site Restoration Coordinator, has served as DHS’s point of contact with SHPO. 
Ms. Cumming’s contact information is as follows: 

Ms. Beth Cumming 
Senior Historic Site Restoration Coordinator 
New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation  
Historic Preservation Field Services Bureau  
Peebles Island,  
P.O. Box 189,  
Waterford, New York 12188-0189  
Telephone: (518) 268-2181 
E-mail: beth.cumming@parks.ny.gov 

7.3 Stakeholders 

Five stakeholders initially agreed to DHS’s invitation to consult on the PIADC Closure Project 
in accordance with Section 106. The stakeholders included GSA, USDA, the Montaukett 
Indian Tribe, the Preservation League of New York State (Preserve NYS), and the Coast 
Defense Study Group (CDSG). The stakeholders reviewed the PA that was drafted between 
DHS and SHPO for the consideration and appropriate management of effects on historic 
properties resulting from closure activities in accordance with Section 106 and Section 110 of 
the NHPA. GSA participated as an invited signatory to the PA, and signed the document on 
December 13, 2022. The Montaukett Indian Nation also participated as an invited signatory, 
and signed the PA on August 28, 2022. CDSG participated as a concurring party, and signed 
the PA on August 31, 2022. A copy of the PA is included in Appendix A.  

Ultimately, Preserve NYS declined to participate as a concurring party to the PA via an e-mail 
on October 14, 2022, and USDA did not respond to multiple requests to sign the PA from DHS 
between August and December 2022. USDA was ultimately removed as a concurring party by 
DHS on December 16, 2022.    

Therefore, three stakeholders who signed the PA will participate in the Section 106 process. 
The three stakeholders reviewed the HPMP in the fall of 2022, and provided no substantive 
comments. For best practices, the three stakeholders should be consulted in the Section 106 
review process for all appropriate projects that may be undertaken by DHS until PIADC 
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closure takes place, which is anticipated in 2028. Table 7 provides a list of the stakeholders. 
The roles of the three stakeholders are described below. 

Table 7: List of Stakeholders 

Stakeholder Contact Information 

GSA Mr. Glenn C. Rotondo 
Regional Commissioner – Public Building Service 
GSA 
New England Region 1 
10 Causeway Street 
Boston, MA 02222-1076 
glenn.rotondo@gsa.gov 
617-565-5693 

Montaukett Indian Tribe Sandi Brewster-Walker 
Executive Director & Government Affairs Officer 
Montaukett Indian Tribe 
montaukett.executive.director@gmail.com 
Office – 202-492-0457 
Cell – 202-420-0624 

Coast Defense Study Group Gordon Bliss 
Preservation Officer 
Coast Defense Study Group 
gblisscdsg@msn.com 

7.3.1 GSA 

For best practices, GSA should be consulted in the Section 106 review process for all 
appropriate projects.  

7.3.2 Montaukett Indian Tribe 

For best practices, the Montaukett Tribe should be included in the Section 106 review process 
for projects when Native American resources may be involved.  

7.3.3 Coast Defense Study Group 

For best practices, CDSG should be consulted in the review process for all appropriate projects.  

7.4 Standard Operating Procedures 

Eight SOPs in Appendix E provide information regarding identification and management of 
historic properties at PIADC. DHS, working in concert with SHPO and stakeholders as 
appropriate, will ensure that historic properties are managed in accordance with the SOPs until 
anticipated closure in 2028. The eight SOPs include the following: 

• SOP No. 1:  Section 106 Consultation 
• SOP No. 2:  Identifying and Evaluating Resources 
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• SOP No. 3:  Managing Archaeological Resources 
• SOP No. 4:  Inadvertent Discovery of Archaeological Resources 
• SOP No. 5:  Treatment of Human Remains and Funerary/Sacred Objects 
• SOP No. 6:  Native American Consultation 
• SOP No. 7:  Curating Archaeological Collections 
• SOP No. 8:  Emergency Procedures in the Event of Natural or Other Disasters 
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Project Coordinator 
Ph.D. in Environmental Toxicology 
B.S. in Marine Science 

1 

Kathryn Clark 
Preparation of maps, 
GIS 

B.S. in Geology  
Certificate in Geospatial 
Technology  

15 
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FINAL 

PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT 
BY AND AMONG 

THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY— 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF READINESS SUPPORT OFFICER AND 
THE NEW YORK STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE 

REGARDING PLUM ISLAND 
PLUM ISLAND ANIMAL DISEASE CENTER CLOSURE 

PLUM ISLAND AND ORIENT POINT, NEW YORK 

WHEREAS, this Programmatic Agreement (“PA”) is made as of this 24th day of August 2022, 
by and among the United States Department of Homeland Security—Office of the Chief 
Readiness Support Officer (“DHS”), and the New York State Historic Preservation Office 
(“SHPO”), (referred to collectively herein as the “Parties” or “Signatories” or individually as a 
“Party” or “Signatory”) pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
(“NHPA”), 54 United States Code (“USC”) § 306108 and its implementing regulations 36 Code 
of Federal Regulations (“CFR”) part 800; and Section 110 of the NHPA, 54 USC § 306107; and 

WHEREAS, in 1954, the United States Department of Agriculture (“USDA”) established the 
Plum Island Animal Disease Center (“PIADC”) research facility on Plum Island in the Town of 
Southold, Suffolk County, New York within Long Island Sound in response to outbreaks of 
foreign animal diseases (“FADs”), including foot-and-mouth disease (“FMD”); and DHS, in 
cooperation with USDA currently operates PIADC, whose mission is to protect United States 
(“US”) livestock from accidental or intentional introduction of FADs that seriously threaten US 
livestock industries, food security and economy; and PIADC is comprised of buildings, 
infrastructure, and undeveloped land on the 840-acre Plum Island, and two parcels at Orient 
Point on Long Island in the Town of Southold, Suffolk County, New York, approximately 1.5 
miles from Plum Island The first, a 9.5-acre site, which houses parking, storage facilities, 
administrative space, and a ferry landing. The second, a 0.5-acre parcel of land at Orient Point 
County Park, houses the utility transfer station which is enclosed by a chain-link fence, and 
provides electrical power to Plum Island via an underwater cable. 

WHEREAS, based on the DHS and USDA bio- and agro-defense mission requirements and 
facility limitations at Plum Island, the need was identified to enhance the US government’s 
current animal agricultural research capabilities through construction of the National Bio and 
Agro-Defense Facility (“NBAF”) in Manhattan, Kansas. NBAF will replace the PIADC facility 
in New York and be operated by USDA. NBAF will enhance the current research capabilities in 
the animal agricultural field. Upon the transfer of the mission to NBAF, DHS will no longer have 
a mission need for PIADC or the associated facilities on Plum Island or Orient Point, and DHS 
must prepare to vacate the ‘Plum Island asset,’ which consists of all real property, personal 
property, and transportation assets located on Plum Island, as well as the real property and 
personal property located at the Orient Point support facility; and 
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WHEREAS, the DHS has initiated the PIADC closure, which entails the closure of the PIADC 
and its facilities at Plum Island and Orient Point, New York (see Location Map Figure in 
Attachment A); and 

WHEREAS, the DHS has determined that PIADC closure activities constitute an “undertaking” 
as defined in 36 C.F.R § 800.16(y) and are subject to review under Section 106 of the NHPA, 
specifically to take into account the potential effects of the undertaking on historic properties; 
and 

WHEREAS, DHS is the lead Federal agency for purposes of ensuring that the undertaking 
complies with Section 106, and as potential effects on historic properties are as yet unknown, 
DHS intends to use this PA, developed pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.14(b), to satisfy its 
responsibilities under Section 106; and 

WHEREAS, DHS is coordinating Section 106 compliance with the National Environmental 
Policy Act (“NEPA”) process for the undertaking, in accordance with 36 CFR § 800.8(a); and 

WHEREAS, DHS, as the lead agency for preparing the Environmental Assessment (“EA”) 
pursuant to NEPA, analyzed an Action Alternative and a No Action Alternative; and 

WHEREAS, DHS has established the undertaking’s areas of potential effects (“APE”), defined 
at 36 CFR § 800.16(d), to include the buildings and structures operated by DHS as part of 
PIADC mission at Plum Island and Orient Point (see APE Figure in Attachment B); and 

WHEREAS, the below-ground APE includes all areas of proposed ground disturbance, which 
have all been previously disturbed, and thus, it is unlikely that any significant archaeological 
sites with integrity are present in the below-ground APE; and  

WHEREAS, DHS conducted a comprehensive literature review and intensive background 
research as part of the identification of historic properties in the APE; and 

WHEREAS, in accordance with 36 CFR § 800.4 and as the result of historic architectural 
surveys conducted on behalf of DHS on Plum Island between 2018 and 2019, DHS identified the 
following known historic properties in the APE: 

1. The PIADC Historic District consists of three contributing resources: Building 101 
(Laboratory and Animal Isolation Unit Building), Building 102 (Former Decontamination 
Building), and Building 103 (Former Steam and Emergency Power Building). These 
three buildings were constructed between 1954 and 1956 for the USDA’s foreign animal 
disease laboratory. On May 26, 2022, SHPO concurred that the PIADC Historic District 
is eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (“NRHP”) under 
Criterion A. The district possesses a concentration of three functionally related buildings 
where government-funded research into FADs, including FMD, took place.  

2 

B-147



 
  
 

 

    
 

   
 

  
      

 

   
  

 

   
 

   
 

  
 

 

    

 
   

 
 

  
 

  

  

  
 

PLUM ISLAND DISEASE CENTER CLOSURE 
Final Programmatic Agreement 

2022 

2. Two (2) resources utilized by the PIADC are associated with the historic Fort Terry complex; 
Building 38 (Motor Pool) and Building 13 (Fire Station), are within the APE. Both buildings 
are classified as non-contributing resources to the NRHP-listed Fort Terry Historic District. 

WHEREAS, DHS has determined that the potential effects of PIADC closure activities on 
historic properties in the APE cannot be fully evaluated at this stage, but some activities are 
anticipated to have an adverse effect; and 

WHEREAS, the DHS has invited USDA and the US General Services Administration (“GSA”) 
to sign this PA as Signatories (“Invited Signatories”) on January 28, 2022; and 

WHEREAS, USDA indicated via e-mail on March 29, 2022 that the agency would participate, 
but did not respond to requests for signature sent via e-mail on August 25, 2022, September 19, 
2022, October 14, 2022, November 2, 2022, and December 1, 2022, and therefore, DHS elected 
to remove the agency from Section 106 consultation coordination via email on December 16, 
2022; and  

WHEREAS, GSA is assuming responsibilities under this PA as an Invited Signatory, per 36 
C.F.R. 800.6(c)(2); and 

WHEREAS, DHS initiated consultation on January 28, 2022 with the SHPO and ACHP 
pursuant to 36 C.F.R. 800.6(a); and 

WHEREAS, SHPO, in a response letter dated February 25, 2022, elected to participate in the 
Section 106 consultation, and 

WHEREAS, the ACHP, in an email dated June 24, 2022 did not elect to participate in the 
Section 106 consultation; and 

WHEREAS, through consultation with the SHPO, DHS identified Consulting/Concurring 
Parties including Federal, state, regional or local agencies, and local organizations with a 
demonstrated interest in PIADC closure activities pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.2(c) (listed in 
Attachment C). These agencies and organizations were invited by DHS to participate in 
consultation for this PA on January 28, 2022, and to sign this PA; and 

WHEREAS, on January 31, 2022, the Montaukett Indian Tribe, an indigenous peoples from 
eastern Long Island in New York, responded and accepted the DHS’s invitation to consult in the 
Section 106 process, and DHS has determined that they will be Invited Signatories; and 

WHEREAS on February 12, 2022, the Coast Defense Study Group (“CDSG”) indicated that 
their organization has a vested interest in PIADC closure activities, and requested to consult in 
the Section 106 process, and DHS concurred, and determined that CDSG will be a Concurring 
Party; and 
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WHEREAS on February 13, 2022, the Preservation League of New York State (“Preserve 
NYS”) initially indicated that their organization has a vested interest in PIADC closure activities, 
and requested to consult in the Section 106 process, and DHS concurred, and invited Preserve 
NYS to be a Concurring Party; and  

WHEREAS on October 14 2022, Preserve NYS notified DHS via email that it has opted not to 
participate as a Concurring Party, and therefore, will not sign this PA; and  

WHEREAS, in letters dated January 28, 2022, DHS invited the federally recognized Shinnecock 
Indian Nation and Delaware Tribe to participate in this PA because these sovereign Indian 
Nations have a government-to-government relationship with the United States (collectively 
referred to as “Native American tribes”), and an interest in the areas affected by the undertaking; 
and 

WHEREAS, the Shinnecock Indian National and Delaware Tribe did not respond; and 

WHEREAS, to date, DHS has made the Draft PA available to the public for review and 
comment by appending it to the EA, and DHS has taken into account any comments received by 
the public when finalizing the PA; and 

NOW, THEREFORE, the Signatories, including DHS and SHPO agree that PIADC closure 
activities shall be implemented in accordance with the following stipulations in order to consider 
the effects of the undertaking on historic properties and that these stipulations will govern 
compliance of the undertaking with Section 106 of the NHPA. 

STIPULATIONS 

DHS shall ensure that the following measures are carried out: 

A. QUALIFICATIONS 

1. DHS will ensure that all historic preservation work performed by DHS or on its 
behalf pursuant to this PA will be accomplished by or under the direct supervision of 
a person or persons who meet(s) or exceed(s) the pertinent qualifications in the 
Secretary of the Interior's Standards and Guidelines, as amended and annotated, in 
those areas in which the qualifications are applicable for the specific work performed. 
Qualifications are available at https://www.nps.gov/articles/sec-standards-prof-
quals.htm 

2. DHS shall provide information to Signatories regarding the names and qualifications 
of those persons providing the qualified professional services, upon request. 
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a. A brief prehistoric and historic context. 

b. A description of archaeological and historic architectural resources surveys and/or 
inventories that have been completed on Plum Island, with maps and other 
graphics, as needed. 

c. A description of known archaeological resources and NRHP-eligible and listed 
historic architectural resources, with a discussion of their historic integrity, areas 
of significance, and period(s) of significance. 

d. A description of planned operations and maintenance activities, and PIADC 
closure activities that may affect archaeological resources, and NRHP-eligible and 
listed historic architectural resources. 

e. A description of recommendations to avoid, minimize or mitigate potential 
adverse effects. 

f. A description of roles and responsibilities. 

g. Standard Operating Procedures Appendix 

h. Correspondence Appendix 

C. IDENTIFICATION, EVALUATION AND ASSESSMENT OF EFFECTS ON 
ABOVE-GROUND RESOURCES 

As PIADC closure activities are implemented, it may become necessary for DHS to 
identify and evaluate above-ground resources over 50 years old and operated by DHS as 
part of the PIADC mission, that have not yet been surveyed prior to implementation of 
this PA, in accordance with 36 CFR § 800.4. 

1. 

PLUM ISLAND DISEASE CENTER CLOSURE 
Final Programmatic Agreement 

2022 

B. HISTORIC PROPERTIES MANAGEMENT PLAN 

1. Because it may not be possible to determine all the effects resulting from PIADC closure 
activities, DHS shall develop and implement a Historic Properties Management Plan 
(HPMP) for relevant property under DHS control on Plum Island and Orient Point.  
Through an approved HPMP, DHS can require consideration and appropriate 
management of effects on historic properties, and in so doing meet the requirements of 
NHPA Sections 106/110 for its undertaking(s). 

2. The HPMP shall include the following: 

DHS, may conduct field surveys and evaluation of all portions of the historic 
architectural APE to identify/evaluate relevant above-ground resources and record 
them according to standards promulgated by SHPO. 

2. DHS may propose NRHP eligibility determinations to SHPO according to standards 
promulgated by SHPO. 

3. If SHPO disagrees with a determination of eligibility within thirty (30) days, DHS 
may further consult and provide additional information to SHPO in an effort to reach 
a consensus. If consensus cannot be reached, DHS may agree to assume a historic 
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property is eligible for purposes of this project or may obtain a determination of 
eligibility from the Keeper of the NRHP pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.4(c)(2). 

4. DHS may notify Invited Signatories and Concurring Parties about newly identified 
NRHP-eligible above-ground resources within thirty (30) days. 

5. DHS may assess effects on newly identified above-ground resources in accordance 
with 36 CFR Part 800 and provide documentation to SHPO. 

6. DHS may propose a no historic properties affected finding consistent with 36 CFR § 
800.4(d)(1) or a no adverse effect finding consistent with 36 CFR § 800.5(b), and 
provide the requisite documentation to SHPO. 

7. If DHS and SHPO determine that a historic property will be adversely affected within 
thirty (30) days, DHS may make a reasonable and good faith effort to first avoid 
adverse effects through implementation of avoidance measures, and/or minimization 
measures as described in Stipulation D. 

8. If adverse effects cannot be avoided, mitigation may be implemented as described in 
Stipulation E. 

9. DHS may notify Invited Signatories and Concurring Parties regarding effect findings 
within thirty (30) days. 

D. AVOIDANCE AND MINIMIZATION 

As PIADC closure activities are implemented, DHS shall consult with SHPO to identify 
measures to avoid and/or minimize adverse effects. Such consultation may include, but 
not be limited to written correspondence provided through the SHPO’s on-line Cultural 
Resource Information System (“CRIS”), conference calls, meetings, or site visits. DHS 
will document the avoidance and/or minimization measures identified through the 
consultation, and distribute them with an amendment to this agreement, or a new 
agreement, to the Signatories for a thirty (30)-day review and comment period.   

Measures to avoid and/or minimize adverse effects on historic properties in the APE will 
include the following, as applicable: 

1. Avoidance of effects on historic properties through project redesign in conformance 
with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Treatment of Historic Properties 
available at: https://www.nps.gov/tps/standards.htm 

2. Minimization of effects on historic properties through project redesign in a manner 
that protects a resource’s historic character-defining features in accordance with the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Treatment of Historic Properties. 

E. MITIGATION 

As PIADC closure activities are implemented, if DHS determines a new adverse effect 
may result or a known adverse effect on a historic property would be intensified and 
could not be avoided or minimized, DHS shall consult with SHPO to identify measures to 
mitigate the adverse effects.  Such consultation may include, but not be limited to written 
correspondence, conference calls, meetings, or site visits.  DHS will document the 
mitigation measures identified through the consultation and distribute them with an 
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amendment to this agreement, or a new agreement, to the Signatories for a thirty (30)-day 
review and comment period.   

Mitigation measures to resolve adverse effects may include the following, as appropriate: 

1. Recordation 

a. Per Section 110(b) of the NHPA (54 USC 306103), prior to any substantial 
alteration or demolition of a non-archeological historic property, Historic 
American Building Survey (“HABS”), Historic American Engineering Record 
(“HAER”), and/or Historic American Landscapes Survey (“HALS”) 
documentation will be utilized to resolve adverse effects on individual historic 
properties that are significant at the National, State and/or Local level. The 
documentation shall be prepared to HABS/HAER/HALS standards (Level I, II, or 
III) as defined in the SOI Standards and Guidelines for Archeology and Historic 
Preservation for Architectural and Engineering Documentation, further described 
in the National Park Service (“NPS”) guidelines available at 
https://www.nps.gov/hdp/standards/guidelines.htm 
Upon completion, HABS/HAER/HALS documentation will first be submitted to 
DHS for review and approval with a digital copy provided to SHPO via the 
SHPO’s on-line CRIS. Once approved, DHS will submit the documentation to 
NPS, which shall submit the documentation to the Library of Congress, as well as 
to State or Local historical societies, archives, and/or libraries for permanent 
retention.     

2. Public Interpretation 

a. A public interpretation plan is appropriate to resolve adverse effects on historic 
properties significant at the National, State or Local level. DHS will work with 
the Signatories, Invited Signatories, and Concurring Parties as appropriate to 
design an educational interpretive plan including actions to implement the plan. 
The plan may include an oral history made available through a website, 
educational pamphlets (brochure or booklet), GIS story maps, public lectures, or 
other similar mechanisms to educate the public on historic properties within the 
local community, state, or region. The public interpretation plan must receive 
concurrence from SHPO prior to implementation. 

F. ARCHAEOLOGY: POST-REVIEW DISCOVERY AND MITIGATION OF 
EFFECTS 

1. In the event that unanticipated and previously unidentified archaeological resources 
are discovered during implementation of PIADC closure activities, DHS shall consult 
with the SHPO, Invited Signatories, and other Concurring Parties, as appropriate, to 
review the previous archeological surveys of the area to determine if adequate 
information exists to assess project effects. If DHS determines in consultation with 
the SHPO, Invited Signatories, and other Concurring Parties that further identification 
efforts are needed, DHS shall ensure that an archeological survey program for 
identification of archeological sites is developed. The DHS shall develop a testing 
program of sufficient intensity to provide an evaluation of eligibility for the NRHP in 
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consultation with SHPO, Invited Signatories, and other Concurring Parties, following 
the regulations outlined in 36 C.F.R. § 800.4(c). 

2. All investigations will follow all applicable SHPO guidelines as well as the Secretary 
of the Interior's Standards and Guidelines for Archaeology and Historic Preservation 
(1983) and will be conducted under the direct supervision of an archaeologist who 
meets or exceeds the pertinent qualifications in the Secretary of the Interior's 
Professional Qualifications Standards (48 FR 44738-39). 

3. If, as a result of the testing and evaluation program, archaeological sites are identified 
that are not eligible for the NRHP, DHS shall submit a report of findings to SHPO, 
Invited Signatories, and other Concurring Parties, as appropriate, for a thirty (30)-day 
review and comment period. Once SHPO concurs with the not eligible determination, 
the Section 106 process will conclude with no further investigation or consultation. 

4. If, as a result of the testing and evaluation program, archaeological sites identified 
within the APE are determined eligible for the NRHP, the sites shall be avoided (see 
stipulation 5 if avoidance is not possible). DHS will visibly protect avoided sites 
during activities with flagging or temporary fencing and communicate the 
requirement to avoid the site to construction crews. 

5. If, as a result of the testing and evaluation program, archeological sites identified 
within the APE are determined eligible for the NRHP, and avoidance is not possible, 
DHS shall develop a plan for mitigation in the form of recovery of information in 
consultation with the SHPO, Invited Signatories, and other Concurring Parties. Prior 
to implementation, the plan shall be submitted to the SHPO, Invited Signatories, and 
other Concurring Parties for a thirty (30)-day review and comment period starting 
upon receipt. 

6. All archaeological data recovery plans prepared under the terms of this PA shall 
include the following elements: 

a. Information on the archeological property or properties where data recovery is to 
be carried out, and the context in which such properties are eligible for the NRHP. 

b. Information on any NRHP property, properties, or portions of properties that will 
be destroyed without data recovery. 

c. Discussion of the research questions to be addressed through the data recovery 
with an explanation / justification of their relevance and importance. 

d. Description of the recovery methods to be used, with an explanation of their 
pertinence to the research questions. 

e. Information on arrangements for any regular progress reports or meetings to keep 
the SHPO, Invited Signatories, and other Concurring Parties up to date on the 
course of the work. The plan should contain the expected timetable for 
excavation, analysis, and preparation of the final report. 

f. A plan for public dissemination of the information. 
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g. A treatment plan or data recovery plan to be implemented prior to those project 
activities that could affect the archeological property or properties. 

7. DHS shall notify the SHPO, Invited Signatories, and the other Concurring Parties in 
writing once the fieldwork portion of the treatment plan or data recovery plan is 
complete and provide a brief management summary so that a site visit may be 
scheduled, if requested. DHS may proceed with implementation of construction or 
construction related ground disturbing activities in the area and within the boundary 
of the affected archeological site(s) while the technical report is in preparation. 

8. DHS shall submit for a thirty (30)-day review and comment period a draft of all 
archeological reports, treatment plans, and other documentation to the SHPO through 
the SHPO’s on-line CRIS in Adobe® Portable Document Format (as appropriate and 
per the requirements of protecting sensitive site information as noted in Section 304 
of the NHPA and in the Archeological Resources Protection Act [“ARPA”]). Section 
304 of the NHPA protects certain sensitive information about historic properties from 
disclosure to the public when such disclosure could result in significant invasion of 
privacy, damage to historic property, or impede the use of a traditional religious site 
by practitioners. ARPA provides authority to limit information on the "nature and 
location" of archeological resources. 

9. If no comments are received from the SHPO within the thirty (30)-day review period, 
DHS may assume concurrence, distribute a summary to Invited Signatories and 
Concurring Parties and conclude the Section 106 process. 

10. DHS shall include conditions for PIADC operation managers for the treatment of 
unanticipated archaeological discoveries, including human remains, during 
excavation, construction, or other ground-disturbing activities, should any be 
required. In the event of an unanticipated discovery, the following stipulations shall 
occur: 

a. If a previously unidentified archeological resource is discovered during activities 
in the APE, DHS shall immediately halt all ground-disturbing activities in the 
area of the resource and in the surrounding area where further subsurface remains 
can reasonably be expected to occur. 

b. DHS shall notify the SHPO and interested Native American Tribes by email and 
by telephone regarding the previously unidentified archaeological resources; the 
notification will be within 48 hours of discovery, in the absence of extenuating 
circumstances. DHS, or its representatives, shall visit the site within 48 hours of 
such notification, inspect the work site, and determine the nature and extent of the 
affected archeological site(s) and establish a resource area. Construction may then 
continue outside the newly established boundaries of the resource area. 

c. Within three (3) working days of the original notification of discovery, DHS, in 
consultation with the SHPO shall determine whether the resource is eligible for 
listing on the NRHP. 

d. DHS, in consultation with the SHPO, shall ensure compliance with 36 C.F.R. § 
800.13. Work in the resource area shall not proceed until either: (a) the 
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development and implementation of appropriate data recovery or other 
recommended mitigation procedures; or (b) the determination is made that the 
located archaeological remains are not eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. 

e. DHS shall ensure that all investigations are conducted under the direct 
supervision of an archeologist who meets or exceeds the pertinent qualifications 
in the Secretary of the Interior's Professional Qualifications Standards (48 FR 
44738-39). 

f. All associated reports will meet contemporary professional standards, according 
to the Department of the Interior's Format Standards for Final Reports of Data 

The DHS shall use reasonable efforts to ensure that the public is excluded from 
viewing any burial site or associated funerary objects. Subject to applicable law, 
the SHPO, Invited Signatories, and the Concurring Parties to this PA shall release 
no photographs or images of any burial site or associated funerary objects to 
anyone, including the press and the public. If they do release such photographs or 
images, accidentally, voluntarily, or pursuant to applicable law, they shall notify 
DHS, SHPO, Invited Signatories, and the other Concurring Parties as soon as 
possible. 

Recovery Programs (42 FR 5377-79), and will also meet the standards as set out 
in the SHPO’s guidelines, as appropriate. 

11. DHS shall make all reasonable efforts to avoid disturbing gravesites and associated 
funerary objects. DHS shall treat all human remains in a manner consistent with the 
ACHP’s “Policy Statement Regarding Treatment of Burial Sites, Human Remains 
and Funerary Objects” (February 23, 2007; www.achp.gov/docs/hrpolicy0207.pdf) or 
ACHP policy in effect at the time remains and funerary objects are handled. 

a. DHS shall contact law enforcement and emergency personnel in the appropriate 
jurisdiction where the human remains are discovered. DHS shall immediately 
notify the SHPO of the discovery of human remains. DHS shall ensure that all 
ground-disturbing activities in the immediate area of the discovery ceases 
immediately. 

b. DHS shall notify the Montaukett Indian Tribe and appropriate federally 
recognized Native American tribes when burials, human skeletal remains, or 
funerary objects are encountered on the project. 

c. If the remains are determined by DHS to be of Native American origin through 
tribal consultation, DHS shall comply with the written direction provided though 
tribal consultation and the provisions of the Native American Graves Protection 
and Repatriation Act, 25 USC § 3001 et seq. and the accompanying regulations at 
43 C.F.R. Part 10. If the remains appear to be of historic, but not Native American 
in origin, the DHS will consult with SHPO, Invited Signatories, and other 
Concurring Parties as appropriate on the appropriate treatment. 

d. 
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G. EMERGENCIES AND UNANTICIPATED ADVERSE EFFECTS

1. Emergencies: Emergency actions are those actions deemed necessary by DHS as an
immediate and direct response to a disaster or other situation declared by the
President or Governor to be an Emergency, or to immediate threats to life or property.
Emergency actions under this PA are only those implemented within thirty (30)-days
from the initiation of the emergency.

a. If the emergency action has the potential to affect historic properties, DHS shall
notify the SHPO prior to undertaking the action, when feasible.  As part of the
notification, DHS shall provide a plan to address the emergency.  The SHPO shall
have seven (7) days to review and comment on the plan to address the emergency.
If the SHPO does not comment or object to the plan within the review period,
DHS shall implement the proposed plan.

b. If DHS is unable to consult with the SHPO prior to carrying out emergency
actions, DHS shall notify the SHPO within 48 hours after the initiation of the
emergency action.  This notification shall include a description of the emergency
action taken, the effects of the action(s) on historic properties, and, where
appropriate, any further proposed measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate
potential adverse effects on historic properties.  The SHPO shall have seven (7)-
days to review and comment on the proposal where further action is required to
address the emergency. If the SHPO does not comment or object to the plan
within the review period, DHS shall implement the proposed plan.

Where possible, DHS shall ensure that such emergency actions be undertaken in a
manner that does not foreclose future preservation or restoration of historic
properties.  Where such emergency actions may affect historic buildings, they
shall be undertaken in a manner that is consistent with the Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties available at:
https://www.nps.gov/tps/standards.htm In addition, where possible, DHS will
ensure that such actions be done with on-site monitoring by the appropriate
preservation professional who meets, at a minimum, the Professional
Qualifications Standards in the appropriate field of expertise.

c. Where the SHPO has reason to believe that a historic property may be adversely
affected by an emergency action, SHPO may submit a request to DHS to review
and comment on that action. DHS shall have seven (7) days to respond, and notify
the SHPO about proposed next steps. The SHPO shall have seven (7) days to
review and concur with next steps.

d. Immediate rescue and salvage operations conducted to preserve life or property
are exempt from these and all other provisions of this PA.

2. Unanticipated Adverse Effects: If DHS determines that the undertaking or changes to
the undertaking scope have caused or may result in unanticipated adverse effects on
the Property prior to completion of the undertaking, DHS will ensure that the SHPO
and the ACHP are notified of such unanticipated adverse effects within five (5) days
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limit, documentation of DHS’s responses to the objections, as submitted by the Party 
or Parties relevant to the objection, to the ACHP.  Within thirty (30) days after receipt 
of documentation, the ACHP will exercise one of the following options: 

a. Upon receipt of documentation from DHS, the ACHP will review and advise 
DHS on the resolution of the objection.  DHS will reach a final decision regarding 
the dispute after taking into account any timely advice provided by the ACHP, 
and all timely comments from the Parties to the PA, and providing a written 
response to such advice and comments. 

b. If the ACHP does not provide written advice to DHS regarding the dispute within 
thirty (30) days after receipt of adequate documentation, DHS may proceed to 
render a final decision regarding the dispute.  In reaching its decision, DHS will 
consider all timely comments regarding the dispute from the Parties to this PA.  
Prior to reaching a final decision on the dispute, DHS will prepare a written 
response that considers any timely advice or comments regarding the dispute from 
the ACHP and any Signatory or Signatories, and provide them with a written 
response, DHS will then proceed according to its final decision. 

2. DHS’s responsibility to carry out all other actions subject to the terms of this PA that 
are not subject to the dispute, remain unchanged. 

I. PA AMENDMENTS 

1. If DHS or SHPO determines that its terms will not or cannot be carried out or that an 
amendment to its terms must be made, that Party will immediately consult to discuss 
an amendment to the PA for a thirty (30)-day review and adjudication period. The 
amendment will be effective on the date a copy signed by DHS and SHPO, and is 
filed with the ACHP, but no later than sixty (60) days following the initial 

PLUM ISLAND DISEASE CENTER CLOSURE 
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of DHS's learning of such unanticipated adverse effects and will comply with 36 
C.F.R. § 800.13(b). 

H. DISPUTE RESOLUTION 

Objections:  Should any Signatory or Invited Signatory to this PA object to any action 
carried out or proposed by DHS with respect to the implementation of this PA, DHS will 
consult with the objecting Signatory to attempt resolution of the objection. 

1. If, after initiating such consultation, DHS determines that the objection cannot be 
resolved through consultation, DHS will forward all documentation including without 

notification of the proposed amendment(s). 

2. This PA may be amended when such an amendment is agreed to in writing by the 
DHS and SHPO.  The amendment will be effective on the date a fully signed copy is 
filed with the ACHP. 

J. PA TERMINATION 

If DHS or the SHPO determine that the terms of the PA cannot be carried out, that Party 
shall so notify the other Signatories, Invited Signatories, and Concurring Parties in 
writing and consult with them to seek resolution or Amendment of the PA. If within sixty 
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treatment measures that have been implemented to date, up to and including the date of 
termination. 

K. ADMINISTRATION 

1. Annual Reports. By January 31 of each year during which this PA remains in effect, 
DHS shall update the Signatories, Invited Signatories, and Concurring Parties on the 
actions taken to implement the terms of this PA. The update will take the form of a 
Report submitted on an annual basis. The Annual Report shall include information 
regarding activities undertaken pursuant to this PA and information on the overall 
status of PIADC closure activities. 

2. Thirty (30)-day Review Period. The SHPO, and Invited Signatories, agree to respond 
to all requests for review from DHS within a thirty (30)-day review and comment 
period unless otherwise specified in this PA. If the SHPO or Invited Signatories do 
not respond within the thirty (30)-day review period, DHS may move forward with 
the project in accordance with its determination and/or proposed plans. 

3. Duration. This PA shall be valid until PIADC’s closure which is anticipated to occur 
in 2028. At any time in the 6-month period prior to closure, DHS may request the 
SHPO to consider an extension or modification of this PA. No extension or 
modification shall be effective unless all Signatories have agreed to it in writing. 

4. Electronic Copies. Within one (1) week of the last signature on this PA, the DHS 
shall provide each Signatory, Invited Signatory, and Concurring Party with one 
legible, color, electronic copy of this fully executed PA and all of it attachments. 

PLUM ISLAND DISEASE CENTER CLOSURE 
Final Programmatic Agreement 

2022 

(60) days a resolution or Amendment cannot be reached between DHS and the SHPO, 
either Signatory may terminate the PA upon written notification to the other, the Invited 
Signatories, and Concurring Parties. Once the PA is terminated, and prior to work 
continuing on PIADC closure activities, DHS must either execute a new PA or request, 
take into account, and respond to the comments of the ACHP per 36 C.F.R. § 800.7. DHS 
is not required to select the same option recommended by the ACHP. DHS will notify the 
Signatories, Invited Signatories, and Concurring Parties as to the course of action it will 
pursue. 

In the event that this PA is terminated, DHS shall submit to the SHPO, Invited 
Signatories, and Concurring Parties a technical report with the results of any surveys or 

Internet links shall not be used to provide copies of attachments because web-based 
information often changes. If the electronic copy is too large to send by email, DHS 
shall provide a copy of this PA on a compact disc. 

5. Completion. Upon the completion of all stipulations to this PA, DHS shall provide to 
the Signatories, Invited Signatories, and Concurring Parties a signed memorandum 
documenting that DHS has fulfilled all its responsibilities under this PA. 
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L. SUGGESTED TIME FRAMES FOR DOCUMENT REVIEWS 

If suggested time frames for document reviews noted in the stipulations cannot be met, 
reviews should be undertaken and completed as soon as reasonably possible. 

M. ANTI-DEFICIENCY ACT NOTICE 

The obligations of federal agencies under this PA are pursuant to 31 USC § 1341(a)(1); 
therefore, nothing in this PA shall be construed as binding the United States to expend in 
any one fiscal year any sum in excess of appropriations made by Congress for this 
purpose, or to involve the United States in any contract or obligation for the further 
expenditure of money in excess of such appropriations. 

Execution of this PA by DHS and the SHPO, and implementation of its terms, evidences 
that DHS has taken into account the potential effects of PIADC closure activities on 
historic properties. 
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SIGNATORIES: 

US DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY 

Digitally signed byTERESA R TERESA R POHLMAN 
Date: 2022.09.19POHLMAN 08:59:28 -04'00' 

Dr.  Teresa  Pohlman  

Executive Director, Sustainability and Environmental Programs  

Date  
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INVITED SIGNATORIES: 

US GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

ROTONDO 

-05'00'
Date: 2022.12.13 13:23:44

Digitally signed by GLENNGLENN 
ROTONDO 

Glenn C. Rotondo Date 

Regional Commissioner 

Public Building Service 
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COAST DEFENSE STUDY GROUP 

Digitally signed by Gordon Bliss 
DN: cn=Gordon Bliss, o=CoastGordon 
Defense Study Group, 
ou=Preservation Committtee, 

Gordon Bliss email=gblisscdsg@msn.com, c=USBliss Aug 31, 2022Date: 2022.08.31 22:44:27 -04'00' 

Gordon Bliss Date 

Preservation Officer 
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ATTACHMENTS 

Attachment A: Location Map Figure 
Attachment B: Areas of Potential Effects Figure 
Attachment C: Status of Section 106 Consulting/Concurring Parties 
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Attachment A: Location Map Figure 
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Attachment B: Areas of Potential Effects Figure 
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Attachment C: Status of Section 106 Consulting/Concurring Parties 

Delaware Tribe (federally recognized) Invited to Consult; No Response 
Shinnecock Indian National (federally recognized) Invited to Consult; No Response 
Unkechaug Tribe (not federally recognized) Invited to Consult; No Response 
Montaukett Indian Tribe (not federally recognized) Invited to Consult; Accepted Invitation 
Town of Southold, New York Invited to Consult; No Response 
Southold Historical Society Invited to Consult; No Response 
Southold Indian Museum Invited to Consult; No Response 
East End Seaport Museum Invited to Consult; No Response 
U.S. Lighthouse Society—Long Island Chapter Invited to Consult; No Response 
Preserve Plum Island Coalition Invited to Consult; No Response 
Group for the East End Invited to Consult; No Response 
Oysterponds Historical Society Invited to Consult; No Response 
Orient Association Invited to Consult; No Response 
Preservation Long Island Invited to Consult; No Response 

Preservation League of New York State Requested to Consult; Accepted by DHS; 
Opted not to Consult 

Coast Defense Study Group Requested to Consult; Accepted by DHS 
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KATHY HOCHUL ERIK KULLESEID 
Governor Commissioner 

November 3, 2022 

Sarah Koeppel 
Deputy FPO 
Dept. of Homeland Security 
7th and D 
Washington, DC 20001 

Re: DHS 
Plum Island Animal Disease Center Closure, Plum Island 
Town of Southold, Suffolk County, NY 
22PR00614 

Dear Sarah Koeppel: 

Thank you for requesting the comments of the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO).  We 
have reviewed the August 2022 DRAFT Historic Properties Management Plan (HPMP) in 
accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966.  These 
comments are those of the SHPO and relate only to Historic/Cultural resources. 

Based upon this review, the SHPO has no comments or concerns regarding the HPMP. 

If you have any questions, I can be reached at nancy.herter@parks.ny.gov. 

Sincerely, 

Nancy Herter 
Director, Technical Preservation Services Bureau 

New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation 
Division for Historic Preservation, Peebles Island, PO Box 189, Waterford, New York 12188-0189 

(518) 237-8643 • https://parks.ny.gov/shpo 
B-171
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Resource Evaluation 

Date: 05/26/2022 

Staff: Jennifer Betsworth 

USN Number: 10310.001607 

Name: Plum Island Animal Disease Center 

Location: 

Resource Status: 

1. Determination: Determined SR/NR eligible by the Commissioner of the Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic 
Preservation on the date noted above. 

2. Contributing: 

Criteria for Inclusion in the National Register: 

A. X Associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns in our history. 

B. Associated with the lives of persons significant in our past. 

C. Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period or method of construction; or represents the work of a 
master; or possesses high artistic values; or represents a significant and distinguishable entity whose 
components may lack individual distinction. 

D. Have yielded, or may be likely to yield information important in prehistory or history. 

Summary Statement: 
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Resource Evaluation 

The Plum Island Animal Disease Center (PIADC) is located on the west end of Plum Island, an island located off of 
Orient Point in Suffolk County. The PIADC Historic District is significant under Criterion A in the area of Science for its 
association with a government-supported scientific research program, and specifically for its association with research 
focused on foreign animal diseases including foot-and-mouth disease. As a group of buildings that are united historically 
and by physical development, the Plum Island resources associated with the animal disease laboratory retain sufficient 
integrity to convey their historical use and appearance. The preliminary period of significance for the district is 1952, 
when the Army Chemical Corps began operating the facility, through at least 1984 when the management of the facility 
was transferred to the USDA's Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS). While there are plans to close the 
facility, it remains in use for the same purposes for which it was established and continues to play an important role in 
animal disease research. 

Fort Terry was established on Plum Island after 1901, when the War Department purchased the island. It was used 
during World War I and was reactivated as a training camp during World War II. The fort was deactivated in 1946 and 
declared surplus. After outbreaks of Foot-and-Mouth-Disease (FMD), a highly contagious foreign animal disease affecting 
cloven-hooved animals, occurred in Mexico in the late 1940s, scientists advocated for a government-run animal disease 
research facility. Congress appropriated funds to establish an animal disease research facility in 1948. Plum Island, which 
was attractive for its relative remoteness, was chosen as the location for the facility in 1952. The Army's Chemical Corps 
began operating from the facility, adapting existing buildings for research. The Army transferred ownership of Plum Island 
to the USDA in 1954, as construction of the PIADC began. Building 101, the central building of the facility, was designed 
by leading researchers to be a state of the art facility. The laboratory was established during the early years of the Cold 
War (1952-1956) and, as such, acquired additional significance as part of the nation's science policy and government 
supported scientific research as part of the national defense program. It is a representative example of an animal 
research laboratory that retains sufficient integrity to reflect its original period of construction (1954) and the spatial 
organization and layout required for a bio-secure facility. Upon its completion, the laboratory was hailed by USDA officials 
as the safest lab in the world. One of the primary concerns for the new research facility was a remote location. Situated 
on Plum Island, access to the lab was limited; personnel were required to follow strict protocols when entering and 
leaving the building and when moving between interior spaces. Wash rooms, turnstiles, and air lock doors were built-in 
as biocontainment barriers that were specifically associated with the bio-safety protocols of the time. The building's 
exterior concrete and concrete block walls, concrete roof, and concrete slab floors also were part of the overall 
biocontainment systems. Any penetrations within the walls (windows, piping) were sealed to prohibit air leakage from the 
building. The mechanical systems of the building maintain a negative air pressure so that air escaping the building must 
go through the exhaust system and is filtered prior to being dispelled into the environment. 

Several of the United States' prominent animal disease researchers spent the productive years of their scientific careers 
and where significant discoveries and advancements were made. These scientists include Dr. Maurice S. Shahan (DVM), 
who was co-director of the joint committee to assist in controlling a FMD outbreak in Mexico (1947-1952), who played a 
major role in the planning and design of Building 101, and who was named the first Director of the laboratory (1952-
1963); Dr. Jerry J. Callis (DVM), who studied FMD in Holland and served as Assistant Director (1956-1962) and Director 
of Plum Island's laboratory (1963-1983); Dr. Howard L. Bachrach (PhD), who studied FMD in Denmark and became 
Chief Scientist and Director of Biomedical Research at Plum Island (1953-1981) and made advancements in the growth 
of the virus for research purposes, and developed a live virus vaccine; and Dr. Marvin J. Grubman (PhD), whose 
research and isolation of the proteins in the FMD virus resulted in the development of the first recombinant (non-live 
virus) vaccine for one serotype of the disease. 

The historic district includes three buildings: Building 101, Building 102, and Building 103. All are recommended as 
contributing resources within the proposed Plum Island Animal Disease Laboratory Historic District. While they are not 
included within the preliminary district boundary, there are buildings within Fort Terry buildings that were specifically 
renovated for use by the laboratory, such as Building 257 and the various batteries that were used as animal holding 
areas prior to the construction of purpose-built laboratory facilities on the island. The PIADC use of the these facilities 
should be considered for its potential significance. 

For additional historic context and in-depth descriptions of each of these resources, please see 22SR00263: Intensive-
level Architectural Documentation and Evaluation of Buildings at Plum Island Animal Disease Center (April 2019). 
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Fon Terry Historic District 
Name of Property 

Suffolk Count,·. Neil' York 
County and State 

United States Department of the Interior 
National Park Service 

National Register of Historic Places Registration Form 
This form is for u,c in nominating or requesting detcnninations for indi, idual properties and districts. Sec instruction, in National Register 13ullctin. 
l /o11· lU Complete the .\'auo11ul Register of I lwon c Places Regwmuon Form. If ,1111· item docs not ap1>l1 to the pro pert\' being documented. enter 
"N/,\" for "not applicable." For functions. architectural cl:L,siftcmion. materials. and areas of significance. cnter onl, categories :me! subcatcg<•rics 
from the instrnctions. 

1. Name of Property 
Histori c name: Fort Ten'\· Historic District 
Other names/site number: Plum Island 
Name of related multiple property li sting: N/A 

2. Location 
Street & number: Plum Island 
City or town: Southold State: New York (NY) 
Not For Publication: ~ Vicini ty: 0 
3. S tate/Federal A 0 ency Certification 

County: Suffolk (103) 

As the designated authority under the National Historic Pr<:!servation Act. as a111ended. I hereby certify that 
this nominatio n meets the documentation standards for registering propert ies in the National Register of 
Historic Places and meets the procedural and professional require111ents set forth in 36 CFR Part 60. In my 
opinion. the property 111eets the National Register Criteria. I reco111mend that this property be considered 
s ignificant at the fol lowing level(s) of s ignificance: nat iona l XX statewid e XX loca lly_ 
Applicable National Register Criteria: XX A B XX C D 

Signa tnre of cert ifying officia l/Title: Da te 

Department of Homeland Security 

State or Federa l aoencv/burea u or T riba l Governm ent 

In rny opinion. the property _ meets _ does not meet the National Register criteria. 

s;g,m~ e ,:::~ ~ • /2~~~: MP 

State or Federal agency/burea u or Triba l Gove rn ment 

-t National Park Service Certification 

I hereby certify that this property is: 

entered in the 1ational Register Signature oftlt e Keeper Date of Action 

determined eligible for the Nationa l Register 

_determined not elig ible for the Natio11 <1 I Register 

removed from the ational Register 

_ other (explain:) ___ _ _ ___ _________________________ _ 

February 10, 2021
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1. Classification 
Category of Property Ownership of Property 
(Check only one box.) (Check as many boxes as apply.) 

Building(s) Private: 

x 

District Public – Local 

Site 

x 

Public – State 

Structure Public – Federal 

Object 

Number of Resources within Property 
(Do not include previously listed resources in the count) 

Contributing Noncontributing
 17 05      buildings 

02 01 sites 

20 0 structures 

0 0      objects 

39 06      Total 

Number of contributing resources previously listed in the National Register None 

2. Function or Use 

Historic Functions Current Functions 
(Enter categories from instructions.) (Enter categories from instructions.) 
DEFENSE/fortification VACANT/not in use 

3. Description 

Architectural Classification 
(Enter categories from instructions.) 
LATE 19TH & 20TH CENTURY REVIVALS – ITALIANATE AND COLONIAL REVIVAL 
LATE 19TH & 20TH CENTURY AMERICAN MOVEMENTS – CRAFTSMAN 
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______________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 

Materials: (enter categories from instructions.) 
Principal exterior materials of the property: CONCRETE, EARTH, BRICK, GRANITE, 
LIMESTONE, WOOD, SLATE ROOFING SHINGLES, ASPHALT ROOFING SHINGLES 

Narrative Description 

Summary Paragraph 

Fort Terry is located on Plum Island, 
Suffolk County, New York (Map 1), one 
and one-half miles off the north fork of 
Long Island.  Fort Terry was established in 
1898 based on recommendations for 
improvements to United States coastal 
defenses contained in an 1885 report from 
the Endicott Board.  Fort Terry was later 
modified based on a report from the Taft 
Board in 1906.  While Fort Terry 
remained a U.S. Army installation until 
1948 and in Army ownership until 1954, 
most of the surviving structures reflect the 
designs and styles of coastal defense 
fortifications common to the Endicott and 
Taft periods of development during the 
period between 1897 and 1948, including 
the change from protecting against attack 
from enemy navies to defending against 
enemy aircraft.  Although many of the 
historic resources were converted to other 
uses after 1948 and the fort was later 
abandoned in 1994, as a whole the district 
retains a significant number of character-
defining elements and is able to illustrate 
the fort’s significant themes from the 
period of significance.   

Map 1: Plum Island Location from U.S.G.S. Plum 
Island Quadrangle 

Narrative Description 

The 644-acre Fort Terry Historic District is located at the site of the former Fort Terry, which is 
located on the northeastern, central, and southwestern portion of Plum Island (Maps 2-5) and 
excludes a small parcel along the southern shore that was the site of an earlier lighthouse (Plum 
Island Lighthouse, NRHP listed) and the northwestern portion, which became home to the Plum 
Island Animal Disease Control Center (PIADC).  Access to the island is controlled by the 
Department of Homeland Security (DHS) and it is not generally open to the public.  This 
nomination does not include PIADC because it has a mission separate from coastal defense and 
dates to after the period of significance of Fort Terry.  The PIADC may be eligible for listing in 
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another context and could be evaluated at a later date.  Based on the U.S. Army 1921 map of Fort 
Terry (Figure 1) and the 1947 Plum Island, NY topographical map (Figure 2), the boundary of 
the Fort Terry Historic District has been drawn to encompass the largest concentration of intact 
historic components of the fort during the period of significance, which takes in approximately 
half of the island, bisected by the old Post Road.  At least a third of the resources present during 
the period of significance have been lost to demolition, deterioration, or erosion and some cannot 
be located today.  

Figure 1: 1921 map of Fort Terry, U.S. Army 
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Figure 2: 1947 USGS topo map of Plum Island; 1:24,000; Plum Island, NY 

Plum Island is one of several islands that are part of a long recessional moraine deposit or ridge 
that runs from the eastern end of Long Island, New York, through southern Connecticut to 
Rhode Island.  The eastern entry to Long Island Sound is formed by the line of Plum Island, 
Great Gull Island, and Little Gull Island (which were also part of the eastern defense coastal 
defense system) running from the eastern end of the north fork of Long Island, New York, to 
Fishers Island, Connecticut.  The natural elevations of Plum Island range from sea level to bluffs 
located along the eastern coastline that are approximately 50-feet high.  A ridge runs along the 
north central portion of the island from west of the water tower, turning eastward just northeast 
of the concentration of former fort buildings, and running to the eastern tip of the island called 
East Point. The ridge varies in height with high points near the water tower, northeast of the 
major fort buildings, reducing height at the narrowest portion of the island, and then rising again 
at East Point.  The rest of the island is relatively flat with small changes of terrain, except for 
another ridge line that runs along the southeast side of the island, particularly south of the second 
Parade Ground.     

Plum Island is densely covered in shrubs, various vines and brambles, and trees, except in the 
wetland areas to the south and west and those areas that have been maintained by DHS.  This is 
radically different from the natural setting during the period of significance.  Descriptions of the 
island before the army’s acquisition and through the time of Fort Terry indicate that the island 
was mostly covered with grass or low-lying shrubs, with the only concentrations of trees on the 
island in a small pine forest at the southern end near the wetlands and in an area near the isthmus 
of the island.  Historical maps from the time of Fort Terry’s operation also show open expanses 
with low lying vegetation.  It is likely that initial clearing of the island for 19th century 
agricultural purposes combined with the use of the island for the raising of sheep and goats, 
resulted in the lack of tree cover that existed until the time of acquisition of the island for Fort 
Terry.  Continual removal of trees by the military was necessary to maintain the visual lines of 
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sight required to operate the defensive works.  The current vegetative growth, the result of 
abandonment, largely obscures the visual lines of sight that would have been necessary to 
operate the target locating and range finding equipment needed for the historical fire control 
systems, thus slightly compromises its integrity of setting.  This change is reversible. 

Fort Terry was part of a system of fortifications designed for the protection of the eastern 
entrance to Long Island Sound, New York.  It was built mainly to defend the entrance to 
Gardiner’s Bay, a small arm of the Atlantic Ocean in New York, an area once strategically 
utilized by the British during the American Revolutionary War.  The land was acquired in two 
parts, beginning with initial land acquisition in 1897, followed by a second acquisition in 1901.  
Fort Terry remained a military installation until 1948, when it was offered for sale as surplus 
federal property.  Fort Terry’s primary artillery, two ten-inch guns and eight 12-inch mortars, 
was oriented to engage vessels entering Gardiner’s Bay from Block Island Sound.  Based on the 
orientation of its other batteries, Fort Terry had secondary functions to defend the two-mile 
navigation channel between Plum Island and Great Gull Island (location of Fort Maitland), and 
the channel through Plum Gut.  While it was primarily used for training during and after World 
War I, other batteries and fire control systems were added to Fort Terry during World Wars I and 
II.  Fort Terry also had capabilities to establish mine fields to defend Gardiner’s Bay and the 
deep-water channels between the Atlantic Ocean and areas of Long Island Sound.  

Fort Terry, while a part of a larger system of fortifications, is itself a network of systems for 
coastal defense designed at a time when visual methods were used to locate targets and direct 
weapons.  The original gun batteries and their fire control systems were located and oriented to 
engage enemy vessels in any one of the three navigation channels that Fort Terry was designed 
to protect.  Structures containing the fire control systems for the original gun batteries were 
placed in locations where they could be used most effectively to visually locate targets and direct 
the fire of the guns.  Structures housing the fire control systems for the mine fields were likewise 
placed in locations that provided appropriate lines of sight to the offshore mine fields to enable 
visual range finding and direction for manual detonation of the mines.  Searchlights and their 
shelters were placed in locations that were hidden from view from the water, but near enough to 
the shoreline to enable the rapid illumination of mine fields to protect them from enemy activity 
at night.  The physical location of the structures, as well as their design, was important for their 
function.  

Both a literature survey and/or a field survey to determine the likelihood of a potential 
archeological sites related to earlier Native American or contemporary historic period occupation 
prior to the development of Fort Terry was outside the scope of this project and period of 
significance.  While documentation indicates that large areas of the island surface were heavily 
used and modified by the U.S. Army (Army), Department of Agriculture (USDA), and DHS, 
archeological surveys would be necessary to confirm the presence or absence of sub-surface 
remains.  An archeological predictive model was performed with a low potential for subsurface 
resources.  Regardless, potential archeological resources within the historic district boundary 
would be subject to compliance with federal historic preservation law and stewardship and 
would be evaluated for NRHP eligibility, as deemed necessary.  In addition, no archeological 
assessment was made of military features constructed for the fort during the period of 
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significance that have since been demolished.   However, the site of each has been identified 
below as ‘unevaluated’ and marked for further study. 

METHODOLOGY 

Contributing resources were constructed within the period of significance, provide information 
about major themes, and retain sufficient integrity of materials, setting, feeling, association, 
location, workmanship, and design.  Most of these features appear on a historic map of Fort 
Terry dated 1921 (Figure 1).  However, development of Fort Terry continued through World 
War II and features added after 1921 appear in Maps 3, 4, and 5. 

Because the fort was not maintained after 1948, many of the resources have suffered from 
neglect and deterioration; however, all the features retain an integrity of association with Fort 
Terry, all retain their original locations, g, and most retain the basic form, materials and character 
of their military functions.  In some cases, integrity of setting has been compromised by changes 
in vegetation that obscure the resource or make it visible, either of which would have 
compromised its original setting and function.  A change in current function will not necessarily 
preclude a resource from contributing to the nomination if its original military use can be 
understood.  In cases where a resource cannot be located, it is briefly noted but not counted.  In 
cases where a resource has collapsed into itself but is otherwise undisturbed, it is so noted for 
further evaluation and briefly described.  It may be noted as having potential for archaeological 
significance; in those cases where all evidence of a resource has been removed, the site is noted 
and not counted.  Those resources that have been substantially altered and are no longer 
recognizable as examples of their periods and types are noted as noncontributing. 

There are two main categories of resources within Fort Terry: batteries and cantonments.  A 
network of facilities supported the batteries such as Combined Coincidence Range Finding 
Stations (C.R.F.), Battery Commander’s Stations (BC), Plotting Rooms (P) Fire Control Stations 
(F), and Signal Corps Radios (SCR).  Because of the causal relationship of these resources, each 
battery will be described, followed by the description of any remaining service support resources 
associated with it.  Fire control structures not associated with a battery will be discussed 
separately. Submarine mines, power plants, and searchlight shelters are also located throughout 
the boundary of the fort and are considered functions of the fort’s mission of coastal defense.  

Fort Terry also consists of cantonment facilities necessary to support military and civilian 
personnel including quarters, barracks, a chapel, a hospital, a commissary, post exchange, parade 
grounds, a hangar, a gymnasium, a bakery, guard houses, and administrative buildings.  These 
facilities supported day-to-day functions at the fort.  Resources will be identified individually. 
Organizationally, resource descriptions will begin on the northeast side of Plum Island, continue 
south, and conclude on the southwestern portion of the island. 

As noted in the historic context section of this nomination, the mission of Fort Terry changed in 
the 1950s after the fort was decommissioned. The new mission of animal disease research 
resulted in some of the fort’s resources being utilized for animal containment or administration. 
Remains of animal containment structures in the batteries do not contribute to the significant 
themes represented as they are outside of the scope and period of significance of Fort Terry; 
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however, they may be contributing to a nomination for the Plum Island Animal Disease Center if 
documentation is ever prepared to support nomination of that resource. 

INVENTORY 

The following inventory describes and evaluates each feature within the historic district 
nomination boundary. Contemporary names, where they exist, are provided in parenthesis after 
the historic name or function.  Each resource is designated as either contributing, 
noncontributing, or unevaluated.  Buildings that are no longer extant are briefly listed but not 
described. For this nomination, 52 buildings, structures, and sites were assessed; 39 were 
identified as contributing and 6 were identified as noncontributing.  Seven resources remain 
unevaluated because their location or condition made access inaccessible and unsafe. They are 
listed with the note “unevaluated.” 

BATTERIES 

Fort Terry was designed to serve as a coastal defense system for the protection of the entrance of 
Long Island Sound.  Sixteen batteries were constructed at Fort Terry between 1898 and 1944; 
however, only eleven have been found.  Eight of the eleven batteries constructed between 1898 
and 1906 remain at Fort Terry.  The batteries were concealed to make them difficult targets for 
enemy gunners.  The top of the parapet wall and the top of the magazine structure were the same 
so that the parapet was an unbroken horizontal line easily concealed by the earth embankment.  
Earth and vegetation on top of the magazine structure increased the concealment.  The use of 
disappearing carriages concealed the gun except when it was fired.  The batteries presented no 
structure or object to be targeted by enemy guns. 

Three batteries – Battery Campbell (Site 110), Battery James Dalliba (Site 111), and Battery 
Peter Hagner (no map number) – have been destroyed by shore erosion or collapsed into 
themselves and no longer possess sufficient integrity to be considered contributing.  

The U.S. coast was not threatened during World War I and new major coastal fortification 
projects were not undertaken.  As a result, the principal work at Fort Terry during and 
immediately following World War I was installation of anti-aircraft guns to protect the other 
batteries.  Constructed in 1918 and 1921, two anti-aircraft batteries were mounted on 10” 
diameter concrete gun blocks.  Neither is extant, as they have collapsed into themselves and no 
longer possess sufficient integrity to be considered contributing.   

Activity at Fort Terry in the World War II era included disarming some of the early batteries and 
constructing three new batteries. Seacoast Artillery Weapons, 1944, notes of the Endicott and 
Taft era batteries: "The emplacement, designed to afford protection against flat-trajectory naval 
fire, is now vulnerable to attack by bombardment aviation and to fire from long-range naval guns 
whose shells have a high angle of fall."  This vulnerability may have been part of the reason that 
most of the remaining armament was removed from the existing Fort Terry batteries between 
1942 and 1944.  The steel was salvaged for use in manufacturing new armament.  Two of the 
three batteries remain from this construction period; however, the Anti-Mortar Torpedo Boat 
Battery (AMTB) No. 911: circa 1943, could not be located.  No. 911 remains unevaluated.   
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Deterioration related to age, lack of use, and exposure to a saltwater coastal environment is 
evident in all seven of the structures.  Elements such as animal gates and other animal 
containment structures are evident relating to the batteries’ use for large and small animal 
containment after 1954, when portions of Fort Terry were used for a new purpose, animal 
disease research.  The cement plaster is spalling from its base in many locations.  Trees and vines 
cover the ground surface around each structure and intrude into the structures.  Some of the 
original metal doors remain.  Interior salmon brick in the magazine rooms of the six-inch and 
three-inch batteries is crumbling. 

FIRE CONTROL SYSTEM 

In the U.S. Army Coast Artillery Corps, the term fire control system was used to refer to the 
personnel, facilities, technology and procedures that were used to observe designated targets, 
estimate their positions, calculate firing data for guns directed to hit those targets, and assess the 
effectiveness of such fire, making corrections where necessary.  Generally, a fire command 
directed the fire from guns having the same caliber and the same field of fire.  A 1914 U.S. Army 
manual titled, Coast Artillery Drill Regulations, identified the process that issued firing 
commands to the guns.  The direction to fire was given by the Commander; this information was 
passed on to the batteries.  In the early years, this information was communicated via flag 
signals.  The flags and their alphabet are still visible in the Combined Command Center and 
Meteorological Station at Fort Terry.  With the addition of radios and telephones, the use of flags 
for communications became less frequent. 

Fire control systems were a significant development in the advancement of fortifications and 
continued to evolve between 1898 and 1948 at Fort Terry.  These systems typically included fire 
control instruments that supported optical range and position finding.  Coordinates were 
identified and sent through a communication system such as a radio signal, to a plotting room 
and base end station, and finally to the battery guns.  The instruments were contained within 
bunkers called base end stations, which may have contained or been connected to the plotting 
room or held other fire control instrument such as coincidence range finders (C.R.F.) or 
depression position finders (D.P.F.).  Three systems of position finding were used at Fort Terry 
during the period 1898 through 1923.  The letter “F” refers to fire control.  The apostrophes 
indicate the order of the station (e.g. primary would include one apostrophe, secondary stations 
would include two apostrophes and third station would include three apostrophes).  No structures 
remain from fire control structures built between 1898 and 1902.   

Base end stations, also referred to as observation stations, were used to locate the positions of 
attacking ships and control the firing of battery guns or mines and could include meteorological 
stations.  Plotting (P) rooms housed a team of soldiers responsible for controlling gun fire at the 
batteries.  Plotting rooms were usually connected by telephone or radio to base end stations.  
Essentially, fire control systems constituted the “eyes” of the batteries and soldiers used 
triangulation to determine aim in the firing of artillery. 

Most structures for fire control, also called observing stations, at Fort Terry were placed 
inconspicuously on the island, in either a natural or manmade hill.  Some Fire Control Stations 
were attached to a battery structure while others supported a battery from a short distance.  
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Access could be gained through a side door if the Fire Control Station was exposed on one side.  
Access could also be gained down a ladder off to the side of the structure.  A series of two-foot 
high viewing windows was placed just above the ground line with the bottom of the window 
located five-feet off the finished floor, which allowed a soldier to stand and look out the window 
with limited obstructions.  The roofs were either flat or slightly pitched concrete slabs set on 
steel posts at the corners. 

In 1914, the fire control system at Fort Terry was thoroughly upgraded.  A telephone 
switchboard room was constructed, and miles of underground conduit were added for the 
telephone system.  In addition, nine observing stations, six plotting rooms, two booth rooms, and 
one meteorological station were added.  New instruments with the observing stations would have 
provided the battery commanders with two methods of position finding, a more accurate 
horizontal base system using the widely spaced base end stations or an alternative single station 
method using coincidence range finders or depression position finders.  Plotting rooms were 
attached to primary fire control stations.  Booth rooms provided for communications at the battle 
command and fire command stations.  

All Fire Control Stations from 1914 were built of the same materials, except for the plotting 
room of Battery Kelly.  For the majority, walls were framed with riveted steel angle iron and 
held metal Hy-rib lath with a cement plaster finish that was applied on both the interior and 
exterior.  Observing rooms had wood framed roofs with a covering of tar and gravel.  Plotting 
rooms, booth rooms, and the switchboard room all had steel bowstring roof trusses holding Hy-
rib lath with a cement plaster finish.  Wood casement windows were used.  Battery Kelly’s 
plotting room was of concrete construction.  

SEARCHLIGHT SHELTERS 

In 1912, five 60-inch searchlights with shelters were installed at Fort Terry.  These had a range 
of 6,000 to 8,000 yards. All five were concealed in identical shelters, set back from the shoreline 
behind earth embankments.  The shelters were built with steel wall frames, steel bowstring roof 
trusses, and panels of cement plaster on Hy-rib lath for both the walls and the roofs.  Standard 
gauge (56 and one-half-inch) rail tracks, some with turn tables, led from each shelter to the 
searchlight operating position on the shoreline.  At night, the searchlights would be moved on 
trucks along these rails to their operating positions.  Currently, one of these searchlight shelters is 
gone, two are in ruins, and two remain intact, but modified.   The contribution that searchlights 
could provide to coastal defense was carefully considered in the 1906 Taft Board Report.  
Recognition that searchlights could enable a system of fire control to be as effective at night as in 
the day was a part of the report’s conclusions. 

POWER PLANTS 

In 1906, the Taft Board recommended the introduction of electric power at seacoast 
fortifications.  Electricity would have powered searchlights, ammunition lifts, fire controls and 
range finding stations, lighting for structures, and motors for the disappearing carriages.  At Fort 
Terry there was also the need to power telephone communication systems. 
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The 1906 Taft Report recommended the construction of a steam-driven central power plant at 
Fort Terry. The 1921 map indicated that the central power plant was constructed near the Plum 
Gut Harbor in addition to a Coal Handling Storage Plant.  These two buildings no longer exist.  

Additional power plants with gasoline generators were constructed at Battery Stoneman, South 
Hill, and Pine Point to serve the searchlights in each of these locations.  The room in Battery 
Stoneman that was used for the power plant is documented with the description of Battery 
Stoneman.  The site of the former South Hill power plant was documented to be in ruins by 
Hefner (1998) and is inaccessible today.  The Pine Point power plant no longer exists, and its 
former location is not known.  

When Fort Terry became a training center for Army recruits during World War II, there was a 
substantial amount of new temporary construction.  Three new concrete block power plants were 
constructed in 1941 to support the new development.  The three power plant buildings remain, 
but were altered, mostly with a coat of white paint and the removal of the power equipment, for 
use by PIADC after 1948. 

SUBMARINE MINING FACILITIES 

The Endicott and Taft Boards noted that establishing submarine mines was an important element 
to the coastal defense system.  The Taft Board report argued that the coastal guns and the 
submarine mine fields were mutually dependent in forming an effective defensive strategy.  The 
purpose of the submarine mines at Fort Terry was two-fold. The first was to prevent hostile 
vessels from entering or passing through Gardiner’s Bay or Long Island Sound.  The second was 
to prevent ships from getting within gun range of the batteries and rendering them useless.  In 
some cases, the mines were used to hold enemy vessels in a specific area, often within the range 
of a particular set of guns. 

However, submarine mine fields had to be protected from enemy attempts to remove them. 
Since the technology for aiming defensive guns required visual siting of targets, enemy attempts 
to remove the submarine mines would normally occur under cover of darkness.  Consequently, 
searchlights were needed to illuminate the mine fields at night.  In addition, smaller caliber rapid 
fire guns were necessary to defend against the smaller and faster enemy vessels that would have 
been used to clear the mine fields. 

Rapid fire gun batteries were installed at Fort Terry in 1905 and 1906 to protect the mine fields.  
Battery Peter Hager, with three-inch rapid-fire guns, was built overlooking Plum Gut.  Batteries 
Robert Floyd, with six-inch rapid-fire guns, and Bogardus Eldridge, with three-inch rapid fire 
guns, were built overlooking Gardiner’s Bay.  Battery James Dalliba, with three-inch guns, was 
built overlooking the entrance to Gardiner’s Bay.  

In 1908, mine stations were constructed to provide position finding information for vessels in the 
mine fields that could be used to determine which mines to detonate.  The Double Mine Primary 
Station, Mine Secondary Station, and Base End Station established two baselines of a horizontal 
position finding system.  
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Submarine mine control stations were designated in a similar manner to fire control stations. 
The letter “M” refers to mine control.  A number refers to the mine field it controls.  The 
apostrophes indicate the role of the station in locating targets in the mine field; for example, the 
primary mine station would have one apostrophe (M’3), the secondary mine station would have 
two apostrophes (M’’3), and the tertiary station would have three apostrophes (M’’’3).  

Mining casements contained the mine detonating equipment.  Submarine mines could detonate 
on impact and they had electrical cables running to the mining casements for manual detonation.  
Mining casements were hidden and usually buried to protect them from bombardment.  Mining 
casements normally had no view of the waters they were defending; direction to detonate the 
mines came from the mine control stations. 

ISLAND LOCATION: EASTERN 

1. Battery Kelly, Ca. 1900/1901 
Map No. 52 
Photo No. 5/91; 6/91 
Figure 3 
One Contributing Site 
The battery was named after 
Captain Patrick Kelly, 16th U.S. 
Infantry, 88th New York 
Volunteer Infantry, who was 
killed at the battle of Petersburg, 
Virginia, during the U.S. Civil 
War.  Emplacement #1 was 
transferred to the Coast Artillery 
for use in 1900 at a cost of 
$ 9,000.00.  Emplacement #2 
was transferred to the Coast 
Artillery for use in 1901 at a cost 
of $ 5,500.00. 

The two 4.7-inch Rapid Fire guns, model of 1900, at Battery Kelly had a penetration in armor at 
5,000 yards of 3 inches.  Oriented towards Great Gull Island, these guns appear to indicate an 
intended field of fire within Gardiners Bay.  In 1918 the guns of Battery Kelly were listed as 
transferred to service abroad for World War I.  That was followed by an order to remount and 
retain the guns.  In 1919 the approval to scrap the guns was issued.  The guns were not scrapped 
and eventually made their way to Fort H.G. Wright.  The carriages were ordered scrapped 26 
May 1920.  Battery Kelley was deactivated in 1917.  

The battery structure has deteriorated; however, integrity remains.  The 1901 Battery Command 
was not located, and C.R.F. & P has collapsed and is inaccessible.  C.R.F. & P no longer retains 
sufficient integrity and is non-contributing to Battery Kelly.  The only remaining associated 
structure is Fire Control Station I-P, described below. 

Figure 3: Battery Kelly Plan and Cross-sections 
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2. Number 1-P, Ca. 1944 
Map No. 32 
Photo No.  35/91 
One Contributing Building 
Fire Control Station No. 1-P is on the central ridge of East Point west of the site of 
Battery Kelly.  A short distance to the west is Fire Control Structure No. 1-O and a short 
distance to the east is the ruin of C.R.F. & P (Kelly).  Station 1-P was a remote fire 
control station for Battery Maitland on Great Gull Island.  The field of view from Station 
1-P to the southwest would have corresponded to the field of fire for Battery Maitland 
and would have included all potential targets for Battery Maitland.  

It measured 11-feet by 13-feet in plan with a reinforced concrete slab roof formed with a 
slight ridge and low-pitched slopes to the east and west.  A small concrete chimney with 
a terra cotta cap vented the observation room.  A continuous window opening extended 
across the entire south wall and wrapped around each corner with two sashes on the east 
and west wall giving the observing instrument a 200-degree field of view.  

3. Battery Stoneman, Ca. 1901 
Map No. 30 
Figure 4 
Photo No. 7/91; 8/91; 9/91; 10/91; 
11/91 
One Contributing Structure 
The battery was named after Major 
General George Stoneman, U.S. 
Volunteers, who served during the 
U.S. Civil War and who died in 
1894. Battery construction started 
in 1898, was completed in 1900 
and the battery transferred to the 
Coast Artillery for use in 1901 at a 
cost of $112,000.00.  Battery 
Stoneman is far more massive than 
the other batteries, reflecting its use 
for mortars.  At 350-feet by 130-
feet in plan, it held eight 12-inch Breach Loading mortars, model 1890, four on each side of the 
central traverse.  The Service of Coast Artillery, 1910, gives the maximum range of these 
mortars as 12,019 yards and the minimum range as 2,210 yards. 

Battery Stoneman is oriented toward the entrance to Gardiner's Bay.  The original purpose, as 
suggested by the Taft Board Report may have been to prevent an anchorage in Gardiner's Bay.  
The Taft Board Report states: “The reason the Endicott Board recommended so many mortars 
for coast defense was that they attacked an armored vessel in its most vulnerable part-the deck.  
Their special role was to prevent the occupation of anchorage areas by hostile vessels from 
which either the defenses or the protected ports might be bombarded.  It was not anticipated that 
they could be effectively used against moving vessels, but by the improvement of the range-

Figure 4: Battery Stoneman Plan and Cross-sections 
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finding system the usefulness of mortars for the defense has been very greatly increased, and 
their fire is now effective against moving as well as stationary targets.” 

Battery Stoneman is dug into the north slope of the central ridge of East Point.  An earth 
embankment is built up to the north so that the entire battery is below grade.  A roadway paved 
with brick leads down into the parade of Battery Stoneman from its location on the narrow East 
Point.  While oriented toward Gardiners Bay, Battery Stoneman has a 360-degree field of fire. 
The long axis of the battery is oriented in a northeast-southwest direction.  

During World War I two mortars were removed from the front of each mortar pit and transferred 
in 1918 to the Watertown Arsenal for modification and possible use as railroad mortars.  None of 
these mortars made it overseas and they were not returned to Battery Stoneman.  The four empty 
carriages were ordered scrapped during the 1920 disarmament program.  The four remaining 
mortars and carriages were ordered scrapped in 1942 during the first large scale scrap drive of 
World War II and the Battery was deactivated. 

On the ridge southeast of Battery Stoneman are its associated Fire Control Station and Base End 
Station, which are described below.  The site of the former primary station, battery commander's 
station and plotting room for Battery Stoneman are no longer extant, are non-contributing, and 
not counted in the Fort Terry nomination. 

4. Base End Station F’’’5 (Battery Stoneman), Ca. 1908 
Map No. 49 
Photo No. 34/91 
One Contributing Structure 
Base End Station F’’’5 also provided an optional observing station for the horizontal 
position finding system for new mine fields intended for Gardiner’s Bay.  Located at Pine 
Point, Base End Station F’’’5 is indicated by the number “5”, which refers to Battery 
Stoneman.  The letter “F” refers to fire control.  The apostrophes indicate that this would 
have been the third station in the fire control command after the Primary (F’5) and the 
Secondary (F’’5).  

Base End Station F’’’5 is like Base End Station F’’’4 in size and material.  This was 
always an open observing station; a canvas provided a temporary roof when needed.  The 
station is heavily overgrown, preventing access to the interior; although portions of the 
interior were visible through the vegetation.  

5. Number 1-I, Ca. 1944 
Map No. 20 
Photo No. 42/91; 43/91; 44/91 
One Contributing Building 
Number 1-I replaced the F’’5 observing room at the Combined Command Center (C2, 
F’’5 & Meteorological Station) at the summit of Signal Hill just northeast of the second 
parade ground complex and southeast of the earlier 1898 parade ground.  The 100' site 
elevation makes this Signal Hill equal in height to the top of Jerome Reservoir (located 
west of the Command Center) and is the highest natural elevation on Plum Island.  The 
C2, F’’5 & Meteorological Station building measures 18-feet by 43-feet in plan.  The 
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structure is concealed by an embankment that encircles it.  Only the west wall is 
accessible. Only the structure of C2 and the Meteorological Station remain at this 
location.  In 1944; the observing room F’’5 was replaced, and the structure was renamed 
and repurposed to become Fire Control Station 1-I.  Since the 1944 modifications were 
extensive, the condition of all parts of this structure is included with the description of 1-I 
later in this narrative. 

An assessment of the building exterior condition of Fire Control Station 1-I was difficult 
as only one wall of the building was accessible due to excessive overgrowth of trees and 
vines.  However, the interior was readily accessible.  The setting of 1-I was obscured by 
tall trees.  No equipment remained inside of 1-I.  

At the west end of C2, F’’5 & Meteorological Station is the two-story observing station 
F’’5 (Stoneman), which is 16-feet by 18-feet in plan (Photograph 42 of 90).  The walls of 
the west observing station have a frame of steel angle iron which carries a cement plaster 
finish on Hy-rib lath.  Hy-Rib is a permanent formwork for concrete construction.  The 
one-story booth room joins the west observing station to a second observing station, C2 
(Terry), at the east end.  The booth room and the east station have poured concrete walls.  
All three sections have reinforced concrete slab roofs.  The west observing station is 18-
feet high; the booth room is ten-feet high and the east observing station is 14-feet high.  
Entrance to the Command Center is through a doorway in the south wall of the west 
observing station (Photograph 43 of 90).  The steel door retains the ghost of lettering: "1 
I" and "G 3".  

In F’’5 (Stoneman), the west observing station, a concrete stairway leads to the second 
floor observing room.  A continuous band of awning windows extends around all four 
walls; each wall has deteriorated light wood awning sashes.  The sashes appear to have 
been held open by steel brackets attached to the soffit of the roof overhang.  The concrete 
walls are painted gray to a height of three-feet and six-inches and yellow above that 
height.  Above the windows on the south, west and north walls are painted the signal 
flags and Morse code representations for the letters of the alphabet and signal flags for 
the numerals –one through ten.  The instrument base is a concrete column which extends 
through the first floor to the building foundation.  The steel instrument pedestal is 
unbolted and leaning against a wall.  The room retains conduit and control boxes for 
electrical and communication services.  Leaves, twigs, and material that has fallen from 
the roof litter the floor.  Within the booth room are four communications booths along the 
south wall and an office on the north wall.  

The booth room is open to C2 (Terry), the east observing station, which has a raised 
floor.  A continuous band of awning windows extends across the south, east and north 
walls and wraps around the corners of the west wall with two sashes at each corner 
(Photograph 44 of 90).  The single-light wood awning sashes are deteriorated and appear 
to have been held open by steel brackets attached to the soffit of the roof overhang.  At 
the center of the observing platform is a steel instrument pedestal.  Leaves, twigs, and 
other debris litters the floor. 
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6. Battery Bradford, Ca. 
1901 
Map No. 36 
Figure 5 
Photo 12/91; 13/91; 14/91; 

One Contributing 
Structure 
The battery was named in 
after Captain James 
Bradford, U.S. Artillery, who 
was killed in 1791 at Fort 
Recovery, Ohio. Battery 
construction started in 1898, 
was completed in October 
1900 and transferred to the 
Coast Artillery for use in 
1901 at a cost of $50,000.00. 

Battery Bradford is dug into 
the east face of the central ridge of East Point.  Massive concrete walls, 10- to 15-feet thick, 
protect the gun emplacements and the magazine.  The cement plaster covering the exposed 
exterior surfaces has separated and fallen off the base concrete in many places.  Its surroundings 
are heavily overgrown, obscuring the setting and view of the water that Battery Bradford was 
intended to defend.  Battery Bradford is approximately 199-feet by 90-feet in plan. Because this 
battery is entirely below grade, the entire complex, including the parade, is encircled by a 
concrete parapet wall. 

The two 6" Rapid-Fire Guns, model of 1897, at Battery Bradford are noted as having an effective 
range, depending on the angle of impact, in penetrating 7" armor of between 700 yards and 2,000 
yards.  The Service of Coast Artillery, 1910, notes the penetration in armor at 5,000 yards as four 
inches.  Battery Bradford's guns are oriented toward Great Gull Island covering the 4,000 yard 
passage between the two islands.  This passage, with a maximum depth of only 22 feet, could 
only be navigated by light enemy vessels that could be effectively engaged with the 6" guns.  
These guns also protected the forward line of mine fields at the entrance to Gardiner's Bay and 
could provide supplementary fire on a vessel approaching the entrance to Gardiner's Bay.  All 
guns and carriages were reported as being salvaged after World War II, and the battery was 
deactivated in 1944. 

Ruins of the 1914 B', BC & P (Bradford) are centered on the battery traverse connecting the two-
gun emplacements.  The Battery Primary Station and Battery Commander's Station for Battery 
Bradford would have been in the observing station on the upper level of the traverse.  The 
portion of the structure has collapsed, and the ruins are overgrown with vegetation.  These 
resources no longer retain sufficient integrity and are noncontributing to Battery Bradford.  

Figure 5: Battery Bradford Plan and Cross-sections 
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7. Battery Justin Dimick, Ca. 
1905 
Map No. 34 
Figure 6 
Photo No. 16/91; 18/91; 19/91; 

One Contributing Structure 
The battery was named after 
Justin E. Dimick, U.S. Artillery, 
who died in 1863 of wounds 
received in action at 
Chancellorsville, Virginia, 
during the U.S. Civil War.  
Battery construction started in 
April 1903 and was completed in 
July 1905.  The battery was and 
transferred to the Coast Artillery 
for use in 1905 at a cost of 
$57,500.00. 

The 6" Rapid-Fire Guns, model of 1903, at Battery Dimick were oriented toward the entrance to 
Gardiner's Bay and their primary function may have been to protect the first line of mine fields at 
the entrance.  Battery Dimick is dug into the central ridge of East Point and faces southeast over 
Block Island Sound and the entrance to Gardiner’s Bay.  Just to the west of Battery Dimick on 
the same ridge is the site of Battery Kelly; to the east at the east face of the ridge is Battery 
Bradford.  

Battery Dimick has a central magazine with a gun emplacement on each side.  The entire battery 
is approximately 177-feet by 72-feet in plan.  The large magazine structure, 65-feet wide by 60-
feet in depth, extends west of the gun blocks.  A concrete retaining wall extends west from each 
gun block to hold the embankment that conceals the battery.  Between the retaining walls is a 
parade, paved with concrete, which wraps around the central magazine. Massive concrete walls, 
11-feet to 14-feet thick, protect the gun emplacements and the magazine.  All exposed exterior 
surfaces have a cement plaster rendering that has separated and fallen off in many places. 

The guns of Battery Dimick were ordered dismounted for service overseas during World War I, 
in 1917. They were transferred to Watervliet arsenal and eventually found their way to France.  
The carriages were ordered scrapped in 1920.  Battery Dimick was not rearmed and was 
deactivated in 1917. 

A heavy growth of vegetation obscures the setting of the battery and the view of the water that it 
was intended to defend.  During a PIADC renovation of the observing room the height of the 
entrance doorway was raised to the height of the ceiling, interrupting the original band of 
windows.  At the same time a sink and cabinets were installed. 

Figure 6: Battery Dimick Plan and Cross-sections 
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8. Number 1-R (Battery Dimick), Ca. 1914 
Photo No. 17/91 
Map No. 34 
One Contributing Building 
On the battery transverse is the 1944 Fire Control Structure No. 1-R which replaced the 
1914 B', BC (Dimick) observing station at this same location.  The station, on the roof of 
the magazine, is accessed by the exterior double staircase on the west wall of the 
magazine or by the interior ladder from the plotting room beneath it.  Fire Control 
Structure No. 1-R measures 16- by 19-feet in plan.  The building has one-foot thick 
reinforced concrete walls.  The roof is a reinforced concrete slab formed with a slight 
ridge and low-pitched slopes to the north and south.  The lintel above the bank of 
windows is carried by two and one-half-inch diameter steel posts at the corners and 
center of each wall. The observing room is 13- by 16-feet with a seven-foot, six-inch 
ceiling.  

9. C.R.F. (Battery Campbell), Ca. 1923 
Map No. 28 
One Contributing Structure 
Battery Campbell was named after Brevet Captain Henry M. Campbell, U.S. Army (2nd Lt., 
Corps of Artillery), who was wounded in action at Lundys Lane, Canada.  Battery construction 
started in 1903, was completed in 1905 and transferred to the Coast Artillery for use in 1905 at a 
cost of $16,686.50.  Battery Campbell contained two 3-inch Rapid Fire guns, models of 1903, 
and was oriented towards Long Island Sound for the protection of mine fields.  Both guns were 
dismounted and transferred to Fort Mills in the Philippine Islands in 1933. Due to shore erosion, 
the battery has collapsed and now resides in ruble on the beach.  The battery is not discussed 
further in this nomination.  The battery does not retain sufficient integrity to be a contributing 
feature to the Fort Terry nomination.  However, the C.R.F remains for the battery.  

C.R.F. (Campbell) is easily visible near the road at East Point and was intended to direct the fire 
of the guns in the battery.  The structure is 13-feet by 13-feet and six-inches in plan.  The 
concrete has been affected by weather and shows signs of pitting.  The roof has a slight ridge.  A 
continuous window opening under the roof line wraps around the north, east, and south walls.  
The view of the water from the windows is still partially obstructed by a berm and vegetation on 
the eastern edge of the road – berm is manmade buildup of earth to prevent vehicles from going 
over the edge. 

10. Battery John Greble, Ca. 1905 
Map No. 25 
Figure 7 
Photo No. 21/91; 22/91 
One Contributing Structure 
The battery was named for Brevet Lieutenant Colonel John T. Greble, U.S. Army (1st 
Lieutenant, 2nd U.S. Artillery), who was killed in action at Big Bethel, Virginia, in 1861, during 
the U.S. Civil War.  Battery construction started in 1903, was completed in 1905, and the battery 
was transferred to the Coast Artillery for use in 1905 at a cost of $16,687.00. Battery Greble 
contains two 3-inch Rapid Fire guns, model of 1903, and is oriented towards Long Island Sound.  
Its purpose was for protection of mine fields. 
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Battery Greble is a concrete structure 
on the north shore of East Point and 
faces northeast over Long Island 
Sound.  The battery is dug into the 
bluff which was further built up 
around the east, north and west walls 
and over the roof of the magazine to 
conceal the battery from Long Island 
Sound.  An embankment south of the 
parade further conceals and protects 
the battery.  At the edge of this 
embankment is a concrete pedestal 
housing a recess which sheltered a 
telephone.  Approximately 125-feet 
to the south, just south of the loop 
road, is the Battery Commander's 
Station, entirely overgrown with 
vines. 

Battery Greble has a central magazine with an identical gun emplacement on each side.  Gun 
emplacement number one is east of the magazine.  Gun emplacement number two is west of the 
magazine. The entire battery is approximately 83-feet by 30-feet in plan.  The magazine is 47 
feet wide; each gun emplacement is 18-feet wide. The guns and carriages of Battery Greble 
were dismounted in 1934 and placed in storage.  In 1942, the guns and carriages were transferred 
to Newfoundland and the battery was deactivated. 

The south wall of the magazine structure measures approximately 47-feet across and is 
approximately 12-feet high.  Three doorways open to a magazine at either end of the wall and a 
center storeroom.  The center four-foot by seven-foot doorway leads to a ten-foot by 22-foot 
storeroom. To either side a five-foot by seven-foot doorway leads to a 12-foot, six-inch by 22-
foot magazine.  The three doorways retain the steel door frames for the original steel double 
doors, which are missing.  Within the door openings are wood door frames installed when the 
battery was used by PIADC; the doors to these recent frames are also missing.  Hoods over the 
doorways have a cement plaster rendering.  In front of each doorway a steel grate covers a drain.  
Three sheet metal flue stacks against the south wall were installed by PIADC to vent each of the 
magazines and do not contribute to the historical value of this theme; however, they might be 
contributing to a future nomination for the PIADC. 

The magazines and storeroom have a seven-foot and six-inch ceiling.  The walls are lined with 
brick which has been painted white but is deteriorating.  The ceilings have a concrete rendering 
installed during renovations by PIADC.  Two, one-foot and eight-inch partitions divide the 
rooms; each had two one-foot and six-inch by one-foot and eight-inch window openings which 
were closed in during renovations by PIADC.  Each magazine is vented at the north wall by a 
concrete flue which has a steel cap above the earth cover.   Heavy vegetation covers parts of the 

Figure 7: Battery Greble Plan and Cross-sections 
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structure and significantly alters the setting.  Only its parade area and entries to the magazines 
and control rooms are accessible. 

11. C.R.F. (Battery Greble), Ca. 1923 
Map No. 26 
Photo No. 38/91 
Unknown Status – Structure – unevaluated 
C.R.F. (Greble) is about 500-feet east of Battery Greble and has not been relocated 
although the roof of this structure is visible at a distance from the road at East Point.  Due 
to safety concerns and access constraints, this structure remains unevaluated. 

12. Battery, Construction No. 
217, Ca. 1944 
Map No. 37 
Figure 8 
Photo No. 31/91; 32/91 
One Contributing Structure 
Battery Construction No. 217 was 
constructed from a common 
seacoast fortification design.  The 
same design was constructed at 
Fort Michie, Fort H. G. Wright, 
and Montauk Point.  The battery 
is at the tip of East Point facing 
east.  The battery backs against 
the base of the slope that rises to 
the central ridge.  The battery is 
concealed within a manmade 
embankment.  An earth covered 
bombproof concrete structure, containing the magazines and service rooms, extended between 
two circular barbette mounts for 6-inch guns.  The fire control station for Battery 217, No. 1-V, 
was not located. Although the battery construction was completed, the guns were never mounted. 
Battery Construction No. 217 is in good condition and retains integrity, although heavily 
overgrown.  

13. Signal Corps Radio (SCR) - 296A, Ca. 1943 
Map No. 53 
Photo No. 39/91 
Unknown Status – Structure – unevaluated 
This station was built to direct the fire from Battery 217; however, it apparently was 
never used. The base consists of 100” steel tower a foundation and ruins of transmitter 
building, the foundations and ruins of the west power building and the foundation and 
ruins of the east power buildings. The structure’s roof is visible in aerial views. Due to 
safety concerns and access constraints, this structure remains unevaluated. 

Figure 8: Battery 217 Plan 

19 

B-197



      
                                                        

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

    
   

   
   

     
    

  
  

  
 

   
  

  

 
 

  
  

 
  

 
 

 
      

 
  

 
    

 
 

 
 
    

 
  

    
  

   

14. 1921 Bombproof Mining Casement, ca. 1921 
Map No. 43 
Photo No. 47/91; 48/91; 49/91; 50/91 
One Contributing Structure 
In 1921, a Bombproof Mining Casement was buried in a hillside along the southeastern shoreline 
north of the Combined Torpedo Storehouse and Cable Tanks.  This structure was built of thick 
concrete and covered with earth, leaving its western face exposed. The setting and design of the 
Bombproof Mining Casement is altered by the presence of additions and modifications, which 
appear to be easily removable.  The Mining Casement inside of the bombproof structure no 
longer exists; interior physical evidence of the use of the structure for the operation of the 
underwater mines is no longer apparent.  However, the exposed thick concrete of the structure 
continues to illustrate its functional design to protect against enemy attack.  In addition, the 
associated remains of the Mining Cable Hut provide some evidence of the historical use of the 
bombproof structure.  The two structures illustrate one part of the system of operating the 
underwater mines. 

A deteriorated metal Quonset hut covered the west face of the Mining Casement and the original 
25-foot by 68-foot courtyard.  An original two-foot concrete retaining wall extended north and 
south of the Quonset hut and held back the man-made hill which covered the Bombproof Mining 
Casemate.  Under the Quonset hut, a two-level wood framed structure, containing office and 
utility spaces, filled about one-quarter of the space.  The exposed concrete face of the original 
west wall of the casement had been painted silver.  Four original openings, eight-feet wide by 
six-feet high, through the four-foot concrete walls to the bombproof chamber were intact, as was 
the five-foot wide by six-foot high doorway at the south end of the wall to the original Mining 
Casemate building within.  Bolt holes provided the only evidence of the original steel doors and 
shutters of these openings.  The north end doorway was closed in with concrete block.  The 
Mining Casement within the bombproof structure is no longer apparent.  Wood stud and concrete 
block partitions within the bombproof chamber were used for animal breeding after 1954.  

Cables from the Mining Casement would have been connected in an underground concrete 
Mining Cable Hut that would have been located near the shoreline.  This structure is exposed on 
the beach. There was no entry way into the structure.  It appeared that the cable exit facing 
Gardiner’s Bay was plugged with concrete.  There was a layer of ceramic tile block on the 
exterior of the structure with a layer of tar between the tile block and poured concrete.  The top 
of the structure was concrete and covered with a thin layer of earth and vegetation.  Much of the 
tile block facing Gardiner’s Bay is damaged. 

15. Number 1-S, ca. 1944 
Map No. 35 
Photo No. 38/91 
Unknown Status – Structure – unevaluated  
Fire Control Structure No. 1‐S is not associated with a particular battery and it measures 11' x 15' 
in plan.  The building is constructed on a concrete slab and has l' reinforced concrete walls which 
retain the impressions of the wood plank forms.  The roof is a reinforced concrete slab formed 
with a slight ridge and low‐pitched slopes to the north and south.  The lintel above the bank of 
windows is carried by a 2 Yz" diameter steel post at each corner of the south wall. 
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Entrance is through a 3' x 6' doorway in the west wall which retains the steel door.  The ghost of 
lettering on this door includes the designation "5G 1‐S."  A concrete stairway with a galvanized 
gap pipe railing at the stairwell leads up to the observing room.  The platform is 9' x 10' with a 6' 
‐6" ceiling height.  The concrete walls are covered with plywood paneling which is painted gray 
to a height of 3' ‐ 6"; above this the walls and the ceiling are painted yellow.  A continuous band 
of awning windows extends across the entire east wall, with three sash, and wraps around each 
corner with two sash on the north and south wall.  All seven of the single‐light wood awning 
sash are intact.  Sash can be held open by steel brackets attached to the soffit of the roof 
overhang.  The sash height is 1' ‐ 1" and the center of the sash is 5' ‐7" from the floor 
corresponding to the axis of the observing instrument. 

Positioned to center on the windows in the north half of the observing room is a 3' d. x 1' h. 
concrete base with three bolt studs; at the center of the base is a 7" d. instrument pedestal, a steel 
column filled with concrete, with a screw top for mounting the observing instrument.  A second 
pedestal, now missing, was centered in the south half of the observing room.  Overgrowth 
completely obscures the field of view and makes accessing the site difficult. 

16. Searchlight Shelter Number 7, Ca. 1912 
Map No. 38 
Photo No. 56/91; 57/91 
One Contributing Structure 
The Shelter for Searchlight No.7 is at the west end of East Point, at the edge of the south bluff.  
The building was concealed from Gardiner’s Bay by an earth embankment built up against the 
south wall to the height of the roof.  The front of the building (entry) faced north.  This shelter 
was different from the other searchlight shelters on the island since it was constructed to hold a 
vertical lift searchlight that would have faced Gardiner’s Bay to the south.  This one-story brick 
building is 18-feet in width and 22-feet in length.  The brick walls vary from two-feet and six-
inches to four-feet in width.  A brick ceiling, also three to four-feet thick, is corbeled over the 
interior space leaving a seven-foot square chase at the center, which is covered by sliding steel 
doors at the roof.  A concrete plaster rendering remained on most of the exposed exterior brick.  
The lower leaf of each double door fitted in the six-foot wide entry in the north wall was visible. 
In the interior, the steel frame and mechanism for a disappearing platform for a 36-inch 
searchlight was visible.  Searchlight Shelter Number 7 at East Point represents the first 
documented use of searchlights at Fort Terry.  

17. Searchlight Shelter No. 11, ca .1912 
Map No. 27 
Photo No. 58/91 
One Contributing Structure 
Searchlight Shelter No. 11 is located toward the tip of East Point just south of the roadway along 
the north bluff, northeast of Battery Bradford.  The structure is close to the road and readily 
visible through the vegetation.  The structure is lacking a roof and the walls are crumbling, but 
major portions of the walls remain. The tracks that carried the searchlight run across the 
roadway to a concrete operating platform at the edge of the bluff overlooking Long Island 
Sound.  A manhole remaining within the platform would have contained the electrical 
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connection.  The building was concealed from Gardiner’s Bay and parts of Long Island Sound by 
an earth embankment to the south, east and west.  The front of the building faced north.  
Searchlight Shelter No. 11 retained sufficient design to identify its form and materials to confirm 
its brick construction. In addition to remaining in the appropriate location, the intact tracks 
leading from the structure to an intact searchlight operating platform clearly demonstrated its 
original function and the area of the water that it was intended to illuminate. 

18. Searchlight Shelter No. 12, Ca. 1912 
Map No. 29 
Photo No. 59/91 
Unknown Status – Structure – unevaluated 
Searchlight Shelter No. 12 is at the tip of East Point just southwest of Battery Campbell.  The 
structure would detect vessels approaching the entrance of Gardiners Bay.  The site is 
inaccessible and unsafe; therefore, it has been recorded as unevaluated. 

19. Power Plant Building Number T-228, Ca. 1941 
Map No. 23 
Photo No. 63/91 
One Contributing Building 
Building No. T-228 faces south and stands just north of the road at the beginning of East Point. 
The surrounding land is densely overgrown with shrubs and vines.  There are no other buildings 
in its vicinity.  A coat of white paint covered the exterior.  A large portion of the roof sheathing 
was missing, allowing access to the interior of the structure. The building is a white, plain, 
square, concrete block structure, indicating a utilitarian purpose.  

This one story, hip roofed building is 20-feet by 20-feet in plan.  The concrete block walls are on 
a poured concrete foundation.  The exterior walls are load bearing.  The roof has four-inch by 
four-inch rafters and one-inch by six-inch horizontal board sheathing.  The double doorway at 
the center of the south wall is fitted with replacement batten doors.  The brick exterior chimney, 
originally for the diesel generator exhaust, remains against the east end of the south wall.  Large 
portions of the roof sheathing are missing and the upper rows of brick on the chimney had been 
damaged.  

20. Battery Steele, Ca. 1900 
Map No. 21 
Figure 9 
Photo No. 1/91; 2/91; 3/91; 4/91 
One Contributing Structure 
The battery was named after Brevet Major Frederick Steele, U.S. Army, who served with 
distinction during the Mexican American War and the U.S. Civil War, who died on Jan. 12, 
1868. Battery construction, consisting of steel and concrete, started in September 1897, was 
completed in March 1899, and the battery was transferred to the Coast Artillery for use in 1900 
at a cost of $102,593.00.  Battery Steele is oriented toward the entrance of Gardiner’s Bay and 
contained two 10" Breech-Loading Rifles, model of 1888, the only guns at Fort Terry classified 
as primary armament.  The Taft Board Report notes the effective ranges of Battery Steele's 10" 
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guns in penetrating 12" armor, depending 
on the angle of impact, as between 700 
yards and 3,000 yards and in penetrating 
7" armor as being between 6,000 and 
8,000 yards.  (Battleships of the period 
had principal armor 8" to 18" thick; 
Armored Cruisers had principal armor 3" 
to 6" thick according to The Service of 
Coast Artillery, 1910.) 

Battery Steele's 10" guns were oriented 
toward the entrance to Gardiner's Bay 
and were dug into the crest of a 75-foot 
high bluff toward the east end of Plum 
Island, just before the land falls to the 
isthmus leading to East Point.  The battery 
is entirely below grade to the south, east, 
and north.  Battery Steele has an irregular plan with the number one-gun emplacement set behind 
the number two-gun emplacement and at a higher elevation allowing it to fire over the forward 
gun. Apparently, the bluff was too narrow to allow the normal side-by-side arrangement for gun 
emplacements of this time period.  The deep-water passage into Gardiner's Bay between 
Constellation Rock and Fort Tyler is approximately 5,000 yards from Battery Steele, placing it in 
the effective range of its guns.  Battery Steele's 10" guns could also engage an enemy vessel in 
Block Island Sound on the approach to Gardiner's Bay. 

Twenty-foot-thick concrete walls protect the gun emplacements and the magazines.  All exposed 
exterior surfaces have a two-inch cement plaster rendering that is falling off in many places. 
Where this rendering has fallen off, the two- to three-inch pink granite aggregate of the poured 
concrete walls is visible (all aggregate visible in the walls of the other Fort Terry batteries 
appears to be local beach stone).  Steel posts set in the concrete walls and steel roof beams are 
part of the structural system of the reinforced concrete roofs over the service rooms; the roofs 
vary in thickness from six to 15 feet. 

The U.S. entry into World War I resulted in a widespread removal of large caliber coastal 
defense gun tubes for service in Europe.  Many of the gun and mortar tubes removed were sent 
to arsenals for modification and mounting on mobile carriages, both wheeled and railroad.  The 
two 10" guns of Battery Steele were ordered dismounted for service abroad in 1917.  The guns 
were later ordered remounted and retained. Battery Steele was deactivated in 1942. 

On the crest of the bluff south of Battery Steele are three emplacements for a battery of 155 MM 
Guns.  The inland emplacement is set into the earth covering the central traverse of the gun 
number two of Battery Steele.  The site of the 1914 combined primary fire control station, with 
battery commander's station and plotting room and the secondary fire command station for 
Battery Steele could not be located.  The orientation of the guns is still visible, identifying that 
the primary purpose of the Battery Steele was to protect Gardiners Bay. The Battery Steele 

Figure 9: Battery Steele Plan and Cross-sections 
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Command (circa 1900), was originally located on the crow’s nest observation post on the crest of 
the battery.  The Battery Command was not located. 

21. Base End Station F’’’4 (Battery Steele), Ca. 1908 
Map No. 48 
Photo No. 33/91 
One Contributing Structure 
Base End Station F’’’4 provided an optional observing station for the horizontal position 
finding system for new mine fields intended for Gardiner’s Bay.  Base End Station F’’’4 
is at Pine Point and is located at Battery Steele, as indicated by the number “4.”  The 
letter “F” refers to fire control.  The apostrophes indicate that this would have been the 
third station in the fire control command after the Primary (F’4) and the Secondary 
(F’’4). 

Base End Station F’’’4 measures eight-feet by 12-feet in plan.  The station is constructed 
on a concrete slab and has poured concrete walls 12-inches thick.  The station is almost 
entirely below grade with only the top 12- to 18-inches of the walls being exposed and an 
open roof.  The walls and floor are visible through vegetation that has overgrown the 
station.  

22. Unnamed Battery, Four 155-mm guns, Ca. 1940 
Map No. 22 
Photo No. 30/91 
One Contributing Structure 
The unnamed battery of four 155-mm guns was constructed south of the apron of Battery Steele 
and is oriented toward Gardiner’s Bay.  The carriage of these guns rotated on a circular mount, 
with the trailing end riding on a circular steel rail embedded in concrete.  The inner circular 
mount was a steel ring, six-feet in diameter mounted on a concrete platform of nine-feet in 
diameter.  The outer circular mount would have been a steel ring, 36-feet in diameter, mounted 
in a concrete ring, three-feet wide, with an outside diameter of 38-feet.  The inner concrete 
platforms of three of these mounts are visible in detailed aerial photographs taken in April 2014.  
One platform was located on the ground, confirming the information in the photograph.  
Currently, the concrete appears to be in generally good condition and the steel ring was visible.  
No other aspects of the design or construction were visible. 

23. Bombproof Shell for Switchboard Room, Ca. 1920 
Map No. 107 
Photo No. 91/91 
Unknown Status – Structure – unevaluated 
Located west of Battery Steele, the structure was constructed around the Switchboard Room 
structure, leaving it intact.  The Bombproof Shell was then covered with earth, leaving the north 
wall exposed for access through a wood door.  The north wall of the structure remains exposed 
but is heavily overgrown; while the remainder of the structure remains buried.  The exterior face 
of the concrete is heavily stained and darkened.  Access to the interior of the structure is blocked 
with vegetation and the access doorway is not apparent.  Three bricked-in window openings 
should be apparent in the north wall, but their locations were hidden by the vegetation.  The 
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structure was not visible in detailed aerial photographs taken in April 2014 before the growth of 
vegetation. While the location of the structure and its association with Fort Terry remain, it was 
not possible to access or assess the condition of the remainder of the structure. 

ISLAND LOCATION: CENTRAL 

24. Power Plant Building Number T-226, Ca. 1941 
Map No. 50 
Photo No. 61/91 
One Contributing Building 
Building No. T-226 stands in a grove of trees north of the road that runs parallel to the second 
parade ground.  No other buildings are in the immediate vicinity.  This power plant was 
constructed to serve Officer’s Row (now demolished) and temporary buildings to the west of the 
second parade ground.  A coat of white paint covered the exterior.  The roof was damaged, with 
holes allowing access to the interior of the structure.  The structure was becoming overgrown; 
access to the northeast side was prevented and access to the northwest and southeast sides was 
limited.  The building is a white, plain, square, concrete block structure with a wood hip roof, 
indicating a utilitarian purpose. 

Building No. T-226 Power Plant faces northwest; for this nomination the front wall is referred to 
as the north wall.  This one-story, hip roofed building is 20-feet by 20-feet in plan.  The concrete 
block walls are on a poured concrete foundation.  The exterior walls are load bearing.  The wood 
frame of the ceiling and roof was not examined.  

The double doorway at the center of the front (north) wall is fitted with steel doors.  Original 
windows with six-over-six-light, double-hung sash are at the following locations: two in the east 
wall; two in the west wall; and one at the center of the south wall.  The exterior, including the 
woodwork is painted white, but the paint was chipped and peeling.  

The pyramidal hip roof is covered with asphalt shingles.  Rafter tails and the board roof 
sheathing are exposed under the wide eaves.  The brick exterior chimney, originally for the 
diesel generator exhaust, remains against the west end of the north wall.  The asphalt shingle 
roofing was severely deteriorated, with missing shingles and holes in the roof.  

CANTONMENT BUILDINGS 

Two cantonment areas were constructed for Fort Terry.  A plateau at the west end of the island 
purchased in 1897 was the only level area large enough to contain the first cantonment area and 
parade ground.  With the purchase of the remainder of the island in 1901, a much larger level 
area became available to the south of the first cantonment area.  Development of the larger area 
became the second and main cantonment area and parade ground.  Most of the buildings in the 
first cantonment area were eventually demolished and this area has been excluded from the 
nomination boundary. In addition to the two cantonment areas, many permanent and temporary 
cantonment buildings were constructed at Fort Terry at various times.  Only thirteen cantonment 
buildings remain on Plum Island, not including three power plants and Jerome Reservoir that are 
described elsewhere in this nomination. 
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In the earlier area, the Quarter Master's inventory forms indicate that ten Fort Terry post 
buildings were completed by March 29, 1899, around a Parade Ground in the first cantonment 
area.  These initial ten buildings were occupied by Company 1, Fourth Artillery by the summer 
of 1899, and include officer’s quarters, barracks, shops, a bakery, an administration building, a 
guard house, and quarter master’s stables and storehouse.  The first Parade Ground was open to 
the north, where it overlooked Long Island Sound. On the west side of the Parade Ground were 
two double Officers Quarters for a captain and three lieutenants.  On the south side of the parade 
ground was the enlisted men's barracks.  On the east side of the parade ground were the Non-
Commissioned Officer (N.C.O.) Quarters, Administration Building, Quarter Master's 
Storehouse, Guard House, Shops, Bakery, and Stables.  In March 1901 two frame N.C.O. 
Quarters, Building Nos. 15 and 18, identical in plan to the 1899 N.C.O. Quarters, Building No.3, 
were added to the east side of the parade ground.  None of these buildings remain and today the 
site of the buildings and parade ground is heavily overgrown with little to no view of Long 
Island Sound.  

In 1901, construction began on the first nine buildings at the second cantonment area, which 
included a Hospital, a Tailor Shop, Barracks, and Captain’s Quarters.  This expansion of the new 
cantonment area between 1901 and 1906 was associated with construction of the seven new 
batteries.  Except for the hospital, post exchange, commissary, quartermaster workshop, and 
tailor, all other buildings constructed during this period have been demolished.  A concrete pad 
remains from Building No. 28, the Post Exchange and Gymnasium (Map No. 130); however, the 
building itself is no longer extant. 

Between 1909 and 1912, the most ambitious construction program of post buildings took place 
and included: two large Barracks, seven Officer's quarters, a Bakery, Fireman’s Quarters, a 
Crematory, a Well Pump House, a Quartermaster’s Storehouse, and a Guard House.  All these 
buildings had stone foundations, brick walls and slate roofs, except for the frame crematory and 
well pump house.  Of the 15 buildings constructed, seven remain, including the bakery, 
fireman’s quarters, post exchange, barracks, quartermaster’s storehouse, and guardhouse. 

The large number of temporary quarters constructed during the World War I era (1916-1918) 
indicates that Fort Terry had become a training camp for new Army recruits.  Sixteen one-story, 
frame quarters were built along the west side of the parade ground of the second cantonment 
area, and at least 20 two-story, frame quarters were built at the east end of the parade ground, 
behind Building No. 55, Barracks.  Although the site is within the nomination boundary, these 
temporary quarters, along with a Fire Pump House, had all been demolished by 1941.  

Fort Terry again became a training facility for Army recruits during the World War II era, after 
being in caretaker status in between the two great wars.  Many temporary buildings were 
constructed for the recruits in 1941.  These were built near the parade ground and at a new 
complex developed on the stretch of level land leading to East Point.  Almost all new temporary 
buildings, numbered T-200 through T-236, shared the same construction: concrete pier 
foundations; wood frames with light members; pine clapboard exterior walls; and felt paper roof 
coverings.  These temporary buildings included: 11 two-story barracks, each with a capacity for 
63 men; four mess halls; four company day rooms; one officer's quarters; two officer's mess; a 
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chapel (Building No. T-232); a theater; a recreation building; and a fire station.  The Combined 
Torpedo Storehouse and Cable Tanks building was transferred to the Quartermaster and 
converted to be used as a barracks with a capacity for 199 men during the World War II era.  All 
older post buildings remained in use during the World War II era, except for the early frame 
buildings. However, most of the buildings constructed during the World War II period have 
been demolished.  Only the former Chapel (Building No. T-232) remains. 

The largest concentration of remaining cantonment buildings is located northeast of the second 
parade ground along the Main Post Road.  The general condition of these buildings range from 
good to very poor, depending on the extent to which the building has been continually used.  All 
the interiors were extensively modified by the Army Chemical Corps and the Department of 
Agriculture, so that only the exterior walls, window enframements, and porches remain for most 
from the original fort architecture.  Two of the buildings (Building 13, Tailor Shop and Building 
38, Quarter Master’s Workshop) have been in continuous use by the Departments of Agriculture 
and Homeland Security and are in the best physical condition.  

Like many buildings designed by the Quartermasters Corps, the remaining cantonment buildings 
use a range of materials and design elements.  The materials include brick, rusticated stone and 
clapboard.  The style elements of the cantonment buildings include Italianate (longer windows 
with segmented arches, segmented arches as porch detailing, and low-pitched hipped roofs), 
Colonial Revival (dentil molding, gabled dormers and classical one-story columns) and 
Craftsman (exposed rafters).  Access to these buildings is not allowed for safety and/or security 
reasons.  Many of the windows are closed or covered and the doors are locked.  Roofs on most of 
the buildings are significantly deteriorated, with large holes in many, and wooden porches are 
collapsed or have been removed for safety. Despite this, the remaining cantonment buildings 
listed in this nomination retain sufficient integrity to be considered contributing resources to the 
Fort Terry Historic District. 

25. Building No. 13 - Tailor Shop, Ca. 1901 
Map No. 17 
Photo No. 65/91 
One Noncontributing Building 
Building No. 13 - Tailor Shop stands just north of the road through the center of the complex of 
Fort Terry post buildings east of the Parade Ground.  This one-story brick building has a T-
shaped plan and is actively being used as a Fire Station.  It is also used for emergency response 
purposes for PIADC.  Building No. 13 - Tailor Shop was found to be in good physical condition 
but its historical integrity was poor due to substantial alterations to the west or main façade after 
1948. 

The Tailor Shop has been modified with four additions: 1916, 40’ extension to the south; 1926, 
33’x31’ flat-roofed wing; 1954, renovations to convert to a fire station; and 1958, addition of a 
7’x14’ boiler shed.  The 1901 building measures 20-feet by 20-feet at the north end of the main 
block; the remaining 40-foot extension to the south is circa 1916.  The flat roofed wing was 
added before 1926.  The boiler room shed measuring seven-feet by 14-feet was built after 1958.  
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The west wall of the flat-roofed wing contains two 1954 vehicle doorways fitted with overhead 
garage doors.  Just south of these is a 1954 single doorway.  The original front entrance door in 
the west wall of the 1901 building is bricked in.  An eight-foot door opening at the south end of 
the east wall is bricked in.  All the full-sized windows have replacement eight-over-eight-light, 
double-hung sash.  A window in the south gable wall is bricked in.  

The slate shingles that would have been on the original gable roofed main block have been 
replaced with roll roofing.  An original chimney is integral with the north gable wall.  A second 
chimney is associated with the boiler room addition.  The garage doors installed in Building No. 
13 – Tailor Shop face west; this is also the orientation of the front wall of the original 1901 
building.  The building has been substantially altered and no longer displays its original design or 
feeling.  

26. Building No. 14 - Military Post Hospital, Ca. 1901 
Map No. 7 
Photo No. 66/91; 67/91; 68/91 
One Contributing Building 
Building No. 14 - Hospital faces south and is in poor condition.  Areas of the building 
(particularly the connecting corridor between the two 3-story sections) are structurally unsafe; 
however, much of the building is safe to enter. Historically, the main entrance to the building 
faced south and this nomination treats this as the historical façade; the main entrance was moved 
to the western side of the building in a 1966 remodeling.  The south façade faces the other 
buildings of the cantonment area and provides the primary contribution of this building to the 
historic setting and appearance of the cantonment area as the main façade.  The western part of 
the historical main façade retains a single-story porch of four bays.  The eastern side of the 
historical main façade originally had a two-story porch; the porch is gone, but ghosts of the 
porch structure are visible in the brick.  The original foundation and brick remain on the 
historical main façade. All original window openings remain on the historic main façade, but 
sashes have been replaced.  The second floor of the eastern side also retains the original window 
openings; while the windows in the second floor of the western side have been modified or 
bricked in.  Two hipped-roof dormers are present on all sides of the building.  The remainder of 
the exterior of Building No. 14 - Military Post Hospital retains much of its original brick 
construction and window openings.  Trees and other vegetation are beginning to encroach on the 
building.  

The building, now abandoned, is on a rise northeast of the Parade Ground.  To the south are the 
other buildings of the Fort Terry complex; to the east is the Chapel; to the north the open land is 
now overgrown woodland.  The grade is built up to the south creating a level building platform.  
The building looks out over the second Parade Ground and Gardiner's Bay.  To the north, the 
courtyard which originally had two-story porches for the use of the patients, looked out on open 
land and away from all buildings. A circular driveway is west of the building; a spur continues 
to the north wall of the 1916 annex.  The foundation to the east and north is generally surrounded 
with a narrow but thick growth of vines and bushes. 

The two-story, hip-roofed 1901 Hospital has a main block measuring 46-feet by 56-feet with a 
wing to the east measuring 27-feet by 46-feet.  To the north is the two-story, hip-roofed 1916 
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Annex measuring 42-feet by 46-feet in plan.  A connector measuring 42-feet by 24-feet runs 
between the two buildings. 

1901 Hospital - Exterior 

The 21-inch foundation wall of coursed rock-faced granite ashlar rises four-feet above grade and 
has a 15-inch water table course.  The 13-inch brick walls above the water table are laid in 
running bond.  The original mortar is tinted red.  The exterior walls are load bearing. Interior 
partitions would have supported the timber floor joists.  

A one-story porch of four bays extends across the south façade.  The floor and the columns are 
supported by brick piers.  The wood steps, flooring, and narrow board ceiling are partially intact 
but are heavily deteriorating.  Five wood columns have square shafts to the height of the original 
pipe railing, which is missing in places.  

A two-story porch originally wrapped around the three exterior walls of the east wing.  This 
porch is now missing, but evidence of ghosts of the pilasters, the second floor, and the roof can 
be found on the brick; and filled-in pockets in the brick wall for the rafters and joists. A recently 
excavated stairwell and doorway at east wall of the wing provides access to the basement.  A 
galvanized steel exterior stairway on the same wall provides emergency egress from all three 
floors.  A recent gabled façade dormer accommodates a third-floor exit door.  The front doorway 
in the south wall has a rowlock arch head and granite sill.  The doorway has a recent vinyl frame 
and vinyl double doors. 

Primary access to the two-story porch which wrapped around the east wing was provided by 
double doorways at the first and second floors of the east wall of that wing.  The original door 
openings are documented by the rowlock arch heads and brick jambs; the top and one side of 
each doorway is bricked in to accommodate recent smaller door units which open onto the 
exterior steel stairway. Single doors to the east wing porch were at the first and second floors of 
the east wall of the main block, north of the wing.  The first-floor doorway is bricked in and has 
been replaced.  The second-floor doorway retains the original frame with a two-light transom 
and has a 1954 door.  This door now opens to an exterior steel stairway.  

The window openings within the foundation wall are fitted with three-light awning sash.  Most 
of the original basement windows remain intact. 

Other than the windows covered by the connector and the second story of the east wing, 32 of 
the 43 original windows of the main block and east wing remain intact with the original sash.  
The original first and second floor window openings of the main block and of the east wing have 
rowlock arch heads and rock-faced granite sills. They are fitted with two-over-two-light, double-
hung sash.  

In the main block, the first floor of the front (south) wall retains the four original windows; the 
five-bay façade has one window west of the doorway.  Surviving rowlock arch heads document 
the five original second floor windows of the south façade: the tops of the three window 
openings to the west are bricked to accommodate lower replacement window units with awning 
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sash; the fourth window is completely bricked in; a new triple window unit with awning sash 
replaces the original east window.  The west façade is also divided into five bays with stacked 
windows.  The five first floor windows of the west façade are intact.  On the second floor of the 
west façade the two windows to the north are intact; the tops of the other three window openings 
are bricked in to accommodate lower replacement window units with awning sash.  On the east 
wall, south of the wing, the first-floor window is intact, but the second floor window opening has 
a shorter replacement unit.  On the north wall of the main block, east of the connector, an 
original window remains at the first and second floor. 

The south and north walls of the east wing have four bays of stacked windows; the sixteen 
original windows remain intact.  The east gable wall retains two original window openings on 
each floor; the north window on each floor has replacement sash. 

The hip roof is covered with deteriorated black asphalt shingles.  A hipped dormer is at the 
center of the south, west and east roof slopes.  The three dormers have triple windows with 
replacement sash.  A hipped dormer is on the south and north roof slopes of the east wing; the 
double windows have replacement sash. 

The eaves, consisting of a frieze, bed molding, wide soffit, fascia and crown molding, is of 
pressed galvanized steel and incorporates the built-in gutter.  The two original chimneys remain, 
one on the north roof slope and one on the west roof slope. 

1916 Annex - Exterior 

The granite foundation wall and brick walls of the Annex match exactly those of the 1901 
Hospital.  The east wall originally had a two-story porch.  This porch and the two-story porch on 
the north wall of the east wing faced a private courtyard beyond which there were no other 
buildings.  This porch is now missing, but evidence of it remains with ghosts of the pilasters, the 
second floor, and the roof on the brick; and filled-in pockets in the brick wall for the rafters and 
joists. 

The two-story porch on the east wall was accessed by a single door at each level.  The doorway 
at the south end of the first floor has a replacement door.  The doorway at the north end of the 
second floor now contains a window unit with brick infill above and below it. 

In the north wall a double doorway to the basement is within an areaway with granite walls and 
steps.  The window openings within the foundation wall are fitted with three-light awning sash 
like those of the 1901 Hospital.  Most of the original basement windows remain intact. 

The original first and second floor windows match those of the 1901 building except that they 
are narrower.  They also have rowlock arch heads, rock-faced granite sills and two-over-two-
light, double-hung sash.  

The 1916 annex originally had 27 windows; of these 18 remain intact with the original sash.  The 
west façade is divided into five bays with stacked windows.  The five first floor windows are 
intact.  On the second floor the three windows to the south are intact; the two to the north are 
completely bricked in.  The north façade is also divided into five bays with stacked windows.  
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The five first floor windows on the north façade are intact; the tops of all five second floor 
windows are bricked in to accommodate shorter replacement window units with awning sash.  
The east façade has three intact windows on the first floor; the original window at the north end 
is converted into a doorway.  Two intact windows are at the second floor; the original window at 
the north end was altered to accommodate a shorter replacement unit. 

The hip roof is covered with black asphalt shingles.  A hipped dormer is at the center of the west, 
north and east roof slopes.  The three dormers have triple windows with six-over-six-light, 
double-hung sash.  The galvanized steel eaves and built-in gutter are the same as that of the 1901 
Hospital. 

1916 Connector 

The 1916 connecting corridor, spanning the 25-feet between the south Hospital and the north 
Annex was 10-feet wide.  The connector was reconstructed in 1966 when it was widened to 42-
feet with new exterior walls.  All exterior surfaces date from the 1966 work. 

The west and east walls are of frame construction.  The west wall has a brick veneer.  The east 
wall is covered with asbestos-cement shingles.  A 1966 reconstruction included a recessed entry 
in the west wall which became the new main doorway to the building.  

Window units are single and triple units with fixed upper sash and awning lower sash.  These 
match the replacement windows of the 1901 and 1916 buildings.  The flat roof also dates from 
the 1966 reconstruction. 

27. Building No. 37 – Commissary, Ca. 1904 
Map No. 11 
Photo No. 69/91; 70/91; 71/91 
One Contributing Building 
Building No. 37 – Commissary is one of the complexes of ten post buildings at the east end of 
the Parade Ground.  It stands on the hillside north and east of the second parade ground, a short 
distance south of the road which runs up the hill to the 1898 parade ground.  Both the front and 
rear façades of this building contribute to the historical setting of the cantonment area.  Building 
No. 37 retains its original size and shape, most of its construction materials, and much of its 
architectural detail.  However, there are large holes in the roof and missing windowpanes, 
opening the interior to the elements.  The building now faces a wooded hillside, where 
historically there would have been primarily grass.  

This one-story, gable roofed building has a long, rectangular plan measuring 32-feet by 100-feet. 
The 22-inch thick foundation wall of rock-faced granite rubble is four-feet and six-inches high 
and topped with a 14-inch limestone water table course.  The 12-inch brick walls are laid in 
common American bond with a course of headers once in every seventh course.  What may be 
the original mortar is tinted red. The exterior walls are load bearing. 
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A loading dock constructed of concrete blocks is at the double doorway at the west end of the 
north wall.  An open wood stoop is at the single doorway at the east end of the north wall.  
Granite bulkheads with wood doors cover the basement stairs at each gable end. 

Pockets in the water table course, now bricked in, locate the girders of the missing original wood 
loading platforms across most of the north wall and at the double doorway in the south wall. 

The double doorway in the north wall, measuring six-feet and eight-inches by eight-feet and 
eight-inches, retains the original framed and braced doors, measuring three-feet by eight-feet 
with panels of one-inch by four-inch diagonal boards.  The single doorway in the north wall has 
a replacement door with four lights above three horizontal panels.  Just east of this doorway an 
original single doorway is now bricked in.  On the south wall an original doorway opposite the 
north double doorway and of the same dimensions is now bricked in.  All door openings have 
segmental arches of three header courses.  The east and west exterior basement doorways retain 
the original framed and braced doors with panels of one-inch by four-inch diagonal boards. 

Across the north wall are seven window openings which retain the original six-over-six-light, 
double-hung sash.  Across the south wall are nine windows with the original sash, but with 
several missing windowpanes.  Each gable end has two windows at the first floor and two 
windows at the second floor; each retains the original six-over-six-light, double-hung sash.  All 
window openings have segmental arches of two header courses and limestone sills.  All window 
jambs retain the sawn-off anchor stubs of the original iron window grates.  One basement 
window within the north foundation wall is intact; three are bricked in.  The south wall has seven 
basement windows and the east and west walls each have one window.  All intact openings 
retain the original six-light awning sash. 

The south roof slope appears to retain the original 12-inch by 18-inch gray slates laid in eight-
inch courses.  Approximately fifty percent of the original slates remain on the north slope; there 
are patches of asphalt shingles and a four-foot band of asphalt shingles at the eaves; the slates are 
entirely missing at the dormer and at the east end.  At the center of each slope is a gabled dormer 
with a double window retaining the original six-over-six-light, double-hung sash.  The north 
dormer also retains the original slate faces.  The roof retains the original eaves trim.  Three 
chimneys are at the ridge: one at each gable end and one at the center.  The galvanized gutters 
and leaders are corroded.  Leaders discharge into cast iron pipes at grade. The original built-in 
gutters are roofed over.  The north roof contains several large holes, opening the interior of the 
building to the weather and wildlife.  

28. Building No. 38 – Quarter Master’s Workshop, Ca. 1906 
Map No. 16 
Photo No. 72/91 
One Noncontributing Building 
Building No. 38 – Quarter Master's Workshop stands just north of the road through the center of 
the complex of Fort Terry buildings north and east of the parade ground.  The building currently 
houses a motor pool and vehicle repair shop.  Although the building appeared to be in good 
condition and it remains in its original location, intrusive recent additions have substantially 
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altered the front façade and radically changed the shape, mass, and appearance of the building.  
The alterations have also resulted in the loss of most of its character defining elements. 

The original building from 1906, measuring 70-feet by 28-feet, has additions dating from 1945 
and 1956 at each gable end that significantly alter the appearance and scale of the structure.  The 
1954 addition, measuring 23-feet by 52-feet, is connected to the west wall by a ten-foot by 12-
foot hyphen.  The 1956 addition, measuring 22-feet by 52-feet, is connected to the east wall by a 
ten-foot by 20-foot hyphen.  The one-story building has a gable roof. 

The original building has a limestone water table and twelve-foot brick walls laid in common 
American bond with a course of headers every seventh course.  The front façade on the south 
side of the building retains the original single doorway at the west end, fitted with a new door.  

The gable roof is covered with asphalt shingles replacing the original slate.  Exposed scroll rafter 
tails extend under the wide eaves; rake boards at the gables also have scroll ends.  A fascia board 
carries an aluminum gutter with aluminum leaders.  The two original chimneys are intact. 

1954 West Addition 

The west addition has concrete block walls and a gable roof supported by wood trusses.  A 
garage door is in the south wall.  The other walls have windows with one-over-one-light, double-
hung sash.  The roof is covered with asphalt. 

1956 East Addition 

The east addition has concrete block walls and a gable roof supported by wood trusses.  A garage 
door is in the south wall.  The other walls have windows with one-over-one-light, double-hung 
sash.  The roof is covered with asphalt shingles and has aluminum gutters and leaders. 

The building has been substantially altered and no longer contains its original design or feeling.   

29. Building No. 44 – Bakery 
Map No. 10 
Photo No. 73/91; 74/91 
One Contributing Building 
Building No. 44 – Bakery is part of the complex of Fort Terry post buildings east of the parade 
ground.  Building No. 44 – Bakery is abandoned and in poor condition primarily due to the very 
poor condition of its roof, which allows weather and wildlife to enter the interior of the structure 
and contribute to further deterioration.  Building No. 44 retains its original size and shape, most 
of its construction materials, and much of its architectural detail.  The building now faces a 
wooded hillside, where historically there would have been primarily grass.  The front, west, and 
east façades contribute to the historical setting of the cantonment area.  These façades were 
found to be largely unaltered.  

It is a short distance south of the road which runs up the hill to the 1898 parade ground.  
Immediately to the east is Building No. 37 – Commissary and to the west is Building No. 63 – 
Guard House.  The grade is built up to the south of Building No. 44 creating a level building 
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platform.  The site is overgrown.  Trees, shrubs and vines are growing against the building, 
especially to the south and west.  The front of the building faces northwest; for this nomination 
the front wall is referred to as the north wall. 

Building No. 44 - Bakery has a center block, measuring 38-feet by 43-feet, with a wing on each 
side, measuring 16-feet by 32-feet, slightly set back from the front façade.  The one-story 
building has a hip roof.  The building has a limestone water table.  The 12-inch brick walls are 
laid in common American bond with a course of headers every sixth course.  The walls are 
articulated by a projecting string course of soldier bricks which incorporate the door and window 
arches and a dentil band of header bricks at the cornice.  The exterior masonry walls are load 
bearing.  A 1954 concrete loading platform with concrete steps and pipe railing is at the front 
entry. 

The double doorway at the center of the north wall has a segmental arch and a limestone sill.  It 
retains the original wood frame with a five-light transom; the two five-panel doors date from 
1954. The original shed-roof hood is supported by brackets on brick corbels; the brackets and 
exposed rafters have scroll ends. 

The east wing has a single door on the north wall with the original wood frame and three-light 
transom; the four-panel door pre-dates the 1954 renovation.  A double doorway with a five-light 
transom is at the south wall of the east wing and has two 1954 five-panel doors.  The west wall 
of the west wing has a single doorway with original wood frame, three-light transom and a recent 
door.  

The windows have segmental arches and limestone sills.  The twelve original windows all retain 
the original sash.  The front (north) wall has two windows on either side of the center doorway.  
These retain the original six-over-six-light, double-hung sash.  A smaller window on the west 
wing has three-over-three-light, double hung sash.  The east wall has three windows of different 
sizes with double-hung sash of six lights, three lights, and two lights.  The west wall has a 1954 
window in the center with six-over-six-light, double-hung sash.  A smaller window to the north 
room has three-over-three-light, double-hung sash.  The south wall has two windows in the 
center block with three-over-three-light, double-hung sash, one window in the east wing with 
six-over-six-light, double-hung sash and one window in the west wing with three-over-six-light, 
double-hung sash. 

The hip roof is covered with deteriorated asphalt shingles.  The roof of a frame cupola at the 
center of the roof is missing, allowing moisture and wildlife to enter the interior of the structure. 
One chimney is in the south roof slope of the main block and a second rises through the east 
slope of the east wing.  The roof has built-in gutters.  

30. Building No. 49 – Post Exchange, Ca. 1910 
Map No. 13 
Photo No. 76/91 
One Contributing Building 
Building No. 49 – Post Exchange stands just south of the road through the center of the complex 
of Fort Terry post buildings east of the second parade ground.  Building No. 49 – Post Exchange 
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is in poor condition, abandoned, and with many alterations.  The northern, western, and eastern 
façades primarily contribute to the historical setting of the cantonment area.  The original brick 
construction is retained on the three façades.  The front façade, while altered, retained character-
defining features.  The eastern wall is largely intact.  Despite alterations, the building still retains 
enough integrity to be considered a contributing to the nomination. 

Other brick buildings dating from 1906 to 1912 are close by, including Building No. 54 – 
Barracks, Building No. 38 – Quarter Master’s Workshop, and Building No. 63 – Guard House.  
Modern additions to both the Tailor’s Shop and the Guard House face the front of the building.  
Like the other buildings on this gently sloping site, the grade is built up to the south to create a 
level building platform.  The grass border between the building and road has mature yews 
planted after 1958.  Paving is to the east and west of the building and grass is to the south.  

This one-story, hip roofed building measures 39- by 92-feet in plan.  An addition, measuring 20-
feet by 21-feet, is at the center of the south wall. The 17-inch brick foundation wall extends 
four-feet and six-inches above grade and is topped by a limestone water table course.  The 12-
inch brick walls above the water table are laid in common American bond with a course of 
headers every sixth course.  The exterior walls are load bearing.  

The original porch, measuring eight-feet by 52-feet, on the north wall appears largely intact. 
Brick piers support the timber joists and wood floor.  Above each pier is a wood Tuscan column 
with a cast iron base.  The pipe railing between posts appears to be original.  The hip roof has 
exposed rafters with scroll ends.  The porch appears to have had five bays corresponding to the 
original center doorway and the two windows on each side.  The two east bays were enclosed in 
1954 creating a vestibule; visible columns and other original porch components in these two bays 
remain intact. 

A loading dock constructed of concrete block serves the two doorways in the west wall. 

Building No. 49 – Post Exchange originally had a double doorway at the center of the front 
(north) wall and two single doorways in the south wall.  None of these three doorways remains 
intact.  The original double doorway in the center of the front (north) wall was filled in with 
bricks in 1954.  The segmental arch, limestone sill and line of the brick jambs remain.  The 
present front entry is in the west wall of the 1954 vestibule within the porch.  The south wall 
originally had a single doorway one bay in from each gable end; both door openings were 
converted to windows in 1954 with brick infill beneath the new windowsills.  The segmental 
arches, brick jambs and sills of the original doorways remain.  The 1954 south addition has a 
single entry in the south wall.  The west wall has two boarded single doorways which date from 
the 1954 renovation: the north door is within the jambs of an original window; and the south 
door is a new 1954 opening. 

Building No. 49 originally had 21 windows with segmental arches, limestone sills and six-over-
six-light, double-hung sash.  Twelve window openings remain intact; five retain the original 
sash.  The front façade originally had four windows on either side of the center doorway.  The 
two window openings east of the original doorway are now within the vestibule: one is bricked 
in and the other was replaced by a 1954 doorway.  The two easternmost window openings are 
intact but have recent replacement sash: a large fixed pane above a small awning pane.  Three of 
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the four windows west of the doorway have raised sills and 1954 double-hung sash.  The 
boarded west window is intact and retains the original six-over-six-light, double-hung sash. 

The south wall retains five of the original seven window openings.  Three windows west of the 
addition retain the original six-over-six-light, double-hung sash.  Two windows east of the 
addition have the combination fixed and awning replacement sash.  Two windows were closed in 
by the 1954 addition.  The two original doorways in the south wall were converted to windows in 
1954. 

The east wall retains all three original window openings.  The sash is the recent combination of 
fixed and awning units.  The west wall retains the center window with original sash. The north 
window was converted to a doorway and the south window opening was closed with brick infill 
in 1954.  

Windows in the foundation wall fitted with six-light awning sash illuminate the basement. 
Thirteen of these original windows remain mostly intact. 

The hip roof is covered with deteriorated white asphalt shingles.  The wide, flared eaves are 
supported by exposed rafter tails with scroll ends.  Fascia boards across the ends of the rafters 
carry copper gutters.  The original chimney, incorporated in the south wall, remains intact.  

The 1954 addition at the south wall is of a contrasting style, with a shed roof with roll roofing 
and novelty siding.  Two windows with six-over-six-light, double-hung sash are in the west wall.  
A door with a glazed upper panel is in the south wall.  

31. Building No. 54 – Barracks, Ca. 1910 
Map No. 14 
Photo No. 77/91; 78/91 
One Contributing Building 
Building No. 54 – Barracks is in the complex of post buildings at the east end of the parade 
ground.  It was built with a capacity of 109 men.  The grade is built up to the south providing a 
level building platform.  Building No. 54 looks out over the parade ground and Gardiner's Bay 
beyond.  All façades of this building contribute to the historical setting of the cantonment area. 
The setting and aesthetic quality was found to be altered by various changes to the structure and 
general deterioration along the west and south walls.  The original wooden features of the porch 
on the eastern side of the south façade and associated modifications have been removed leaving 
on the concrete platform. 

A roadway from the east provides access to the paved courtyard and continues between this 
building and Building No. 55.  Another driveway circles the building to the south.  Yews along 
the foundation were apparently planted ca. 1954.  A narrow band of thick vegetation, brambles, 
vines, and brush circle the west and south walls, with vines climbing the south wall.  The front of 
Building No. 54 – Barracks faces southwest; for this nomination the front wall is referred to as 
the south wall. 
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This two-story, gable-roofed building has a modified U-shaped plan.  The main block, which 
faces south, measures 145-feet long and 27-feet deep.  A three-bay entrance pavilion extends 11-
feet at the center of the south wall.  Two identical exterior wings extend from the north wall, 
each is set back nine feet from the gable end of the main block.  Each wing measures 50-feet 
long and 27-feet deep. 

The 20-inch foundation wall of coursed, smooth limestone ashlar extends seven-feet above grade 
and has a beveled water table course.  The 13-inch brick walls above the water table are laid in 
common American bond with a course of headers every sixth course.  The exterior walls are load 
bearing.  

The three-bay gabled entrance pavilion at the center of the south wall has a recessed porch at the 
first floor which is open to the columned porch to the west.  The center arched entry, the open 
bay to either side, and the arched doorways to the flanking porches have limestone impost blocks 
and keystones.  The semi-circular window head in the gable also has a limestone keystone.  The 
entrance pavilion is further articulated by a belt course of soldier bricks between projecting 
courses of stretcher bricks. 

A one-story porch is at either side of the center entrance pavilion.  The porch to the west is 
intact, but with peeling paint and obvious areas of rotted wood.  The floor and columns are 
supported by limestone ashlar piers.  The concrete steps and concrete floor are original features. 
Five wood Tuscan columns have cast iron bases.  The iron pipe railings between columns are 
original to the porch.  The ceiling structure supported the upper floor of the original two-story 
porch (the columns and roof of the upper porch were removed in 1958).  The porch east of the 
center pavilion has completely collapsed; the wooden features have been removed leaving only 
the intact concrete floor. 

A one-story porch is across the north gable wall of the west wing.  This porch has limestone 
piers, concrete floor and steps, and pipe railing matching those of the south porch.  This porch 
has chamfered square columns on cast iron bases.  The original hip roof of this porch is intact. 

A one-story porch extends across the north wall of the main block in the courtyard between the 
wings.  This porch has limestone piers, a concrete floor and concrete steps at each end.  Portions 
of the original pipe railing remain.  The porch has chamfered square columns on cast iron bases. 
The east three bays of this seven-bay porch are enclosed with exterior grade "T-111" plywood 
panels. 

An original limestone bulkhead, with missing doors, contains a basement stairway at the east 
wall of the main block.  Recently excavated stairwells and doorways at the east wall of the east 
wing and the west wall of the west wing also provide access to the basement.  These two 
doorways replaced original basement windows.  The front doorway, which aligns with the center 
bay of the entrance pavilion, has a rowlock arch head and a limestone still.  The doorway has a 
recent vinyl frame and vinyl double doors. 
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A double doorway is at the center of the five-bay porch west of the entrance pavilion.  This 
doorway retains the original frame with a three-light transom and two 1954 doors with five 
horizontal panels. 

Two single doorways on the second floor of the south façade opened to the upper floor of the 
original two-story porch.  A door is in the center bay of the five bays either side of the entrance 
pavilion.  Each doorway has been boarded but retains the original frame with three-light transom 
and has a 1954 five-panel door. 

Three first-floor single doorways retain the original frames and three-light transoms and have 
1954 five-panel doors: a doorway to the porch at the north gable end of the west wing; a 
doorway from the courtyard to the west wing; and a doorway in the north wall of the main block 
which opens to the courtyard porch.  A double doorway in the north wall of the main block, 
opposite the front entry in the south wall, also has a recent vinyl frame and vinyl doors. 

Building No. 54 has ordered and balanced fenestration.  The two wings have an identical 
arrangement of windows.  The window openings within the foundation wall have been boarded 
shut. 

The first and second floor window openings have rowlock arch heads and limestone sills.  The 
visible windows are two-over-two-light, double-hung sash.  All the window enframements in the 
south wall have been boarded shut except for those on the first floor on the east side of the porch. 
These had been blocked by the dilapidated porch.  Three window enframements are on the first 
and second floors on both sides of the entrance pavilion on the south wall.  On the east wall of 
the main block, the two attic window openings in the gable were boarded shut.  On the west wall 
of the main block, all window enframements were boarded up.  Windows remain in the window 
openings on the wings and on the north walls of the main block and the wings.  The gable of the 
entrance pavilion has a semi-circular window.  The plywood walls of the north porch enclosure 
contain vinyl awning window units. 

The gable roof is covered with deteriorated black asphalt shingles; holes are apparent in the 
roofing.  The eaves, which feature a bed molding, soffit, fascia and a large crown molding, 
contain built-in gutters lined with copper.  On the south roof slope these were roofed over, and 
an aluminum gutter is now attached to the crown molding.  All leaders are aluminum.  One 
chimney, on the north roof slope, remains of the original five chimneys. 

32. Building No. 55 – Barracks, Ca. 1910 
Map No. 15 
Photo No. 79/91 
One Contributing Building 
Fort Terry Building No. 55 – Barracks was built with a capacity of 218 men.  Just to the west 
Building No. 54, another barracks, also borders the Second Parade Ground.  All façades of this 
building contribute to the historical setting of the cantonment area.  Several of the original 
porches are missing. 
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The grade is built up to the south providing a level building platform.  Building No. 55 looks out 
over the Second Parade Ground and Gardiner's Bay beyond.  A roadway to the north provides 
access to the paved courtyard and continues along the west wall to access the south basement 
doorway.  To the south is the Second Parade Ground; the open meadow continues around the 
east end of Building No. 55.  At the edge of the bank along the south wall are five maple trees, 
apparently planted ca. 1953.  Yews of the same period are along the foundation.  A narrow band 
of unkempt vegetation girders the east and south walls of the structure.  The front of Building 
No. 55 – Barracks faces south. 

This two-story, gable roofed building has an H-shaped plan.  The center section, which faces 
south, measures 120-feet long and 37-feet deep.  Identical wings perpendicular to the center 
block are to the east and west; each wing measures 122-feet long and 37-feet deep.  The wings 
extend 13-feet south of the center block creating the H-shaped plan. 

The 18-inch foundation wall of coursed, smooth limestone ashlar extend six-feet and six-inches 
above grade and has a beveled water table course.  The 13-inch brick walls above the water table 
are laid in common American bond with a course of headers every sixth course.  The exterior 
walls are load bearing.  

A one-story porch that extended across the south wall of the center block from the east wing to 
the west wing is collapsed.  The floor and columns are supported by limestone ashlar piers.  The 
concrete steps and concrete floor which is carried by steel I-beams are original features. 
Remaining wood Tuscan columns have cast iron bases.  Remaining iron pipe railings between 
columns are original to the porch.  The ceiling structure supported the upper floor of the original 
two-story porch (the columns and roof of the upper porch were removed in 1958).  

The piers and concrete floors of the original porches remain along the courtyard walls of the east 
and west wings.  Two cast iron column bases, one pilaster and one cut-off column also remain. 
All other components of the original two-story porches are missing.  The ghosts of the second-
floor deck and of the porch roof are evident on the brick walls as are the pockets in the brick 
walls which received porch framing members. 

A pipe frame with a sheet metal covering extends from the concrete porch floor of the west wing. 
This is used for metal storage and dates from the 1956 renovation.  

A 1970s concrete loading dock is at the south wall of the courtyard on the north side entering via 
a double doorway.  At the center of the front south wall is a recently excavated basement 
entrance.  Concrete retaining walls are on either side of a driveway leading to a loading dock and 
doorway beneath the porch. 

The two front entries to Building No. 55 – Barracks are at either end of the porch across the 
south wall of the center block.  The door openings have rowlock arch heads and limestone sills.  
Each double doorway has 1954 doors with five horizontal panels.  The outer walls of the wings 
have a door at grade.  These single doorways retain the original frame with a three-light transom 
and have 1954 five-panel doors. 
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Single doorways at either end of the south porch provided access to the upper porch from the 
east and west wings; the original frames and three-light transoms are intact.  Single doorways at 
either end of the south courtyard wall opened to the first floor of the porches on the east and west 
wings. 

Building No. 55 – Barracks originally had ten other doorways, like the four intact doorways 
mentioned above, which also opened onto the porches.  These ten doorways were converted to 
windows when the porches were removed.  The bottoms of the doorways were bricked in and 
new window units installed.  The two-light sash match those of the original windows and some 
appear to be recycled.  The porch doorways converted to windows in 1954 are located 
throughout. 

Building No. 55 has ordered and balanced fenestration except where altered in 1954.  Window 
openings are stacked and mirrored on opposite walls.  The two wings have an identical 
arrangement of windows.  The window openings within the foundation wall have been boarded 
shut.  Most of the windows in the south wall have been boarded shut; all south-facing windows 
of the east and west wings have been boarded.  

Building No. 55 originally had 48 identical first floor windows.  First floor window openings 
(measuring three-feet and eight-inches by six-feet and five-inches) have rowlock arch heads and 
limestone sills.  Remaining windows are two-over-two, double-hung sash.  Four original 
windows on the courtyard walls of the wings are shorter.  

Building No. 55 originally had 56 identical second floor windows.  The second-floor window 
openings (measuring three-feet and eight-inches by seven-feet and five-inches) have rowlock 
arch heads and limestone sills.  Remaining windows are two-over-two-light, double-hung sash.  
Two small windows with two-over-two-light, double-hung sash in the south courtyard wall light 
the stairwells.  Ten of the missing original windows were removed in 1954 and replaced with 
new double windows to provide light to dormitory rooms.  These 1954 windows have steel 
lintels and concrete sills.  The sashes match those of the original windows and some appear to be 
recycled.  The 1954 double windows, replacing original single windows are located on the east, 
west, and courtyard walls.  The eleventh missing original window was replaced in the 1970s with 
the doorway to the loading dock in the south courtyard wall. 

The attic floor is lit by pairs of windows in each gable.  These also have two-over-two-light, 
double-hung sash.  Six of the original eight windows are intact.  The sash of two windows is 
replaced with a louvered vent.  

The gable roof is covered with black asphalt shingles.  Both roof slopes of the center block have 
two hipped dormers.  Each dormer has two six-light awning sashes; one sash is replaced with a 
louvered vent.  The eaves, which feature a bed molding, soffit, fascia and a large crown molding, 
contain built‐in gutters lined with tin.  The four original chimneys remain intact.  Each wing has 
a chimney at the north gable end.  Two chimneys are in the north roof slope of the center block.  
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33. Building No. 60 – Quarter Master’s Storehouse, Ca. 1911 
Map No. 18 
Photo No. 80/91 
One Contributing Building 
Building No. 60 – Quarter Master's Storehouse stands just south of the road through the center of 
the complex of post buildings east of the parade ground.  Like the other buildings on this gently 
sloping site, the grade is built up to the south to create a level building platform.  Building No. 60 
– Quarter Master’s Storehouse is abandoned and in deteriorating condition.  The appearance of 
the structure and its setting had been significantly altered by unkempt vegetation, general 
deterioration, bricked-in and altered window openings, covering of the front door, addition of 
steel fire escapes, and the modern additions covering one-half of the south wall.  The front 
façade contributes to the historic setting of the cantonment area.  The front façade retains its 
original brick construction and details, despite the loss of a loading dock, front doorway, and the 
filling of the windows with glass brick. 

Building No. 60 is surrounded by a narrow band of unkempt vegetation and trees except for a 
parking area at the front.  The front of the building faces northwest; for this nomination the front 
wall is referred to as the north wall.  This one story, gable-roofed building has a long, rectangular 
plan measuring 36-feet by 114-feet. The 18-inch thick foundation wall of rock-faced granite 
rubble is four-feet high and topped with a water table course of 13-inch rock faced pink granite.  
The 13-inch brick walls are laid in common American bond with a course of headers every sixth 
course.  The exterior masonry walls are load bearing.  

A granite bulkhead is over the basement stairs at the east wall. A recently excavated stairwell 
and doorway at the east wall provides access to the basement.  At each gable end is a 1955 steel 
fire escape. The smooth ashlar water table stones and the rough mortar of the foundation joints 
document the location of the original 50-foot long loading platform at the center of the front 
wall; the matching platform on the south side; and the stoop at the original doorway in the east 
wall.  A little more than one-half of the original south wall is obscured by structures added after 
1954. 

At the center of the north wall is a wood-framed enclosed porch, measuring nine-feet by nine-
feet, housing a ventilation unit installed in the original front door opening that would have 
housed two three-foot doors.  The original front door opening at the center of the north wall has a 
segmental arch of three header courses and a granite sill.  An identical doorway that would have 
been opposite on the south wall is now covered by the ca. 1940 refrigeration unit addition.  The 
original single doorway in the east wall is bricked in.  

The front (north) wall has four window openings on either side of the center doorway.  The 
window openings have segmental arches of three header courses and rock-faced pink granite 
sills.  The sash and wood frames are missing.  The openings are filled with six-inch by six-inch 
glass blocks.  All window jambs retain the sawn-off anchor stubs of the original iron window 
grates (three anchors in each jamb). 

The south wall originally mirrored the north wall with a center double doorway with four 
windows to either side.  The windows flanking the doorway were bricked in when the 
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refrigeration unit was installed ca. 1940.  The remaining three west windows were bricked in 
with the 1954 addition.  On the east half two window openings are intact and have glass block 
infill; the third was enlarged to create a doorway. 

On the east wall two original first floor window openings are filled in with glass block.  One 
second floor opening is fitted with a louvered vent and the other is enlarged to create a doorway 
to the 1955 fire escape. 

The two first floor windows on the west wall retain the original six-over-six-light, double-hung 
sash.  One second floor window is fitted with a louvered vent but retains the original iron grill 
consisting of three horizontal bars let into the jambs and seven vertical rods with pointed ends.  
The other window retains its bottom sash. 

All eight original basement windows remain on the north wall with the original six light awning 
sash as do the two windows on the west wall.  The three basement windows on the south wall are 
boarded over and the two on east wall have louvered vents. 

The roof is covered with deteriorated black asphalt shingles.  The north roof slope has two 
hipped dormers and a single hipped dormer is at the center of the south roof slope.  The west 
dormer on the north slope retains three-over-three-light, double-hung sash; these windows retain 
the original iron grills.  All other dormer windows are fitted with louvered vents.  On the south 
roof slope are two galvanized "Burt Ventilators" which appear to be original.  The one original 
chimney remains at the east end of the ridge.  

The ca. 1940 addition, measuring 22-feet by 30-feet, at the center of the south wall sits on 
concrete piers.  The walls are covered with asbestos-cement shingles and the gable roof is 
covered with asphalt shingles. 

The 1955 addition, measuring 20-feet by 46-feet, on the west end of the south wall has concrete 
block walls, windows with fixed steel sash and a flat roof.  Against the south wall is a later 
boiler-room addition with block walls and a flat roof.  

34. Building No. 63 – Guard House, Ca. 1912 
Map No. 9 
Photo No. 83/91 
One Contributing Building 
Building No. 63 – Guard House is at one end of the Main Post Road, where it forks into two 
roads through the complex of post buildings east of the second parade ground.  Building No. 44 
– Bakery is to the east and Building No. T-232 – Chapel is across the road.  Building No. 63 – 
Guard House is abandoned and in fair to poor condition due to the deteriorated roof and louvers 
in the cupolas.  The northwest, southwest, and southeastern façades could contribute to the 
historic setting of the cantonment area.  The northwest and southwest façades have been altered 
but retain many details of their original brick construction and design.  A 1956 addition more 
than doubles the size of the structure and largely replaced the southeastern and northeastern 
façades of the structure.  The forested area, 1956 addition, and bricked-in portion of the front 
porch alter the architectural features and the setting of the structure. 
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The grass triangle in front of the building has yews and other shrubs planted after 1958.  A 
driveway leads to the loading dock on the north wall of the 1956 addition.  The building is 
surrounded by a narrow band of unkempt vegetation.  The area between the Guard House and the 
Bakery is heavily overgrown with shrubs and vines.  The hill to the north and east around the 
Chapel and beyond is heavily forested.  The front of the building faces southwest; for this 
nomination the front wall is referred to as the south wall. 

The main block of the original building measures 54-feet by 55 feet, with a wing to the north 
measuring 42-feet by 42-feet.  The 1956 L-shaped addition is built against the east and north 
walls of the 1912 north wing and extends 16-feet on the east wall of the 1912 main block.  The 
area of the 1912 building is approximately 5,000 square feet; the 1956 addition covers 
approximately 6,500 square feet.  

1912 Building 

The brick foundation wall extends three-feet above grade and is topped by a water table course 
of 14-inch granite rock faced ashlar.  The 13-inch brick walls above the water table are laid in 
common American bond with a course of headers every twelfth course. The walls are articulated 
by a string course of soldier bricks which incorporates the door and window arches and a dentil 
band of header bricks at the cornice.  The exterior masonry walls are load bearing.  Roof framing 
is of timber. 

An original five-bay, recessed porch across the front façade remains partly intact.  The center 
arched entry, two open bays to the east and the entry bay at the east end of the porch are in their 
original state.  The projecting entry bay features a parapet with a granite coping and a granite 
keystone in the segmental arch. The brick walls of the front steps also have granite caps and the 
remaining porch bays have rock-faced granite sills.  The two west bays of the porch and the 
north entry bay are closed in: the sills are raised, and window units installed in the openings. 

The front double doorway opposite the porch entry bay retains the original frame and five-light 
transom within the arched opening, but the doors with five horizontal panels date from 1954.  
The double doorway in the west wall has been altered, with the top of the opening bricked in; 
below the new steel lintel is a new frame with two 1954 five-panel doors. 

Building No. 63 originally had 20 windows with segmental arches, rock-faced granite sills and 
double-hung sash of either four lights or six lights.  Eleven window openings remain intact and 
ten retain the original sash.  On the front façade two windows opposite the two open porch bays 
retain the original six-over-six-light, double-hung sash.  Two windows on the east wall of the 
main block retain the original sash.  A third window is covered by the 1956 addition.  The west 
wall of the main block retains all three original windows with the original sash.  The west wall of 
the 1912 north wing retains all four original window openings; three retain the original four-
over-four-light, double-hung sash; the fourth is fitted with a vent.  Window openings in the north 
and east walls of the 1912 wing were bricked in when the 1956 addition was built.  Two original 
basement windows in the east wall retain the original two-light casement sash.  The window 
units used to enclose the two west bays of the recessed porch in the late 1970s contain awning 
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sash.  A new window with an awning sash was also installed above the door in the west wall 
during the same period. 

The hip roof is covered with deteriorated black asphalt shingles.  Frame cupolas are at the peak 
of the roof over the main block and over the wing.  The cupolas have wood vents with louvers 
and metal caps.  The one original chimney remains at the north wall of the main block.  The 
eaves incorporate a built-in gutter which is now covered by the asphalt shingle roof.  

1956 Addition  

The 1956 addition extends along the east wall of the 1912 building and wraps around the north 
wall of the cell wing.  The addition, which covers approximately 6,500 square feet, more than 
doubles the size of the original building.  The addition is constructed on a concrete slab.  The 
walls are concrete block with glass block windows.  The flat roof is supported by steel posts and 
girders.  A concrete loading dock and three double doorways are at the north wall.  

35. Building No. 115 – Fire Pump House 
Map No. 3 
Photo No. 84/91 
One Contributing Building 
Building No. 115 – Fire Pump House faces east and stands in a field northwest of the road that 
runs parallel to the Parade Ground at the intersection of a road leading to Jerome Reservoir.  The 
building is in poor condition.  The structure generally retains its shape, size, and brick 
construction.  The interior retains its original open spaces.  The architecture of the structure 
conforms to the other historic cantonment buildings and contributes to the historic setting of Fort 
Terry.  

A well field of four wells extends in a line southwest from the building.  The wells date from the 
1950s or 1960s and have concrete caps.  The building formerly housed the pump associated with 
these wells; it now houses the electrical services for the individual well pumps. 

Up a rise to the northwest is the Jerome Reservoir.  An eight-inch cast iron water main runs from 
the reservoir to Building No. 115 where its pumps could be used to boost the gravity-feed 
pressure from the reservoir. 

This one story, hip roofed building measures 22-feet by 24-feet in plan.  The hip roof retains the 
original slate shingles; asphalt shingle patches are on the hips.  The original chimney remains on 
the south roof slope.  A shed-roofed extension, measuring eight-feet by 16-feet, is on the south 
wall.  The brick walls are on a concrete foundation.  The brick is laid in common American bond 
with a course of headers every sixth course.  The brick wall is articulated by buttresses at the 
corners and at the center of each wall.  These buttresses and the cornice create two recessed brick 
panels or bays in each exposed wall.  The exterior walls are load bearing. 

The front doorway in the east wall has a steel lintel and a recent plywood door.  The windows 
have steel lintels and wood frames and sills.  The six-over-six-light, double-hung sash date from 
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a 1954 renovation.  The building has six identical windows: one in the east wall; two in the north 
wall; two in the west wall; and one in the south wall. 

The east half of the brick extension on the south wall is original to the building.  The west half is 
a later addition.  The doorway in the east wall has a steel lintel and a recent plywood door.  A 
window in the west wall had six-over-six-light, double-hung sash.  The shed roof is covered with 
asphalt shingles. 

The room in the original east extension housed the generator for the original pumps; there is 
chimney flue in this room and none in the pump room.  The one-room addition to the east 
extension contains a bathroom. 

36. Power Plant Building Number T-227, Ca. 1941 
Map No. 19 
Photo No. 62/91 
One Contributing Building 
Building No. T-227 stands just south of the road through the center of the complex of Fort Terry 
buildings east of the second parade ground.  It is just to the southeast of Building 18.  A coat of 
white paint covered the exterior.  The roof was intact.  All sides of the structure were visible, 
with vines growing on the northwest corner.  The building was a white, plain, square, concrete 
block structure, indicating a utilitarian purpose.  

This one-story, hip-roofed building is 20-feet by 20-feet in plan. The concrete block walls are on 
a poured concrete foundation.  The exterior walls are load bearing.  The wood frame of the 
ceiling and roof was not examined.  Pavement extends to the north wall, otherwise the building is 
surrounded by a grass field.  To the west remain eleven of the buildings in the complex which 
Building No. T-227 formerly supplied with power. 

The double doorway at the center of the front (north) wall is fitted with steel doors.  Original 
windows with six-over-six-light, double-hung sash are at the following locations: two in the east 
wall; two in the west wall; and one at the center of the south wall.  All exterior block and 
woodwork are painted white, which is chipped and deteriorated.  The pyramidal hip roof is 
covered with deteriorated asphalt shingles.  Rafter tails and the board roof sheathing are exposed 
under the wide eaves. 

36. Building No. T-232 – Chapel 
Map No. 8 
Photo No. 85/91; 86/91 
One Noncontributing Building 
Building No. T-232 – Chapel is in the complex of post buildings east of the Second Parade 
Ground.  It is a short distance north of the road which runs up the hill to the 1898 parade ground.  
Building No. T-232 – Chapel is in poor condition and no longer in use.  The building is the only 
wood framed structure remaining in the cantonment area.  The front façade of this building is the 
primary contributor to the historic setting of the district.  However, the loss of the steeple was 
found to significantly impact the design and architecture of the structure from the front façade, 
rendering it indistinguishable as a former chapel.  An overgrown hillside to the west, north, and 
east likewise impaired the setting of the building.  
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The Chapel has the highest elevation in the second cantonment area and is built on a level terrace 
from the hillside with steep embankments to the east and south.  The embankment to the east is 
stepped and a series of concrete stairs and landings lead from the road to the Chapel.  The land to 
the west, north, and east of the Chapel is overgrown with thick forest, vines, and brambles.  
Building No. T-232 – Chapel faces east-southeast: for this nomination the front wall is referred 
to as the east wall. 

This one story, gable-roofed building measures 37-feet by 81-feet in plan.  An extension on the 
west gable wall, measuring 14-feet by 19-feet houses the boiler room.  The foundation is of 
poured concrete.  The frame walls are covered with clapboards having a nine-inch exposure.  A 
large hole is in the lower half of the rear door in the west wall.  The front double doorway is in a 
gable-roofed porch that projects two-feet from the east wall.  The doorway retains the original 
three-panel doors. 

To either side of the front entrance is a window with the original six-over-six-light, double-hung 
sash.  There are five tall windows on both the north and south walls.  These tall windows retain 
the original 16-over-16-light, double-hung sash and the original colored patterned glass. 

The gable roof is covered with asphalt shingles, with the western side covered in black shingles 
and the eastern side covered in white shingles. A chimney at the west end of the ridge serves the 
boiler room.  The steeple has been removed.  The front doors open to a vestibule where coat 
rooms have been converted into bathrooms.  A stairway to the balcony rises against the south 
wall. 

The main interior space that would have been the sanctuary was converted to an auditorium after 
1948. The auditorium has a cathedral ceiling.  The timber roof trusses and the ceiling boarding 
are the principal feature of the main interior space.  The auditorium retains the original knotty 
pine wainscoting; the fiber board above replaces the original fiber board paneling.  The floor of 
the auditorium is linoleum tile that was disconcertingly soft to walk on in several places.  The 
auditorium space is entirely open; all pews have been removed.  At the west end of the sanctuary 
is a raised chancel; the original wood railing and pulpit are removed.  The anterooms behind the 
chancel retain the original fiber wallboard which imitates wide-board paneling.  Anterooms are 
littered with piles of various manuals and reports dating from after 1948.  

38. Building No. 47 – Fireman’s Quarters, Ca. 1910 
Map No. 12 
Photo No. 75/91 
One Noncontributing Building 
Building No. 47 – Fireman's Quarters was oriented to face the original parade ground.  Building 
No. 47 – Fireman’s Quarters has been significantly altered – the original duplex has been 
modified into a single living quarter.  The original four-bay front façade has been modified; only 
the entrance to the eastern apartment remains, while the entrance to the western apartment has 
been converted into a window and the original window has been bricked-in.  The three remaining 
exterior walls have also been significantly altered. 
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This one-story, hip roofed building measures 32-feet by 52-feet in plan.  The brick walls are laid 
in common American bond with a course of headers every sixth course.  The exterior walls are 
load bearing.  The interior north-south partitions that originally divided the two apartments 
supports the ceiling joists and presumably also the timber roof trusses.  A recessed porch is 
across the front (north) wall.  The original two-bay porch retains the square posts with heavy 
scroll brackets and the balustrade.  The wood steps remain at the east end; the steps at the west 
end are removed and a railing installed to close the opening.  A bulkhead covering a stairway to 
the basement is at the center of the west wall. 

The south façade also had four bays.  On the front (north) façade the east window is intact; the 
west window opening is entirely bricked in.  The west doorway now contains a window with 
original sash recycled from another location on the building. The west façade retains four of the 
original five windows.  Three narrow bathroom windows apparently date from the 1954 
renovation.  One of these replaces the fifth original window.  The east façade was originally a 
mirror image of the west façade.  Of the five original windows, only one at the south end is 
intact.  During the 1954 renovation a, new front door was installed in the east wall at the location 
of an original window.  One window was converted in 1954 into the new front doorway.  A 1954 
narrow bathroom window and picture window at the north end replace the three other original 
windows.  Because of these extensive alterations, much of the brickwork of this east wall is new. 

The interior has a living room, kitchen and dining area, and five bedrooms, each with their own 
bathroom.  Portions of the north-south wall that divided the two apartments remains.  Finishes 
appear to date from renovations in 1989.  Nothing on the interior indicates that the building once 
contained two separate apartments. 

39. Second Parade Ground 
Map No. 51 
One Contributing Site 
The Second Parade Ground is a large flat area of maintained grass located roughly to the 
southeast of the center of Plum Island.  Its northwestern edge is the Main Post Road, to the 
northeast is the complex of buildings in the second cantonment area, to the southeast is the 
shoreline of the island and South Hill, and the southwestern edge is a heavily vegetated area with 
a road leading to Pine Point.  The southwestern portion of this area once contained temporary 
housing. The area contains a noncontributing helipad (structure 124) and two noncontributing 
concrete foundations (structure 131) that once supported flagpoles.  In the same general area as 
the two concrete foundations are three words “Plum Island Restricted” formed from concrete 
letters embedded in the ground and designed to be visible from the air at structure 131.  It is not 
known when the concrete foundations and lettering were added to the Second Parade Ground.  
This area continues to retain the open and maintained setting and appearance from the period of 
significance.  The complex of buildings in the second main cantonment area to the northeast 
contributes to this aesthetic.  Negative visual impacts include the overgrown area on South Hill 
to the southeast and the loss of the Officer’s quarters on the opposite side of the Main Post Road 
to the northwest. 
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40. Searchlight Shelter No. 13, Ca. 1912 
Map No. 40 
Photo No. 60/91 
One Contributing Building 
Searchlight No. 13 is at the summit of South Hill across the second parade ground from Building 
No. 55.  The hill forms part of the bluff line along Gardiner’s Bay.  This structure is in a heavily 
overgrown area and accessible only by climbing the steep and eroded face of South Hill facing 
Gardiner’s Bay.  The remains of the track that carried the searchlight to its operating platform 
protruded from the top of the bluff.  The searchlight operating platform no longer existed.  
However, the location of the structure indicates that the searchlight was intended to illuminate 
Gardiner’s Bay.  The structure is surrounded by thick vegetation but not overgrown, the general 
condition of Shelter 13 was the same as the nearby Shelter 14. 

The building is concealed within a bowl-shaped depression made by excavating and building up 
a steep embankment to the north, east and west of the building.  There are tracks that once led to 
the searchlight operating platform, but the platform no longer exists.  

The Shelter for Searchlight No. 13 and the Shelter for Searchlight No. 14, to the west, were 
separated only by an embankment which conceals them.  At one time, the embankment also 
separated them at their operating positions so that Searchlight No. 13 was trained on Gardiner’s 
Bay to the east and Searchlight No. 14 was deployed to cover Gardiner’s Bay to the west, but 
part of the embankment has been lost to erosion. 

This one-story brick building is 11-feet by 14-feet in plan, has a reinforced concrete slab roof 
and a poured concrete foundation.  A steel frame is within the stretcher bond brick walls with an 
occasional header and a single course of headers below the roof.  The brick walls are cracked in 
several places.  The reinforced concrete roof has a shallow ridge and low-pitched slopes to the 
east and west.  The south wall is almost entirely taken up by a doorway eight-feet and six-inches 
wide by ten-feet and six-inches high.  A steel lintel beneath the roof slab forms the header.  The 
double doors have two layers of diagonal one- by six-inch boards on a wood grille.  These doors 
for the searchlight open inward on heavy steel strap hinges.  An entry door is missing from the 
single doorway in the north wall. 

The interior is a single room with a ten feet and six-inch high ceiling.  At the center is a pit, 
approximately four-feet by five-feet and three-feet deep, for inspection and maintenance of the 
light base (that is now missing) and the flat car on which it was mounted (also missing). 
Removable planks covered the pit. 

Standard gauge railroad track runs from the pit through a concrete apron at the doorway, and 
then continues to the bluff.  Shoreline erosion has eliminated the remainder of the railway that 
would have included a turntable at the bluff and tracks that ran easterly along a terrace in the 
bluff face.  At the terminus of the tracks would have been the searchlight operating position 
where a concrete pit would have contained the electrical connection. 
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41. Searchlight Shelter No. 14, Ca. 1912 
Map No. 41 
Photo No. 60/91 
One Contributing Building 
Searchlight No. 14 is at the summit of South Hill across the Fort Terry Parade Ground from 
Building No. 55.  The hill forms part of the bluff line along Gardiner’s Bay.  This structure is in 
a heavily overgrown area and accessible only by climbing the steep and eroded face of South 
Hill facing Gardiner’s Bay.  The remains of the track that carried the searchlight to its operating 
platform protruded from the top of the bluff.  The searchlight operating platform no longer 
existed.  However, the location of the structure indicates that the searchlight was intended to 
illuminate Gardiner’s Bay. 

Searchlight No. 14 is at an elevation of 67-feet at the summit of South Hill across from the 
second parade ground from Building No. 55.  The hill forms part of the bluff line along 
Gardiner’s Bay.  The building is concealed within a bowl-shaped depression made by excavating 
and building up a steep embankment to the northeast and west.  There are tracks that lead to the 
searchlight operating position (no longer extant) which overlooks Gardiner’s Bay. 

Searchlight No. 14 and Searchlight No. 13, to the east, are separated only by the man-made 
embankment which conceals them.  Searchlight No. 14 covered Gardiner’s Bay to the west; 
Searchlight No. 13 covered Gardiner’s Bay to the east, but this is not readily apparent, since the 
searchlight operating platform no longer exists.  

This one-story brick building is 11-feet by 14-feet in plan, has a reinforced concrete slab roof 
and a poured concrete foundation.  A steel frame is within the brick walls.  The brick walls are 
laid in common bond rather than the stretcher bond found on Searchlight No. 13.  Every eighth 
course has alternate header and stretcher bricks.  The reinforced concrete roof has a shallow 
ridge and low-pitched slopes to the east and west. 

The south wall is almost entirely taken up by a doorway eight-feet and six-inches wide by ten-
feet and six-inches high.  A steel lintel beneath the roof slab forms the header.  The double doors 
have two layers of diagonal one- by six-inch boards on a wood frame.  The doors open inward on 
heavy steel strap hinges.  The three-foot by eight-foot doorway in the north wall retains a circa 
1941 door with five horizontal panels. 

The interior is a single room with a ten feet and six-inch ceiling.  At the center is a pit 
(approximately four-feet by five-feet and three-feet deep) for inspection and maintenance of the 
base of the light (no longer intact) and the flat car on which it was mounted.  Removable planks 
cover the pit. 

42. Main Post Road 
Map No. 2 
Photo No. 89/91; 90/91 
One Contributing Structure 
The current Main Post Road runs from the noncontributing Guard House at Plum Gut Harbor to 
the contributing Building 63 – Guard House at the current second cantonment area and parade 
ground.  Its current alignment is shown on a 1921 map of Fort Terry.  It is approximately 1.3 
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miles long and is surfaced with macadam.  The road is a tree-lined boulevard with a double line 
of oaks and maples near the harbor that changed to a single line of maples near the former 
Officers Row.  It remains as the primary access road from Plum Gut Harbor to the second 
cantonment area and continues to contribute to the setting of the former fort. 

ISLAND LOCATION: WESTERN 

43. Structure No. 61 – Jerome Reservoir, Ca. 1912 
Map No. 4 
Photo No. 81/91; 82/91 
One Contributing Structure 
Structure No. 61 – Jerome Reservoir is located up the hill from Building No. 115 – Fire Pump 
House.  The reservoir structure is buried underground in a man-made hill.  Structure No. 61 – 
Jerome Reservoir continues to serve its historical function, since it remains in use as a temporary 
water reservoir when the more recently constructed water tower needs maintenance. PIADC 
staff indicated that as the back-up water reservoir, it continues to receive engineering inspections 
and maintenance to ensure that will remain functioning.  PIADC staff advised that the reservoir 
is in good condition.  The setting of the reservoir is impaired by the heavy vegetation and the 
recent water tower to the south.  The location of the reservoir on the highest point of the island 
illustrates the gravity fed nature of the historical water supply system at Fort Terry. 

Fire Control Structures 1-G and 1-GG are constructed on the southeastern side of the 
embankment that contains the reservoir structure.  The reservoir was constructed in 1912 and the 
top of the earth embankment is the highest point on Plum Island.  Jerome Reservoir remains in 
continued use, albeit only when the adjacent and more recently constructed water tower requires 
maintenance.  The top of the earthen embankment is a flat area of mown grass containing three 
stainless steel boxes that cover an access manhole and two vents for the interior of the reservoir 
(Photograph 82 of 91). From the northwest to the northeast, the embankment and its 
surroundings are heavily overgrown. 

The 200,000-gallon poured concrete reservoir is 73-feet by 36-feet in plan and 11-feet, six-
inches in depth.  A two-foot by two-foot manhole provides access to the interior of the reservoir.  
Two two-foot diameter manholes provide venting at the top of the structure.  The access manhole 
and the two vents are covered by stainless steel boxes.  

At the base of the reservoir to the east is a concrete valve pit.  The 12-foot by 12-foot by 4-foot 
deep valve pit has a poured concrete cover with an access door.  Extending through the cover are 
the controls for the gate valve within the pit. 

44. Fire Control Station Number 1-G, Ca. 1944 
Map No. 6 
Photo No. 40/91 
One Contributing Structure 
Fire Control Station No. 1-G measures 12-feet and four-inches by 12-feet and four inches in plan 
and is located within the earthen embankment that forms Jerome Hill.  A short distance to the 
west and at a slightly lower elevation is Fire Control Station No. l-GG, also constructed into 
Jerome Hill.  From this highest observation point on Plum Island, the 360-degree field of view 
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would have included all bodies of water surrounding the island as well as the related 
fortifications at Fort Michie, Fort H. G. Wright and Camp Hero.  Most of this view is obscured 
by trees.  

Constructed with eight-inch reinforced concrete walls on a concrete slab, Fire Control Station 
No. 1-G has a ten-inch reinforced concrete roof slab formed with a slight ridge and low-pitched 
slopes to the east and west.  The concrete walls retain the impressions of the wood plank forms.  
A small concrete chimney with a terra cotta cap vents the observation room.  The structure is 
only partially concealed by the earth; with a soil level at about two feet below the level of the 
windowsill on the north wall and with the other walls more exposed.  

A continuous band of awning windows extends around the observation room of Fire Control 
Station No. 1-G that would have provided the observing instrument a 360-degree field of view.  
Each wall had four wood sashes, each with four lights, ten of which are mostly intact.  The 
sashes can be held open by steel brackets attached to the soffit of the roof overhang.  The lintel 
above the band of windows is carried by two-inch diameter steel posts at the corners and at the 
center of each wall. 

Entrance to Fire Control Station No. 1-G is through a six-foot by six-foot manhole against the 
west end of the north wall.  Steel ladder rungs set in the concrete wall lead to the manhole floor 
where a three-foot by four-foot doorway with a steel door provides access to the observation 
room. 

Visible at the center of the floor was a concrete octagonal instrument base.  Conduit and control 
boxes for electric and telephone service and two ceiling light fixtures were also visible. 

45. Fire Control Station Number 1-GG, Ca. 1944 
Map No. 5 
Photo No. 41/91 
One Contributing Structure 
Fire Control Station No. 1-GG is in the side of the earth embankment that contains Jerome 
Reservoir.  The structure is generally concealed by being set into the grade.  The window area 
and roof are exposed above grade.  A short distance to the east and at a slightly higher elevation 
is Fire Control Station No. 1-G. 

Fire Control Station No. 1-GG measures 12-feet and four inches by 12-feet and four inches in 
plan.  The building has a concrete slab and eight-inch reinforced concrete walls which retain the 
impressions of the wood plank forms.  The roof is a reinforced concrete slab formed with a slight 
ridge and low-pitched slopes to the east and west.  The lintel above the bank of windows is 
carried by a two- by five-inch steel post at each corner of the south wall.  A small concrete 
chimney with a terra cotta cap vents the observation room. 

Entrance to Fire Control Station No. I-GG is through a three-foot by three-foot manhole at the 
northwest corner, covered with plywood.  The steel hatch door is off the hinges and lying on the 
ground.  Steel ladder rungs set in the concrete wall provide access to the observation room.  A 
continuous band of four awning windows extends across the entire south wall.  The band wraps 
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around each corner with a single sash in the east and west wall that would have provided the 
observing instrument a 180-degree field of view.  The three light wood sashes are generally 
intact.  The sashes can be held open by steel brackets attached to the soffit of the roof overhang.  
The six-inch diameter concrete instrument pedestal was visible through the windows.  The field 
of view toward the south would have included Gardiner’s Bay from East Point to Plum Gut.  

46. Hot-Air Balloon Hangar Remnant and Landing Field, Ca. 1921 
Map No. 54 
Photo No 37/91 
One Noncontributing Site 
The hangar building no longer exists, but its concrete foundation remains (Site 54).  The landing 
area is obscured by vegetation.  According to historical property records, in 1921, a hot-air 
balloon station and landing field was constructed at Fort Terry with a capacity for one blimp.  
Hot-air balloons were a new technology in the Army for gaining a better view of the battlefield 
situation and for identifying targets.  Bramson, Fleming, and Folk (2014) state that Fort Terry 
was one of the locations that the Army selected to install a hot-air observation balloon for coastal 
defense. 

This site consists of a concrete pad that was being used for open air material storage (Photograph 
37 of 90).  The pad is overgrown around the edges and its dimensions are obscured.  Other than 
the access road and the concrete pad, the general area is overgrown with vegetation.  The 
concrete pad is all that remains to indicate that there was a hangar in this location and it was not 
possible to identify the location of the landing field or other structures, such as moorings, that 
would have been needed for the operation of the balloon.  Since only the location and association 
with the former Fort Terry remain, and there is a low potential for archeological resources in this 
previously disturbed area, this site is not contributing to the proposed historic district. 

47. Combined Torpedo Storehouse and Cable Tanks, ca. 1911 
Map No. 44 
Photo No. 51/91; 52/91; 53/91; 54/91; 55/91 
One Noncontributing Building 
In 1911, the Torpedo Storehouse and Cable Tanks was constructed on Gardiner’s Bay near the 
South Wharf on the southeastern shoreline near Pine Point at the south end of Plum Island.  The 
building is physically set apart from the other Fort Terry cantonment buildings and fortifications, 
which may have been appropriate for the explosives that it was originally intended to contain.  
Originally constructed to contain submarine mines and their associated electrical control cables, 
the building was converted to barracks in 1940 and given its current number – Building 257.  

A large compound designed to limit access intrudes upon and significantly alters the original 
setting of the Combined Torpedo Storehouse and Cable Tanks building.  The building is 
surrounded by a five-foot high concrete wall topped with a six-foot high chain link fence with a 
guardhouse, although none of this is currently in use.  These security measures were not present 
during the period of significance.  Service buildings for the laboratory at the perimeter of the 
compound include a Guardhouse, Garage, and Electrical Substation.  None of these added 
features contribute to the Fort Terry Historic District, but they radically alter the setting of 
Building 257.  
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The original Combined Torpedo Storehouse and Cable Tanks building had a reinforced concrete 
framework of piers and girders, which has been augmented by a steel frame installed in 1952-
1954. The low-pitched gable roof is screened by a parapet wall.  Additions to the building have 
substantially altered its mass and proportion, while most of the window enframements and 
original doorways have been filled with cement or glass block.  Workmanship is largely 
obscured by the addition of a coat of white paint over the entire exposed face of the building.  

The original character of the Combined Torpedo Storehouse and Cable Tanks building is most 
visible on the south wall where there are no large additions.  The walls are articulated by the 
reinforced concrete structural framework of vertical piers, a water table, a girder creating a belt 
course at the second floor, and a girder creating a fascia at the cornice.  These divide the wall 
into five bays having an upper and lower panel, which are likely filled-in with hollow tiles.  The 
tiles and the concrete frame have a cement plaster rendering, which is painted white. The wall is 
further articulated by concrete sills, heads and quoin jambs at the window openings; a concrete 
molded cornice; and a parapet wall. Originally this wall of the building contained access for a 
railway that carried the mines and equipment from the harbor, but the entrance is filled in and no 
longer readily apparent.  The six window enframements on the south wall and the two doorways 
for the railway are closed in with cement blocks. 

The north wall of the Combined Torpedo Storehouse and Cable Tanks building is almost entirely 
obscured by an unfinished 1977 addition.  This addition has a steel frame and concrete block 
infill at the exterior walls. 

On the west wall, only eight bays of the upper floor of the 1911 Combined Torpedo Storehouse 
and Cable Tanks building remain exposed.  These bays retain the original window 
enframements, but the openings are closed in.  Additions cover the lower level of the west wall. 
At the south end is a 1975 incinerator addition.  Adjoining to the north is the 1954 incinerator 
addition.  The large addition extending from the center of the west wall is the 1954 sewage 
decontamination plant.  Adjoining this addition and covering the north end of the west wall is a 
1966 laboratory addition.  All additions have concrete block walls and flat roofs.  

Access is limited due to the building being considered within the boundaries of PIADC 
biocontainment.  An intrusive and noncontributing complex of security measures and 
outbuildings surrounds Building 257, and modifications and large additions to the building 
exterior also detract from its historic setting and design.  Portions of its original architecture 
remain visible, but it is no longer possible to identify the original historical function of this 
building.  

48. Battery Bogardus Eldridge, Ca. 1906 
Map No. 45 
Figure 10 
Photo No. 23/91; 24/91; 25/91; 26/91; 36/91 
One Contributing Structure 
The battery was named after Captain Bogardus Eldridge, U.S. Infantry, who was killed in action 
at Bocoor, Philippine Islands, in 1899.  Battery construction started in 1903, was completed in 
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1906, and the battery was transferred 
to the Coast Artillery for use in 1906 
at a cost of $15,924.00. Battery 
Eldridge contained two 3-inch Rapid 
Fire guns, oriented toward 
Gardiner’s Bay for the protection of 
mine fields.  The guns had a 
penetration in armor at 5,000 yards 
and only .85 of an inch.  

Battery Eldridge is on the east shore 
of Pine Point and faces east over 
Gardiner’s Bay.  The battery was 
originally constructed in a bluff 
which was further built up around 
the east, north and south walls and 
over the roof of the magazine to 
conceal the battery from Gardiner’s 
Bay.  Shore erosion has completely exposed the east wall of Battery Eldridge, which is now only 
approximately 100-feet from the water.  A man-made embankment west of the parade provides 
some concealment and protection for the battery from the west. 

All exposed exterior surfaces have a cement plaster rendering that has separated from the base 
concrete in many areas.  Battery Eldridge has a central magazine with a gun emplacement on 
each side.  The entire battery is approximately 83-by 30-feet in plan.  The magazine is 47 feet 
wide; each gun emplacement is 18-feet wide.  A concrete retaining wall extends forward from 
either end of the battery to hold the embankment that conceals the battery from Gardiner’s Bay 
to the east.  A 25-foot parade is between the battery and another manmade embankment to the 
west.  The parade is grass except for an eight-foot wide strip of concrete paving in front of the 
magazine and gun blocks.  A dirt access road now runs through the parade.  

At the west edge of the parade is BC (Eldridge), the Battery Commander's Station, a concrete 
structure, six-feet and six-inches high, with a recess to shelter a telephone.  Deteriorated wood 
fencing in the parade was associated with PIADC use of this battery for animal containment. 
The loss of the earth embankment from Battery Eldridge alters its setting and design; however, it 
retains its view of the water that it was intended to defend.  Battery Eldridge is occasionally used 
for special events.  

Battery Eldridge was severely damaged in the Great New England Hurricane in 1938.  As a 
result, it was approved for abandonment on May 1939 with the guns to be kept in storage.  
Battery Eldridge was removed from the Harbor Defense plan in 1943 and the battery was 
deactivated.  The guns and carriages were declared obsolete in 1945 and reported as processed 
for salvaging in 1946. 

Figure 10: Battery Eldridge Plan and Cross-sections 
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49. Battery Robert Floyd, Ca. 1906 
Map No. 46 
Figure 11 
Photo No. 27/91; 28/91; 29/91 
One Contributing Structure 
The battery was named after 2nd 
Lieutenant Robert Floyd, 3rd U.S. 
Artillery, who died in 1863, of wounds 
received in action at Chickamauga, 
Georgia, during the U.S. Civil War.  
Battery construction started in 1903, was 
completed in 1906 and the battery was 
transferred to the Coast Artillery for use 
in 1906 at a cost of $51,626.00.  The two 
6" Rapid-Fire Guns, model of 1903, at 
Battery Floyd at Pine Point were oriented 
southeast across Gardiner's Bay toward 
Fort Tyler, 5,550 yards distant.  These guns could cover the navigable width of Gardiner’s Bay 
for protection of mine fields.  A view of the water that it was intended to defend remains through 
the vegetation. 

The battery was constructed in a bluff which was further built up around the east, south and west 
walls and over the roof of the magazine to conceal and protect the battery.  A human-made 
embankment north of the parade further conceals and protects the battery. 

Battery Floyd has a central magazine with a gun emplacement on each side.  The entire battery is 
approximately 177-feet by 72-feet in plan.  The large magazine structure, 65-feet wide by 60-feet 
deep, extends north of the gun blocks.  The battery is constructed of concrete.  Massive concrete 
walls, between 11- and 14-feet thick, protect the gun emplacements and the magazine.  All 
exposed exterior surfaces have a cement plaster rendering that is deteriorating. 

On the battery transverse is the ruin of the 1914 C.R.F., BC station, and P; the collapsed structure 
is visible at the top of an exterior double stairway on the north wall of the magazine.  
Deteriorated wood and wire fencing in the parade was associated with PIADC use of this battery 
for animal containment. 

The guns of Battery Floyd were ordered dismounted for service overseas during World War I, in 
1917. They were transferred to Watervliet arsenal and eventually found their way to France.  The 
carriages were ordered scrapped in 1920.  Battery Floyd was not rearmed and was deactivated in 
1917. 

50. Double Mine Primary Station M’3-M’3, Ca. 1908 
Map No. 42 
Photo No. 45/91 
Unknown Status – Structure – unevaluated 

Figure 11: Battery Floyd Plan and Cross-sections 
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Site not accessible.  The site of the former Double Mine Primary Station M’3-M’3 (Feature 42) 
is in a heavily vegetated area and was inaccessible. Due to safety concerns, the structure remains 
unevaluated. 

51. Base End Station M’’’3, Ca. 1908 
Map No. 47 
Photo No. 46/91 
Unknown Status – Structure – unevaluated 
Base End Station M’’’3 was not accessible, hidden in heavy vegetation.  Due to safety concerns, 
the structure remains unevaluated 

52. Plum Gut Harbor, Ca. 1911 
Map No. 1 
Photo No. 87/91; 88/91 
One Contributing Structure 
Plum Gut Harbor and jetties was constructed in its current form in 1911 on the southwestern 
shoreline of Plum Island. The harbor and its protective jetties contribute to the historic district 
since it is in the same location and configuration as it appears on maps dating from 1921 and it 
continues to serve waterborne transportation to and from the island.  It is reasonable to assume 
that the military had constructed structures to facilitate the mooring of vessels and the transfer of 
materials and personnel in and around Plum Gut Harbor.  However, historical maps and 
descriptions do not provide specific evidence of what those structures consisted of.  Currently, 
there is a bulkhead and several ramps, moorings, lights, and other structures in and around Plum 
Gut Harbor, as well as several nearby buildings that appear to have replaced older buildings or 
constructed after 1948 and are thus non historic.  However, these changes are typical for a harbor 
and do not compromise the harbor’s ability to represent its basic historic function. 

HISTORIC CONTEXT OF FORT TERRY 

Fort Terry is located on Plum Island, New York.  The post was established in 1898 and named 
Fort Terry in 1899 under General Orders No. 134 from the Headquarters of the Army Adjutant 
General’s Office.  As originally purchased by the government, in two separate transactions, the 
island contained 840 acres of land.  The island is located one and one-half miles off the north 
fork of Long Island.  Map 1 shows the location of Plum Island.   

Three acres at the southernmost point of Plum Island have been in federal ownership since 1826 
and used for the Plum Island Light Station (outside nomination boundary; NRHP listed).  In 
1897, the U.S. Army purchased 150 acres of the eastern portion of the island for the construction 
of Fort Terry and subsequently purchased the remaining 690 acres in 1901.  (Curiously, in 1904 
the War Department describes Fort Terry as including a total of 797 acres in their “Military Posts 
and Reservations of the United States and Alaska,” stating that 647 acres were purchased in 
1901.)  While under ownership of the Department of Army, Plum Island played an integral role 
in the Harbor Defense Commands of the Eastern Entrance to Long Island Sound between 1897 
and 1948.  This time period spans from the Endicott Era through the end of World War II and up 
to the time that Plum Island was offered for sale as surplus Federal property in 1949.  Plum 
Island is currently owned by the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) and is the location of 
the Plum Island Animal Disease Center (PIADC). 
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The strategic advantage of Plum Island was its location as one of several islands in the eastern 
entrance to Long Island Sound.  Enemy activity during the Revolutionary War and War of 1812 
demonstrated the need to control the waters of this area.  During the Revolutionary War, the 
British occupied Plum Island and used it as a base for conducting raids on Long Island to 
confiscate livestock and other supplies.  In 1775, General David Wooster led a group of men to 
land on the island and drive away the British to end the raiding.  However, the British repulsed 
the attack and General Wooster’s force returned to present- day Orient Point.  During the War of 
1812, British ships patrolled the waters off Plum Island and attacked the Town of Essex, 
Connecticut. 

Prior to the establishment of Fort Terry, United States coastal defense forts developed in three 
phases referred to as the First, Second, and Third Systems (1794-1867).  Prior to 1794, there was 
no effort to systematize coastal defense in the U. S.; numerous coastal defense fortifications were 
built to protect the many bays, inlets, and river mouths along the Atlantic coast.  These early 
forts, with few exceptions, were built by local interests from earth and other locally available 
materials, used a wide variety of cannon for weapons, were briefly occupied, then abandoned 
and left to deteriorate. Multiple fortifications may have been constructed in succession at more 
favorable sites.  At the end of the American Revolution fortifications were abandoned and left to 
deteriorate. 

Beginning with these early fortifications and continuing through World War II, development and 
use of United States coastal defense forts symbolized widely held attitudes and principles 
regarding military involvement, some of which continue to endure.  These attitudes and 
principles influenced fortification politics, funding, design, location, and operations.  Americans 
tended to avoid aggressive military postures - coastal fortifications were inherently not 
aggressive military investments, serving purely defensive purposes.  Americans generally held 
the belief that security could be purchased - a deterrent effect could be achieved, and peace 
preserved through the deployment of coastal defense military hardware of the right sophistication 
and quantity – essentially symbolizing the hope that war could be avoided.  Americans generally 
have opposed maintaining a large regular military force, especially during peace time, and have 
also favored military expenditures that make the most economically efficient use of personnel, 
even during war time.  Furthermore, Americans have only reluctantly engaged in mass 
mobilization efforts to achieve military readiness.  Coastal fortifications fit well within these 
attitudes and principles regarding the availability and use of military personnel; forts could be 
constructed to take advantage of military technologies and make most efficient use of personnel 
and then left essentially unoccupied, except for maintenance needs, until needed.  The 
development and use of Fort Terry followed a pattern conforming with these attitudes and 
principles.  

Another important factor influenced the general attitude of the American public toward the 
military and coastal defense.  At least until World War II, Americans generally believed that the 
oceans presented a large and formidable barrier against aggressive acts by foreign powers.  
Along with this came the belief that America would receive enough advance notice of an 
impending attack to be able to mobilize a sufficiently large defensive force.  This set of beliefs 
was largely justified by the fact that, until the advancement of military aviation technology 
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during World War I, any attack would necessarily require assembling and deploying a large 
naval force, first to bombard defensive forces until they were unable to resist a naval landing and 
then to provide the platforms for the delivery of the invading army.  Furthermore, until sometime 
after World War II, there was little threat from nations located on the North or South American 
continents.  Thus, the defense of American harbors was essential to prevent a landing by foreign 
naval forces or significantly hinder a successful landing by directing the foreign invasion force 
away from harbors to less favorable locations.  American coastal defense fortifications, including 
Fort Terry, were conceived in the context of this widely held belief in the insulating effect of the 
oceans and the need to prevent invasion by either preventing or hindering the landing of a naval 
force.  

Combined with these American attitudes, one overarching principle of coastal defense held true 
until the time of World War I.  Artillery deployed from land could always shoot farther, deliver a 
larger projectile, and achieve greater accuracy than cannon aboard a vessel.  This principle was 
because land surface could support a larger and heavier gun, while providing a more stable 
platform for accuracy.  This principle ran unchallenged until the development of lighter, larger, 
and more accurate naval guns, comparable to land based artillery, in the latter part of the 19th 

century, but it was not completely discredited until advancements in shipboard targeting and 
aiming technology equaled land-based capabilities around the time of World War I.  
Nevertheless, the deployment of large, land-based artillery for coastal defense continued in the 
United States through World War II.  The development of Fort Terry, beginning in 1898, 
embodied this principle. 

The United States began the First American System of coastal defense fortification in 1794, 
when faced with the threat of becoming involved in the European conflict associated with the 
French Revolution (1789-1799).  Design and construction were overseen by European engineers 
under contract and funded with a combination of federal and state resources.  These forts were 
usually open earthen works containing between eight to several dozen cannon, depending on the 
importance of the harbor.  Because of strong state involvement, there was no uniformity in 
design.  Cannon were usually of a diverse size and age, mostly remnants from the Revolutionary 
War, and the full complement of cannon required for the system was never provided.  Funding 
was irregular, maintenance was lacking, and many of these forts rapidly deteriorated.  

In 1807, facing the threat of war with Great Britain, the United States began the Second 
American System of coastal fortification.  Design and construction of these forts was federally 
funded and was overseen by regular Army engineer officers born and trained in America.  
However, there was little coordination, resulting in various designs.  These fortifications 
included open batteries, masonry faced earth forts, and all masonry designs.  The design of many 
of these forts reflected designs from the First System; however; the all masonry design was a 
significant new development in the United States.  Masonry construction provided the 
opportunity to build tall, vertical walled structures containing several rows of cannon in 
casements. The rows of cannon provided the opportunity to concentrate more firepower in each 
fort, while providing increased protection for both guns and gunners inside the walls of the 
structure. With increased firepower in each fort, the number of forts required to protect a harbor 
could be reduced.  Importantly, the stone and brick construction readily withstood the inaccuracy 
of smooth bore naval guns and impact of the round cannon shot uniformly in use by naval forces, 
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while sail powered naval ships were not able to maneuver quickly enough to avoid the punishing 
effects of the multiple cannon from the smaller number of forts.  Sizes and ages of cannon in the 
Second System of forts varied, although they tended on average to be newer and larger than 
those from the First System.  The full complement of cannon required for the system was never 
provided.  Support for the Second System virtually ended after the War of 1812 with Great 
Britain ended in 1815.  

In 1817 and during a time of relative peace, although in reaction to the experience of the War of 
1812, the United States began the design and construction of the Third System of coastal 
defense.  The most important element of the Third System was its use of a governing board of 
Army engineer officers; an analogous special board that remained in existence until World War 
II.  The special board introduced several innovations in the processes of fortification systems and 
armament development that influenced U. S. coastal fortification through World War II.  The 
Third System was planned and designed as a system of mutually supportive and cohesive 
fortifications.  Harbors were designated and prioritized for the construction of fortifications; with 
specific site selections and designs overseen by the special board.  Use of armament was also 
standardized, with earlier model cannon no longer used in these forts.  Cannon production 
capability was increased to eventually meet the needs of the whole system; although the 
unavailability of suitable carriages prevented them all from being mounted.  Individual cannon 
design was improved, based upon programs of scientific experimentation, resulting in dramatic 
improvements in reliability, range, weight, and accuracy; this ultimately led to the obsolescence 
of the Third System.  While a variety of fortification types were constructed under the Third 
System, the use of masonry was favored.  Third System fortifications were never sufficiently 
manned, contributing to all but three of the southern forts falling under control of southern forces 
during the American Civil War.  Support for the Third System of coastal fortification ended in 
1867, within two years after the end of the Civil War; however, improvements in armament 
continued.  

The development of rifled cannon shortly before the start of the American Civil War had a 
revolutionary impact on coastal fortification design.  Rifled cannon fired elongated (pointed) 
projectiles of greater mass, over longer ranges and with greater accuracy than smooth bore 
cannon firing round shot.  Experience gained during the American Civil War demonstrated that 
the impact of these heavier, pointed projectiles shattered masonry and, upon accurate repeated 
impact, quickly reduced it to rubble.  Masonry impacted by these projectiles required extensive, 
expensive, and time-consuming repairs.  Deployed aboard naval vessels, rifled cannon rendered 
masonry fortifications obsolete.  However, during the Civil War, it was quickly discovered that 
earthen fortifications could absorb the impact of projectiles fired from rifled cannon and any 
holes could be quickly and inexpensively filled; consequently, most fortifications constructed 
during that war were made of earth. 

After the Civil War, America experienced a time of relative peace and, with that, a general lack 
of support for further funding of coastal defense fortifications.  However, a brief period of 
support from 1870 through 1875 resulted in the development of fortification practices that are 
reflected in the design of Fort Terry.  Batteries designed from 1870 to 1875 were earthen 
fortifications, with vertical walls of masonry or concrete to hold back the earth from the area of 
the gun platform.  The individual batteries once again became the primary element of harbor 
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defense, as they were in the Revolutionary War.  Coastal forts were viewed as pieces of real 
estate containing dispersed individual gun batteries.  Multiple forts could be dispersed and 
located in areas best suited for a harbor’s defense.  Gun batteries were constructed in areas to 
take maximum advantage of available topography for effectiveness, concealment, and protection. 
Rooms for ammunition storage were heavily protected by earth and concrete.  Gun platforms 
were made of concrete and granite. Large caliber mortars and torpedoes (submarine mines) were 
also incorporated into coastal defenses at this time.  Few of these fortifications were completed 
during the five-year period and when the support ended in 1875, these batteries received minimal 
maintenance and were generally left to deteriorate at whatever point the construction stopped.  
The fortification design practices and concepts, however, continued to be used.  

In recognition that foreign navies had adopted the latest improvements in gun technology, with 
dramatically more powerful and accurate naval weapons, U.S. President Grover Cleveland 
appointed Secretary of War William Crowninshield Endicott to head a Board of Fortification in 
1885. Later known as the Endicott Board, it studied the condition of coastal defenses of the 
United States and recommended improvements.  The board brought together Army, Navy, and 
civilian expertise to address weaknesses of the U.S. fortification system and recommended an 
upgrade of coastal fortification that would cost over 100 million dollars. 

While many of the recommendations from the Endicott Board were costly, required a large 
increase in military personnel, and were not immediately implemented during this period of 
relative peace, the Endicott Board report in 1886 led to changes in both the strategy and the 
technologies used in protecting the major coastal areas of the United States.  The Endicott Board 
recommended protection for 27 major cities, vital naval bases, and ship construction yards along 
both the Atlantic and Pacific coasts.  In addition to adopting fortification practices from the 
1870-1875 period, the Endicott Board recommended fortifications with state-of-the-art 
reinforced concrete bunkers buried under the earth with only the guns being exposed.  
Recommendations also included the use of floating batteries, torpedo boats, and submarine 
mines (although floating batteries were eventually determined to be not cost effective).  Most 
significantly, the board recommended using the latest in technological advances in artillery, 
resulting in a shift in emphasis in fortification design away from a focus on the nature of the 
structure to that of meeting the requirements and capabilities of the armament.  The threat of war 
with Spain in the late 1800s prompted the United States Congress to fund implementation of the 
Endicott Board recommendations. 

The design of Fort Terry closely mirrors the Endicott Board recommendations.  Endicott era 
defensive fortifications were dispersed among widely separated gun and mortar batteries – many 
new properties were acquired to contain these military reservations and separate military 
reservations became parts of harbor defense systems.  The primary armament of the Endicott era 
consisted of 8-, 10-, and 12-inch guns; the largest guns were designed to engage with an 
attacking navy at ranges up to eight miles.  These were flat trajectory weapons to be installed in 
batteries of two to four weapons each.  Mounted on disappearing carriages, the guns were raised 
to fire over the crest of the emplacement and, after firing, were lowered behind the frontal wall 
for safety and concealment during the reloading process.  Guns were to be mounted in massive 
reinforced concrete emplacements, with the tops at ground level.  Ammunition storage rooms, 
protected by at least 12-feet of reinforced concrete, were to be built within each battery and 
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contained electrically operated mechanical lifts to raise the projectiles to the gun platforms. 
Vertical frontal walls of the gun emplacements were up to 20-feet thick, protected behind up to 
30-feet of grass-covered earth.  Twelve-inch mortars were the secondary armament. Mortars 
were to be installed in groups of eight or 16, either behind hills or within gun pits with high 
artificial walls.  The mortars were stubby guns designed to be fired at a high arch in groups, 
producing a shotgun-like pattern of shells to drop down on vessels on their less well armored 
deck at ranges up to 8.5 miles.  Both types of gun emplacements were designed to be invisible to 
an attacking navy and invulnerable to their weapons.  

Endicott era fort design also included fields of electronically controlled submarine mines, 
illuminated by searchlights, and protected by emplacements of rapid-fire guns with calibers 
between three- and six-inches.  Controlled mines were deemed to be safer to use in friendly 
waters since they were inert until detonated.  They were connected by a wire to their shore side 
control centers.  These mines were not permanently installed but were stored in shore side 
facilities to be deployed by specialized vessels in emergencies.  Rapid-fire guns were used to 
protect the mine fields from smaller rapidly moving mine sweeper vessels.  Electrically operated 
searchlights were to be installed to illuminate the channels and the mine fields at night and 
during inclement weather. 

At Fort Terry, the initial construction between 1899 and 1901 involved Battery Steele with two 
ten-inch guns and Battery Stoneman with eight 12-inch mortars.  (Improvements in naval ship 
armament and tactics had rendered mortar batteries obsolete by 1900, but mortar batteries 
continued to be constructed under Endicott fort designs.)  One mine control casement was 
installed in 1901 near East Point.  Batteries Kelly and Bradford contained rapid fire guns.  In 
1905, Batteries Campbell, Dalliba, Dimick, and Greble were completed and contained rapid-fire 
guns.  Electricity to operate these facilities was supplied from generators installed in the 
batteries. 

In response to continued technological improvements in military weapons and to address lessons 
learned from the Spanish-American war, President Theodore Roosevelt appointed 
Undersecretary of War William Howard Taft to further review coastal defenses in 1905.  In 
1906, the Taft Board completed its report.  Little new equipment was proposed in the Taft Board 
recommendations; rather, the Taft Board accelerated the installation of equipment and 
technologies that were envisioned by the Endicott Board and were either not funded or not fully 
developed at the time of the Endicott report.  Technological innovations from the Taft Board 
improved the protection of minefields with rapid fire batteries and included the addition of more 
fully developed technologies such as searchlights, electrification, meteorological stations, and 
telephone communication.  The most significant Taft Board recommendation involved 
improvements to target locating and range finding, with more accurate instruments using widely 
spaced observation posts scattered along the coast.  Observation posts, called both “fire control 
stations” and “base-end stations,” had three-man crews that provided range, bearing and speed 
information to artillery crews in the main battery, who then used this data to triangulate on and 
target a moving enemy ship.  

At Fort Terry, the Taft Board report resulted in improvements to fire control systems, including 
the construction of several new fire control stations, an extensive system of telephone 
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communications, and improvements in the use of submarine mines.  Batteries Eldridge, Floyd, 
and Hagner were completed and contained rapid fire guns.  Searchlights were added.  Fire 
control and base end stations were constructed for both the batteries and the mines.  Telephone 
and teleautograph facilities were installed.  The electrical network was expanded to operate these 
added facilities. 

The next major advancement of coastal defense occurred in 1907, when the Army created the 
Coast Artillery Corps. The Coast Artillery Corps provided a new military command structure 
and oversaw the development and installation of newer technologies for anti-aircraft defenses 
and wireless (radio) systems for fire control and communications.  Radio communications 
improved the efficiency and accuracy of fire control, by allowing for better coordinated and 
more accurate uses of coastal guns among widely spaced forts.  At Fort Terry, the Coast Artillery 
Corps oversaw an extensive upgrade of telephone communications, installation of anti-aircraft 
batteries, and construction of a radio station. 

World War I was no exception to the United States’ defensive dominance.  As seen in previous 
eras, major advancements in military armament greatly impacted the types and locations of 
fortifications.  Unlike previous wars fought with foreign countries on American soil, World War 
I occurred on foreign soil. Advancements to weapon technology greatly extended the firing 
power available on battleships, thus making some of the previous fortifications obsolete.  With 
the introduction of airplanes into the military theater, the need for fortification also changed. 
However, limited changes to U. S. coastal fortifications were made during this time period 
because World War I activities did not breach U.S. shores and the United States fortifications 
were not tested by a foreign power.  During this time there was no extensive construction of new 
fortifications, but rather an increased use of new weapons such as the 16-inch gun and 
antiaircraft guns.  Anti-aircraft guns were added to Fort Terry during this time period. 

A vast change in warfare occurred with World War II.  Of greatest relevance to harbor defense, 
the war was fought and ultimately won from the air.  However, two-gun batteries and 
communications improvements were added to Fort Terry during the World War II period.  

After World War II, defending a harbor against a foreign navy became a superfluous activity, 
and therefore the need for coastal fortifications became obsolete by the end of the 1940s.  As a 
result, coastal fortifications were subsequently used for purposes other than military or 
government use, or they were demolished or abandoned and left to deteriorate.  

Establishment of Endicott Fortifications (Endicott Era, 1891-1928) 

In the 1886 report from the Department of War, the Endicott Board indicated the need to protect 
major U.S. cities from attack by foreign powers.  In establishing a list of cities to protect, the 
board first identified important commercial ports, railroad shipping centers, and major naval 
ports.  The major concern was that if these cities were captured by the enemy, they could stop all 
commerce in the area, including both coastal and international trade. 

In the 1886 Report of the Board on Fortifications or Other Defenses Appointed by the President 
of the United States under the Provisions of the Act of Congress, New York City was at the top 
of the list of 27 ports identified as needing the most urgent protection.  Within this report it 
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indicated, “This important port must be fortified at both entrances in the most thorough manner.” 
New London and New Haven, Connecticut, were also included further down on the list.  Three 
separate initiatives were established for the protection of New York City and its neighboring 
communities.  These initiatives, or Commands, were the Harbor Defense of Eastern New York, 
the Harbor Defense of Southern New York, and, most relevant to this nomination, the Harbor 
Defense of Long Island Sound. 

The Endicott Board recommended a system of forts guarding all channels from Block Island 
Sound into Long Island Sound, plus the updating of two existing forts in New London, 
Connecticut.  Locating fortifications along the outline of islands in Long Island Sound enhanced 
protection by keeping any invading foreign navy a far distance from New York City, preventing 
a foreign foe from using Long Island Sound as a harbor, and allowing local commerce within the 
sound to continue. Figure 3 shows the locations of the forts proposed for the Eastern Defense of 
Long Island Sound.  While the proposed fortifications for New Haven, Connecticut, were not 
constructed, the other recommendations for the Defense of Long Island Sound were followed.  
Following is a list of the five new forts that were constructed and the two forts that were to be 
upgraded as a result of the Endicott Board: 

Figure 12: Forts in the Eastern Defense of Long Island Sound 

FORT TRUMBULL ‐ Fort Trumbull in New London, Connecticut, had existing fortifications that 
were constructed in 1839 and 1852.  While the Endicott Board recommended upgrading these 
fortifications, the construction did not occur.  Fort Trumbull became a sub‐fort of Fort H. G. 
Wright and later operated as the headquarters of Long Island Coastal Defense until 1910.  Fort 
Trumbull was listed on the National Register of Historic Places in 1972. 
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FORT GRISWOLD - Fort Griswold, in Groton, Connecticut, a revolutionary war coastal 
fortification, was in poor condition.  The Endicott Board recommended upgrading this 
fortification, but the construction did not occur; only guns were added to the fortification.  
However, in 1903, the cantonment was deactivated.  Fort Griswold was listed on the National 
Register of Historic Places in 1970. 

FORT MANSFIELD ‐ Fort Mansfield, located in Napatree Point, Rhode Island, was established 
in 1898 and initially considered a part of Fort Trumbull; however, once it became fully manned, 
it became an independent fortification.  Fort Mansfield was a small garrison with a small number 
of cantonment buildings and three batteries; Battery Wooster, Battery Crawford, and Battery 
Connell.  The fort was abandoned by 1920 because it was found during war games in 1902 that it 
could be approached along the Rhode Island coast without detection.  Only Battery Wooster and 
Battery Crawford remain. 

FORT H. G. WRIGHT - Fort H. G. Wright was located on Fishers Island, northeast of Plum 
Island and Great Gull Island.  It was established in 1898 with the construction of three batteries: 
Butterfield, Barlow and Dutton. Additional batteries were added between 1900 and 1903 
(Batteries Clinton, Hoffman, Hamilton, March and Hoppock), and during WWII, (Batteries 111, 
214, 215 and Hackleman). Fort H.G Wright became the battle command for the Harbor Defense 
of Long Island Sound after 1910.  All of these batteries, with the exception of Battery 214, 
remain today but are in deteriorated condition.  Some of the Battery Commander’s (BC) and 
C.R.F. Stations also remain.  Of the cantonment buildings constructed, much of the housing 
remains, such as Officers’ and N.C.O. Quarters, as well as the Quarter Masters Storehouse and 
Bakery. 

FORT MICHIE - Fort Michie was established in 1897 and located on Great Gull Island, 
northeast of Plum Island.  While only a handful of cantonment buildings were constructed, five 
batteries were built.  They consisted of Battery Davies, Battery Palmer, Battery North (destroyed 
by the construction of Battery Davis), Battery Benjamin, Battery Maitland and Battery Pasco.  
All batteries are in deteriorated condition, as are the Quarter Masters Storage Head Quarters and 
the Engineers Building.  Today, Great Gull Island, which covers 19 acres, is a bird sanctuary. 

FORT TERRY – Fort Terry is the subject of this nomination. 

FORT TYLER - Located on a spit of land at the northern end of Gardiner’s Island (now a separate 
island called Gardiner’s Point Island) in Block Island Sound off the coast of Long Island, Fort 
Tyler was established in 1898 with two batteries (Battery Smith and another unnamed battery).  
The fortifications were never armed and, because of shifting sands that would constantly cause 
problems at the fortifications, were decommissioned in 1924.  During World War II, the 
fortifications were used for target practice by the Navy, leaving what remained on the island in 
ruins. 

Land Acquisitions 

The acquisition of land for the defense of the eastern entrance to Long Island Sound was placed 
under the direction of Lieutenant Colonel William Ludlow of the U. S. Army Corp of Engineers 
on July 17, 1896.  However, the responsibility for the identification of sites and procurement of 
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land for the fortifications was given to Captain Smith S. Leach by orders of Brigadier General 
W. P. Craighill, Chief of Engineers.  Captain Leach identified possible sites for fortifications, 
their owners, property improvements (buildings, windmills, fences, etc.), and the lowest prices at 
which each owner would sell. Captain Leach recommended and gained approval for acquisition 
of sites for fortifications on Little Gull Island, Great Gull Island, Plum Island, and Fishers Island. 

Acquisition of the Gull Islands was relatively simple because the government had purchased 
both islands in 1803 for the construction of a lighthouse reservation and lighthouse keeper’s 
plantation. With the completion of the transfer of Little Gull Island and Great Gull Island to the 
War Department, the construction started on Great Gull by late September 1896.  This was to be 
the location of Fort Michie. 

The purchase of a site on Plum Island in 1897 also came relatively easy, considering that Capt. 
Leach did not know the owner of the island.  Abram S. Hewitt, a prominent iron merchant and 
former mayor of New York City, offered to sell the entire island for $50,000, but he also noted 
that he would sell the roughly 150 acres of agricultural land on the eastern portion of the island 
that the government wanted for $25,000.  Planning for construction of Fort Terry’s batteries at 
the far eastern end of the island started immediately, in the fall of 1896.  The final 690 acres of 
agricultural land located on the west side of the island were purchased in 1901. 

Contrary to the relatively easy and inexpensive acquisition of Plum, Little Gull, and Great Gull 
Islands, the purchase of Fishers Island was drawn out and difficult.  At that time, Fishers Island 
was being developed as a resort island, for which construction had already begun.  The owners of 
Fishers Island disputed the government’s offer of $167 per acre for 216 acres on the western side 
of the island and were seeking $1,000 per acre.  Captain Leach felt that the price the owners were 
asking was too high and recommended that the government pursue acquisition of the land 
through the condemnation process.  Condemnation proceedings lasted from 1896 through the 
spring of 1898.  By mid-May 1898 there was concern that a Spanish fleet could infiltrate the 
Long Island Sound, as the U.S. was then engaged in the Spanish-American War, and the owners 
of Fishers Island agreed to sell the 216 acres to the federal government.  Condemnation 
proceedings concluded with a final report dated June 24, 1898 and the sale of the land for $175 
per acre. 

Construction of Fort Terry 

Construction started in 1897 on five of the proposed coastal defense fortifications for Long 
Island Sound. They included H. G. Wright on Fishers Island, Fort Michie on Great Gull Island, 
Fort Tyler on Gardiner Island, and Fort Terry on Plum Island in New York, and Fort Mansfield 
in Napatree Point, Rhode Island.  Fort Terry and Fort Michie were the initial two fortifications 
constructed, with Fort Michie completed first. Even though modern fortifications were 
recommended by the Endicott Board for Fort Trumbull and Fort Griswold in Connecticut, no 
construction was completed, and the Connecticut forts were soon decommissioned. 

Fort Terry was named for Civil War General Alfred Terry.  Construction for Fort Terry began on 
August 14, 1897, with Mairs and Lewis, of 18 Broadway, New York City, New York, as the 
General Contractor.  The first structure to be completed was the North Wharf to enable the 
transport of workers, equipment, and supplies to the island. From there a railroad was laid to 

65 

B-243



      
                                                        

 
 

 
  

  
    

 
     

  
    

  

 

   
  

 

  
  

   
 

  
     

 
 

  
    

 
    

  
  

 
    

  
 

    
   

 
 

 
 

  
 

  

East Point.  Construction of the batteries began with Battery Steele and phase one of the Battery 
Kelly emplacement, followed by the Mining Casemate, all at East Point.  The locations of these 
batteries can be found on Figures 1 and 2.  Construction activities occurred day and night.  
Twenty-three small temporary buildings (wood and tar paper shacks, no longer extant) were 
constructed on Plum Island to house the laborers, mostly Italian immigrants. 

The construction of the first cantonment buildings occurred at the same time as the construction 
of the batteries.  The first cantonment area and parade ground were located on the west side of 
the island, on the only flat terrain that the Army owned in the initial 150-acre purchase. 
Construction in this area continued until 1910.  Ten buildings, which were to be used by one 
artillery company, were arranged around a 500-foot square.  This area of the island overlooked 
the Long Island Sound to the north.  A barrack building faced north.  Quarters for officers and 
their families faced east.  A workhouse, guardhouse, storehouse, administration building, and 
quarters for the non-commissioned officers faced to the west.  A stable and bakery faced south. 
Figure 1 shows a concentration of development at the first cantonment area and parade ground. 

The additional land purchased in 1901 provided the ability to expand the cantonment area.  
Although construction at the original parade ground continued until 1910, a much larger parade 
ground was eventually located on a flatter area of the island that overlooks Gardiner’s Bay.  By 
the end of 1912, Fort Terry’s permanent brick cantonment buildings were constructed.  Figure 1 
shows Fort Terry facilities as of 1921, including both parade grounds.  

To transport equipment, supplies, and personnel onto the island for construction and, later, for 
fort operations, a wharf was constructed in 1897 in a location off the shoreline of the north shore 
near Battery Steele.  The War Department noted that the primary means of lighting at Fort Terry 
in 1904 consisted of mineral oil lamps.  A second wharf was constructed in 1905 off the eastern 
shoreline near the Combined Torpedo Storehouse and Cable Tanks building.  The second wharf 
was needed for transporting torpedoes.  At this time the term “torpedo” and “mine” were 
interchangeable.  The construction of a wharf particularly used to transport torpedoes had 
specific requirements, such as the height, in order to provide easy transfer of torpedoes from the 
wharf to the mining boats.  Plum Gut Harbor also assumed these roles after it was constructed in 
1911. Figure 1 shows the locations of the two wharves and the harbor.   

Railroads were also an important element of fortifications constructed in the Endicott Period. 
Railroads were commonly used by Army engineers to transport the heavy materials, such as 
stone, steel, and concrete, used in the construction of batteries.  After construction was 
completed, railways were often removed.  However, a railroad could be turned over to the 
Quartermaster Corps for maintenance and carrying supplies to the battery. Two small steam 
engines were used to transport construction materials and, later, arsenals across Fort Terry.  

Figure 1 indicates that the south railroad ran from the Plum Gut Harbor southeast towards 
Gardiner’s Bay, turning northeast near Battery Floyd, past Battery Eldridge, and ran northeast to 
the west side of the Combined Torpedo Storehouse and Cable Tanks Building.  It also indicates 
that a spur ran to the South Wharf and another ran through the Combined Torpedo Storehouse 
and Cable Tanks Building.  The terminus of the south railroad was at an Engineering Storehouse 
west of the Double Mining building.  The second railroad was located at the North Wharf and 
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ran along the north coast.  No records could be identified to determine when the trains stopped 
being used on the island. 

World War I Era 

In the summer months of July and August of 1916, the first federal military training camp for 
boys was conducted at Fort Terry.  They were called the Junior Plattsburg Cadets, and ranged in 
age from 15 to 18 years old.  Over 2,400 boys from 24 states and over 300 schools learned 
military discipline in two sessions. In addition to the Junior Plattsburg Cadets, Army recruits 
were located on Plum Island.  During the years of 1916 through 1918, construction continued 
with wood framed buildings.  This included at least 16 one-story and 20 two-story quarters.  The 
one-story quarters were located along the west side of the second parade ground and the two-
story quarters on the east end of it (Figure 1). 

Guns from several of the Fort Terry batteries were shipped overseas for World War I.  In 1917, 
four of the 12-inch mortars at Battery Stoneman were removed.  The six-inch guns at Batteries 
Dimmick and Floyd were removed and the five-inch guns at Battery Kelly were removed.  Some 
armament occurred after World War I when two anti-aircraft batteries were constructed on Plum 
Island in 1918 and in 1921.  Between World Wars I and II, the fort saw very little activity.  

In 1926, Fort Terry was being maintained by a small caretaking detachment from Fort H. G. 
Wright.  A National Guard anti-aircraft regiment trained at the fort during the summer.  There 
was also a camp for organized reserves.  Officers of junior grades were advised not to bring their 
families, since there were not enough quarters. 

Caretaking Status 

Fort Terry became inactive and was placed on caretaking status between 1931 and 1934.  During 
this time, it was recommended by the Department of Justice that the federal prison system 
construct a new 1,000-cell penitentiary on Plum Island when Fort Terry closed.  However, the 
penitentiary was not constructed.  Also, during this time, the three-inch guns were removed from 
Battery Hagner, Battery Campbell, and Battery Greble. 

World War II 

Because of the possibility of the United States’ involvement in World War II, Fort Terry once 
again became a training facility for the Army, particularly for training on antiaircraft guns. 
However, with the development of guns that could reach targets further out at sea, the 
significance of Fort Terry’s role in coastal defense after 1940 diminished rapidly.  Beginning in 
1940, the line of defense for the eastern entrance into Long Island Sound was moved further into 
the Atlantic Ocean with the installation of 16-inch guns at Montauk Point (Camp Hero, National 
Register listed), Fishers Island, Point Judith, and Sakonnet Point.  With the addition of Camp 
Hero in 1942, the focus was to provide one large harbor defense that combined the Defense of 
Long Island Sound, New Bedford, and Narragansett Bay.  Furthermore, with developments in 
military technology, there was a greater chance that attacks would occur from air strikes; because 
the Endicott and Taft fortifications on Fort Terry were visible from the air, they were easy 
targets.  Consequently, the role of Fort Terry as a defensive fortification became much less 
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important and the remaining Endicott and Taft Period armaments at Fort Terry were removed in 
the 1940s.  The infrastructure for these arms, however, were left in place on the remaining 
batteries. 

However, three new batteries were constructed at Fort Terry during the World War II years. 
These included a battery of four 155-mm guns located south of Battery Steele, two 90-mm guns 
located near the far end of Pine Point at the southernmost part of Plum Island, and Battery 
Construction No. 217 with two six-inch guns located on East Point. The first two batteries 
offered little protection to the soldiers operating the guns, while Battery Construction No. 217 
was constructed into a man-made hill, offering protection from both sea and air. 

Fort Terry continued to be used as a training facility during World War II.  According to a 1954 
map of Fort Terry, from the Corps of Engineers, Office of the District Engineer, New York 
District and drawn by Alexander D. Corsett & Associates, temporary buildings were constructed 
during the World War II years.  The temporary buildings were necessary to house the influx of 
soldiers during the war years.  These buildings were located along the isthmus at the eastern end 
of the island.  They were of timber frame construction with tar paper roofs on pier foundations.  
Later demolished, several foundations remain in the area where these buildings were located. 

The Transition Years 

On September 16, 1948, the War Assets Administration (WAA) identified 22 obsolete military 
posts that were to be sold as surplus.  These fortifications were located along the Atlantic coast 
and two, Fort Terry and Fort Michie, were associated with the defense of the eastern entrance to 
Long Island Sound.  On September 26, 1948, the War Department announced that “Old Fort 
Terry” would be reconditioned and operated as a Coastal Defense Unit, whose purpose would be 
to manage the deep-water channels between the Atlantic Ocean and Long Island Sound.  
Construction was planned to build additional barracks; however, no action was taken. 

On December 12, 1949, the island was put up for sale as Federal Surplus Property, directed by 
the principle of “greatest public benefit.”  The Suffolk County Board of Supervisors was very 
interested in the acquisition and submitted a bid of $85,000 to purchase Plum Island; however, 
the sale did not go through.  Once again, the future of Fort Terry was put on hold. 

Meanwhile, in 1949, Congress had authorized the Department of Agriculture to establish a 
facility to research Foot-and-Mouth Disease, also known as Hoof-and-Mouth Disease.  The 
impetus for establishing such a research facility was a serious outbreak of the disease, which is 
devastating to cloven-hoofed animals, in Mexico in the late 1940s.  To protect livestock, the U. 
S. Government planned measures to prevent the disease from spreading to the United States.  An 
important criterion in establishing a facility to research Foot-and-Mouth Disease was that such a 
facility must be located on an island to prevent any possible spread of the disease.  Adding to the 
concern, another serious outbreak of the disease also occurred in Mexico in the early 1950s.  

In 1952, the Army’s Chemical Corps developed plans to modify the cantonment buildings and 
some of the batteries for use as offices and laboratories to perform research into a cure for Foot-
and-Mouth Disease.  The Chemical Corps completed it modifications, including the construction 
of a containment laboratory in the Combined Torpedo Storehouse and Cable Tanks Building, 
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later known as Building No. 257.  However, before any research could be conducted by the 
Army Chemical Corps, the island and its facilities, except for the lighthouse and its support 
buildings, were transferred to the Department of Agriculture, Bureau of Animal Industry in 1954 
for use as the Plum Island Animal Disease Center (PIADC).  Under the Bureau of Animal 
Industry, modifications to Fort Terry’s buildings and structures continued for housing, 
laboratories and animal storage, and several building interiors were significantly altered.  
Exteriors were also modified as needed to support the animal research administration and 
operations. Buildings originally associated with Fort Terry that were altered for use by the 
PIADC are identified in previous sections of this nomination.  Buildings that have been 
significantly altered or demolished have been excluded for this nomination. 

During the 1950s, many of Fort Terry’s buildings and structures were used for housing, offices, 
and animal holding for the PIADC mission.  No serious alterations were made to accommodate 
these new uses.  Most of the batteries were used for large animal containment.  Many of the 
interiors were renovated; however, other than additions, little was done to modify the exterior of 
the buildings and structures on the island.  The Department of Agriculture contracted for the 
construction of new buildings on Plum Island, such as Laboratory Building 101, which was 
completed in 1956 by Stock Construction Corporation. These new buildings are excluded from 
the nomination.  With the USDA on the island they brought a new type of residents; families. 
Some of the existing barracks, as well as, officers’ quarters were turned into family housing.  By 
the 1960s, with the establishment of a reliable source of transportation on and off the island, staff 
no longer stayed on the island and much of the housing was demolished or burned down at that 
time. 

Fort Terry represents the evolution of military fortifications from the late 19th century to the 
mid-20th century which represents the greatest changes in military strategies in fortification in 
the United States.  The buildings and structures connected to the development of Fort Terry are 
significant in demonstrating the Coastal Defense of the Eastern Entry to Long Island Sound from 
1897 to 1948.  These dates indicated the dates of the purchase and start of construction on the 
Island for Fort Terry to 1948 when the fort was decommissioned, and the fort was to change 
hands from the Army to another governmental agency.  Fort Terry represents the developmental 
changes to fortification over its 50-year history, from the defense of the region from attacks from 
short range guns on naval ships attempting to infiltrate into Long Island Sound to the protection 
from armored ships with long range armaments and aircraft. 

SIGNIFICANT DATES FOR FORT TERRY 

1897: Purchase of land on the east end of Plum Island, New York.  

1898: Construction of North Wharf and Battery Steele 

April 25 – August 1898: Spanish‐American War 

1899: Recruits from Fort Monroe arrive 

1900: Construction of Battery Bradford 
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1901: Construction of Battery Stoneman 

1901: Purchase of land on the west end of Plum Island, New York.  Construction of Building 14 
– Hospital, Building 13 - Tailor Shop, Combined Command Center and Meteorological Station, 
and Building 49 - Post Exchange, Building 37 – Commissary 

1905: Construction of Battery Dimick and Battery Greble 

1906: Construction of Battery Eldridge, Battery Floyd and Shelter for Searchlight No. 7 

1908: Construction of Double Mine Primary Station M’3-M’3, Base End Station M’’’3, Base 
End Station M’’’5, and Base End Station M’’’4 

1909: Construction of Building 44 - Bakery 

1910: Construction of Building 47 – Firemen's Quarters, Building 49 – Post Exchange, Building 
54 – Barracks, Building 55 – Barracks 

1911: Construction of Building 59 - Well Pump House, Building 60 - Quartermaster's 
Storehouse, Building 257 - Combined Torpedo Storehouse and Cable Tanks Building, Plum Gut 
Harbor, and Coincidence Rage Finding Station and Plotting Room (Kelly) 

1912: Construction of Building 61 – Jerome Reservoir, Shelter for Searchlight No. 11, Shelter 
for Searchlight No. 12, Shelter for Searchlight No. 13, Shelter for Searchlight No. 14, and 
Building 63 – Guard House, 

July 28, 1914: Start of World War I 

1914: Construction of Plotting Room for Kelly, Coincidence Rage Finding Station and Plotting 
Room (Eldridge), and Plotting Room for Stoneman 

1916: Construction of Addition to Hospital and Plattsburg Boys Camp 

1918: Construction of Building 115 – Fire Pump House 

November 11, 1918: End of World War I 

1921: Construction of Bombproof Mining Casemate 

1923: Construction of Coincidence Rage Finding Station (Campbell) 

1931: Fort Terry placed in care‐taking status 

1934: Fort Terry removed from care‐taking status 
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Fort Terry Historic District Suffolk County, New York 
Name of Property County and State 

September 1, 1939: Start of World War II 

1940: Building 257 – Combined Torpedo Storehouse and Cable Tanks modified for use as a 
dormitory for recruits and construction of Building T 226 – Power Plant and Building T 227 – 
Power Plant 

1941: Construction of Building T 228 – Power Plant and Building T 232 – Chapel 

1943: Construction of Battery of 155mm Guns and SCR‐296A 

1944: Construction of Fire Control Structure 1‐O, Fire Control Structure 1‐G, Fire Control 
Structure 1‐GG, Fire Control Structure 1‐P, Fire Control Structure 1‐S 

September 2, 1945: End of World War II 

1948: Fort Terry declared surplus by the War Assets Administration 

1949: Plum Island put up for sale as Federal Surplus Property 

1954: Beginning of some Fort Terry buildings and structures modification and new construction 
activities on the northwest side of the island by USDA for PIADC 

4. Statement of Significance 

Applicable National Register Criteria 
(Mark "x" in one or more boxes for the criteria qualifying the property for National Register 
listing.) 

X A. Property is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the 
broad patterns of our history. 

B. Property is associated with the lives of persons significant in our past. 

X C. Property embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of 
construction or represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values, 
or represents a significant and distinguishable entity whose components lack 
individual distinction. 

D. Property has yielded, or is likely to yield, information important in prehistory or 
history. 

Criteria Considerations 
(Mark “x” in all the boxes that apply.) 

A. Owned by a religious institution or used for religious purposes 
Removed from its original location 
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___________________ 

B. A birthplace or grave 

C. A cemetery 

D. A reconstructed building, object, or structure 

E. A commemorative property 

F. Less than 50 years old or achieving significance within the past 50 years 

Areas of Significance 
(Enter categories from instructions.) 
MILITARY HISTORY 
ENGINEERING - MILITARY 

Period of Significance 
1898-1948__________ 

Significant Dates 
1898-1948__________ 

Significant Person 
(Complete only if Criterion B is marked above.) 
N/A_______________ 

Cultural Affiliation 
N/A_______________ 

Architect/Builder 
U.S. ARMY QUARTERMASTER CORPS 
MAIRS AND LEWIS (BUILDERS) 

Statement of Significance Summary Paragraph (Provide a summary paragraph that includes level of 
significance, applicable criteria, justification for the period of significance, and any applicable criteria 
considerations.) 

The use of Fort Terry for the defense of the eastern entrance to Long Island Sound was important 
for the safety of citizens in the regions bordering Long Island Sound and was recognized from a 
national perspective as important for protecting the vital economy of New York City.  Historical 
military use forms the contextual theme for nominating Fort Terry.  Its potential for historical 
significance is based on its potential to inform military history as an example of coastal defense 
strategy and technology in use during the time of its operation. 

To represent this important part of military history, Fort Terry contains a good portion of its 
defensive works, sufficient to illustrate the reason for its construction and use in coastal defense 
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strategy.  Retention of location and orientation of the defensive works illustrates how 
construction sites were selected to take advantage of the island’s natural topography.  In addition, 
the location and orientation of the defensive works provided the opportunity for coordination 
with other coastal defense forts to engage the enemy.  Remaining defensive works are 
sufficiently intact to show the purpose for which they were constructed, as well as to illustrate 
their historical designs and materials of construction.  In addition, the plan of the fort also survives, 
illustrating theories of fort design and the integration of the first and second phases of its development. Thus, the 
significant combination of contributing features of this historic district nomination document the 
fort’s integrity of location, setting, design, function, materials, feeling and association. 

As a representative example of historical coastal defenses, Fort Terry retains evidence of the 
human element required to operate and maintain the military technology of the time.  Remaining 
support infrastructure is sufficient to convey a sense of the numbers of troops required to operate 
and maintain the fort.  Remaining support infrastructure represents the living requirements for 
the troops, such as for housing, water supply, and food, among other things.  Various functional 
requirements to operate the former fort such as administration, utilities, maintenance, and 
emergency services, among others, are also evident in the remaining support infrastructure.  The 
physical locations of the support infrastructure display relationships to the defensive works, as 
well as relationships among each other.  In addition, the support infrastructure retains sufficient 
historical architectural detail to reflect the styles of military construction used during the period 
of significance and to evoke the environment of a military fort from the period of significance. 
The support infrastructure sufficiently retains its original location, sufficient structural elements 
to indicate the materials used for construction and manner of construction, and sufficient 
architectural elements on major façades to reflect the styles used during the period of 
significance. 

Not only does a substantial portion of the fort survive, but nearly all batteries (without their 
weaponry) are extant in addition to support features built in conjunction with the defense 
structures.  The Fort Terry Historic District has seen varying levels of occupation throughout its 
history, both military and civilian, all in service to the U.S. Some alterations have been 
performed over the years to comply with new life and safety regulations and operation needs.  
Some structures have begun to deteriorate due to coastal weather conditions and some buildings 
have been altered; the fortifications have not. Additionally, buildings currently being used must 
constantly be assessed for maintenance needs.  However, modifications to contributing 
components has been minor.  Overall, the Fort Terry Historic District retains a high degree of 
integrity of location, design, setting, association, feeling, materials, and workmanship and more 
than adequately demonstrates its significance in the areas of military history, engineering, and 
architecture. 

Fort Terry is nationally and regionally significant under Criterion A for its association with the 
historical development of military coastal defenses from 1898 through 1948 and under Criterion 
C for retaining the distinctive characteristics of military construction from the Endicott and Taft 
periods of development through World War II. 
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_____________________________________________________________________________ 
Narrative Statement of Significance (Provide at least one paragraph for each area of significance.) 

Criterion A: Military History 
The Fort Terry Historic District meets criterion A because of its association with the evolution of 
coastal defense systems from 1898 through 1948.  The establishment and development of Fort 
Terry reflects American beliefs in the benefits of coastal defense fortifications as a deterrent to 
war, which persisted through World War II.  Construction at Fort Terry also represents the 
vagaries of the nationwide concern for coastal defense, with construction activity associated with 
emergent threats, followed by long periods of no interest.  Based on the recommendations from 
the Endicott Board in 1886, Fort Terry was constructed as a part of a system of coastal defenses 
for the harbor of New York, designed to deter and protect against foreign naval attacks through 
the channels in the eastern entrance to Long Island Sound.  While a part of the defense system 
conceived in 1886, the 12 years of delay in funding between the recommendation and 
construction of the fort represents the general lack of political interest in funding coastal defense 
in the absence of an emergent threat.  Fort design and military technologies used at Fort Terry 
reflect both the strengths and the weaknesses of the Endicott Board recommendations, including 
the magnifications of both relative to the development of military technologies during the 12 
years of delay.  Development at Fort Terry also represents the spike in coastal defense efforts 
resulting from the Taft Board report of 1906, which identified the defense of the eastern entrance 
to Long Island Sound as one of five “defenses of first importance” on the east coast.  The 
continued addition of defensive works at Fort Terry through World Wars I and II, despite 
advances in naval and artillery technology that rendered its location and capabilities largely 
irrelevant, reflects the continuing American belief in defensive fortifications.  Fort Terry 
continued to perform a role in coastal defense through World War II, both as a fortification and 
as a training facility. 

Criterion C: Military Engineering 
The Fort Terry Historic District meets criterion C because its collection of buildings and 
structures illustrate the distinctive characteristics of the Endicott and Taft periods of construction 
of coastal fortifications built between the turn of the twentieth century and World War II.  These 
characteristics include, among others: the use of standard plans for the construction of gun 
batteries, the extensive use of reinforced concrete in gun battery construction, and the use of 
earthen embankments to hide the gun batteries from approaching vessels.  Cantonment buildings 
and other support facilities continue to evidence elements of the Colonial Revival style and other 
architectural styles used by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the Quartermaster Corps 
during the period of significance.  In addition, the fortification components (batteries, submarine 
mining, fire control, searchlights, and power plants) represent the types and typical designs of 
three eras of the national coastal fortification system: the Endicott and Taft Period; the World 
War I era; and the World War II era.  These components have engineering and architectural 
significance as examples of the national standards established by the War Department for the 
design and methods of construction of these types of structures and represent the evolution of 
building methods and technology for these types of structures.  

Original construction at Fort Terry provided a network of systems for coastal defense designed at 
a time when visual methods were used to locate targets and direct weapons.  The original gun 
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batteries and their fire control systems were located to take advantage of the shoreline 
topography and island elevations in three systems to engage enemy vessels in any one of the 
three navigation channels that Fort Terry was designed to protect.  Structures containing the fire 
control systems for the original gun batteries were placed in locations with appropriate 
topography where the fire control systems could be used most effectively to visually locate 
targets and direct the fire of the guns.  Structures housing the fire control systems for the mine 
fields were likewise placed in locations that provided appropriate elevations and lines of sight to 
the offshore mine fields to enable visual range finding and direction for manual detonation of the 
mines.  Searchlight shelters were placed in elevated locations that were hidden from view from 
the water, but near to the shoreline to enable the rapid deployment of searchlights to illuminate 
the mine fields and protect them from enemy activity at night.  Subsequent construction 
demonstrates that Fort Terry remained an integral part of this coastal defense system. Fort Terry 
illustrates that both the physical location of the structures and their design were important for 
their function.   

Developments in American coastal defense technologies are also represented at Fort Terry. 
Structures and sites represent the evolution of American defense technology through World War 
II; evidence of this technology includes guns and submarine mines; communications systems, 
including voice, semaphore flags, telephone, and radio, as well as targeting systems, including 
visual range finding methods and radar. 

5. Major Bibliographical References 

Bibliography (Cite the books, articles, and other sources used in preparing this form.) 

AMEC Environment & Infrastructure, Inc. “Archeological Resources Predictive Model Plum 
Island Animal Disease Center Plum Island, New York”. Unpublished research conducted 
under contract to the U.S. Government and provided by the Department of Homeland 
Security. March 2013.  

Bramson, Ruth A.; Fleming, Geoffrey K.; and Folk, Amy K. “A World Unto Itself The 
Remarkable History of Plum Island, New York.” Southold Historical Society. 2014. 

Browning, R. S. “Two If By Sea: The Development of American Coastal Defense Policy”. 
Greenwood Press. 1983 

Chattey, Paul; Foxhall, Horace; McQueen, Flossie; Nielsen, C.; Shipe, M.; Taylor, T.; and 
Tippett, J. “Context Study of the United States Quartermaster General Standardized Plans 
1866-1942”. U.S. Army Environmental Center. November 1997. 

Clary, D. A. “Fortress America: The Corps of Engineers, Hampton Roads, and United States 
Coastal Defense”. University Press of Virginia. 1990. 

“Coast Artillery Drill Regulations”. United States Army. Government Printing Office. 1909. 
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Hanning, B. “Forts of the United States An Historical Dictionary, 16th through 19th 

Centuries”. McFarland & Company, Inc. 2006. 

Hefner, Robert J. "Historic Resources Survey, Plum Island, New York, Volumes 1-6.” 
Unpublished Report prepared for the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Animal Research 
Service, Plum Island Research Center. 1998. 

General Order No. 1. War Department. 1911. 

General Order No. 30. Headquarters of the Army Adjutant General’s Office. 1902. 

General Order No. 78. Headquarters of the Army Adjutant General’s Office. 1903. 

General Order No. 97. Headquarters of the Army Adjutant General’s Office. 1901. 

General Order No. 134. Headquarters of the Army Adjutant General’s Office. 1899. 

General Order No. 194. Headquarters of the Army Adjutant General’s Office. 1904. 

Lewis, E.R. “Seacoast Fortifications of the United States: An Introductory History”. Naval 
Institute Press. 1993. 

Maurer, Maurer. “Aviation in the U.S. Army, 1919-1931”. Office of Air Force History 
United States Air Force. 1967. 

Onken, Richard; Tooker, Cynthia; and Bowder, Dale. Unpublished research conducted under 
contract to the U.S. Government and provided by the Department of Homeland Security. 
February and March 2012.  

“Military Posts and Reservations in the United States and Alaska and of National 
Cemeteries”. Government Printing Office. 1904. 

NY 11000014 Plum Island Light Station. National Register of Historic Places. December 
2010. 

Stephenson, J. “Deterrence in Stone: Seacoast Fortresses of the 19th Century”. Journal of 
America’s Military Past. Volume 20, Number 2. Summer 1993. 

Stone, Jessica. “Plum Island Cemetery Research”. Unpublished research conducted under 
contract to the U.S. Government and provided by the Department of Homeland Security. 
Date unknown.  

Sullivan, C. J. “Army Posts and Towns the Baedeker of the Army”. Free Press Printing 
Company. 1926. 
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___________________________________________________________________________ 

Winslow, Colonel Eben E. “Notes on Seacoast Fortification Construction”. Number 61 
Occasional Papers Engineer School United States Army. Government Printing Office. 1920.  

http://www.fortwiki.com/Fort_Terry 

http://www.nps.gov/goga/historyculture/harbor-defenses.htm 

https://catalog.archives.gov/search?q=%22Fort%20Terry%22 

Previous documentation on file (NPS): 

____ preliminary determination of individual listing (36 CFR 67) has been requested 
____ previously listed in the National Register 
____ previously determined eligible by the National Register 
____ designated a National Historic Landmark 
____ recorded by Historic American Buildings Survey  #____________ 
____ recorded by Historic American Engineering Record # __________ 
____ recorded by Historic American Landscape Survey # ___________ 

Primary location of additional data: 

____ State Historic Preservation Office 
____ Other State agency 
__X Federal agency: Department of Homeland Security, National Archives and Records 
Administration, U.S. Army Heritage Education Center 
____ Local government 
____ University 
__X Other; Name of repository: Southold Historical Society 

Historic Resources Survey Number (if assigned): ________________ 

6. Geographical Data 

Acreage of Property: Approximately 664 acres 

Latitude/Longitude Coordinates (Use either the UTM system or latitude/longitude coordinates) 
1. (West): 41.172641; -72.205753 
2. (Northwest): 41.176461; -72.202021 
3. (North): 41:187414; -72.183213 
4. (Northeast): 41.190166; -72.162.334 
5. (Southeast): 41.184943; -72.183661 
6. (Southwest): 41.164831; -72198216 

Boundary Justification (Explain why the boundaries were selected.) 

Plum Island is approximately three miles long, one mile wide, and 840 acres in size and is 
located one and one‐half miles off the eastern coast of Orient Point, Long Island, New York 
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within the Township of Southold in Suffolk County.  It is also nine miles off the southern coast 
of Old Saybrook, Connecticut.  Plum Gut channel, located between Plum Island’s southwestern 
shore and Orient Point, currently provides restricted access to Plum Island from New York and 
Connecticut. 

The boundary of the proposed Fort Terry Historic District has been drawn with consideration of 
the island’s topography, the 1921 map of Fort Terry, the 1947 USCG topographical map, and the 
natural and cultural processes that have occurred on Plum Island.  The boundary line is indicated 
by a line in Map 2, with scale. 

Map 2: Plum Island and Fort Terry Historic District from USGS Plum Island Quadrangle. 

Boundary Justification (Explain why the boundaries were selected.) 

The design of Fort Terry concentrated the defensive works in the eastern portion of the island, 
taking advantage of the island’s topography to support its primary purpose to engage enemy 
vessels in Long Island and Block Island Sounds.  The natural ridge running along the north 
central portion of the island and running to East Point provided high ground for the location of 
observing stations for fire control and for the construction of gun batteries.  Additional defensive 
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works were built along the southern and southeastern shorelines where topography supported the 
engagement of vessels entering Gardiners Bay and Plum Gut.  Along the southern shorelines of 
the island, the ridge line was used to elevate searchlights and observing stations for fire control; 
man-made hills were used to conceal the southern batteries along the shoreline.  Subsequent 
military use and development of Fort Terry concentrated activity to the east of the Main Post 
Road to take advantage of the ridge line for construction of more modern forms of coastal 
defense and the generally flat land for construction of housing and other facilities for the training 
of troops.  

At one time, the whole of Plum Island, apart from land set aside for the Plum Island Light 
Station, was controlled by Fort Terry and the whole of the island remains in federal government 
ownership under the Department of Homeland Security.  Evidence indicates that approximately 
180 acres in the southwestern part of the island were sparsely developed by the U.S. Army and 
no evidence of any construction from this time period is evident.  The focus of the Fort Terry 
defensive works were the waters toward the northeast, east, and southeast of Plum Island; the 
waters to the northwest, west, and southwest were behind the line of coastal defense. Fort Terry 
related development in this southwestern area consisted of a searchlight shelter, a power house, a 
minefield range finding station, a small arms range, and an incinerator; all of which have been 
lost to a combination of shoreline erosion and subsequent development for PIADC since 1948.  
Thus, the Fort Terry Historic District boundary has been drawn to include the 664 acres of the 
island containing the remaining Fort Terry buildings and structures.  The Fort Terry Historic 
District includes the ridgelines that were used for construction of defensive works and to provide 
an elevated reservoir for a gravity fed water supply, freshwater wetlands that were used as a 
source of water supply, the Plum Gut Harbor used to transport military personnel and supplies, 
and the parts of the island that were used for the cantonment areas and temporary housing. 

7. Form Prepared By 

name/title: Sarah Koeppel, Deputy Federal Preservation Officer 
organization: Department of Homeland Security 
street & number: 650 Massachusetts Ave, NW 
city or town: Washington, D.C.  state: ____________ zip code:_20001___ 
e-mail: Sarah.Koeppel@hq.dhs.gov________________________________ 
telephone: 202-868-2759 
date: February 5, 2020 

Additional Documentation 

Submit the following items with the completed form: 

• Maps: A USGS map or equivalent (7.5 or 15 minute series) indicating the property's 
location. 

The Fort Terry Historic District is located on the USGS Plum Island quadrangle and 
specifically on Map 2 of this nomination.  
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• Sketch map for historic districts and properties having large acreage or numerous 
resources.  Key all photographs to this map. 

The Fort Terry Historic District is further identified in Maps 3-5, indicating the western, 
central, and eastern portions of the nomination boundaries. 
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 Map 3: Plum Island western part, with features and historic district 
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Map 4: Plum Island central part, with features and historic district 
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Map 5: Plum Island eastern part, with features and historic district 

Photo Log 
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Name of Property: Fort Terry Historic District 
City or Vicinity: Southold 
County: Suffolk State: New York 

Photographer: varies 
Date Photographed: varies 
Description of Photograph(s) and number, include description of view indicating direction of 
camera: 

Photograph 1 of 91. Feature 21 - Battery Steele, entrance to Number One gun emplacement, 
looking east (February 2012, source: DHS) 
Photograph 2 of 91. Feature 21 - Battery Steele - Number One Gun Emplacement, looking 
south.  Left leads to magazine and tunnel to right leads to Number Two gun emplacement 
(February 2012, source: DHS) 
Photograph 3 of 91. Feature 21 - Battery Steele - Number One Gun Emplacement, looking 
west and north from Number Two emplacement (February 2012, source: DHS) 
Photograph 4 of 91. Feature 21 - Battery Steele, Number Two Gun Emplacement, looking 
south (February 2012, source: DHS) 
Photograph 5 of 91. Feature 116 - Battery Kelly from aerial photograph facing south (April 
2014, source: DHS) 
Photograph 6 of 91. Feature 116 - Battery Kelly facing south (February 2012, source: DHS) 
Photograph 7 of 91. Feature 30 - Battery Stoneman (in white box), showing gun 
emplacements, crow’s nest, and brick access road (aerial photograph facing south from April 
2014, source: DHS) 
Photograph 8 of 91. Feature 30 - Battery Stoneman, bridge on parade approach to battery 
(February 2012, source: DHS) 
Photograph 9 of 91.  Feature 30 - Battery Stoneman mortar pit, showing circles of concrete 
where mortar emplacements were filled-in (May 2014, source: DHS) 
Photograph 10 of 91. Feature 30 - Battery Stoneman, whitewashed walls, exterior steel 
doors, and interior steel grating for shot room (February 2012, source: DHS) 
Photograph 11 of 91. Feature 30 - Battery Stoneman, whitewashed walls, exterior steel 
doors, and interior steel grating for shot room (February 2012, source: DHS) 
Photograph 12 of 91. Feature 36 - Battery Bradford aerial photograph facing west (April 
2014, source: DHS) 
Photograph 13 of 91. Feature 36 - Battery Bradford, looking north across the parade of gun 
emplacement number one (February 2012, source: DHS) 
Photograph 14 of 91. Feature 36 - Battery Bradford, east wall of parade for gun 
emplacement number one (May 2014, source: DHS) 
Photograph 15 of 91. Feature 36 - Battery Bradford looking north across gun emplacement 
two (May 2014, source: DHS) 
Photograph 16 of 91. Feature 34 - Battery Dimick aerial photograph facing southwest (April 
2014, source: DHS) 
Photograph 17 of 91. Feature 34 - Battery Dimick facing east, showing parade of gun 
emplacement number one and stairs to Fire Control Structure 1-R above magazine (May 
2014, source: DHS) 

84 

B-262



      
                                                        

 
 

   
   
 

 
 

 
  
  

 
 

    
 

  
  

  
  

   
  

  
     

 
    

  
 

 
  

 
  
 

 
  

  
  

  
   

  
   

   
 

   
 

 
   

   

 

Photograph 18 of 91. Feature 34 - Battery Dimick plotting room (May 2014, source: DHS) 
Photograph 19 of 91. Feature 34 - Battery Dimick powder room (May 2014, source: DHS) 
Photograph 20 of 91. Feature 34 - Battery Dimick gun emplacement number one (May 2014, 
source: DHS) 
Photograph 21 of 91. Feature 25 - Battery Greble aerial photograph facing northeast (April 
2014, source: DHS) 
Photograph 22 of 91. Feature 25 - Battery Greble facing east (May 2014, source: DHS) 
Photograph 23 of 91. Feature 45 - Battery Eldridge aerial photograph facing west (April 
2014, source: DHS) 
Photograph 24 of 91. Feature 45 - Battery Eldridge facing northeast showing the west wall 
of the magazine and the ceremonial wooden stairway leading to gun emplacement one 
(February 2012, source: DHS) 
Photograph 25 of 91. Feature 45 - Battery Eldridge gun emplacement number two, facing 
southwest toward the central traverse (February 2012, source: DHS) 
Photograph 26 of 91. Feature 45 - Battery Command Station for Battery Eldridge, BC 
(Eldridge) (May 2014, source: DHS 
Photograph 27 of 91. Feature 46 - Battery Floyd looking east (May 2014, source: DHS) 
Photograph 28 of 91. Feature 46 - Battery Floyd west wall showing doorways and windows 
under exterior stairways (February 2012, source: DHS) 
Photograph 29 of 91. Feature 46 - Battery Floyd facing southwest toward the magazine in 
the central traverse.  Gun emplacement number one is on the left.  (May 2014, source: DHS) 
Photograph 30 of 91. Feature 22 - Three of four 155mm Gun Mounts outlined with white 
boxes (Aerial Photography, April 2014, source: DHS) 
Photograph 31 of 91. Feature 37 - Battery Construction 217 aerial photograph looking 
northeast (April 2014, source: DHS) 
Photograph 32 of 91. Feature 37 - Battery 217 aerial photograph facing south west (April 
2014, source: DHS) 
Photograph 33 of 91. Feature 48 - Base End Station F’’’4 (February 2012, source: DHS) 
Photograph 34 of 91. Feature 49 - Base End Station F’’’5 facing north (February 2012, 
source: DHS) 
Photograph 35 of 91. Aerial photograph of East Point facing southwest, showing Battery 
Kelly and Feature 34 - C.R.F & P (Kelly), Feature 32 – Fire Control Structure 1-P, and 
Feature 31 – Fire Control Structure 1-O (April 2014; source: DHS) 
Photograph 36 of 91. Feature 45 - Coincidence Range Finding station Eldridge ruin, facing 
northeast, showing metal posts and window casements on the ground at the foot of the 
structure (May 2014, source: DHS) 
Photograph 37 of 91. Area of Feature 54 - Hot-Air Balloon Hangar Remnant and Landing 
Field.  General area shown in white box.  Aerial photograph facing southwest (April 2014, 
source: DHS) 
Photograph 38 of 91. Feature 28 - East Point aerial photograph facing south-southwest 
showing C.R.F. Campbell, C.R.F. Greble, and Fire Control Structure 1-S (April 2014; 
source; DHS) 
Photograph 39 of 91. East Point aerial photograph facing south showing location of Feature 
53 - S.C.R. - 296A (April 2014; source DHS) 
Photograph 40 of 91. Feature 6 -Fire Control Structure 1-G facing north (February 2012, 
source: DHS) 
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Photograph 41 of 91. Feature 5 - Fire Control Structure 1-GG facing northwest (February 
2012, source: DHS) 
Photograph 42 of 91. Feature 20 - Combined Command Center (C2, F’’5 & Meteorological 
Station) facing southeast, with two story 1-I (F’’5) in foreground and C2 (Terry) to the left 
(February 2012, source: DHS) 
Photograph 43 of 91. Feature 20 - Combined Command Center (C2, F’’5 & Meteorological 
Station) facing northeast, with two story 1-I (F’’5) in foreground and C2 (Terry) to the right 
rear.  Entrance door on bottom right of structure.  (February 2012, source: DHS) 
Photograph 44 of 91. Feature 20 - Combined Command Center (C2, F’’5 & Meteorological 
Station) facing northwest, with one story C2 (Terry) in the foreground and 1-I (F’’5) two 
story 1-I (F’’5) in the rear (February 2012, source: DHS) 
Photograph 45 of 91. Plum Island aerial photograph facing southwest showing location of 
Feature 42 - Double Mine Primary Station M’3-M’3 (April 2014; source: DHS) 
Photograph 46 of 91. Aerial photograph of Pine Point facing north-northeast showing Base 
End Stations Feature 48 - F’’4, Feature 49 - F’’5, and Feature 47 - M’’’3 (April 2014; source: 
DHS) 
Photograph 47 of 91. Aerial photograph of Plum Island southwest shore facing southwest 
showing locations of Feature 43 - Bombproof Mining Casement and Mining Cable Hut 
(April 2014; source: DHS) 
Photograph 48 of 91. Feature 43 - Bombproof Mining Casement facing north looking into 
Quonset hut entrance (February 2012; source: DHS) 
Photograph 49 of 91. Feature 43 - Bombproof Mining Casement interior looking northeast 
(February 2012; source: DHS) 
Photograph 50 of 91. Feature 43 - Mining Cable Hut facing northwest (April 2014; source: 
DHS) 
Photograph 51 of 91. Feature 44 - Building 257 – Combined Torpedo and Cable Tanks, 
aerial photograph looking north-northwest, showing surrounding complex of non-
contributing structures (February 2012, source: DHS) 
Photograph 52 of 91. Feature 44 - Building 257 facing north showing south elevation 
(February 2012; source: DHS) 
Photograph 53 of 91. Feature 44 - Building 257 – Combined Torpedo and Cable Tanks 
looking west, showing east wall (February 2012, source: DHS) 
Photograph 54 of 91. Feature 44 - Building 257 facing south-southeast showing north 
elevation (February 2014, source: DHS) 
Photograph 55 of 91. Feature 44 - Building 257 – Combined Torpedo and Cable Tanks 
looking east, showing west wall (February 2012, source: DHS) 
Photograph 56 of 91. Feature 38 - Shelter for Searchlight No. 7 facing east (February 2012; 
source: DHS) 
Photograph 57 of 91. Feature 38 - Shelter for Searchlight No. 7 interior view (February 
2012; source: DHS) 
Photograph 58 of 91. Feature 27 - Shelter for Searchlight No. 11 aerial photograph facing 
south (April 2014; source: DHS) 
Photograph 59 of 91. Feature 29 - Shelter for Searchlight No. 12 aerial photograph facing 
northwest (April 2014; source: DHS) 
Photograph 60 of 91. Feature 40 - Shelter for Searchlight No. 13 and Feature 41 - Shelter for 
Searchlight No. 14, aerial photograph facing west-northwest (April 2014, source: DHS) 
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Photograph 61 of 91. Feature 50 - Building T 226 – Power Plant facing west (May 2014; 
source: DHS) 
Photograph 62 of 91. Feature 19 - Building T 227 facing south (February 2012, source: 
DHS) 
Photograph 63 of 91. Feature 23 - Building T 228 – Power Plant looking east (February 
2012, source: DHS) 
Photograph 64 of 91. Second Cantonment Area aerial photograph looking northwest (April 
2014, source: DHS) 
Photograph 65 of 91. Feature 17 - Building 13 – Tailor Shop looking northeast (February 
2012, source: DHS) 
Photograph 66 of 91. Feature 7 - Building 14 – Hospital looking north-northwest (May 
2014, source: DHS) 
Photograph 67 of 91. Feature 7 - Building 14 – Hospital looking southwest (May 2014, 
source: DHS) 
Photograph 68 of 91. Feature 7 - Building 14 – Hospital looking east (February 2012, 
source: DHS) 
Photograph 69 of 91. Feature 11 - Building 37 – Commissary looking east (February 2012, 
source: DHS) 
Photograph 70 of 91. Feature 11 - Building 37 – Commissary looking southwest (May 2014, 
source: DHS) 
Photograph 71 of 91. Feature 11 - Building 37 – Commissary looking north-north west (May 
2014, source: DHS) 
Photograph 72 of 91. Feature 129 - Building 37 – Quarter Master’s Work Shop aerial 
photograph looking north (April 2014, source: DHS) 
Photograph 73 of 91. Feature 10 - Building 44 – Bakery looking east (February 2012, 
source: DHS) 
Photograph 74 of 91. Feature 10 - Building 44 – Bakery looking west (May 2014, source: 
DHS) 
Photograph 75 of 91. Feature 12 – Building 47 - Fireman’s Quarters facing southwest 
(February 2012, source: DHS) 
Photograph 76 of 91. Feature 13 - Building 49 – Post Exchange looking east (February 2012, 
source: DHS) 
Photograph 77 of 91. Feature 14 - Building 54 – Barracks facing north (May 2014, source: 
DHS) 
Photograph 78 of 91. Feature 14 - Building 54 – Barracks looking east (May 2014, source: 
DHS) 
Photograph 79 of 91. Feature 15 - Building 55 – Barracks facing north (May 2014, source: 
DHS) 
Photograph 80 of 91. Feature 18 - Building 60 – Quarter Master’s Storehouse looking 
southeast (May 2014, source: DHS) 
Photograph 81 of 91. Embankment holding Feature 4 - Building 61 - Jerome Reservoir 
facing north, showing Fire Control Structures 1-GG, on left, and 1-G, on right (April 2014, 
source: DHS) 
Photograph 82 of 91. Top of earth embankment containing Feature 4 – Building 61 - Jerome 
Reservoir facing northeast (May 2014, source: DHS) 
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Photograph 83 of 91. Feature 9 - Building 63 – Guard House facing north (May 2014, 
source: DHS) 
Photograph 84 of 91. Feature 3 - Building 115 – Fire Pump House facing northwest 
(February 2012, source: DHS) 
Photograph 85 of 91. Aerial photograph facing northwest of Feature 8 - Building T-232 -
Chapel (April 2014, source: DHS) 
Photograph 86 of 91. Feature 8 - Building T 232 – Chapel interior facing northwest (May 
2014, source: DHS) 
Photograph 87 of 91. Feature 1 - Plum Gut Harbor Jetties facing west-northwest (May 2014, 
source: DHS) 
Photograph 88 of 91. Feature 1 - Plum Gut Harbor and Main Post Road aerial photograph 
facing east (April 2014, source: DHS) 
Photograph 89 of 91. Feature 2 - Main Post Road near second parade ground facing 
northeast, showing area of former Officer’s Row on left and Building 54 – Barracks between 
the trees in the distance (May 2014, source: DHS) 
Photograph 90 of 91. Feature 2 - Main Post Road leading from Plum Gut Harbor facing 
north-northeast (May 2014, source: DHS) 
Photograph 91 of 91. Structure 107 – Bombproof Shelter for Switchboard Room facing 
north (January 2017, source: DHS) 

Figures Log 

Name of Property: Fort Terry Historic District 
City or Vicinity: Southold 
County: Suffolk State: New York 

Figure 1 of 12. 1921 map of Fort Terry, U.S. Army 
Figure 2 of 12. 1947 USGS topo map of Plum Island; 1:24,000; Plum Island, NY 
Figure 3 of 12.  Battery Kelly Plan and Cross-sections 
Figure 4 of 12. Battery Stoneman Plan and Cross-sections 
Figure 5 of 12. Battery Bradford Plan and Cross-sections 
Figure 6 of 12.  Battery Dimick Plan and Cross-sections 
Figure 7 of 12. Battery Greble Plan and Cross-sections 
Figure 8 of 12.  Battery 217 Plan and Cross-sections 
Figure 9 of 12.  Battery Steele Plan and Cross-sections 
Figure 10 of 12.  Battery Eldridge Plan and Cross-sections 
Figure 11 of 12.  Battery Floyd Plan and Cross-sections 
Figure 12 of 12. Forts in the Eastern Defense of Long Island Sound  

Map Log 

Name of Property: Fort Terry Historic District 
City or Vicinity: Southold 
County: Suffolk State: New York 

Map 1 of 5.  Plum Island Location from U.S.G.S. Plum Island Quadrangle 
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Map 2 of 5.  Plum Island and Fort Terry Historic District from USGS Plum Island 
Quadrangle 
Map 3 of 5.  Plum Island western part, showing historic district and features 
Map 4 of 5.  Plum Island central part, showing historic district and features 
Map 5 of 5.  Plum Island eastern part, showing historic district and features 

Paperwork Reduction Act Statement:  This information is being collected for nominations to the National Register of Historic 
Places to nominate properties for listing or determine eligibility for listing, to list properties, and to amend existing listings.  Response 
to this request is required to obtain a benefit in accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended (16 U.S.C.460 
et seq.). We may not conduct or sponsor and you are not required to respond to a collection of information unless it displays a 
currently valid OMB control number. 

Estimated Burden Statement: Public reporting burden for each response using this form is estimated to be between the Tier 1 
and Tier 4 levels with the estimate of the time for each tier as follows: 

Tier 1 – 60-100 hours 
Tier 2 – 120 hours 
Tier 3 – 230 hours 
Tier 4 – 280 hours 

The above estimates include time for reviewing instructions, gathering and maintaining data, and preparing and transmitting 
nominations. Send comments regarding these estimates or any other aspect of the requirement(s) to the Service Information 
Collection Clearance Officer, National Park Service, 1201 Oakridge Drive Fort Collins, CO 80525. 
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Image 21. Battery Dimick (in white box) aerial photograph facing southwest (April 
2014, source: DHS) 
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Image 22.  Battery Dimick facing east, showing parade of gun emplacement number one 
and stairs to Fire Control Structure 1-R above magazine (May 2014, source: DHS) 
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 Image 23.  Battery Dimick plotting room (May 2014, source: DHS) 
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Image 24.  Battery Dimick powder room (May 2014, source: DHS) 
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Image 25.  Battery Dimick gun emplacement number one (May 2014, source: DHS) 

B-272



 

  
 

 

 

 

  

 

  

  
  

  

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

Building 14 

Building 232 
Building 44 

Building 37 
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Building 13 
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Image 68.  Second Cantonment Area aerial photograph looking northwest (April 2014, 
source: DHS) 
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Image 72.  Building 14 – Hospital looking east (February 2012, source: DHS) 
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Image 89.  Picture of Building T-232 – Aerial photograph of Chapel facing northwest 
(April 2014, source: DHS) 
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Image 91.  Plum Gut Harbor and Main Post Road aerial photograph facing east (April 
2014, source: DHS) 
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Image 92.  Main Post Road leading from Plum Gut Harbor facing north-northeast (May 
2014, source: DHS) 
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. statement or Historic Contexts 

Introduction 

The lighthouse and lightship appeal to the interests and better instinct ofman because 
they are symbolic ofnever-ceasing watchfulness, ofsteadfast endurance in every 
exposure, ofwidespread helpfulness. The building and the keeping ofthe lights is a 
picturesque and humanitarian work ofthe nation. 

George Putnam, Commissioner of Lighthouses, 1910-1935 

Of the myriad of cultural resources in the United States, for many people, none have more appeal than 
lighthouses. Lighthouses conjure up feelings of romance, security, humanity, heroism, and beautiful 
settings. Some lighthouses have dramatic appeal in connection with notable rescues of shipwreck 
victims by the lighthouse keeper. Some religious hymns refer to the lighthouse beacon as a symbol of 
trust, moral direction, and even God. It is not surprising that lighthouses have become icons for 
humanitarian causes such as the Lighthouse for the Blind. This love of lighthouses and fascination with 
lighthouse keeping has been described by Dennis Hanson who states: 

Clearly there is something special about lighthouses that goes far beyond their utilitarian 
purpose. They are perceived as monuments to the country's maritime past, symbols of 
man's stormy relationship with the sea, beacons ofhope and homecoming. They stand 
for integrity and reliability. The resourceful lighthouse keeper, who endured the tedium, 
danger and deprivation ofhisjob with heroic stoicism, has become part ofour national 
folklore .... 1 

Lighthouses, it seems, have always been favorite destinations for visitors. Throughout the history of the 
lighthouse service, many visitors camped or picnicked at light stations. Tours of the tower were 
routinely given upon request. The 1858 Instructions and Directions for Light-House and Light-Vessel 
Keepers of the United States, Third Edition, specified regulations for admitting visitors in the light 
tower. It stated, 

The light-keepers are required to be sober and industrious, and orderly in theirfamilies. They 
are expected to be polite to strangers, in showing the premises at such hours as do not interfere 
with the proper duties oftheir office, and may, with the approbation ofthe inspector, place a 
placard on a conspicuous part ofthe premises, specifying the hours when visitors will be 
admitted, it being expressly understood that visitors shall not be admitted to the lantern-room 
after sunset. No more than three persons shall have access to the lantern-room at one and the 
same time during the day; and no stranger visiting the light-house can be permitted to handle 
any part ofthe machine apparatus. The light-keepers must not on any pretext, admit persons in 
a state ofintoxication into the lighthouse. 

Today nearly 250 lighthouses are accessible to the public. The more popular sites boast visitation in the 
hundreds of thousands. Lighthouses have become a popular icon in our culture. They are used as logos 
for restaurants, television production companies, real estate, newspapers and other periodicals, 
museums, and other such establishments. The lighthouse motif has been used for the exterior design and 
interior decor of restaurants, churches, banks, hostelries, and other places of business. Individuals have 

'Dennis Hanson, "The Tide Is Turning For Old Beacons Adrift At Land's End," Smithsonian Magazine 
(August 1987). B-283
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designed their homes to resemble lighthouses. The lighthouse motif can be found on microbrewery 
labels, jewelry, calendars, knick-knacks, place mats, napkins, note cards, etc. Miniatures of popular 
lighthouses are common in souvenir and gift shops. Many towns and counties have incorporated a 
nearby lighthouse into their official seal; many states include local lighthouses on their license plates. 
Lighthouses are extremely popular with tourists; local restaurants, motels, inns, bars, and other 
establishments incorporate lighthouses into their name. A popular television soap opera uses the light 
from a lighthouse in its introductory title; television commercials often use lighthouses as backdrops to 
their sales pitch. 

PART I: FEDERAL ADMINISTRATIVE HISTORY 

Lighthouses transferred to the Federal Government (1789-1820) 

Prior to 1789, during the colonial period, each colonial government determined the need for a lighthouse 
in their colony, financed its construction, and oversaw its operation. Twelve colonial lighthouses 
remained in the hands of the individual states throughout the period of confederation with additional 
lighthouses being erected. Colonial lighthouses were usually constructed of wood or rubblestone. 

On August 7, 1789, President George Washington signed the ninth act of the United States Congress 
which provided that the states turn over their lighthouses, including those under construction and those 
proposed, to the central government.2 In creating the U.S. Lighthouse Establishment, aids to navigation 
would henceforth be the responsibility of the Secretary of the Treasury. The legislation also provided 
that a lighthouse would be erected at the entrance to the Chesapeake Bay. Cape Henry Lighthouse 
(1792) and its associated structures was not only the first light station completed by the Federal 
government, but also its first public works project. 

Secretary of the Treasury Alexander Hamilton reviewed contracts and the appointment of keepers before 
sending these documents to President Washington for his signature. The president sometimes asked 
pointed questions and often commented on the salaries of each keeper at the individual lighthouses.3 In 
1792 Hamilton turned over the administration of aids to navigation to the Commissioner of Revenue 
until Albert Gallatin became Secretary of the Treasury. Gallatin kept control of lighthouses for nearly 
all of his two terms in office when this responsibility went back to the Commissioner of Revenue.4 The 
commissioner retained this duty until the office was abolished in 1820. At that time, Stephen 
Pleasonton, Fifth Auditor of the Treasury, was assigned the responsibilities of the commissioner. The 
collector of customs assigned to that district did the administration of lighthouses on the local level. 
Between 1789 and 1820, the Lighthouse Establishment built about 40 new lighthouses; the towers were 
generally constructed of brick and cut stone. 

Lighthouses under the Fifth Auditor of the Treasury (1820-1852) 

For 32 years Pleasonton administered the U.S. Lighthouse Establishment. Little technical progress was 
made during his administration. Once Pleasonton had adopted a way of operation or a technical 

The Lighthouse Act of1789, U.S. Senate Historical Office, 1791, pp. 1-11. 

3 George R. Putnam, Lighthouses and Lightships ofthe United States (Boston and New York: Houghlin 
MifflinCo., 1917), pp. 31-33. 

4 Ibid., p. 33. B-284



USDI/NPS NRHP Multiple Property Documentation Form 
Light Stations in the United States________________________________________Page 7 

development, he actively resisted changes or innovations. For example, when he assumed his new 
responsibilities, lighthouses were lit with the Argand lamp and parabolic reflector. When French 
scientist Augustin Fresnel invented a lens in 1822 which produced a light infinitely superior to the 
system used in American lighthouses, Pleasonton refused to adopt the new lens and actively resisted 
even testing it until forced to do so by Congress in the 1840s. After the highly successful test, the lens 
was not adopted in this country until the administration of aids to navigation was taken out of 
Pleasonton's hands and assigned to the Lighthouse Board. His reasons for rejecting Fresnel's lens were 
that the lens was too expensive and the lamp inside the lens was too complicated for American 
lighthouse keepers to operate. It is true the lenses were much more expensive, but these lenses paid for 
themselves within five years with the savings in oil. Moreover, the lenses have a much longer life, and 
many are still in use in American lighthouses over 125 years after their adoption. Argand lamps and 
parabolic reflectors were much more fragile, lasting about a tenth as long. Pleasonton was also a close 
associate of Winslow Lewis who patented and supplied his modified Argand lamp to American 
lighthouses. This friendship may have played a factor in Pleasanton's reluctance to replace Lewis lamps 
with Fresnel lenses. 5 

The number of lighthouses and lightships6 grew dramatically during Pleasonton's reign as General 
Superintendent of Lighthouses. In 1820, since maritime activities were concentrated in the northeast, 
75% of the nation's lighthouses were from Delaware Bay northward. 7 In 1822 there were 70 lighthouses 
in the country. By 1842 the number had increased to 256 lighthouses and 30 light vessels. Ten years 
later that number had increased to 331 lighthouses and 42 lightships. 

For the last decade or so of his control of lighthouses, Pleasonton was under near-constant attack by 
shippers, navigators, chambers of commerce, and the Blunt brothers who issued the American Coast 
Pilot, the navigator's bible for sailing in American waters. They complained of the poor quality of 
America's lighthouses, especially the lights. In 1837 when Congress questioned the need for funding a 
large number of new lighthouses, a board of navy commissioners was appointed to examine the sites of 
proposed lighthouses and see if these aids to navigation were really necessary. After careful study, the 
commissioners recommended dropping 31 of the proposed lighthouses. 

In the following year, Congress divided the country into eight districts including two for the Great 
Lakes. A naval officer assigned to each district examined the condition of current lighthouses as well as 
selected sites for new ones. The officers found that the condition of lighthouses ranged from good to 
terrible. Although they reported much faulty construction, an inadequate lighting system, and that many 
lighthouses were poorly placed, Congress took no immediate action. In 1838 Congress began to give 
the Army Corps of Engineers an increasing role in selecting the sites, constructing, and lighting 
lighthouses. An inventory was published and distributed to mariners in the form of an annual Light List. 

Finally in 1851, complaints regarding the country's system of aids to navigation grew so intense that 
Congress ordered a sweeping investigation of the country's aids to navigation, and appointed a panel 
consisting of distinguished military officers and civilian scientists to conduct the investigation. Their 
investigation was broad and thorough, not only analyzing and criticizing the current state of aids to 

5 Holland, America's Lighthouses, pp. 14-21. 

6 "Lightship" is a term that comes into use after the Lighthouse Board took over aids to navigation. 
Pleasonton and others always referred to them as "lightboats" or light vessels. 

7 Holland, America's Lighthouses, p. 69. B-285
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navigation, but also offering detailed recommendations to cure the problems. Surveys of ship's captains 
who sailed up and down the coasts were conducted. All findings were compiled into a report that made 
specific recommendations for improvements. 8 

Establishment of the U.S. Lighthouse Board (1852-1910) 

Congress immediately passed legislation to establish a Lighthouse Board that was essentially composed 
of those who had overseen the investigation. The appointment of these experienced, knowledgeable 
men to the Board attracted others of similar quality to lighthouse duty, both on the board and in district 
offices. Since the board members were government employees, they could not be paid for this duty. 
They squeezed their quarterly meetings into their regular jobs. Day-to-day operation of the Board was 
the responsibility of a naval secretary and an engineer secretary; both officers on detached duty. The 
country was organized into 12 lighthouse districts, each having an inspector (a naval officer) who was 
charged with building the lighthouses and seeing that they remained in good condition and that the lens 
was in operation. After a few years, the inspectors became overloaded with work and an engineer (an 
army officer) was appointed to each district to tend to the construction and maintenance of lighthouses. 

The Lighthouse Board moved quickly. The Board had to deal with new technology, particularly in 
purchasing and installing new Fresnel lenses and constructing screwpile lighthouses. The Board also 
had to oversee the construction of the first lighthouses on the west coast. It was a difficult period for the 
Lighthouse Board, but it methodically went about getting its program started and underway. By the time 
of the Civil War, all lighthouses had Fresnel lenses. 

The role of the local collectors of custom in connection with lighthouses was slowly declining. In time, 
all duties regarding aids to navigation were taken from them. The Board demanded that only those who 
could read were to be appointed as keepers so that they would be able to read their written instructions to 
them. These instructions were detailed and covered everything possible about the operation of 
lighthouses, leaving little discretion to the keeper. The Board struggled to eliminate politics from its 
activities, and slowly the organization became a professional career agency, helped greatly by the Civil 
Service Reform Acts of 1871 and 1883. Most important, the Board was constantly mindful of 
advancing technology and took advantage of new types of lighthouses, buoys, or fog signals, as well as 
improvements in lighthouse optics. Over the next five decades, several advances in lighthouse 
construction technology took place including the development of the exposed screwpile lighthouses, 
exoskeleton lighthouses, waveswept interlocking stone lighthouses, iron caisson lighthouses, and 
breakwater lighthouses. 

Several advances in the technology of navigational aids were made during the 1850s. In 1851, an 
experimental air fog whistle and reed horn was installed at Beavertail Lighthouse at the entrance to 
Narragansett Bay, Rhode Island. The first installation of this sound signal was powered by a horse-
operated treadmill and later by an internal combustion steam engine. Around 1851, mechanically-rung 
fog bells were introduced. The striking mechanism was governed by a weight attached to a flywheel, 
and later internally run by clockworks. The strokes of the fog signals were timed deliberately to afford 
each signal a unique sound characteristic. 

In the 1850s, the United States Lighthouse Board prescribed color schemes for the buoys, as well as 
range lights and day markers; and the buoy system was standardized. Classification systems were also 

8 See also "Report of the Officers Constituting the Lighthouse Board . . . February 6, 1852," 32nd Congress, 
1st Session, Senate Executive Document No . 28 (Serial #617), especially pp. 6-18. B-286
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developed to mark the nation's waterways. Iron buoys were introduced to replace the more expensive 
copper-clad wooden buoys; this was noted in an appropriation specifying an iron can buoy for Little Egg 
Harbor, New Jersey, in 1855. The Lighthouse Board also began printing changes made in aids to 
navigation as a Notice to Mariners. 

The U.S. Lighthouse Board was continually trying to improve the quality of navigational aids 
technology, from fog signals to lighthouse illuminants. Before this period, whale oil was the primary 
combustible used to fuel the lights; however, it became more expensive as production decreased. Lard 
oil became popular in the 1850s, and by 1885, kerosene became the principal illuminant for the 
lighthouses. Because of the volatile nature of kerosene, Congress issued a series of small appropriations 
for the construction of separate fireproof oil houses at each lighthouse station. Installation of these 
structures was finally completed about 1918. Lighthouse illuminants were further refined and 
experiments in other aids to navigation persisted throughout the decades of the 1860s, 1870s, and 1880s. 

In the 1870s great improvements in the technology of fog signals were especially helpful on the often 
foggy northeastern and western coasts.9 Colonial use of cannon had given way to bells and horns. The 
bell signal was gradually replaced by three variations of that instrument. The first was an ordinary 
locomotive whistle, enlarged and modified and blown by steam from a high-pressured tubular boiler. 
The second was a reed-trumpet, and in 1866 the third variation, a siren-trumpet. Although the fog bell 
signal was still used for warning vessels over short distances, other fog signals started to supersede the 
smaller bell signal. Bells were also used on buoys; later whistling buoys were invented by J. M. 
Courtenay and were first in use in 1876. The first gas-lighted buoy was installed in 1882. The gong 
buoy was invented in 1923. The number of lightships increased substantially and by 1882, all lightships 
were constructed of iron or steel. 10 

In 1886, a new technology11 was being tested in the illumination of the Statue of Liberty: electricity. 
The electrical lighting of the Statue, under the Lighthouse Board's care from 1886 to 1902, marks the 
beginning of the "modern age" in lighthouse illumination. In 1900, the Lighthouse Board began 
converting lighthouses to electric service; however, because of the lack of direct access to power lines, 
the conversion came about slowly. 

In 1889, the "first wireless messages" were sent and received between ship and shore on the East Coast. 
This exchange occurred between operators aboard the S.S. Ponce and at the Navesink Twin Lights, New 
Jersey. The first actual wireless message, however, had been staged earlier at San Francisco's lightship 
when one message was sent repeatedly from ship to shore. The advent of the telegraph ushered in a new 
type of navigational aid which would improve needed communication between ship and lighthouse 
stations. 

9 The evolution of fog signals included cannons, bells, ship's whistles, sirens, reed trumpets, diaphone and 
electronic bells and horns. (Personal communication, Wayne Wheeler, February 24, 1998.) 

10 George Weiss, The Lighthouse Service: Its History, Activities and Organization (Baltimore, Maryland: The 
John Hopkins Press, 1926) p. 15. 

11 Electricity was first used in lighthouses in England and France in 1865. (Personal communication, Wayne 
Wheeler, February 23, 1998.) B-287
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Lighthouses during the Civil War 

One of the most trying periods for the Lighthouse Board was the Civil War, mainly because the southern 
and Gulf coasts were darkened by the Confederates. Lighthouses and other aids to navigation were of 
greater importance to navigation for the Union forces, since the southerner blockade-runners were 
familiar with local waters. Lightships suffered also; Confederate naval raiding parties captured these 
vessels often hiding them from the federal forces, sinking, or burning them. 

Most of the damage to the lighthouses was inflicted by contingents of the Confederate army, sometimes 
on their own initiative, but mostly on orders. Some local citizens took it upon themselves to put a 
lighthouse out of operation. Often explosives damaged the top of the tower; thus, not only impairing its 
use as a navigational aid, but also as a spotting tower for federals. On at least one occasion the military 
dismantled an iron-plate lighthouse, and apparently melted the plates for military purposes. 12 

As the Civil War drew to a close, only a minuscule number of southern lighthouses remained in 
operation. They were offshore and under the protection of union troops such as Garden Key Lighthouse 
on Fort Jefferson and Dry Tortugas Key Lighthouse that is within sight of Fort Jefferson, and the tall 
towers at Carysfort Reef and on Sand Key. 13 As sections of the coasts were brought back under Federal 
control, commanders of the area would ask the Lighthouse Board to restore the lighthouses and other 
navigational aids. Though the Board did what it could to get these aids back into service, the actual 
work done during the war was spotty and mostly temporary. Consequently, after the conflagration was 
over, the Lighthouse Board had a major task on its hands. Some lighthouses had to be rebuilt, others 
repaired before they could go back into service, many lightships had to be constructed, and lenses had to 
be recovered or obtained. 14 Within a couple of years the work was done, with the last few back in 
operation in the early 1870s. 

The Lighthouse Board looked on this tragedy as an opportunity to implement its policy of replacing, 
where possible, inside light vessels with screwpile lighthouses. A lighthouse was much less expensive 
to operate than a lightship. 15 The waters of North Carolina and Chesapeake Bay before the war had a 
number of lightships, and between 1864 and 1868, screwpile lighthouses replaced at least six lightships 
in North Carolina sounds and at least another five in Chesapeake Bay waters. 16 

12 T. Lindsay Baker, Lighthouses ofTexas (College Station: Texas A&M University Press, 1991) p. 59. 

13 Kevin M. McCarthy, Florida's Lighthouses (Gainesville: University of Florida Press, c. 1990), pp. 51, 75. 

14 David L. Cipra, "The Confederate States Light House Bureau: A Portrait in Blue and Gray," The Keeper's 
Log, v. VIII, no. 2, pp. 6-13. Cipra, who has been researching confederate lighthouse records in the National 
Archives, says he found no indication of a confederate policy to put lighthouses out of operation. He thinks local 
collectors of custom and/or military units took independent action to darken the lighthouses. See p. 9. 

15 Inside lightships were those in bays, harbors, sounds, and rivers. Those lightvessels in the ocean offshore 
were considered outside lightships. 

16 Some publications containing substantive information on the impact of the Civil War on individual 
lighthouses or coastal areas are: David Stick, North Carolina Lighthouses (Raleigh: North Carolina Department of 
Cultural Resources, 1988), pp. 53-61; T. Lindsay Baker, Lighthouses of Texas (College Station: Texas A&M 
University Press, 1991), pp. 3-12, 14-15, 19, 30, 59, 73-74; F. R. Holland, Jr., The Aransas Pass Light Station: A 
History (Corpus Christi, TX: Privately printed [Charles C. Butt], 1976), pp. 39-47; F. Ross Holland, Jr., A History of 
Cape Hatteras Light Station, Cape Hatteras National Seashore, North Carolina, Division of History, National Park 
Service, September 30, 1968, pp. 66-75, and David Cipra, Lighthouses, Lightships, and the GulfofMexico 
(Alexandria, VA: Cypress Communications, 1997), pp. 9-23. 
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Bureau of Lighthouses or the U.S. Lighthouse Service (1910-1939) 

Over its 58 years of service, the Lighthouse Board accomplished all it set out to do, and passed on to its 
successor a first-rate agency, both in terms of personnel and aids to navigation. The Lighthouse Board 
presided over an enormous increase in numbers of aids. By 1910, there were 11,713 aids to navigation 
of all types in the country. At this time, the Lighthouse Board had become cumbersome, and Congress 
wanting to give a civilian aura to the administration of aids to navigation, abolished the Lighthouse 
Board and created the Bureau of Lighthouses. The legislation authorizing this step referred to the bureau 
as the Lighthouse Service, and it is better known by that name. 17 

The Lighthouse Board had hired a number of civilians and many of these experienced people took over 
the roles that the military officers had been playing. Though most of the engineers and inspectors 
eventually transferred back to military projects, the legislation establishing the new bureau permitted the 
use of the inspectors and engineers for a two-year transition period. The new commissioner took 
advantage of the grace period to carefully and methodically select new civilian inspectors for each 
district; consequently, the change to a completely civilian bureau evolved with a minimum of trauma. 
Though initially called inspectors, the civilian heads of the districts changed their titles to 
superintendent. 18 Also at this time, the placement of aids to navigation along rivers had become the 
responsibility of the Lighthouse Service, and local citizens called lamplighters and lamp attendants 
tended many of these aids on a part-time basis. 

President Taft selected George R. Putnam to head the new bureau, and he had the title, Commissioner of 
Lighthouses. Putnam had been a longtime employee of the Coast and Geodetic Survey's Washington 
office. For 25 years Putnam headed the bureau and during his administration, navigational aids saw a 
substantial increase and new technology, when appropriate, was incorporated into the bureau's work, 
particularly in the area of electronics. Though the number of aids to navigation increased substantially 
during Putnam's reign from 11,713 to 24,000, mostly buoys and small lights, arguably two of his most 
significant achievements were the passage of the Retirement Act for lighthouse personnel in 1918, and 
the introduction in 1921 of the radiobeacon as an aid to navigation. This new technology permitted a 
reduction of over 800 employees during Putnam's 25 years as head of the bureau. 19 

In 1912, under Putnam's leadership, a monthly newsletter, called the Lighthouse Service Bulletin, was 
circulated to Lighthouse Bureau employees and contained events of interest and importance, as well as 
occasional anecdotes and recipes. In the same year, a system of efficiency stars and pennants was 
established to promote friendly rivalry among lighthouse keepers. 

During World War I and the period following, several technological advances contributed to the 
automation of lighthouses, rendering human occupancy unnecessary. A device for automatically 

The reference to six screwpile lighthouses replacing former lightships in North Carolina can be found in 
Holland, America's Lighthouses, pp. 128-129; Ralph Eshelman, Light Stations of Maryland, Multiple Property 
National Register Nomination (Maryland Historical Trust, Crownsville, MD, 1996), lists five for Maryland plus 
Windmill Point in Virginia. 

17 George R. Putnam, Sentinel ofthe Coasts: The Log ofa Lighthouse Engineer (New York: W. W. Norton & 
Co., 1937), p. 119. 

18 Ibid., p. 126. 

19 Ibid., p. 328. B-289
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replacing burned-out electric lamps in lighthouses was developed and placed in several light stations in 
1916. A bell alarm warning keepers of fluctuations in the burning efficiency of oil-vapor-lamps was 
developed in 1917. In the same year, the first experimental radiobeacon was installed in a lighthouse. 
The first automatic radiobeacon in the United States began service in 1928. Radiobeacons are still in use 
today, although most have recently been decommissioned as improved electronic navigational aids have 
become available. Radio compasses were also introduced during this period. An automatic time clock 
for operating electric range lights came into use in 1926, and by 1933, a photo electric-controlled alarm 
device had been developed to check the operation of the unwatched electric light. A lightship staffed by 
remote control was equipped by the Lighthouse Bureau in 1934. It included a light, fog signal, and 
radiobeacon, all controlled by radio signals. A battery-powered buoy that gradually replaced the older 
acetylene buoys was introduced in 1935. Due to the technological improvements mentioned above, and 
in particular the radiobeacon direction finder, the United States rose from sixth in shipping safety in 
1920 to second in 1935, with only the Netherlands holding a better safety record.20 

Improvements in the road and highway systems provided better and more rapid means of transportation 
during the 1920s and 1930s. As a result of the improved roadways, the Lighthouse Bureau was able to 
better maintain aids to navigation, benefiting the service economically. The extension of electric lines 
into remote sections of the country provided a reliable power source for operating aids to navigation. By 
the 1920s and 1930s, the majority of light stations had electric service, reducing the number of staff 
necessary to operate the station. As ancillary buildings at many stations, especially shore stations, were 
rendered useless, the makeup of the light station began to change. Over time, many of the lighthouse 
buildings, such as oil houses, fog signal buildings, and towers, were demolished or removed. 

Lighthouses under the U.S. Coast Guard (1939-present) 

In 1935, Putnam was followed in the Commissioner's position by a career Lighthouse Service employee, 
H. D. King, a former district superintendent. But the new commissioner had but four years to serve, for 
in 1939 the duties of the Bureau of Lighthouses were amalgamated into the operations of the U.S. Coast 
Guard. Personnel of the former bureau were given the choice ofbeing brought into the Coast Guard 
through a military position or remaining as civilian employees. About half chose to remain civilians, 
and about half went the military route. 

During World War II, one of the many war-related jobs of the Coast Guard was to guard the shores of 
the country. With the help of volunteers and career Coast Guard personnel, the Beach Patrol was formed 
whose mission was to patrol the shore, guarding against enemy incursion, rescuing victims of German 
submarine warfare, and retrieving bodies of the dead. The Coast Guard issued directions, that where 
possible, Coast Guard stations, lifeboat stations, and lighthouse stations be made available to the Beach 
Patrol. The lifeboat stations were used more often, probably because it was easier to coordinate the 
lifeboat station activities with the responsibilities of the Beach Patrol. Lighthouses and ancillary 
structures were also used, especially at stations that had been deactivated. Many were used as spotting 
stations to view possible enemy land and sea activities. Light towers were also used as temporary radio 
stations and used portable equipment the height of the tower to improve communication with the unit's 
beach patrols.21 

20 Holland, Jr., America's Lighthouses, p. 204; and Adamson, 1955. 

21 Eleanor C. Bishop, Prints in the Sand: The U. S. Coast Guard Beach Patrol During World War II 
(Missoula: Pictorial Histories Publishing Co., 1989), pp. 30, 33, 38,41, 56. B-290
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During World War II and postwar periods, the Coast Guard continued to develop new technologies. The 
effectiveness of radio technology, and an increased dependence on it, decreased the role of the 
lighthouse stations. SHORAN (short-range navigation aids) or LORAN (long-range navigation aids) 
were installed at stations and stationary towers; large navigational buoys (LNBs) began replacing 
lightships in the 1970s. In the mid-1960s, the Lighthouse Automation and Modernization Program 
(LAMP) began further eliminating the need for lighthouse personnel. By the 1960s, fewer than 60 
lighthouses had keepers. By 1990, all lighthouses but one were automated.22 

In May 1980, the U.S. Coast Guard Short Range Aids to Navigation Division of the Office of 
Navigation was formed. Under this program, 64 Aids to Navigation Teams (ANTS) were assigned 
across the country. The Aids to Navigation Teams, each of which comprises about 12 people, are 
responsible for maintaining the active lighthouses in the United States. Each ANT is assigned 
responsibility for its area's lighthouses, providing periodic preventive maintenance, and responding 
immediately to lighthouses if any outages or other discrepancies occur. Under this system, a relatively 
small number ofpeople are able to look after the approximately 300 active lighthouses administrated by 
the United States Coast Guard today. In recent years, acrylic "Fresnel-like" lenses have been introduced 
to replace the classic glass Fresnel lenses and airport-type "aero-beacons" used at some lighthouses. 
These smaller and less expensive lenses, designed like Fresnel lenses, are visually as effective as the old 
lenses and require less maintenance. 

With modern automated beacons, it is more cost effective to construct and maintain an aid to navigation 
on a steel structure or buoy, rather than inside the lantern of a traditional lighthouse tower. Thus, in 
many locations, the traditional lighthouse tower has been found to have little value to the U.S. Coast 
Guard mission, other than to provide a visual aid to mariners during daylight and good weather.23 With 
the wholesale automation of lighthouses, secondary structures at light stations for the most part became 
obsolete and with the departure ofpersonnel, these structures became subject to vandalism and received 
little maintenance. The Coast Guard soon encountered a rising grassroots concern for the preservation 
of these old stations and many, mostly local, historical societies, expressed a strong interest in obtaining 
an old station to preserve and open to public visitation. The Coast Guard began setting up a process for 
leasing old light stations to local historical groups and other organizations interested in caring for the 
structures. More recently, the Coast Guard, with the Department of Transportation, has declared 
lighthouses to be excess property, allowing the General Services Administration to transfer them to 
organizations better equipped to preserve their historic nature, while retaining access to the navigation 
signal. 

PART II: ARCHITECTURE & ENGINEERING 

U.S. Lighthouse Construction Types 

The United States has more lighthouses and diverse architectural and engineering types than any other 
country in the world. Most lighthouses can be categorized by construction method, shape, building 
material, or foundation types. A lighthouse can also be classified as terrestrial or aquatic, i.e., onshore or 
offshore. The majority of today's 600 light stations are land based; close to a fourth have foundations 

22 Today the only lighthouse with official keepers is the Boston Harbor Light Station. It will to continue to be 
staffed per an Act of Congress. 

23 Reese, David, and Robert Browning, "Lighthouse Management: A Balancing Act by the U.S. Coast Guard" 
CRM, Vol. 20, No. 8 (National Park Service, July 1997) B-291
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built in the water. The major construction types for lighthouse towers are: wooden, masonry, wave-
swept interlocking masonry, concrete, cast-iron plate, skeletal, straightpile, screwpile, crib, caisson, and 
Texas tower. Lighthouses were built on land, in the water, on islands, on top of ledges and cliffs, on 
breakwaters and piers, and at least five are on fort walls. Some light towers are stand-alone structures, 
while others are attached or integral to, a keeper's quarters or, in a few cases, a fog signal building. In 
addition to a light tower, a land-based light station might consist of a keeper's quarters, oil house, fog 
signal building, workshop, cisterns, privies, landing wharf, boathouse and ways, barn, roads, walks, and 
fences (for more information, see Part III, Lighthouse Components). 

Politics, need, cost, location, geography of the site, as well as technology available at the time of 
construction and the popular architecture styles of the era influenced lighthouse designs. Before the 
mid-nineteenth century, lighthouse construction technology required solid rock or other stable 
foundation soils; however, onshore towers sometimes proved inadequate to warn ships of a shoal located 
offshore. Riverine and estuarine environments often had unstable muddy and/or sandy bottoms which 
could not support the heavy masonry towers then in vogue. In some locations, a lighted buoy or a 
lightship solved this problem. In areas such as the Carolina Sounds, Chesapeake Bay, Delaware Bay, 
the Gulf of Mexico, the Mississippi River delta, and the coral reefs of the Florida Keys, the development 
of new technology using screwpile, caisson, and skeletal tower lighthouse construction was essential to 
adequately lighting these marine hazards. 

U.S. lighthouse typology chronology24 

Tower Construction Types - Period of Construction 

1700 1750 1800 1850 1900 1950 Present 

Stone Masonry (1716-1907> 
Brick (1755-1915). 

Wood (1784-1922). 
Wrought Iron (1834-ca. 1900s) 

Cast Iron (1844-ca. 1900s) 
Steel (1880-present) 

Reinforced Concrete (1908-1943)-
Texas Tower (1961-1967) -

Aluminum Clad (1962) 
Fibgerglass (ca. 1960s-present) -

Tower Foundation Types - Period of Construction 

1700 1750 1800 1850 1900 1950 Present 
Land Based (1716-present). 

Wood Pile (Straight) (1828-1905> 
Crib (Submarine) (1832-1938) 
Metal Pile (Straight) (1847-1907). 

Metal Pile (Screw) (1848-1910). 
Metal Pile (Disk) (1858-1880). 

Caisson (1867-1943). 
Caisson (Pneumatic) (1886-1914). 

24 This timeline is for United States lighthouses; tower and foundation construction types were sometimes 
used earlier or later in other countries. The dates are meant only to give relative time, not absolute first and last use of 
this construction type. B-292
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Wooden tower 

The earliest lighthouse towers in the original colonies, and subsequently in the United States, were built 
of wood and/or rubble stone. Of the wooden towers, most were consumed by fire; approximately 11 
percent of the historic lighthouse towers in existence today are made of wood.25 

Masonry tower 

Masonry towers were constructed of rubblestone, cut stone (dressed stone), brick, and concrete. Nearly 
20 percent of all historic lighthouse towers extant are made of stone and approximately 32 percent are 
made of brick.26 The oldest standing masonry light tower in the United States is the 85-foot-tall Sandy 
Hook Lighthouse (1764), New Jersey, built of cut stone. The preferred foundation for masonry 
lighthouses was bedrock, but wooden piles driven into the substrate and topped with timbers and/or 
rubble stone had to be used in regions such as the coastal plain where bedrock was lacking. Towers of 
stone and brick were typically built in the form of the frustum of a cone (a conical or pyramidal shape 
left by cutting off the top portion at a plane parallel to the base). Masonry walls of lighthouses are 
typically several feet thick at the base and decrease in thickness upward, with heights ranging from 30 
feet at Piney Point Lighthouse (1836), Maryland, to the tallest lighthouse in the United States, the Cape 
Hatteras Lighthouse (1870), North Carolina, at 197 feet.27 The base of the tower was made thicker to 
support the ever-increasing weight from above and to make it more stable. Cut or dressed stone, and 
later brick, permitted construction of taller and stronger towers because the weight could be more evenly 
distributed.28 The tapering sides were either conical such as Boston Harbor Lighthouse (1789), 
Massachusetts, or octagonal such as Sandy Hook Lighthouse (1764), New Jersey, and Cape Henry 
Lighthouse (1792), Virginia. 

Some deteriorated masonry towers on the Great Lakes were encased in steel plates and the void between 
the steel plates and masonry tower filled with grout. Big Sable Point Lighthouse (1867), Michigan, was 
encased in 1900; and Cana Island Lighthouse (1869), Wisconsin, encased in 1901.29 

Tall masonry tower 

When the Cape Hatteras Lighthouse (1803) tower was heightened to 150 feet in 1854, it was the first of 
the "tall tower" lights to be built in the United States (this original tower was replaced by an even taller 
tower in 1870). During the construction of the Ponce de Leon Inlet Lighthouse (originally Mosquito 
Inlet) in 1887, Lighthouse District Superintendent of Construction Herbert Bamber invented an 
adjustable, moveable working platform that increased the efficiency and ease of constructing masonry 
towers. Individual bricks were left out of the exterior tower wall every 10 feet vertically and 

25 Robert L. Schema, "The Evolution of the Lighthouse Tower," in U.S. Lighthouse Service Bicentennial, a 
U.S. Lighthouse Society Event Souvenir Program (Newport, Rhode Island, September 21-24, 1989), p. 18; and 
Clifford, p. xvii. 

26 Clifford, p. xvii. 

27 According to 1989 HABS documentation, the overall height of the tower at Cape Hatteras is 208 feet 
including the foundation. The height from ground level was recorded at 197 feet; and "Cape Henry Light Station," 
U.S. Coast Guard Records, National Archives, Washington, D.C. 

28 Scheina,pp. 18-19. 

29 Barnes, p. 9. B-293
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horizontally so that supports for the platform could be set into the resulting slots. Once the tower was 
completed, the platform was lowered level by level and the gaps filled with bricks. 

Waveswept masonry tower 

Subjected to the full ftiry of the sea, the offshore waveswept masonry tower is built on rocks just above 
or slightly below the ocean surface. John Smeaton, an Englishman, built the first successful masonry 
waveswept tower in 1759 at Eddystone Rock, in the English Channel, though a waveswept tower was 
built in 1157 on the shoal of Meloria, near Livorno, Italy. Smeaton's tower was the first interlocking 
masonry block tower. Later Smeaton developed (using the Roman idea that by mixing lime putty with a 
fine volcanic ash, it would harden under water forming possibly the first hydraulic cement) cement that 
would set up in water. These two inventions revolutionized open sea lighthouse construction and 
remained the principal method for their construction until concrete and steel came into use. The first 
masonry waveswept tower to be built in the United States was the 114-foot Minots Ledge Lighthouse 
(1860), Massachusetts, which replaced a pile-type lighthouse destroyed by a storm. It is considered the 
"most important engineering work" constructed by the Lighthouse Board and "it ranks, by the 
engineering difficulties surrounding its erection, and by the skill and science shown in the details of its 
construction, among the chief of the great sea-rock light-houses of the world." It took five years to 
complete and cost approximately $300,000 to build.30 

These waveswept towers were built by interlocking large cut stones together, both horizontally and 
vertically. This integral intertonguing formed a monolith of great weight which combined with their 
conical shape diverted the energy of the waves away from the tower enabling them to withstand the 
heavy pounding of the surf. While most waveswept towers were built with interlocking stone, any 
lighthouse, regardless of material used in construction, but subject to being waveswept, may be so 
called. 

Concrete tower 

In 1824 Joseph Asplin was granted a patent for a superior cement which resembled Portland Stone. I. C. 
Johnson discovered in 1844 the high temperature process of forming Portland Cement clinker. In 1872 
Johnson was granted a patent for Improvements in the Manufacture of Portland and Other Cements. The 
mass production of Portland Cement was made possible by the introduction of the rotary kiln in 1877. 
Concrete towers began to replace the brick masonry towers in Scotland in the late 19th century and in 
the United States at the beginning of the 20th century. Use of reinforced concrete in the United States 
dates from 1860 when S. T. Fowler obtained a patent for a reinforced concrete wall. Concrete did not 
become generally accepted, however, until the introduction of the horizontal rotary kiln, developed by 
Ernest L. Ransome in 1880. This type of kiln allowed for the production of cheaper, more uniform and 
reliable cement. Reinforced concrete became an accepted building method during the 1890s; the first use 
of reinforced concrete in a lighthouse in the United States was at Tillamook Rock Lighthouse (1881), 
Oregon, when the original iron roof was replaced with a flat reinforced concrete slab in 1898. The first 
lighthouse tower constructed of reinforced concrete in the United States was the 115-foot-tall Point 
Arena Lighthouse (1908), California. The earthquake hazards of the West Coast prompted the 

30 Hague and Christie, p. 12; Ebbe Almqvist and Kenneth Sutton-Jones, "Milestones in Lighthouse 
Engineering," (no reference), p. 16; and Quote from Arnold Burges Johnson, The Modern Light-house Service 
(Washington, D.C., Government Printing Office, 1890), pp. 30-31. B-294
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construction ofmany reinforced concrete lighthouses in California and Alaska. 31 Unlike the tapered 
brick and stone towers, reinforced concrete towers typically are cylindrical. 

The Navassa Island Lighthouse (1917), Windward Passage, West Indies, at 162-feet in height, was the 
tallest reinforced concrete tower when built. The newest reinforced concrete lighthouse in the United 
States is Oak Island Light, North Carolina (ca. 1958). This 155-foot silo-type tower was built using 
slipforms. The three wide horizontal daymark color bands were incorporated into the concrete so that 
the tower never needs to be painted.32 

The first combination of a reinforced concrete tower on a reinforced unprotected concrete pier was built 
at the Brandywine Shoal Lighthouse (1914), New Jersey. The pier is cylindrical, 35 feet in diameter, 
weighs 225 tons, and rests in eight feet of water on top of 74 pine piles which were jetted into the shoal 
within one foot of the bottom. The pier was built on shore, floated to the site, and sunk into position in a 
manner very similar to cast-iron caisson construction discussed later. Where it differs, however, is that 
the pier is secured to the wooden piles by 12 precast reinforced concrete piles, each weighing 4 tons 
passing through sleeves on the outer shell of the pier. This is the first use of precast concrete in the 
United States. Some modern lighthouses are now made of prestressed-precast rings which are stacked 
and post-tensioned.33 

Cast-iron tower 

Approximately 20 percent of the historic lighthouse towers extant in the United States are made of iron, 
however, this percentage includes screwpile and skeletal towers. 34 Cast iron was lighter than stone or 
brick, relatively inexpensive, capable of being shaped, watertight, and had a slow rate of deterioration. 

The first cast-iron lighthouse was an octagonal tower built at Swansea, England, in 1803. The earliest 
surviving cast-iron lighthouse is believed to be the 1834 slender hollow octagonal lantern built on the 
south pier of Mayport, Cumberland, England. The first cast-iron lighthouse in the New World was 
designed by Alexander Gorden, built in England and erected in Jamaica in 1840. This round lighthouse 
tower built at Morant Point, still stands. Gorden designed at least 10 similar lighthouse structures. The 
United States was quick to follow Gordens concept when in 1844 it built a cast-iron tower on Long 
Island Head, Boston Harbor (this tower was replaced by a brick tower in 1900). 35 Another early iron 
lighthouse was begun in 1847 and completed in 1850 when Captain William H. Swift of the U.S. 
Topographic Bureau, recommended an iron pile structure for Minots Ledge, an offshore waveswept 
ledge. The Minots Ledge lighthouse was built with one central and eight periphery 10-inch diameter 
wrought-iron piles wedged in 5-foot-deep holes drilled into the ledge. Swift recommended this design 

31 Hague and Christie, p. 107; Belle Isle North East Lighthouse, Newfoundland, Canada, built in 1905, is 
possibly the first reinforced concrete lighthouse in North America; see Alfie Yip and Ross Anderson, Canadas Flying 
Buttress Style Lights, unidentified Canadian publication. 

32 Clifford, pp. 9, 25, and 337; and Barnes, p. 12. 

33 George R. Putnam, Lighthouses and Lightships ofthe United States (Boston, Houghton Mifflin Company, 
1933), pp. 84-85; and Barnes, pp. 11 and 13. 

34 Clifford, p. xvii. 

35 Hague and Christie, pp. 104-105; Patrick Barnes, The Development of Lighthouse Structures, unpublished 
manuscript, USCG, Cleveland, Ohio, no date, p. 6., copy at National Maritime Initiative Office, National Park 
Service, Washington, D.C.; and Clifford, p. 149. B-295

https://1900).35
https://towers.34
https://post-tensioned.33
https://painted.32
https://Alaska.31


USDI/NPS NRHP Multiple Property Documentation Form 
Light Stations in the United States________________________________________Page 18 

because he felt the piles would provide less resistance to the waves than a stone tower. But 15 months 
later the lighthouse was destroyed in a severe storm. Nevertheless iron lighthouses continued to be built. 

Cast-iron-plate tower 

Cast-iron plates were prefabricated offsite, numbered, and easily assembled into towers on site. The 
cast-iron plates were either segments of a cone or a flat surface, depending on the design chosen. The 
plates have flanges on all four sides which were fastened together by bolts. The interior of the tower 
was often lined with brick for added stability and insulation. Cast-iron-plate towers were similar to 
masonry towers in external physical appearance; from the outside, both the Hunting Island Lighthouse 
(1875), South Carolina, and the second Cape Henry Lighthouse (1881), Virginia, resemble masonry 
structures. In areas where shifting and eroding beaches were present, cast-iron-plate towers were 
designed so they could be disassembled and re-erected as needed. Cape Canaveral Lighthouse (1868), 
Florida, and Hunting Island Lighthouse (1875), South Carolina, are examples of this design - both 
having been successfully moved. 

By varying the size of the plates and number of courses, lighthouses of different heights and dimensions 
could be made. Architectural features such as door and window openings were cast into the integral part 
of a plate so when fastened together an attractive, uniform pediment or hood could be produced.36 This 
same design was used to build the cast iron cylinders which formed the upper foundation of caisson 
lighthouses. 

Skeletal tower 

Skeletal tubular iron towers consisting of a central vertical stairway cylinder and four to eight slanting 
structural skeletal peripheral columns were especially adapted to locations where a relatively light pile 
structure was required in mud, sand, swamp, or coral. This type of lighthouse structure was also 
prefabricated offsite and easily assembled on site.37 

Some skeletal tubular lighthouses were constructed on foundations not requiring piles. These were 
usually terrestrial tubular skeletal towers built on rock or sand and made of cast iron or steel. Skeletal 
towers were often standardized. The most common form was four-legged tapered towers with diagonal 
bracing available in 10-, 20-, 30-, and 40-foot heights. Skeletal towers built offshore typically used 
straight or screwpile foundations and are discussed later. Cape Charles Lighthouse (1895), Virginia, is 
the tallest skeletal lighthouse tower in the United States and at 191 feet is only 17 feet shorter than the 
brick tower at Cape Hatteras. 

Iron proved popular for construction of range lights (pairs of lights that when viewed in a line from a 
vessel signifies the vessel is within the navigable channel) and breakwater lighthouses (lights established 
at the ends of protective breakwaters to harbors and waterways) which required small and lightweight 
structures so as to not stress a small lightweight foundation, yet strong enough to withstand the impact of 
waves and resultant vibrations. The keepers' quarters were often detached and located onshore, as most 
breakwater lights were built at port towns. The Great Lakes has the largest number of breakwater 

36 J. G. Barnard, Lighthouse Engineering as Displayed at the Centennial Exhibition, American Society of 
Civil Engineering Transactions, volume 8, 1879, p. 70. 

37 Almqvist and Sutton-Jones, p. 17; and Schema, p. 22. B-296
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lighthouses in the United States.38 There are at least two "bottle shaped" cast-iron/boiler plate 
breakwater lighthouses: South Buffalo North Side Lighthouse (1903) and Buffalo North Breakwater 
South End Lighthouse (1903), both in New York.39 

Non-cast-iron tower 

It is not always clear whether lighthouses are made of cast iron, wrought iron, or steel. Steel was used in 
place of iron for skeletal structures as early as 1880 but iron was more common until just before the turn 
of the century. After 1900 iron was used only in special situations. For example, to take advantage of 
iron's superior corrosion resistance, iron plates were placed over a steel frame at the St. Joseph North 
Pier Inner Lighthouse (1907), Michigan; and corrugated iron was placed over a wooden structure at 
Grand Haven South Pier Entrance Light Station fog signal building (1922), Michigan. Cast-iron 
lanterns continued to be used even on steel structures up into the 1930s. Steel towers have lapped, 
riveted, or welded joints. The 1833 Buffalo Lighthouse in New York is built with internal cast-iron 
supports but non-cast-iron external plates.40 Gravelly Shoal Lighthouse (1939), Michigan, is a steel-
plate tower. At least one dressed stone light was sheathed in iron plate, Destruction Island Lighthouse, 
(1891), Washington.41 It was gradually accepted that the cast-iron lighthouses, though cheaper to build 
than masonry, were not as structurally sound for exposed sites, but rather more acceptable for secured 
headlands and harbor locations. Steel on the other hand, has greater tension and residual strength than 
iron making it better for slender truss and frame members resulting in lighter designs. Ductile steel 
when used as a reinforcement also allowed the use of concrete which lacked tensile properties. Los 
Angeles Harbor (1913), California, is a steel frame structure with concrete plaster infilled walls.42 

Foundation Types 

Many of the earliest lighthouses in the colonies and the United States were built on natural rock 
outcrops. Other early lighthouses were built upon sandy soil lying almost at sea level and built on 
foundations of wood timbers and planks. With the advent of pile-driving technology closely spaced 
wooden piling also supported such foundations. This grillage was usually placed within an excavation 
deep enough to keep the wood below the water table. Of the 40 or so brick tower lighthouses 
constructed in the South between 1820 and 1852 at least 25 were destroyed when eroding foundations 
caused them to fall down or blow over in storms. 

Offshore lighthouses were generally more expensive to build because of exposure to storms, currents, 
and wave action and because of the high costs of transporting materials and workers to the site. But, 
their strategic placement afforded better marking of offshore shoals, reefs, rocks, and channels. Many of 
the first offshore lighthouses replaced light vessels and buoys. 

38 Schema, p. 23. 

39 Clifford, pp. 229 and 252. 

40 Barnes, p. 10; Clifford, pp. 174, 201 and 228. 

41 Clifford, p. 327. 

42 JohnNaish, Seamarks: Their History and Development (London, Stanford Maritime, 1985), p. 129; and 
Barnes, pp. 10 and 13. B-297
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In the Great Lakes region, cribs of fastened timbers built in a box-like fashion were floated to a site and 
filled with stone and/or concrete. Sometimes a steel shell containing cells was built around the wood 
crib that then was pumped full of concrete and positioned on the bottom. Interlocking steel sheet piling 
filled with stone and capped with a concrete slab has been used to form foundations in areas where ice is 
prevalent. 
Metal screwpiles were used to form the foundation of many lighthouses built on sandy or muddy 
bottoms. The helicoidal or screw-like cast-iron flange at the end of the metal pile was augured into the 
bottom increasing the bearing power of the pile as well as its anchoring properties. Yet lighthouses built 
with these foundations were found to be vulnerable to ice floes. In areas such as the Florida Keys, where 
the bottom is soft coral rock, disc pile foundation lighthouses were built. Wrought iron piles were 
driven through a cast-iron or semi-steel disc that rested on the sea floor until a shoulder on the pile 
prevented further penetration. The disc diffuses the weight of the tower more evenly over the bottom. 
In coral reef areas where sand is also prevalent, a cast-steel screw was fitted to the end of the pile to give 
it more anchoring ability. Cofferdams were used generally in shallow waters where it was not necessary 
to deeply penetrate the natural bottom. The cofferdam enabled the water inside the dam to be pumped 
out and the foundation built in the dry. 

In areas prone to ice flows, caissons were employed as lighthouse foundations. Caissons were made of 
fastened cast-iron plates forming a hollow cylinder. At the bottom of the cylinder is fastened a wooden 
crib. The assemblage is allowed to settle to the bottom and sinks under its own weight as rock and 
concrete fills the cylinder. Where deeper penetration into the bottom is required, sediments are 
excavated from the bottom of the crib allowing the assemblage to sink deeper. This later technique is 
referred to as pneumatic because of the air pressure required to keep water from entering into the 
assemblage. 

Finally, a few lighthouses have been built on breakwaters composed of large quarry rock. Los Angeles 
Harbor Lighthouse (1913), California, is an example of a breakwater foundation lighthouse. Many of 
these foundation types are more fully discussed below.43 

Pile foundation 

A Quaker and wealthy Liverpool merchant, John Phillips, erected a lighthouse on Smalls Rock in 1773, 
in the British Channel off the west coast of Wales. Instead of hiring an engineer to design the structure, 
he chose a musical instrument maker, Henry Whiteside, who built the lighthouse on piles rather than 
using the methods for a conventional masonry tower. Phillips' choice and Whiteside's design were to 
prove revolutionary. Construction began in June 1775 and, when finished, the lighthouse consisted of 
nine oak posts each 24 inches in diameter and 40 feet in length with a small two-story octagonal wooden 
cabin built on top. The first floor was where the keepers lived and the top floor housed the light. It 
stood for 85 years, but more importantly proved the principle of least resistance since waves would tend 
to pass through as opposed to crash against a foundation built in waveswept locations.44 

43 Aids to Navigation 1945, pp. 312-326. 
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Screwpile foundation 

Alexander Mitchell invented the screwpile, a major improvement over the standard straight pile 
construction type. With his son, he patented his wrought-iron screwpile design in the 1830s, which he 
described as follows, 

A bar ofiron having at its lower extremity a broadplate or disk ofmetal in a spiral. .. 
on the principle ofa screw, in order that it should enter into the ground with facility, 
thrusting aside any obstacles to its descent, without materially disturbing the texture of 
the strata it passed through, and that it should at the same time offer an extended base, 
eitherfor resisting downward pressure or an upward strain?5 

He further stated that his screwpile was a device for "obtaining a much greater holding power than was 
possible by any pole or mooring then in use." William Johnstone, harbormaster at Glasgow stated in a 
letter to Mitchell and his son on May 7, 1837, 

The great strain they bear. . . the safetyfor vessels grounding above them, the unexpected ease 
with which they are put down, and their exemptionfromfrequent lifting, to which other moorings 
are liable, will make me recommend them. 46 

By 1840, Mitchell combined his wrought-iron screwpile moorings with Whiteside's pile construction 
technique and built the first screwpile lighthouse at the mouth of the Wyre, an important harbor in 
Lancashire, England. Mitchell used 36-inch-diameter wooden timbers on whose bottoms were attached 
his wrought-iron screwpile device. The piles were inclined toward the center as in Whiteside's standard 
straight pile design.47 

Mitchell later noted, "by reason of the various descriptions of sea-worms which everywhere infest our 
coast" wrought-iron piles were necessary. This led to his next and best-remembered achievement, the 
Maplin Sands Lighthouse. In partnership with James Walker who was responsible for the 
superstructure, Mitchell contracted with the Trinity Corporation (England's lighthouse authority) to build 
a lighthouse at the mouth of the Thames River, an area subjected to high winds, strong currents, and 
consisting of a soft bottom. Completed in 1841, this structure was the first lighthouse to be built upon a 
screwpile foundation made entirely of iron. The hexagonal dwelling was supported by one central and 
eight surrounding iron piles, either five or six inches in diameter, each tipped with a 4-foot-diameter 
flanged screw and each turned 22 feet into the sandy bottom. Unlike the Wyre Lighthouse, these piles 
were screwed vertically into the bottom, and capped with hollow cast iron columns which not only 
formed the foundation but supported the dwelling as well. The Maplin Sands Lighthouse became a 
prototype for other screwpile lighthouses.48 

45 Bergin, p. 11. 

46 Bergin,p. 11. 

47 Bergin, pp. 11-12. 

48 Bergin, p. 12; Douglas B. Hague and Rosemary Christie, Lighthouses: Their Architecture, History and 
Archeology (Wales: Gamer Press, 1975), and Naish, p. 127. Note, Naish gives the date of completion of the Maplin 
Sands Lighthouse as 1836 on page 127 and 1848 on page 128, F. Ross Holland, Jr., Americas Lighthouses: An 
Illustrated History (New York, Dover Publications, Inc., 1988 edition) p. 99 gives the date 1838, Bergin gives the date 
1841, and Hague and Christie gives the date 1838 on page 221 and 1841 on page 137. These various dates may 
reflect the experimental nature of several adaptations in the development of the screwpile type lighthouse at Maplin 
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The first mention of Mitchell's screwpile invention in the United States may be in an 1842 report on 
buoys written by engineer I. W. P. Lewis, 

The use ofscrew moorings are yet unknown in this country, while England has availed 
herselfofthis valuable invention .. . as a means offounding lighthouses upon shoals 
hitherto considered inaccessible to the engineer., 49 

Congress was willing to give the screwpile technique a try at Flynn's Knoll in New York Harbor but the 
project died with little support outside of Congress, most people believed nothing more than a buoy was 
needed. The first screwpile lighthouse type built in the United States was at Brandywine Shoal, 
Delaware Bay, an area served by a lightship since 1823 and an ordinary straightpile lighthouse which 
stood briefly there in 1828 but was destroyed by ice. Major Hartman Bache, a distinguished engineer of 
the Army Corps of Topographical Engineers, began work in 1848 and completed the task in 1850; 
construction cost $53,317. Alexander Mitchell served as consultant. A 4-foot capstan worked by 30 
men turned the screwpiles. To protect the structure from ice floes, an icebreaker consisting of a pier of 
30 iron screwpiles 23 feet long and five inches in diameter were screwed down into the bottom and 
interconnected at their heads above the water reinforcing them together. This cost an additional 
$11,485.50 

The screwpile lighthouse is an example of early iron truss technology and became especially popular 
after the Civil War when the Lighthouse Board adopted a policy to replace inside (bays, sounds, and 
rivers) light vessels with screwpile lighthouses. 51 This lighthouse type was built in ice-free, shallow, 
slow moving sheltered waters, where soft bottom shoals stood too far offshore to be protected by the 
more traditional onshore lighthouse structure. When built in areas prone to ice flow, moving ice 
occasionally destroyed these relatively lightweight structures. Other enemies of the screwpile lighthouse 
were fire, fast flowing water that could scour bottoms and undermine foundations, and even collision by 
vessels. 52 

Screwpile lighthouses were relatively inexpensive, easy to construct, and comparatively quick to build. 
A temporary platform or stage was constructed to facilitate the work. Most screwpile lighthouses were 
made with iron piles, though a few were made with wooden piles covered with metal screw sleeves 
(these sleeves were probably adopted because they were less expensive and easier to insert into the 
bottom, plus the sleeve protected the wood from marine-boring invertebrates). The typical screwpile 
lighthouse was hexagonal or octagonal in plan consisting of a central pile which was set first and then 
the six or eight perimeter piles were screwed in place around it. Occasionally, two additional fender 
piles were set, one on each of the ebb and flow sides of the structure for additional stability against ice. 
The York Spit Lighthouse (1870) had two extensions built over these additional piles, one for the 

Sands, but also reflect the tendency for the British to use starting date of construction while Americans use the date of 
the first lighting. 

49 Bergin,p. 12 

50 Johnson, 26; Holland (1972), p. 99; Bergin, pp. 12-13; and Putnam, p. 84. 

51 Frank N. Schubert, The Nation Builders: A Sesquicentennial History ofthe Corps of Topographical 
Engineers 1838-1863, Office of History, United States Army Corps of Engineers, Fort Belvoir, Virginia, 1988, p. 30; 
and Holland (1988), p. 128. 

52 Scheina, p. 19. B-300
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placement of a fog signal and the other as a landing deck fitted with davits to accommodate a station 
boat. 

Cottage type screwpile 

There are two principal types of screwpile lighthouses: the spider-like, cottage type and the exposed tall 
skeletal tower type. The spider-like, cottage-type screwpile lighthouse consisted of a screwpile 
foundation built over open water upon which a wooden cottage for the keeper's quarters was 
constructed.53 Initially the cottage was a one-story building surmounted by a lantern room, but later a 
one-and-one-half-story cottage surmounted by a lantern room became more popular. The first floor was 
divided into a sitting room, kitchen, storeroom, and sleeping room. A central enclosed spiral staircase 
connects the first floor to the second half-story where a sleeping room, oil room, and storage area was 
located. The interior walls and ceilings were of finished tongue-and-groove beaded board paneling. The 
circular stairwell continued to the cast-iron lantern room which was surrounded by an exterior gallery 
deck and railing. The lantern room had glass panes set in cast-iron mullions covered with vertical 
tongue-and-groove wood paneling on the inside and sheet metal on the outside. At least two 2-story 
square cottages with Mansard roofs were also built; both in Long Island Sound. The cottages were 
almost uniformly hexagonal in shape though there were at least seventeen exceptions. 

Perhaps as many as 100 spider-like, cottage-type (1 and 1/2 story wooden dwelling) screwpile 
lighthouses were built throughout the Carolina sounds, the Chesapeake Bay, Delaware Bay, along the 
Gulf of Mexico, at least two in Long Island Sound and one even at Maumee Bay (1855), Lake Erie, 
Ohio. 54 However, the Chesapeake, with 42, has the distinction of having had the most spider-like, 
cottage-type screwpile lighthouse structures of any area in the world. 55 At least 15 of this type were built 
in North Carolina.56 Seven Foot Knoll Lighthouse is believed to be the oldest surviving screwpile 
cottage-type lighthouse in the United States, and although moved to shore, its most important feature, 
the screwpile foundation which survives from the water level up (the portion of the piles below the water 
are still in place), remains unpreserved and unrestored. 

The beginning of the end of screwpile cottage type lighthouses came in 1894 when the Lighthouse 
Board stated in its annual report, 

In view ofrecent damages by ice to screwpile structures in Chesapeake Bay, the Board is now 
ofthe opinion that only caisson structures should be used where such dangers exist. 51 

53 The only exceptions known are the Brandywine Shoal Lighthouse (1850), Delaware Bay, and the Seven 
Foot Knoll Lighthouse (1855) which have a cylindrical iron keepers quarters similar to those used on a caisson 
foundation. 

54 Schema, pp. 20-21; and Clifford, p. 372. 

55 Ralph E. Eshelman, A History ofDrum Point Lighthouse (Solomons, Maryland, Calvert Marine Museum, 
1978), p. 1. 

56 David Stick, North Carolina Lighthouses (North Carolina Department of Cultural Resources, Division of 
Archives and History, Raleigh, 1980), pp. 60-61. 

57 U.S. Lighthouse Board, Annual Report, 1894 (Washington, Government Printing Office, 1894). B-301
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The last spider-like, cottage-type screwpile lighthouse built was Ragged Point Lighthouse (1910), 
Maryland, constructed in the Potomac River (in waters of Maryland but closer to Virginia shore) near 
Chesapeake Bay.58 

Tall skeletal tower type screwpile 

An exposed skeletal tower with a screwpile or driven pile foundation was designed specifically for 
offshore reefs of Florida. They came into use a few years after the cottage screwpile design. Many of 
these offshore screwpile skeletal towers had large iron footplates or disks that were attached to the pile 
above the screw tip to diffuse the pressure caused by the weight of their tall towers that were mounted 
with first-order lenses weighing several tons. Cottage-type screwpile lights were short, squat, and 
mounted, principally, with small, relatively light, fourth order lenses and needed only to project their 
light over a few miles of open water in protected bays and sounds. The tall skeletal screwpile tower type 
was built in exposed open water at major coastal sites where visibility over ten miles was required. Six 
screwpile skeletal towers were built in Florida; three before and three after the American Civil War, as 
well as one in the Gulf of Mexico off Louisiana prior to the Civil War. 

The first of the screwpile tall skeletal towers to be built was the Carysfort Reef Lighthouse, on the 
dangerous stretch of reefs between Cape Florida and Key West, Florida. 59 Designed by I. W. P. Lewis, it 
was started in 1848 and completed in 1852. The entire structure was first erected in Philadelphia "so as 
to obviate the necessity of fitting parts at its isolated site." It cost $105,069 to complete. Carysfort Reef 
Lighthouse, with its skeletal foundation, presented relatively little resistance to wind and waves and 
served as a prototype for the string of lighthouses that now mark these reefs off Florida. Similarly, some 
onshore lighthouse towers also used an external skeletal support to broaden their foundation on soft 
sands or other unstable substrate foundations. Skeletal screwpile foundation lighthouses can be 
classified as a skeletal tower type and/or a screwpile type; thus the type classification used here can and 
does overlap with other construction types. 

Straightpile skeletal type 

Non-screwpile (straightpile) tubular skeletal tower lighthouses were built, usually of cast-iron but also of 
wrought-iron piles, both onshore and offshore, typically on soft bottoms such as mud, sand, and swamp. 
The method of construction is well described by the Lighthouse Board when it built the Fowey Rock 
Lighthouse in Florida in 1878: 

Fowey Rocks . . . is ofiron; rests on nine piles driven about 10feet into the live coral rock. . . A 
working platform, about 80feet square, was erected on the site, 12feet above low water, on 
iron-shod mangrove piles driven into the coral The dishfor the central iron foundation-pile was 
then lowered to its place, and through this disk thefirst iron pile was driven. A perimeter disk 
was located by a gauge, and then thefirstperimeter pile was driven through the center ofthis 
disk. After every blow ofthe pile-driver the pile was tested with a plummet, and the slightest 

58 Holland (1993), p. 8. Holland gives no name for this lighthouse but Ragged Point is the only lighthouse 
listed for 1910 in Clifford p. 368 and deGast p. 156. 

59 Johnson, pp. 26-27; and Hans Christian Adamson, Keepers ofthe Lights (New York, Greenberg, Publisher, 
1955), p. 180; Holland (1993) p. 43 and (1994), p. 19 states Lt. George G. Meade started work on Carysfort Reef 
Lighthouse but Johnson, p. 26 states Capt. Howard Stansbury started the work and Maj. Thomas B. Linnard 
completed it. The 1915 report of the U.S. Lighthouse Service on page 25 indicates the Carysfort Reef Lighthouse was 
a straight-pile built tower; this is apparently incorrect. B-302
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deviationfrom the vertical was rectified. In locating the diskfor the next perimeter pile two 
gauges were used to get the proper distancefrom the center pile, and to maintain itfrom the 
perimeterpilejust driven. The disks were dragged along the bottom until their outer edgesjust 
touched thefree edges ofthe gauges. Each pile was then driven through the center ofits disk. 
When all were driven their tops were leveled by cutting offeach to the line ofthe lowest. The 
poles were then capped with their respective sockets; the horizontal girders were inserted, the 
diagonal tension-rods were placed and screwed up and the foundation series were completed. 

Caisson foundation 

The caisson construction method for lighthouses is based on the idea developed by Lawrence Potts, an 
English physician and inventor, who in 1845 sank a section of hollow tubing from the surface of the 
ocean to the sea floor. He then attached a powerful pump to the open end extending above the water, 
and as he pumped air and water from the tube, it drew up sand that allowed the tube to sink by gravity 
deeper into the sea bottom. Charles Fox, a civil engineer for sinking railroad bridge supports, adopted 
this idea. The method was then employed in 1850 during the construction ofbridge support towers at 
Rochester, New York. Workmen soon discovered that large rocks obstructed the descent of the tube so 
the engineer in charge, J. Hughes, reversed Pott's process. He pumped air into the tube forcing the water 
out so his men could descend into the tube and remove the rocks, sand, and mud, allowing the tube to 
sink under its own weight into the river. The foundation for the Brooklyn Bridge in New York City, as 
well as many bridge foundations, were built using this same pneumatic method. Pott's modified method 
was also used to build caisson lighthouse foundations, particularly in unconsolidated soft-bottomed 
environments such as mud or sand.60 

The first application of the caisson technology in the United States for lighthouse-related work was for 
Waugoshance Lighthouse (1870), Michigan, built on a timber crib. When the crib foundation became 
damaged, William Sooy-Smith (who was the first to use the pneumatic process in the United States 
when he built a bridge over the Savannah River in 1859) used a temporary caisson in 1867 to enable his 
workers to repair the crib foundation with a masonry protection wall. Craighill Channel Lower Front 
Range Lighthouse (1873), Maryland, built near the Patapsco River and marking the entrance to 
Baltimore, Maryland, used a permanent caisson and is considered a greater feat of engineering as it was 
built in deeper water under more difficult conditions.61 The caisson lighthouse was sturdier and better 
able to withstand the stresses exerted by ice flow. It is not surprising that caisson lighthouses are 
numerous from the northern coast of Maine to the Chesapeake Bay. At least one, Rock of Ages Light 
Station (1908), Michigan, was built on the Great Lakes. Only one caisson lighthouse was built south of 
the Chesapeake Bay, Sabine Bank Lighthouse (1906), Texas. The last caisson lighthouse built in the 
United States was the Cleveland East Ledge Lighthouse (1943), Massachusetts, using an art modern 
style. 

60 Cohen,p. 17. 

61 Holland (1993), p. 9; Aids to Navigation 1945, p. 323; and U.S. Lighthouse Board, Annual Report, 1873 
(Washington, D.C., Government Printing Office, 1873), pp. 45-46. Holland, Maryland Lighthouses of the 
Chesapeake Bay (Maryland Historical Trust Press and Friends of St. Clements Island Museum, Inc., Crownsville, 
MD, 1997), p. 67. states that the Craighill Channel Lower Front Range Lighthouse is the first caisson built. Almqvist 
and Sutton-Jones, p. 19 states the "first caisson structure to be constructed ashore, floated and installed out at sea" was 
at Rothersand, Outer Weser estuary near Bremerhaven, Germany, completed in 1885. Craighill Channel Lower Front 
Range Lighthouse built in 1873 predates this. Elinor De Wire, Sentinels on Watch - 2, states Major David Heap of the 
Army Corps of Engineers, designed and completed in 1888 Fourteen Foot Bank, Delaware Bay, the first caisson type 
lighthouse in the United States. B-303
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Of the 100 or so cottage screwpile lighthouses built, only one, Thomas Point Shoal Lighthouse (1875), 
has survived intact and in its original location. Most have been destroyed or only the foundation 
remains; four have been moved ashore. Virtually all the caisson type lighthouses have survived, 
withstanding hurricanes and severe ice conditions. 62 

Caisson foundations for lighthouses were constructed by fabricating the cylinder plates from grey iron 
and typically cast in the form of 1-to-l and 1/2-inch-thick plates, 6 feet in height, with 6-inch vertical 
and horizontal flanges 1 and 1/4-inch thick to insure water tightness. These plates were either totally or 
partially pre-assembled on shore to ensure proper fitting, then disassembled, shipped to the designed site 
and re-erected. Depending on bottom conditions and depth of water, the cylinder was either fitted with a 
temporary watertight bottom or permanent wooden crib, called a caisson, described later. Launched 
from ways, the cylinder was then towed to its desired location and sunk by controlled flooding of the 
interior achieved through a valve located in the chamber and/or by ballasting. The cast-iron cylinder 
was partially filled with stone and trimic concrete to provide the desired ballast during towing.63 

In some instances the open-ended cylinder was carefully sunk into a muddy bottom under its own weight 
until it met refusal, and if necessary leveled by placing stone on the inner high side of the cylinder. 
External water jetting under the high side could also be employed to help level the cylinder. Once the 
cylinder was leveled, riprap stone was placed around the outside to add stability and prevent bottom 
scour by currents. Then the sand and mud within the cylinder was pumped out. Water hoses or jets 
were sometimes used to clear debris around the outer side of the cylinder to assist in the settling of the 
assembly. More stone and concrete was added to assist in the settling. Additional plates could be added 
to the cylinder as it settled in order for it to reach the desired height above the water surface. Though not 
common, this technique was sometimes used on land to sink a cylinder that was then used as a 
foundation pier. The foundation piers of the 1894 Cape Charles exoskeleton lighthouse used this 
technique. A 21-foot-diameter cylinder made of boilerplate iron was sunk ten feet into the sand by 
excavating the sand from within it while pumps kept water from filling the cylinder. 

Where bottoms were harder, contained rocks, and/or greater depth of penetration into the substrate was 
desired, the pneumatic process was used. A wooden open-ended box-like crib contraption called the 
caisson was attached with the open side of the box facing down from the bottom of the cast-iron-plated 
cylinder. Typically the timbers forming the caisson were one foot square in dimension. The entire 
caisson was sheathed and sealed with mineral pitch to make it essentially watertight. In later years the 
caisson was occasionally made of steel. The lower sides or rim of the caisson were tapered near the 
bottom to ease the settling of the caisson into the bottom sediments. Water was forced out of the caisson 
by means of pressurized air. The tubular cylinder fitted on top of the caisson was then partially filled 
with cement. The added weight further settled the assembly into the substrate. 64 

An airtight shaft built in the center of the assembly (caisson and attached cylinder) was big enough for 
men to climb up and down. It provided access to the caisson where they would haul out, or suck out 
with hoses, the debris from inside the bottom of the caisson. Removal of these bottom sediments 

62 Holland, Maryland Lighthouses ofthe Chesapeake Bay pp. 67 and 101; and Clifford, pp. 143 and 373. 
Holland refers to Cleveland East Ledge Lighthouse as the "Cleveland Ledge" Light. 

63 "Chesapeake Bay Lighthouses," Gredell & Associates: Structural Engineers (Wilmington, Delaware, 
1991), p. 12; file on copy at the National Maritime Initiative Office, National Park Service, Washington, D.C. 

64 Johnson, pp. 37-40. B-304
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allowed the assembly to slowly sink further into the bottom, typically about one to two feet a day. The 
digging continued until the caisson had sunk to the desired depth, usually about 30 feet into the 
substrate. The contraption was also outfitted with an air lock to maintain the needed air pressure to keep 
water out of the caisson as well as an air pipe to the surface to maintain fresh air supplies. Once this 
work was completed the air chamber in the caisson was completely filled with compacted sand and the 
air and worker access shafts as well as the cylinder were filled with concrete. This type of submarine 
foundation is called pneumatic. The first pneumatic caisson lighthouse built in the United States was at 
Fourteen Foot Bank Lighthouse (1887), Delaware.65 

Eleven pneumatic caisson lighthouses were built in the United States. In some areas where the bottom 
was unstable even at great depth, timber piling was used to transfer the loads even deeper into more 
stable strata.66 Some caisson type lighthouses were built on rocks just above the water. 

On average, the caissons were approximately 70 feet in height and 35 feet in diameter and the wooden 
crib approximately 10 feet high, 40 feet square, and 5 feet thick. This cast iron assembly served as a 
form for concrete, stone, and/or brick masonry that was added to anchor the caisson to the bottom; the 
form was not intended to function as a load-bearing element. 67 

On these caisson platforms, the builders erected several different styles of lighthouse towers. In the 
Chesapeake Bay, two dominated: conical metal lighthouses, often called coffee pots because their 
configuration suggested such, and brick structures suggestive of the Second Empire style. Elsewhere the 
superstructure was a slightly conical squat tower. All of these structures had work and storage space, 
and adequate water storage, as well as living quarters for the keepers.68 

In the cast-iron structures, the casting was often lined on the interior with double wythe (masonry term 
for double lining or width) ofbrick masonry. Floor framing of rough timber was set in the framing 
bearing pockets formed in the masonry. Floor framing for the cast-iron quarters was often achieved by 
bolting radial sections of iron plates together to form a circular diaphragm that was supported by the cast 
iron walls and sometimes a central column.69 

Depending on the height, caisson lighthouses had different levels. Often within the caisson a cellar was 
built within the upper 12 feet and enclosed with at least 6 feet of thick masonry or concrete walls. 
Occasionally recessed windows also were added for lighting purposes. These cellars were often used for 
fuel storage such as wood or coal bins and often a cistern for collecting water from the roof gutter and 
downspout system. The first level was usually partitioned into a sitting room, kitchen, and storage area, 
and completely surrounded by an exterior gallery deck. The main entrance was also located on this 
level. The second and sometimes third floor was dedicated to sleeping areas and storage. The level 

65 Schema, p. 23; and Clifford, p. 43. Johnson pp. 36-40 gives a good description of the construction of this 
pneumatic caisson lighthouse. 

66 "Chesapeake Bay Lighthouses," Gredell & Associates: Structural Engineers (Wilmington, Delaware, 
1991), p. 12; file on copy at the National Maritime Initiative Office, National Park Service, Washington, D.C. 

67 "Chesapeake Bay Lighthouse Foundation Inspection," DTCG83-91-C-3WF269, Han-Pardon Associates 
(New York, New York, July 1992), p. 1. 

68Holland, Maryland Lighthouses ofthe Chesapeake Bay, Chapter 4. 

69 "Chesapeake Bay Lighthouses," Gredell & Associates: Structural Engineers (Wilmington, Delaware, 
1991), p. 12; file on copy at the National Maritime Initiative Office, National Park Service, Washington, D.C. B-305
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directly below the lantern room was the watch or service room. The fog bell operating equipment, if 
required, was often housed here. The lantern room was usually made of cast iron, surrounded with 
storm panels, and typically octagonal in shape. The cast-iron quarters usually had a spiral staircase that 
hugged the brick lining of the cast iron tower while the brick masonry type had a tight winder or straight 
run staircase between floors. 70 

Caisson lighthouses were more complicated and on average about four to five times more expensive to 
build than screwpile lighthouses, but they were better able to withstand the pressure of flowing ice. For 
this reason, many screwpile lighthouses in the Chesapeake and Delaware Bays were replaced with 
caisson type lighthouses. The Sharps Island (1882) caisson lighthouse, built to replace the 1866 
screwpile lighthouse destroyed by ice in 1881, leans from ice damage that occurred in 1897.71 Twelve 
caisson lighthouses were built on the Chesapeake Bay. Five of them replaced screwpile type lighthouses 
in Virginia waters and two in Maryland waters. 72 In all, 47 caisson lighthouses were built in the United 
States, 11 pneumatic and 36 non-pneumatic. 

The caisson lighthouse, though superior to the screwpile lighthouse as far as stability is concerned, 
especially in northern locations where ice flow conditions exist, did not prove worthy for offshore ocean 
locations because of severe bottom scouring. For years a lighthouse had been suggested to replace the 
buoys off Diamond Shoals, 13 miles off the shore from Cape Hatteras, North Carolina. In the late 1880s 
a pneumatic caisson foundation with a tall steel light tower was designed for this location and $200,000 
authorized by Congress in 1889 with the provision that the total sum did not exceed $500,000 an 
enormous amount ofmoney for a lighthouse at this time. The caisson was 54 feet in diameter and 45 
feet in height. It was sunk in 25 feet of water but the current action over the bottom soon scoured the 
site and tilted it out of level. A few days later, a storm, accompanied by large waves, washed over the 
top of the caisson and carried off the machinery. The contractors gave up in disgust, as did the 
Lighthouse Board, after a few more unsuccessful attempts. A lightship and then a Texas tower 
(discussed below) were finally placed on the shoal. 73 

Crib foundatioR 

Wooden cribs constructed onshore, towed to the site, and then filled with stone to sink them in place was 
a lighthouse foundation type used extensively in the Great Lakes, many replacing lightships. This 
foundation type was especially well adapted to hard rock bottoms. Once settled and leveled, the cribs 
were capped with concrete or some other masonry upon which the lighthouse structure was constructed. 
Perhaps the two most significant crib foundation type lighthouses are the 93-foot Spectacle Reef 
Lighthouse (1874), Lake Huron, Michigan, located 101/2 miles from the closest land; and the 110-foot 

70 "Chesapeake Bay Lighthouses," Gredell & Associates: Structural Engineers (Wilmington, Delaware, 
1991), p. 12; file on copy at the National Maritime Initiative Office, National Park Service, Washington, D.C. 

71 Clifford, p. 132; and deGast, p. 131. 

72 Cohen, p. 17; and Holland (1993), p. 11. 

73 Johnson, pp. 11 and 40; and Wayne C. Wheeler, "Diamond Shoal Lighthouse: The Lighthouse That Never 
Was," Keeper's Log (1988) 4(3):24-29. B-306
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Stannard Rock Lighthouse (1882), Lake Superior, Michigan, located over 30 miles from the nearest 
land.74 

Cofferdam and other miscellaneous foundation types 

In shallow water, cofferdams were sometimes used to facilitate the construction of foundations 
providing a dry protected area in which to construct a permanent foundation made of stone or other 
masonry material. The temporary cofferdam was usually made of wood partially assembled on shore, 
brought to the site, bolted together, sealed, and the water pumped out. Many of the lighthouses with 
granite foundations in the Great Lakes were built this way, including Stannard Rock Lighthouse (1882) 
and Spectacle Reef Lighthouse (1874). Once the foundation was constructed safely above the water 
level, the cofferdam was dismantled, and the lighthouse tower built on top of the foundation. There 
were at least three granite and concrete foundation lighthouses which probably made use of cofferdams; 
the earliest apparently is Craighill Channel Lower Range Rear Lighthouse (1873), Maryland; followed 
by Hudson-Athens Lighthouse (1874), New York; and Robbins Reef Lighthouse (1883), New York.75 
The Craighill Channel Upper Range Front Lighthouse (1938) is unusual as the tower was built on the 
granite foundation base of an earlier range light built on land in 1824, but over the years the land has 
receded around the base so that the 1938 structure built on the earlier foundation is now located several 
hundred feet offshore. At least three lighthouse foundations were made of stone below the surface of the 
water without using a cofferdam. 

Texas tower 

A relatively recent technological development in lighthouse construction is the Texas tower type which 
replaced lightships in open ocean conditions in waters greater than 30 feet. These so-called Texas 
towers were modeled after offshore oil drilling platforms first employed along the Texas coast. All the 
major components of these structures were prefabricated in sections and towed to the site. 

The first Texas tower lighthouse in the United States is the Buzzards Bay Lighthouse, located in 
Buzzards Bay, Massachusetts, and commissioned on November 1, 1961. It is anchored to the ocean 
bottom by four 33-inch-diameter steel pipes, and cross-braced with 16- and 18-inch-diameter steel pipes 
both horizontally and diagonally. Through each of the main 33-inch pipes a 30-inch-diameter steel pile 
was driven to bedrock, a depth of 268 feet below mean low water. The piles were partially filled with 
concrete. Upon this foundation, 66 feet above the water, is the platform, consisting of two decks. The 
lower deck houses water and fuel and the upper deck, the living quarters. On top of the top deck is a 
helicopter landing deck and to one corner are the light and radio tower, foghorn, and radiobeacon. The 
focal plane of the light is 101 feet above the water, visible 16 miles at sea, with a capacity for 400,000 
candlepower under normal conditions and 5,000,000 candlepower under low visibility conditions. The 
open ocean waves pass under and around the open pile foundation. 

Five additional Texas towers have been constructed including: Savannah Lighthouse (1964) off Georgia; 
Chesapeake Bay Lighthouse (1965), off the mouth of the Chesapeake; Ambrose Channel Lighthouse 
(1967), off New York City; and Diamond Shoal Lighthouse (1967), replacing a lightship station. These 

74 Schema, p. 22; Johnson, pp. 32-34; "Historically Famous Lighthouses", pp. 54-57; and Clifford, pp. 202 
and 206. Note Schema lists Stannard Rock Lighthouse as Standard Rock Lighthouse. Wayne Wheeler, personal 
communication, February 28, 1998. 
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Texas towers were built with an expected life span of about 30 years. Buzzards Bay Lighthouse has 
been extinguished and is scheduled for dismantlement. It is to be replaced by a newer non-Texas type 
tower which will resemble the tower that marks the entrance to the harbor at Valdez, Alaska. Ambrose 
Lighthouse is also scheduled to be demolished. These Texas-tower type lighthouses were expensive to 
construct, and not a large number of them were erected. 76 

Fiberglass towers 

In an effort to keep maintenance costs down, the English introduced the concept of the fiberglass (glass-
reinforced plastic) light tower which was adopted by the Coast Guard. The color of the tower is molded 
into the plastic with pigments so painting is not necessary. Little, if any metal, is used to keep saltwater 
corrosion to a minimum. The light lens is plastic and no storm panes are required for protection. The 
result is very low maintenance light towers. The first use in the United States of a fiberglass light tower 
was apparently in northern California in the 1960s. Three were built in New England in the early 1980s: 
Great Salt Pond Light, Block Island, Rhode Island; Deer Island Light, Boston Harbor, Massachusetts; 
and Cape Cod Canal Breakwater Light, Massachusetts. The first plastic Deer Island Light, a white 
tower built in 1982, replaced an iron tower on a caisson. The present red-brown plastic tower replaced 
the white plastic tower in 1984. The Cape Cod Canal Light is a plastic red tower built in 1986, which 
replaced a metal skeletal tower, now used for the fog signal.77 

Light Station Components 

The U.S. Lighthouse Service in 1915 regarded lighthouses as stations where resident keepers were 
employed.78 With today's automated lights, under this same definition, very few lights would be 
classified as lighthouses. The 1995 Light List defines lighthouse as a lighted beacon of major 
importance. Buoys and lights housed outside of buildings are not considered lighthouses. The former 
light at Dutch Gap on the James River near Richmond, Virginia, consisted of a tiny lantern suspended 
from a 10-foot tripod. It was serviced by the keeper via a small ladder. While this light was considered 
a minor aid to navigation, it was not a lighthouse.79 

The concept of the "light station" came into being during the period that the Lighthouse Board 
administered aids to navigation, 1852-1910. A station consisted of the light tower, a dwelling, a garden 
site, a place to store oil, and maybe a chicken house and shelter for a milk cow. The increased 
complexity of operation, with the introduction of the more sophisticated Fresnel lens and fog signal in 
the 1850s, particularly the steam-operated ones, brought about a need for more personnel, which in turn 
required additional housing and other support buildings such as fog signal buildings, workshops, cisterns 
and water catchment basins, storage buildings, garages, radio buildings, boathouses and tramways, 
among others. By the 1920s and 1930s, however, the majority of light stations had electric service, 

76LNBs, large navigational buoys, were often employed instead of Texas towers. These are typically 40 foot 
in diameter, equipped with a radiobeacon signal, a horn fog signal, a RACON for identification, and a light 42 feet 
above the water which can be seen 14 miles away. 

77 Robert Fraser, "Plastic Towers," Lighthouse Digest, volume 4, number 1 (January, 1995), p. 7; and Barnes, 
p. 13. 

78 de Gast, p. viii; and United States Lighthouse Service 1915 (Government Printing Office, Washington, 
D.C., 1916), p. 18. 

79'Eshelman, "Lighthouse Construction Types," unpublished monograph, 1997. B-308
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reducing the number of staff necessary to operate the station. As ancillary buildings at many stations, 
especially shore stations, were rendered useless, the makeup of the light station began to change. 
Electrification and automation of many light stations led to the removal or demolition of many obsolete 
light station buildings. 

Light tower 

The tower served principally as a support for the lantern that housed the light. The lantern was typically 
a cast-iron round, square, octagonal, or decagonal-shaped enclosure surrounded by an exterior stone or 
cast iron gallery with railing. Access to the lantern at the top of the tower was via stone, wood, or cast 
iron stairs which either wind around a central column or spiral along the interior sides of the tower walls 
(a few had straight sets of stairs which ran from landings around the tower interior). Windows in the 
tower were positioned to provide daylight onto the stairs. For taller towers, landings were provided at 
regular intervals. The top landing ended at the watch room where the keeper on duty ensured the optic 
was functioning properly. The lantern room above was usually reached via a ladder. 

The most recognizable lighthouse type is the stand-alone tower such as Cape Hatteras Lighthouse. 
Lighthouses of this type come in many shapes including conical, square, octagonal, cylindrical, and even 
one triangular. Lighthouse towers may also be attached or integral to the keepers' dwellings, and in a 
few cases, fog signal buildings. Attached towers are those connected to a keeper's quarters to another 
structure, often by a hyphen; whereas integral towers are those structurally built into the structure with 
the tower extending through the roof. 

Lantern 

In the early days, lanterns were made of thin copper frames that held small panes of glass. The glass 
framing extended from the gallery deck to above the lighting equipment it held. A copper dome topped 
by a ventilator served as the roof of the lantern. Its design has given it the appearance of a birdcage, and 
in more recent years, it has been known by that name. In addition to using small panes of glass that 
were of poor quality, these lanterns were generally not of adequate size to hold Fresnel lenses. 
Consequently, when the Fresnel lens was introduced wholesale in the 1850s, most of the old style 
lanterns were replaced with new lanterns designed to hold the larger and heavier Fresnel lenses. Today 
only a few of the old-style lanterns survive on lighthouses, including Prudence Island Lighthouse in 
Portsmouth, Rhode Island; Baileys Harbor Lighthouse, Lake Michigan; and Selkirk Lighthouse in 
Pulaski, New York. 

There were four sizes of lanterns created to accommodate the seven standard sizes or orders of Fresnel 
lenses a separate design for the first-, second-, and third-orders, and one design for the fourth- through 
sixth-order lenses. Made of cast iron plate, they were six-, eight-, and ten-sided lanterns, although round 
and square lanterns were sometimes used for range lights. They had large panes of glass, one pane to a 
side for the smaller lanterns, and as many as three panes (one over the other) per side for the two largest 
size lanterns. Typically the section of the lantern slightly below the level of the bottom of the lens was 
covered with iron plates in the smaller sized lanterns. One of the metal panels was hinged to serve as a 
doorway providing access to the gallery or walkway on the exterior of the lantern.80 The roof of the 

80 On larger lanterns, the glass panes continued to floor level; one pane might be hinged to serve as a 
doorway. For first and second order lanterns the lantern was usually circular. Also, on these lanterns there was 
another, narrower, outer gallery walkway at the level of the bottom of the glass which permitted the keepers to reach 
the glass for cleaning and repair purposes. B-309
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lantern, sometimes dome like and at other times a low peaked pyramidal roof, was usually made of 
copper. A ventilation device often a finial ball on the roof and slots in the parapet wall permitted proper 
ventilation. A lightning rod surmounted the ventilator device. At the roofs edge small gargoyle heads 
occasionally served as downspouts. 

In the late 19th century, the helical bar lantern was introduced. Rather than having vertical astragals, 
they had diagonal ones. On the larger lanterns, the astragals crossed. The lighthouse officials believed 
these types of lanterns gave off a brighter light when housing rotating lenses because the light beam was 
only partially blocked at any one time by the diagonal astragals versus a split second total eclipse of the 
light beam by vertical astragals. 

Keeper's dwelling 

Second in importance to the light tower, dwellings for light keepers and their families were generally, in 
the early days, simple 1 and 1/2-story wooden or stone structures. Since lighthouses had only one 
keeper, there was only one dwelling. After 1852 with the coming of the Fresnel lens and the Lighthouse 
Board, more keepers began to be assigned to light stations, and, of course, it became necessary to have 
more living accommodations. Keeper's quarters could be single, double, triple, or even quadruple 
dwellings; they reflected the prevailing architectural styles, adaptations to geographical conditions, or 
regional tastes. Complaints by keepers concerning lack of privacy for their families finally persuaded 
the Lighthouse Board not to build tri-plex housing. By 1913, the U.S. Lighthouse Service stressed that a 
recent practice favors detached houses, insuring greater privacy, and giving better opportunity for yards 
and gardens. 

For all practical purposes, prior to 1852 there were two types of land-based lighthouses: either a 
detached dwelling or an integral dwelling with the light tower rising out of the roof. The early integral 
towers had the tower supported by the roof system. As time went on with the lighting apparatus getting 
heavier, particularly with the advent of the Fresnel lens, the tower was supported from the foundation of 
the keeper's dwelling. The plans for Blackistone Island Lighthouse in the Potomac River, designed in 
1852, clearly shows the support system ascending from the ground. The two-story dwelling had the 
wood tower rising through its center. Fortunately, this lighthouse needed only one keeper, even after the 
introduction of the Fresnel lens. In colder climates, such as New England and the Great Lakes, the light 
tower often was either attached to the dwelling or an enclosed passageway was built between the two 
structures. 

Oil house 

During the early days oil was often stored in the lighthouse. The contract to erect the Cape Henry 
Lighthouse in 1792, however, called for the oil to be stored in an underground vault with a shed built 
above it. 81 As late as the early 1850s, plans for the first west coast lighthouses called for the oil storage 
area to be in the basement. Some lighthouse towers were constructed with attached oil room and 
workroom structures that were generally one-story, constructed of masonry, had gable roofs, and were 
modest in detailing; examples include Pensacola, Pigeon Point, and Yaquina Head Lighthouses. 

81 Watson and Henry Associates, Historic Structure Reportfor the Old (1792) Cape Henry Lighthouse, 
Virginia Beach, Virginia, July 1990, Association for the Preservation of Virginia Antiquities, Richmond Virginia, p. 
22. This type structure did not work well at this site which is a sand covered area, for by 1794 the oil was reported as 
being stored in Norfolk. B-310
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By 1890, all except a few lighthouses in the United States were using kerosene. The volatile nature of 
kerosene necessitated the construction of separate oil houses, which were usually built of fireproof 
materials such as brick, stone, iron plate and concrete. Congress issued a series of small appropriations 
for the construction of separate fireproof oil houses at each lighthouse station. Installation of these 
structures began in 1888 and was completed about 1918. The 1902 Instructions to Light-Keepers stated: 
"All mineral oil belonging to the Light House Service shall be kept in an oil house or a room by itself. 
The oil house shall be visited daily to detect loss by leakage or otherwise, and every precaution taken for 
the safe keeping of the oil." 

Though they varied in size, lighthouses with smaller lenses had relatively small oil houses and those 
stations with the large lenses, had relatively larger oil houses. Constructed of stone, brick, cast iron, and 
concrete, oil houses were small, simple, and functional, usually with a gabled or a pyramid roof. When 
oil was no longer required, the structures were used for other storage purposes, often paint storage. In 
some instances, these buildings were torn down after becoming obsolete. 

Fog signal building 

Fog signals were developed to assist mariners when fog obscured the light. Fog signals included bells, 
cannons, sirens, diaphragm horns, and trumpets, and were usually housed in separate buildings, which 
were either attached to the light tower or free-standing. The equipment for large coastal stations was 
provided in duplicate to guard against breakdowns that might cause an interruption in fog signal 
operation. 

Light stations began to get a little more complex with the introduction of fog signals. The first fog 
signal was a cannon placed at Boston Harbor light in 1719. Over the years a few other light stations had 
a cannon to warn seamen. In the 1820s, a bell fog signal was apparently introduced at West Quoddy 
Head Lighthouse in Maine. 82 Subsequently, other fog bell signals were added around New England and 
down to Chesapeake Bay; south of the bay, fog occurs much less frequently. 

In the very early days, fog bells were rung by striking the bell by hand; the bell installed at Pooles Island 
Lighthouse, Maryland, in the mid-1820s was operated by mechanical means, using a clockwork system. 
A tower on which the fog bell hung was built near the shore. A rope ran from a striker to the top of the 

tower where weights were attached. As those weights slowly fell, they would activate the striker so that 
it struck the bell periodically. When the weights hit bottom after 45 minutes, sometimes an hour and a 
half, the keeper cranked the weights back to the top to start the process over again. Later, Daboll, 
Stevens, and Gamewell invented clockworks that were advertised as good for 10,000 blows of the fog 
bell with one winding. With a rapid characteristic, i.e., a blow every 10 seconds, a day could pass 
between windings; with a characteristic of a blow every 30 seconds, four days could pass before another 
winding. 83 In time, electricity was applied to fog signals that eased the burden of tending them. In the 
1920s, a device that turned the bell on automatically came into use. It was a hygroscope measuring 
moisture in the air that activated the bell. 

82 This statement is based on the correspondence of the fifth auditor when the fog bell was being installed at 
the Pooles Island Lighthouse in Chesapeake in the 1820s. In this letter the fifth auditor said that the only other fog 
bell that he was aware of was at Passamaquoddy. See F. R. Holland, Maryland Lighthouses ofthe Chesapeake Bay, p. 
16. Obviously the lighthouse he was referring to was the West Quoddy Head light near the Passamaquoddy Bay, for in 
1820 Congress authorized an appropriation to install a fog bell at West Quoddy Head lighthouse. See George R. 
Putnam, Lighthouses and Lightships ofthe United States (Boston and New York: Houghton Mifflin Co., 1917), p. 
228. 

"Personal communication, Wayne Wheeler, February 28, 1998. 
B-311
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The earliest fog signal structures were wooden bell towers; later designs included iron construction. 84 
The towers were usually a tapering square shape topped by a pyramidal metal roof. The tower structure 
was often exposed except for the enclosed upper level area that protected the bell-striking mechanism. 
These towers were built in exposed marine environments and subjected to heavy vibrations from the 
striking of the bell. They had to be replaced frequently and few survive. For the most part, the ones that 
survive are metronome in shape. 

On stations built offshore such as caisson and screwpile structures, the fog bell was usually mounted 
outside the top half-story of the dwelling (just below the lantern) and struck by machinery mounted on 
the inside. The striker hammer passed through a hole in the wall. In screwpile lighthouses, the weights 
that drove the striking machinery were usually suspended by wire down through a wooden square shaft 
and/or in a closet. In many caisson lighthouses, the weights were suspended by wire through a central 
hollow structural support column. The weights were usually suspended through the first level deck of a 
screwpile lighthouse or to the cellar level of a caisson lighthouse. When electric fog signal horns began 
to replace the fog bells, the new devices were often mounted on the deck of the lantern gallery, or in the 
case of a caisson lighthouse on the deck of the lower gallery, or in the case of a crib lighthouse on the 
crib foundation platform. 

During the latter half of the 19th century, the Lighthouse Board experimented with various types of fog 
signals, including whistles, trumpets, and sirens. At first, whistles were not successful; mainly, the 
board later determined, because the tests were run on too small a steam whistle. Some years later, it ran 
more tests, this time with the largest railroad steam whistle. The tests were successful, and the steam 
whistle was installed at a number of light stations. These fog signals continued in service into the 20th 
century. A modified version of this signal continues in use, but operated by compressed air, not steam. 

Daboll's trumpet was also experimented with, but it too apparently was not successful for it was not put 
into general use. This fog signal had a reed that was vibrated by compressed air and the sound came out 
of a large trumpet, one order measuring 17 feet long and 38 inches across the opening. The siren fog 
signal was first used in 1868 and was most successful. 85 

Another fog signal used until recently, the diaphone, a Canadian development, gives off a two-tone 
sound that was made popular in the hey-day of radio by a Lifebuoy soap advertisement. It was available 
in several sizes and used a single tone, two-tone, and chime signal. These fog signals with their steam or 
compressed air apparatuses, switchboards, work benches, storage cupboards, generators, engines, air and 
water tanks, pumps, tools, and signal equipment occupied near barn-like buildings. The sound 
equipment was usually attached to the waterside of the building. Built of masonry or wood, these 
structures were usually plain and highly functional, with the interiors being mostly open space until 
filled with concrete machinery mounts, tools, and equipment. Some fog signal buildings were built 
integral to the light tower. The Cape Arago Light Station and the octolateral brick stucco fog signal at 
Coquille River Light Station, Oregon, are examples. In a few instances, a fog signal station was 
established without a light. 

84 A few stone fog signal towers were also constructed but none survive. 

85 F. R. Holland, America's Lighthouses: Their Illustrated History Since 1716 (Brattleboro, VT: Stephen 
Greene Press, 1972), pp. 204-205. B-312
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Today fog signals, for the most part, are intended to aid small vessels and boats that do not have the 
advanced electronic gear such as radio direction finders, radar, sonar, and satellite guidance. As a result, 
the fog signal is being downsized. Today, the only fog signal the Coast Guard operates is the electronic 
horn; the ELG300 and ELG 500 have a three to five mile range and the FA 232 has a 1/4 to one mile 
range.86 

Radiobeacon 

About 200 radiobeacons located mostly at lighthouses, and formerly on lightships, were established on 
all ocean coasts and the Great Lakes. Commissioner George R., during his administration of aids to 
navigation, put the evolving use of the radio as one of his proudest accomplishments; he considered the 
radiobeacon the definitive guidance during fog for vessels that could afford radio direction finders. A 
vessel could search out a signal from a radiobeacon and determine his position in relation to that station. 
This system is considered short range, effective between 10 and 175 miles. 87 The equipment at the 
station consisted of antennas and transmitters and occupied space on the grounds and in a building. 
With the advent of new and better technology, the Coast Guard has taken all of their radiobeacons out of 
service. 

Storehouse 

Many onshore stations had separate frame or masonry storehouses where provisions, spare parts, and 
other items could be stored. Offshore stations made use of nearly every available space for storage. 
Caisson light stations used the cellars for storage of oil, coal, wood, provisions, and other items. 
Screwpile light stations usually had a wooden secondary landing built into the spider-like foundation 
below the first-level of the cottage. Here fuel, live animals, and other items could be stored. In times of 
storms, however, these areas were vulnerable to water damage. For offshore stations, the closets, the 
watchroom, and the eaves under the upper half-story were used to store necessary materials. 

Boat and boathouse 

In the early days, the light keeper who tended an offshore lighthouse could justify a boat to go back and 
forth to the mainland. But if a keeper was responsible for a light on the mainland, he would have to 
have strong justification, no matter how isolated the lighthouse may be, to be successful in obtaining a 
locally made boat from the government. These boats usually had a sail and could be rowed. At the 
lighthouse, these boats were pulled ashore when not in use and left in the open. 

The Lighthouse Board was more generous in size and number of boats, partly because of increase in 
personnel. The Board also began providing boathouses to shelter the boats. The boathouses were 
simple gabled-roofed sheds with iron rails on which to pull the boat into the shed. Such structures 
became more important as technology advanced and the engine-powered boat came into use. These 
early boats were rather cranky, and the engine would often stop running at inopportune times. Boats 
were supplied to offshore lighthouses such as the screwpile, caisson, waveswept, and crib types as well 
as the Florida reef lights. Occasionally, isolated shore light stations without road access received boats 
so keepers could travel to nearby towns. Two boats were usually assigned to each offshore station, and 
they hung suspended from davits on opposite sides of the station so that the keeper could maintain a lee 

86 Personal communication, Wayne Wheeler, February 28,1998. 

87 U.S. Coast Guard, Light List, GulfofMexico, pp. xxiii-xxiv. B-313
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for safer leaving and arriving, regardless of wind conditions. Canvas covers supplied protection from 
the weather. 

There were several reasons for justifying two boats at an offshore light station, and one of them was the 
increase in rescues of fishers and boaters in trouble, and in some sections of the country, pilots of planes 
forced down in nearby waters. The engine-powered boats, which appeared soon after the turn of the 
century, could get to an accident quicker. One cannot but be impressed with the number of rescues by 
keepers that were recorded in the Lighthouse Service Bulletin, the internal newsletter of the Lighthouse 
Service. 

Barn and garage 

Some of the light stations received government-built barns where horses and perhaps a cow could be 
sheltered. With the coming of the automobile, light stations began to receive garages. Because they are 
recent, a number of garages survive; certainly more garages survive than barns. These structures were 
simple, standard garage structures with up to three bays. Many barns were converted to garages 
including Pensacola Light Station, Florida and Montauk Point Light Station, New York. The 
resourcefulness of lighthouse personnel is illustrated by the 1950s conversion of a garage into living 
quarters at Cove Point Light Station, Maryland. The garage had been moved and remodeled into a 
dwelling. 

Privy 

The necessary house for shore stations was generally no different than any other privy. Usually they 
were simple wooden frame structures, but on occasion they could be fancy, following the style of the 
dwelling. Currituck Light Station had one that was of Queen Anne design to match the keeper's 
quarters. Some were made ofbrick, a material not used for privately constructed privies. 
For offshore stations, the privy was usually constructed so it cantilevered over the lower exterior gallery 
rail. The privy hole dropped directly into the water. They were small, accommodating only one user at 
a time. Those at screwpile lighthouses were made of wood, while the ones at caisson lighthouses were 
made of iron plate. On the latter, the privy was sometimes used as part of the electrical grounding 
system. A metal cable ran from the lightning rod down the roof of the lantern, then from the roof of the 
dwelling to the top of the privy that was attached to the iron-plated caisson tube. With more stringent 
environmental laws and newer technology, indoor plumbing came to land-based light stations. By the 
1970s, offshore light stations began to convert interior spaces for restrooms. Holding tanks and electric 
commodes were used. The former privy was sometimes converted for storage or used as a paint locker. 
With the erection of the Texas tower type lighthouses, indoor plumbing became standard. 

Water collection system 

All lighthouses needed water. Some stations used wells. At other stations, water was piped in from 
nearby springs. Often, water collection systems provided water for drinking, washing, and for steam 
powered fog signals. Rainwater was often collected from the roof of light station structures channeling 
the water from gutters and downspouts to pipes going to the water reservoirs. Rainwater was usually not 
collected immediately; rather, the rain was allowed to fall for a while uncollected so the roof would be 
washed. Periodically the rooves were cleaned by manual means. At other light stations, particularly in 
drier regions such as California, water was not only caught by roof runoff but also by large catch basins 
connected to storage cisterns and tanks were used to trap the rainwater. These catch basins were 
generally constructed of brick, later covered with cement or made only of cement. The Old Point Loma B-314
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Lighthouse in San Diego still has the remains of its old brick-lined underground cistern that held 10,000 
gallons. Its 2800 square-foot catch basin was attached to it. Other examples of existing catch basins are 
found at Point Reyes, San Luis Obispo and East Brothers Light Stations, all in California. 

Where the underground water level was too high, a light station may have wooden water storage tanks 
aboveground. The water system for the Anacapa Island Light Station off southern California consists of 
a 30,000-square-foot concrete rain catchment basin and two round 50,000-gallon redwood tanks housed 
in a specially built water tank building. As the average rainfall is only eight inches providing only 
18,000 gallons of water a year, lighthouse tenders supplied the additional water that was pumped into the 
storage tanks. 

At offshore stations such as screwpile and caisson stations, the gutters and downspouts were attached to 
a water collection system inside the structure. In screwpile structures, the system was connected to 
water tanks, usually one in each of three or four rooms of the first-floor of the cottage. The tanks were 
made either of cypress or metal. A spigot at the base of each tank was positioned over a metal funnel cut 
into the floor so that any dripping or overflow could be controlled without flooding the cottage floors. 
These funnels are still intact in the Thomas Point Shoals Light Station (1875), Maryland. 

In the caisson light stations, the cisterns were constructed into the concrete fill of the caisson cylinder 
just below the cellar level. There were usually two cisterns for each caisson light station. Like the 
screwpile structures, the cisterns were connected to the downspouts. A hand pump in the kitchen, 
connected to the cellar cistern provided water to the kitchen sink. In times of drought, buoy tenders 
would provide freshwater to top off the cisterns and other station water storage tanks. 

Tramway 

A number of light stations had tramway tracks running from landings to the light station. The tramways 
were principally used to unload supplies and equipment from the lighthouse tender. A few of the tracks 
survive at a number of light stations, including Point Reyes, California, and Split Rock, Minnesota. 

Lighthouse Depot 

From the beginning of the service, lighthouses had to be supplied with oil, wicks, extra chimneys for 
lamps, glass panes for the lantern and other equipment and materials such as brushes, brooms, oil 
containers, lucernes, clocks, dust pans, feather dusters, cleaning liquids and solids, paint, and wick 
trimmers. All these items were required to keep these aids to navigation in operation. Fresnel lenses 
were more complex and with their installation came a substantial increase in required tools and 
equipment. As the lighthouse service grew, the number of lighthouse depots increased. A tender 
assigned to each district inspector supplied the light stations, placed and replaced lightships, and 
positioned and replaced buoys and daymarks.88 In addition, an inspector would arrive by a tender for his 
white glove inspection of the light station. 

Lighthouse depots came into use in the midst of the Civil War with one per district. At the general depot 
on Staten Island, oil and lamps and other equipment were tested and often developed. All depots 
purchased supplies, including oil, and dispersed them to the districts. Those supplies destined for the 
east and Gulf coasts went largely by water, while those going to the Great Lakes and the west coast 

88 Lighthouse Board, Instructions to Light-Keepers and Masters ofLight-House Vessels, 1902 (Washington: 
Government Printing Office, 1902), p. 22. B-315

https://daymarks.88


USDI/NPS NRHP Multiple Property Documentation Form 
Light Stations in the United States__________________________________________Page 38 

districts went largely by rail. 89 Surviving examples of lighthouse depots include Staten Island Depot, 
New York (the first and general depot for the service); Detroit Depot, Michigan; and St. Josephs Depot, 
Michigan. 

Some light stations were also used as buoy depots. Point Lookout Light Station, Maryland, became a 
buoy depot in 1883. Extant structures from the depot include a former coal shed (1884), used to 
resupply tenders, a buoy repair shed (1883), and remnants of the wharf piles and the concrete shore 
apron of the former rail delivery system. 

Miscellaneous Structures 

Other typical station outbuildings might include piers, smokehouses, wood and coal sheds, and 
carpenters' and blacksmiths' workshops. Relatively newer station buildings exist at some light stations 
such as signal/radiobeacon/generator buildings. 

Regional Adaptations and Variations 

Height of tower 

The purpose of a light tower is to get a light high enough to be of sufficient aid to the mariner. 
Consequently, the East Coast from Long Island, New York, southward to the Florida Keys and around 
the Gulf of Mexico is very low, generally just a few feet above sea level, and requires relatively tall 
towers for its coastal lights. But in parts of New England and on the west coast, the high coastline 
requires relatively short towers. For example, the Block Island Southeast tower is 67 feet tall, but the 
site elevation raises the focal plane height of the light to 201 feet. Cape Cod, or Highland, light tower is 
66 feet tall, but the bluff on which it rests lifts the focal plane height of the light to 183 feet. Sankaty 
Head and Gay Head light towers are relatively short, but the elevation of their sites raise the focal plane 
height of the lights to well over 160 feet. The light tower on Monhegan Island off the coast of Maine is 
but 47 feet tall, but the height of the focal plane is 178 feet above sea level. These coastal lights were 
usually fitted with first- or second-order lens.90 

On the west coast, sites at high elevations and short towers abound. Indeed, the two lighthouses that 
have held the "title" of highest lights in the United States are on the California coast. The Old Point 
Loma Lighthouse in San Diego, a 40-foot tower built on a high promontory supported a third-order lens 
at a focal plane of 462 feet above sea level. Shortly after being lighted, it was reported as being seen 
from 25 miles and 39 miles.91 When the Old Point Loma Lighthouse went out of service in 1891 
because low clouds often obscured its light, the Cape Mendocino Lighthouse in northern California, also 
located on a high cape, became the highest light. Its 43-foot tower held a first-order lens. The focal 
plane of the light was 422 feet above sea level.92 

89 George R. Putnam, Lighthouses and Lightships ofthe United States (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1917), p. 
48; F. R. Holland, Jr., America's Lighthouses: Their Illustrated History Since 1716 (Brattleboro, VT: Stephen Greene 
Press, 1972), p. 36. 

90U. S. Coast Guard, Light List, Atlantic and Gulf Coasts, 1946 (Washington, Government Printing Office, 
1946), pp. 100-101; Dept. of Commerce, Light List, Atlantic and Gulf Coasts, 1933, pp. 44-45, 50-51, 16-17. 

91 F. Ross Holland, The Old Point Loma Lighthouse (San Diego: Cabrillo Historical Assn., 1978), pp. 16, 19. 
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Typically, tall towers are coastal towers 150 feet or more in height while harbor, bay, sound, and river 
lighthouses are typically less than 100 feet in height. Some lighthouses along New England coast did 
not reach 150 feet but were still considered coastal lights. Cape Elizabeth Lighthouse with a focal plane 
height of 129 feet above sea level, Petit Manan Lighthouse at 123 feet, and Boon Island Lighthouse at 
133 feet are three examples. Each was fitted with second-order lenses. 93 

Though a few lighthouses in the Great Lakes achieved a focal plane height of over 150 feet, this was 
accomplished by building towers on high elevations. Though important coastal lights were built on the 
Great Lakes, the towers were only 90 to 110 feet tall. The only lighthouse to exceed that height was the 
121-foot tower erected on a crib foundation at White Shoal in Lake Michigan. 

Harbor entrances and bay or river traffic were marked with short towers no matter what the elevation. 
Chesapeake Bay, Delaware Bay, Hudson River, and Puget Sound are large bodies of water that had 
numerous lighthouses that were relatively short towers. Like the tall towers, these short towers came in 
many shapes, including conical, round, multi-sided, and square and were built of a variety of materials, 
brick, stone, wood, and metal predominating. They included the 36-foot Eastern Point Lighthouse at the 
entrance to Gloucester Harbor in Massachusetts, the 35-foot Pass Manchac Lighthouse at Lake 
Pontchartrain in Louisiana, the 27-foot square Point No Point Lighthouse in the Puget Sound, and the 
43-foot conical Concord Point Lighthouse at Havre de Grace, Maryland, in upper Chesapeake Bay. 

Placement of lighthouses 

As aids to navigation, lighthouses serve to assist the mariner in fixing his position; warn the mariner of 
hazards or danger; and/or indicate a harbor entrance. The placement of lighthouses may also be affected 
by political and public pressure or building technology present at time of construction. Some 
lighthouses are located at significant landfalls. For example, transatlantic steamers bound for New York 
aim for the Fire Island Lighthouse, generally the first lighthouse this traffic sees. Kilauea Point 
Lighthouse is the landfall light for traffic bound to Hawaii from the Orient. 

The most important reason for the location of a lighthouse is to mark dangerous shoals and reefs. Cape 
Hatteras Lighthouse marks the dangerous offshore Diamond Shoals and Minots Ledge Lighthouse marks 
a dangerous, hard to detect, submarine reef. Lighthouses were also built to mark the entrance to a river, 
bay, or harbor. These entrances often have two lighthouses, one for each side of the entrance. Cape 
Charles Lighthouse marks the northern and Cape Henry Lighthouse the southern entrance to Chesapeake 
Bay. Inside the Chesapeake Bay some of the tributaries have two lights, others just one, marking an 
entrance. The mouth of the Potomac River has Point Lookout Lighthouse on the Maryland side and 
Smith Point Lighthouse on the Virginia side. Delaware Bay is marked on the north by Cape May 
Lighthouse and on the south by Delaware Breakwater Lighthouse. (Cape Henlopen Lighthouse was the 
first and only lighthouse to mark the Bay's entrance when first built; it eroded into the ocean in 1926.) 
No less than five lighthouses mark San Francisco Bay entrance. 

Range lights consist of a pair of towers, a lower front range and a taller rear range. When the lights are 
lined up one above the other, they assist the mariner in keeping their vessel in the channel, navigating 
twisting rivers, staying in channels running through shallow waters, and entering narrow harbors. 

93Ibid.,pp. 22-23, 10-11,24-25. B-317
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Sometimes the entrance to a very busy harbor such as Baltimore, Maryland, has multiple aids to 
navigation.94 

Architectural styles 

The United States has the most diverse collection of lighthouse architecture than any other country in the 
world. A number of well-known styles of architecture are reflected in the structures at light stations. A 
sampling of many of these architectural styles follows. 

The Cape Cod style consists of a 1 1/2-story Cape Cod style dwelling constructed around an integral 
light tower. This style was used often in the Chesapeake Bay and in New England as well as among the 
first lighthouses built on the west coast. Examples include the now-demolished Greenbury Point 
Lighthouse (1848), Maryland; and Point Pinos Lighthouse (1855), California. A non-integral Cape Cod 
style is represented by the keeper's quarters at Scituate Lighthouse (1811), Massachusetts; and Burnt 
Coat Harbor (1872), Maine. 

The Gothic Revival style is represented by Block Island Southeast Lighthouse (1873), Rhode Island; 
keeper's quarters at Eastern Point Lighthouse (1879), Massachusetts; keeper's quarters at Nauset Beach 
Lighthouse (1875), Massachusetts; keeper's quarters at Straitsmouth Island Lighthouse (1835), 
Massachusetts; Sand Island Lighthouse (1881) in the Apostles Islands, Wisconsin; keeper's quarters at 
Yerba Buena Island Light Station (1873), California; and the Dunkirk Light Station keeper's quarters 
(1875) in upstate New York. Variations of the Gothic style include the Gothic Victorian style found in 
the keeper's quarters at Point Montara Lighthouse (1875), California. The Carpenter Gothic style is 
found in the keeper's quarters at Stratford Point Lighthouse (1881), Connecticut; and keeper's quarters 
at Sandy Neck Light Station (1880), Massachusetts. The Stick Gothic style is found in the keeper's 
quarters at Mispillion Lighthouse (1873), Delaware; and keeper's quarters at Fenwick Island Light 
Station, Delaware. The Norman Gothic style is represented by the keeper's quarters at Passage Island 
Light Station (1882), Michigan; and keeper's quarters at Sand Island Light Station (1881), Wisconsin. 

The Queen Anne style is present in the keeper's quarters at Cape Cod Lighthouse (1857), Massachusetts; 
keeper's quarters at Fort Niagara Light Station (1897), New York; and the keeper's quarters at Hospital 
Point Light Station (1871), Massachusetts. 

Eastern Stick style is illustrated by the keeper's quarters at Tybee Island Light Station (1881), Georgia; 
integral tower and keeper's quarters at Hereford Inlet (1874), New Jersey; keeper's quarters at Currituck 
Beach Light Station (1876), North Carolina; and keeper's quarters at Boston Harbor Light Station 
(1884), Massachusetts. 

Elements of the Second Empire can be seen at New London Ledge Light Station (1909), Connecticut; 
keeper's quarters at Barbers Point Light Station (1873), New York; Southwest Ledge Light Station 
(1877), Connecticut; Esopus Meadows Light Station (1872), Hudson River, New York; and caisson 
lighthouses in Chesapeake Bay such as Sandy Point (1883), Point No Point (1905), and Baltimore 
(1908). 

The Romanesque Revival style is exhibited by the Toledo Harbor Lighthouse (1904), built on a 
submarine crib foundation in Lake Erie, Ohio; and the fog signal building (1889) at Point Sur Light 

94An interesting article on range lights is Wayne Wheeler, "Range Lights," The Keeper's Log, v. II, no. 1, pp. 
9-10. B-318
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Station, California. The Neo-Classical style is represented by keepers' quarters at the following Puerto 
Rico light stations: Arecibo (1898); Cape Rojo (1882); Cape San Juan (1880); Cardona Island (1889); 
Guanica (1893); and Muertos Island (1887); and the quarters at Browns Point Lighthouse (1903), 
Washington. 

The Craftsman/Colonial Revival style is represented by the keeper's quarters (1902) converted from the 
1889 engine house at Point Sur Light Station, California; keeper's quarters at Marcus Hook Range Rear 
Light (1918), Delaware; Marshall Point keeper's quarters (1896), Maine; and keeper's quarters at Reedy 
Island Range Rear Light (1906), Delaware. The Dutch Colonial style is illustrated by the keeper's 
quarters at Wood Island (1857, remodeled 1906), Maine; and keeper's quarters at Presque Isle Light 
Station (1870), Michigan. 

The Spanish Revival style can be seen in structures at Point Conception (1882), Point Vicente (1926), 
near Los Angeles, and Anacapa Light Station (1932), Anacapa Island, all in California. 

The Greek Revival style is illustrated by the keeper's quarters at Listen Range Rear Light (1907), 
Delaware; keeper's quarters at Ida Lewis Rock Light Station (1856), Rhode Island; and integral tower 
and dwelling at Patos Island (1898), Washington. The Egyptian Revival style is represented by the 
Southwest Reef Lighthouse tower and keeper's quarters (1858), Louisiana. The Moorish Revival style 
is found in the integral tower at Port San Juan (1908), Puerto Rico. 

The Victorian style is found in many light stations including the integral keeper's quarters at San Luis 
Obispo Light Station (1890), California; Cape Elizabeth keeper's quarters (1878), Maine; Cape Neddick 
keeper's quarters (1879), Maine; and Great Captain Island Lighthouse (1868), Connecticut. The 
Italianate Victorian style is found at Point Fermin Lighthouse (1874), California; and keeper's quarters 
at Block Island Lighthouse (1867), Rhode Island. The Italianate style is illustrated by the Grosse Point 
Lighthouse keeper's quarters (1873), Illinois; and the keeper's quarters at Saugerties Lighthouse (1869), 
New York. 

The Mission Revival style is represented by the keeper's quarters at Point Loma (new) Light Station 
(1891) in California. The Flemish Revival style is illustrated by the keeper's quarters at Grand Traverse 
Light Station (1899), Michigan. The Federal Revival style is found in the keeper's quarters of Bristol 
Ferry Lighthouse (1855), Rhode Island. 

The Art Deco style is represented by the keeper's quarters at Milwaukee Breakwater Lighthouse (1926), 
Wisconsin; and several Alaska light stations such as Cape Decision (1932), Cape Hinchinbrook (1934), 
Cape Spencer (1925), Cape St. Elias (1916), Five Finger Islands (1935), Point Retreat (1923), Sentinel 
Island (1935) and Tree Point (1935). The Art Modern style is represented by the last caisson lighthouse 
built in the United States, Cleveland East Ledge Lighthouse (1943), Massachusetts; and Huron Harbor 
Lighthouse (1936), Ohio. The Beaux Art style is found in the Huntington Harbor (Lloyds Harbor) 
Lighthouse (1912), New York. 

Many dwellings at light stations are plain structures and quite functional. The Bungalow and Ranch 
style of keepers houses can be found in a number of light stations around the country. Bungalow-style 
living quarter examples include Pigeon Point (1960), California; Dry Tortugas (1922), Florida; Boca 
Grande (1890), Florida; Molokai (1909), Hawaii; New Canal (1901), Louisiana; Ship Shoal (1859), 
Louisiana; and Diamond Head (1921), Hawaii. Ranch style living quarter examples include Piedras 
Blancas (1960), California; Plymouth (1963), Massachusetts; and Egmont Key (date unknown), Florida. 
The Rambler style is represented by the keeper's quarters at Sankaty Head (1960), Massachusetts. The B-319
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Cottage style is represented by the keeper's quarters at Owls Head (1854), Maine; and the Dutch 
Colonial Cottage style by the keeper's quarters at Whitlocks Mill (1909), Maine. 

Duplication of lighthouse designs 

George Putnam stated that the early lighthouses are representative of some of the best architecture in this 
country (simple, honest, dignified and strikingly located).95 Early on there was no uniformity in 
lighthouse design although architects tended to use similar plans when they designed more than one 
lighthouse. For example, the first Cape Henry Lighthouse (1792) was designed by the John McComb, 
Jr., the same architect who later planned Montauk Point (1796) on the tip of Long Island and Batons 
Neck (1799), also on Long Island, New York. All were built in the 1790s; all are still standing and 
similar in design. 

The fifth auditor used contracts and specifications from recently built lighthouses to prepare contracts 
and specifications for newly authorized lighthouses. With the coming of the Lighthouse Board, which 
did complete detailed specifications and construction plans for each light station built, duplication of 
lighthouses became just a matter of taking a plan off the shelf, making changes to meet local conditions 
and sending them out for bid. Light stations under the Lighthouse Board were either designed at 
headquarters or in the district offices; in some instances, designs were bid out to contractors. 

In the Long Island Sound and Connecticut area, the two-story keepers' quarters with attached light tower 
at one end were used at least eight times. Plans for screwpile and caisson lighthouses were used over 
and over again. The slightly modified plans for the screwpile Hooper Strait Lighthouse were used to 
build several other screwpile lighthouses in the Chesapeake Bay including Drum Point, Janes Island, as 
well as Laurel Point, a lighthouse apparently never built. The original Hooper Strait Lighthouse plans 
contain the hand written name of all of these screwpiles. The caisson lighthouse with the squat, slightly 
conical tower called by some a spark plug or coffee pot lighthouse is another example. It is found in 
New England, the Long Island Sound, Chesapeake Bay and the Hudson River. Smith Point and Wolf 
Trap caisson lighthouses were built from the same plans, as were the Bloody Point Bar and Sharp Island 
caisson lighthouses, all on the Chesapeake Bay. 

There was duplication in the tall towers as well. The original drawings for Yaquina Head (1873), 
Oregon, were titled Bodie Island Lighthouse - North Carolina; Bodie Island (1872), was crossed out and 
Cape Foulweather (Yaquina Head) transcribed above the original title. While Bodie Island Lighthouse 
is taller than Yaquina Head Lighthouse, the details are virtually identical. Heceta Head Lighthouse 
(1894), Oregon, and Umpqua River Lighthouse (1894), Oregon, are nearly identical. The plans drawn in 
1891 are titled Umpqua River, later the title is crossed out and Heceta Head penciled above it. 

Lighthouses built of similar design are found in large areas with similar topography or site conditions. 
The depth of the water, solidity of the bottom, tendency for ice, availability of certain building materials, 
or other such environmental factors influenced the design chosen. 

New England 

Most of the lighthouses built in the colonies were concentrated in New England because of its relatively 
larger population center and because of its heavy involvement in the shipping industry. Its rocky 
coastline with its offshore islands and shoals was more hazardous to navigation than the rock free coast 
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https://located).95


USDI/NPS NRHP Multiple Property Documentation Form 
Light Stations in the United States___ Page 43 

further to the south. The earliest lighthouses were constructed principally of stone and built on rocky 
outcrops. The first lighthouse built, in what today is the United States, was the Boston Harbor 
Lighthouse (1716), a stone light tower built on Little Brewster Island, marking the entrance to Boston 
Harbor. Destroyed by the British during the Revolutionary War, the present rubblestone tower was 
constructed in 1789, the second oldest standing operational tower in the United States after Sandy Hook 
Lighthouse (1764), New Jersey. Boston Harbor Lighthouse is also the only officially manned light 
station in the United States. The first waveswept lighthouse tower in the United States was built on 
Minots Ledge in 1860, replacing an earlier unsuccessful pile foundation lighthouse. This stone tower is 
considered a feat of American lighthouse engineering. 

Portland Head Lighthouse (1791), Maine, is considered one of, if not the most, photogenic of American 
lighthouses. It exemplifies the typical New England light station; a stone tower built on a rocky 
promontory. New England, however, possesses nearly every major lighthouse construction type. While 
Brant Point Lighthouse (1746), Nantucket, Massachusetts, was the first wooden light tower built, the 
oldest surviving wooden tower is generally considered to be the Plymouth (Gurnet) Lighthouse (1843), 
Massachusetts. The Boston Harbor Lighthouse (1716) was the first rubblestone light tower built, and 
the 89-foot New London Harbor light tower (1801), Connecticut, is built of cut brownstone with brick 
lining as is the 46-foot Faulker Island light tower (1802), Connecticut. While New England possesses 
numerous masonry towers, none are considered tall towers, that is, towers over 150 feet in height. Nor 
are any concrete masonry towers represented in New England. 

Other examples ofNew England wave swept towers include Halfway Rock Lighthouse (1871), Maine; 
Whaleback Ledge Lighthouse (1872), Maine; Stratford Shoal Lighthouse (1877), Connecticut; Ram 
Island Lighthouse (1883), Maine; Graves Lighthouse (1905), Massachusetts; and New London Ledge 
Lighthouse (1909), Connecticut. Examples of cast-iron-plate lighthouse construction include Monomoy 
Point Lighthouse (1855), Massachusetts, with brick lining; Sandy Neck Lighthouse (1857), 
Massachusetts; Cape Elizabeth Lighthouse (1874), Maine; Edgartown Lighthouse (1875), 
Massachusetts; Nobska Point Lighthouse (1876), Massachusetts, with brick lining; Race Point 
Lighthouse (1876), Massachusetts, with brick lining; Chatham Lighthouse (1877), Massachusetts, with 
brick lining; East Chop Lighthouse (1877), Massachusetts; and Portsmouth Harbor Lighthouse (1877), 
New Hampshire. 

Marblehead Lighthouse (1896), Massachusetts is the only known skeletal metal tower in New England. 
Only one screwpile lighthouse was built in New England, the Narrows (1856). It was built in Boston 
Harbor, Massachusetts, burned in 1929, and replaced with an automated light. New England does not 
possess any straightpile or disk-pile-type lighthouses. 

Because of the colder climate and associated problems of ice flow damage, most offshore New England 
lighthouses built in protected waters such as harbors and bays are caisson types. Caisson lighthouses in 
New England include Duxbury Lighthouse (1871), Massachusetts; Southwest Ledge (New Haven 
Breakwater) Lighthouse (1877), Connecticut; Borden Flats Lighthouse (1881), Massachusetts; Stamford 
Harbor (Chatham Rock) Lighthouse (1881), Massachusetts; Stamford Harbor Lighthouse (1882), 
Connecticut; Conimicut Shoal Lighthouse (1883), Rhode Island (cast iron and granite); Latimer Reef 
Lighthouse (1884), Connecticut; Sakonnet Lighthouse (1884), Rhode Island; Saybrook Breakwater 
Lighthouse (1886), Connecticut; Hog Island Shoal Lighthouse (1886), Rhode Island (cast iron and 
granite); Goose Rocks Lighthouse (1890), Maine; Lubec Channel Lighthouse (1890), Maine. The last 
caisson lighthouse built in the United States was the Cleveland East Ledge Lighthouse (1943), 
Massachusetts, which was built in an art modern style. Of the eleven pneumatic caisson lighthouses 
built in the U.S., Plum Beach Lighthouse (1899), Rhode Island is the only New England example. B-321
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Granite and concrete caisson lighthouses made with cofferdams in New England include Penfield 
Lighthouse (1874), Connecticut, a granite caisson; Portland Breakwater Lighthouse (1875), Maine; 
Stratford Shoal Lighthouse (1877), Connecticut, granite ashlar caisson; Ram Island Lighthouse (1883), 
Maine; Doubling Point Lighthouse (1899), Maine; and New London Ledge Lighthouse (1909), 
Connecticut. A submarine caisson foundation type lighthouse is Cleveland East Ledge Lighthouse 
(1943), Massachusetts, made of reinforced concrete. The first Texas tower lighthouse in the United 
States is the Buzzards Bay Lighthouse (1961), located in Buzzards Bay, Massachusetts. 

Hudson River 

The Hudson River, with its maintained 30-foot-deep channel, is navigable to commercial vessels from 
New York City north over 150 miles to above Albany, New York. The Erie Canal (1825) and Delaware 
and Hudson Canal (1825-1828) provided important connections to the interior of the United States. 
Existing lighthouses along the Hudson River include Stony Point (1826), deactivated in 1925; Saugerties 
(1869), station first established in 1836; Esopus Meadows (1872), station first established in 1839; 
Hudson-Athens (1874); Tarrytown (1883), deactivated in 1961; Roundout Creek II (1915), station first 
established in 1835; and Jeffreys Hook (1921), station first established in 1889, located under George 
Washington Bridge and made famous by the children's book The Little Red Lighthouse and the Great 
Gray Bridge. 

Delaware River and Bay.96 

The Delaware River has one of the most extensive range light systems in the world dating back to at 
least 1876. Range lights were being used in Great Britain by the early 1800s, and apparently were first 
introduced to the United States at Wolfs Island Range (1882), Georgia. The adoption of range lights, 
however, was slow to develop in the United States until their use on the Delaware River in 1876 when 
the Deepwater Point and New Castle Ranges were first placed in operation. Port Perm and Finns Point 
Ranges were added to the Delaware River range system in 1877, followed with the construction of the 
Cherry Island, Schooner Ledge, Tinicum Island, and Mifflin Bar Cut Ranges in 1880. The Horseshoe 
East Group and West Group Ranges were added to the Delaware River range system in 1881, and finally 
a pair of range lights called the Delaware Breakwater Range was added in 1885 near Lewes, Delaware. 

As improvements to the Delaware River channel, or changes in alignment of the channel, were made, 
ranges were either added, abandoned, or moved. The Marcus Hook Rear Range Light (1920) 
Wilmington, Delaware, was the last manned lighthouse built along the Delaware River. The addition of 
the Marcus Hook Range completed the chain ofhigh-powered ranges guiding ships from the Ship John 
Shoal Light Station (1874) in the Upper Delaware Bay to the port cities of Philadelphia and Camden. A 
series ofminor ranges continues on from there to take shipping traffic upriver to a point just below 
Trenton, New Jersey. 

The only remaining older exoskeletal tower rear range lights include Liston Range (1877), Delaware; 
Finns Point Range (1878), New Jersey; Tinicum Island Range (1880), New Jersey; Bellevue Range 
(1909), Delaware; Reedy Island Range (1910), Delaware; and Marcus Hook Range (1918)(reinforced 
concrete tower), Delaware. The only remaining older type front range lighthouse is Liston Front Range 
Lighthouse (1877) which became a private residence in the 1950s. All of the ranges have either red or 

96 This section taken from Jim Gowdy, Guiding Lights ofthe Delaware River and Bay (privately printed, 
Mizpah, New Jersey, 1990). B-322
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green lights except the Liston Range, which has white lights (white is easier to see over long distances). 
The Liston Range is the longest of the Delaware River ranges, and one of the longest in the entire world. 
All turns from range to range are made near turn buoys that are lit with rapidly flashing lights. 

The Delaware Bay is relatively shallow and full of shoals. A lighthouse established at Cape Henlopen, 
Delaware, in 1767, lighted the entrance to Delaware Bay. Buoys were also used to mark the Bay at this 
date. Cape Henlopen Lighthouse survived until 1926 when the tower was destroyed by erosion. The 
north side of the Bay is lit by Cape May Lighthouse (1859), New Jersey. The first lighthouse at Cape 
May was established in 1823; while the present tower dates from 1859. From the entrance through the 
bay to the Delaware River, the channel is marked by caisson lighthouses such as Delaware Breakwater 
(1926), Delaware; Brandywine Shoal (1914), New Jersey; Fourteen Foot Bank (1888), Delaware; Miah 
Maull Shoal (1913), New Jersey; and Ship John Shoal (1877), New Jersey. Many of these caissons 
replaced earlier screwpile lighthouses. 

Chesapeake Bay,97 

During the height of America's maritime commerce early in the 19th century, the Chesapeake Bay 
served as a major commercial waterway for the shipment of raw materials and finished goods between 
the Piedmont and Mid-Atlantic States. 98 Light stations played an important role in the economic 
development of the Chesapeake Bay region. The opening of the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal in 
1829, the opening of the Susquehanna and Tidewater Canal in 1839, and associated aids to navigation on 
the Chesapeake Bay, played an important role in the economic development of southeastern 
Pennsylvania and Delaware as well. 
Prior to the 1770s, there were no known publicly sponsored aids to navigation in the Chesapeake Bay, 
and from the 1770s until Cape Henry Lighthouse was first lit in 1792, there were only six buoys in the 
entire Chesapeake Bay, and those marked shoals at the entrance to the Bay." Individuals, plantations, 
and some ports, no doubt used simple poles and/or branches to mark shoals and other hazards to 
navigation but these were not regulated and largely only understood by locals. The first buoys provided 
by the federal government in Maryland waters are believed to be those authorized by Congress in an act 
dated March 3, 1819 for marking the Patapsco River. The first lightship in the United States was placed 
at Willoughby Spit at the entrance to Elizabeth River, Chesapeake Bay, Virginia, in 1820. 

The Chesapeake Bay with its soft bottom muds and sands was ideally suited for cottage-type screwpile 
lighthouse technology. No less than 49 such structures were built in the Chesapeake, more than any 
other body of water in the world. Many of these structures replaced lightships. Most cottage-type 
screwpile lighthouses have since been destroyed by ice, demolished and/or replaced by caisson 
lighthouses. The oldest standing cottage-type lighthouse remaining in its original location is Thomas 
Point Shoals Lighthouse (1875). Three cottage-type lighthouses have been moved to museum settings: 
Seven Foot Knoll Lighthouse (1855), Hooper Strait Lighthouse (1879) and Drum Point Lighthouse 
(1883). The only nuclear powered lighthouse in the United States was Baltimore Lighthouse (1908), a 
caisson lighthouse. 

97This section is derived from Ralph Eshelman's draft multiple property documentation form for Maryland 
Lighthouses. 

98 Ralph D. Gary, The National Waterway: A History ofthe Chesapeake and Delaware Canal, 1769-1965, 
University of Illinois Press, 1967. 

99 Morrison and Hanson, pp. 9,19, 25,47, 62. B-323
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The entrance to the Chesapeake Bay is marked on the north side by Cape Charles Lighthouse (1895); at 
191 feet in height, it is the tallest exoskeletal tower lighthouse in the United States. The present tower is 
the third built at this site, the first dating from 1828. The southern entrance to the Bay is marked by the 
Cape Henry Lighthouse (1881); at 163 feet in the height, it is the tallest cast-iron lighthouse in the 
United States. The first tower, constructed in 1792, represents the first federal works project and still 
stands. 

Mid Atlantic 

The mid and South Atlantic coast is low and sandy, requiring tall light towers to raise the light at a 
height that mariners could identify at great distances out to sea. The tallest light tower in the United 
States, Cape Hatteras (1870); the tallest cast iron light tower in the United States, Cape Henry (1881); 
and the largest concentration of tall coastal towers in the United States (150 feet or taller), are all located 
along this stretch of the coast. Because the topography was generally uniform and undistinguished, day 
marks were especially important along this section of the coast as well. The unique black and white 
diamond pattern on Cape Lookout Lighthouse (1859), black and white spiral pattern on Cape Hatteras 
Lighthouse (1870), black and white vertical rectangular pattern on Cape Henry Lighthouse (1881), the 
black and white horizontal bands on Bodie Island Lighthouse (1872), and the red and white horizontal 
bands on Assateague Lighthouse (1867), make the mid Atlantic coast line the most diverse collection of 
daymarks in the country and possibly the world. 

South Atlantic 

By the end of the American Revolution, the southeastern coast was marked by only two lighthouses: the 
Charleston Lighthouse (1767) on Morris Island, South Carolina, and Tybee Lighthouse (1773) near 
Savannah, Georgia. 100 The entire coastline south of the Tybee Lighthouse remained unmarked for the 
next 50 years, as the Spanish government had done nothing to mark the harbors or the coastline of 
Florida. The United States established harbor lighthouses at St. Augustine (1824) and St. Johns River 
(1830), but both were not adequate for coastal navigation until St. Johns River Lighthouse was rebuilt in 
1859 and St. Augustine Lighthouse in 1874. 

No initial action was taken to achieve a system of lights along the southeastern coast of the United States 
until a lighthouse was constructed at Mosquito Inlet (Ponce de Leon Inlet) in 1835. However, this light 
never functioned as oil for the lamps was not delivered when the light was completed or before a storm 
undermined the tower's foundation, and it collapsed. A new lighthouse was not established at that site 
until 1887, in part because of the Seminole Indian Wars. Cape Canaveral Lighthouse (1848) was so 
ineffectual that many vessels ran up on the surrounding shoals as they searched for the light. The Jupiter 
Inlet Lighthouse (1860) was the most effective seacoast lighthouse in Florida outside of the Keys. 

100Tybee Island was the site of an early daymark tower 90 feet in height dating from 1736. The tower also 
served as a rear range for the Wolf Island Range in 1822. The present 1867 tower is built on the base of the third 
1773 tower. The daymark was not lit until 1790. B-324
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101Florida Keys 

Sailing southwest and westward along the Florida Keys at night could be dangerous because vessels 
must hug the treacherous coral reefs lying offshore to avoid the strong current of the Gulf Stream 
flowing in the opposite direction. In daylight and in clear weather, navigation was easier because of the 
distinct color contrasts in these waters. Shallow water over the reefs is light green, mottled with brown. 
The deep waters of the Gulf Stream are dark blue. At night and in storms, these color guides disappear. 

When the United States acquired the Louisiana Territory in 1803, new ports along the Gulf Coast 
developed, and the Florida Straits became one of the busiest shipping routes in the world. Flatboats 
carrying lumber, livestock, and farm produce from inland states down the Mississippi River to New 
Orleans unloaded their cargo onto sailing vessels to be shipped to eastern seacoast ports and to Europe. 
All the ships sailed along the dangerous coast of the Florida Keys, vulnerable to piracy and to the 
navigational hazards of the reefs. Wrecks abounded. Salvaging, referred to as "wrecking," became 
almost as lucrative as piracy. 

In 1819, Spain ceded all of Spanish Florida to the United States. Lighthouses were established at Cape 
Florida (1825), Key West harbor (1825), Sand Key (1826), and Garden Key (1825) in the Dry Tortugas; 
a beacon and buoys were placed between the Dry Tortugas and the Florida coast; and a lightship was 
stationed at Carysfort Reef (1825). 

In 1848, Stephen Mallory, the collector of customs at Key West, emphasized in his report to Congress 
that three-fifths of the cargoes lost on the Florida reef had come down the Mississippi River, and three-
fourths of the vessels salvaged were owned in the northern and eastern states. He urged Congress to 
appropriate funds for a survey of the Florida reef for the purpose of compiling up-to-date hydrographic 
charts of the area. Mallory called the passage along the Florida Keys "a great highway of commerce," 
and pointed out that along this sea route "property of every section of our Union is afloat." He urged 
Congress to make every effort to make the route thoroughly safe and to "remove every excuse for 
shipwrecks." In addition, appropriations were approved in 1847 for rebuilding the lighthouses at Key 
West and Sand Key, which had been destroyed in an 1846 hurricane, and for erecting a lighthouse at 
Carysfort Reef. Further appropriations for lighthouses were made during the next four decades. 

Difficult as it was to build lighthouses on land, the task was even more demanding in the Florida Keys, 
where eight submarine sites were chosen. Of the original lighthouses built from Cape Florida to the Dry 
Tortugas, six still stand and are functioning today: Carysfort Reef (1852), Sombrero Key (1858), Dry 
Tortugas (on Loggerhead Key) (1858), Alligator Reef (1873), Fowey Rocks (1878), and American Shoal 
(1880). The Sand Key Lighthouse (1853), another exoskeletal tall tower screwpile lighthouse, was 
extensively damaged by fire in 1989, but not destroyed. The lighthouses built at Cape Florida and at 
Key West to replace the ones destroyed by storms have both been discontinued, but the sea route 
between Cape Florida and the Dry Tortugas is well marked by daymarks and lighted beacons. 

Caribbean 

Through the years, the United States has acquired territories that had ongoing or incipient lighthouse 
systems. The most advanced of these foreign systems was in Puerto Rico. In 1853, the Spanish erected 
the first lighthouse in Puerto Rico atop the old fortification of El Morro at the entrance to San Juan 

101 Taken from Love Dean, Lighthouses of The Florida Keys (Historic Florida Keys Foundation, Inc. Key 
West, Florida, 1992). B-325
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Harbor. Other lighthouses were placed around the island as marks into harbors and as warnings to 
hazards. These were complete light stations with quarters for the keepers and their families, and the 
towers were equipped with Fresnel lenses. With 13 light stations in place and two under construction, 
only a single lighthouse had to be added when the U.S. Lighthouse Board took over administration of 
Puerto Rico's aids to navigation. 102 

The Virgin Islands, while under rule by Denmark, had five lighthouses erected, most in the early part of 
the twentieth century. As in Puerto Rico, these lights were satisfactorily placed, and over the years, the 
United States has had only to add small lights, such as harbor, range and buoy lights. 103 The Navassa 
Island Lighthouse (1917), Windward Passage, West Indies, at 162-feet in height, was the tallest 
reinforced concrete tower when built. 

Gulf of Mexico 104 

When the French owned the Louisiana Territory, there is some evidence that a lighthouse existed at "The 
Balize" which is a French word for beacon. Reportedly, a light tower had been built at the mouth of the 
Mississippi River by 1721, perhaps earlier. 105 The first lighthouse in the U.S., built outside the 13 
original English colonies, was completed at Bayou St. John on August 5, 1811. The first U.S. 
lighthouses built along the Gulf of Mexico were copies of the proven New England brick towers; 
however, the softer soil of the Gulf Coast could not support the weight of these towers. Of the 40 or 
more constructed, 25 sank into the bottom or blew over, having no solid footing. By the 1840s, integral 
lighthouses, consisting of frame dwellings with the lantern mounted on top, were used. These could be 
moved to escape erosion. Iron screwpile lighthouses appeared along the coast prior to the Civil War. 
These offered a more stable foundation and were built either according to the cottage style used in the 
Chesapeake Bay or as tall iron skeletal towers. 106 

The opening up of the Midwest spurred a boom in commercial activity. Ports handling outbound cotton 
and inbound consumer goods grew rapidly. By the 1830s, the small ports along the Gulf were shipping 
as much cotton as the entire state of South Carolina; within 30 years, cotton accounted for 57 percent of 
all U.S. exports » virtually all of it shipped out of the Gulf. The cotton trade spurred the lighthouse-
building boom in the 1830s. Steam-powered riverboats were becoming increasingly common. The 
rivers became the "interstate highways" of the first half of the 19th century. Initially, the surge of 
railroads throughout the heartland increased trade flowing into and out of the Gulf. As the century 
progressed, the United States spent less and less on the construction of canals and toll roads (turnpikes) 
and more and more on the improvement of aids to navigation, especially lighthouses. The introduction 
and perfection of steam dredging permitted the Corps of Topographical Engineers to deepen the Gulfs 
shallow harbors. The federal government scrambled to light up the waterways and the new ports that 

102 Wayne Wheeler, personal communication, February 28, 1998. 

103Holland, America's Lighthouses, pp. 200-201; Lighthouse Service, Light List, Atlantic and Gulf Coasts, 
1933, pp. 528-530. 

104 Taken from David L. Cipra, Lighthouses, Lightships, and the GulfofMexico (Cypress Communication, 
Alexandria, Virginia, 1997). 

105David L. Cipra, Lighthouse and Lightships ofthe Northern GulfofMexico ([Washington]: Government 
Printing Office, c!983), p. 32. 

106 David Cipra, Lighthouses, Lightships, and the GulfofMexico, pp. 7-8. B-326
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were drawing in so much foreign income ~ St. Marks, Apalachicola, St. Joseph, Pensacola, Mobile, 
Mississippi Sound, Lake Pontchartrain, the Mississippi River, and Atchafalaya Bay. 

By the 1850s, technology had a direct impact on lighthouse construction. The new screwpile foundation 
was introduced into the Gulf, permitting, for the first time, the erection of lightweight structures 
(compared to stone and brick) in shallow, slow-moving water, on a mud, sand, or coral bottom. Three 
screwpile lighthouses were built in Galveston Bay in 1854. 

The next lighthouse construction technology to be introduced in the Gulf was that of cast iron towers. 
Like the screwpile, a few had been built before the Civil War, but none in the South. Cast iron tower 
construction offered numerous advantages over the classic stone and brick towers. First, it was lighter 
and could be made watertight. Second, it could be produced and prefabricated in the convenience of a 
workshop and then transported to the building site. Third, a cast iron tower was strong and allowed for 
the standardization of designs. Fourth, it could be dismantled and moved if threatened by erosion. The 
first tall, skeleton tower lighthouse to be built in the Gulf was completed at Southwest Pass, Louisiana, 
in 1873. This design possessed the same advantages as the conical cast iron tower but was lighter. 

In 1851, a provisional lighthouse board surveyed the Gulf and recommended that 14 new lights be 
added. The goal was to place a light every 50 miles along the coast. Lighthouses were built at 10 of the 
sites, and the others were marked by unmanned, minor lighted aids. At the turn of the decade before the 
Civil War, with commerce still booming, the potential for additional lighthouse construction in the Gulf 
looked bright. New Orleans was the fifth largest city in the United States; bumper crops of cotton were 
carried out of Gulf ports in both 1859 and 1860. The saga of lighthouses in the Gulf radically changed 
on July 8, 1861, when Confederates seized Ship Island, renamed it Fort Twiggs, and extinguished the 
light in the lighthouse. With the beginning of the Civil War, other lighthouses were extinguished one by 
one, and darkness fell on the Gulf Coast that would last for over five years. 

Without economic recovery in the South following the Civil War, new lighthouses would not have been 
built in the Gulf. And recovery was not easy. Many in the North, which controlled the federal purse 
strings, held ill will towards the recently defeated South. Also, the rapidly expanding railroads were 
challenging the cost-effectiveness of waterborne transportation. Although the number of steamboats 
using the river system which drained into the Gulf dramatically declined during the second half of the 
19th century, the volume of goods carried by water increased as powerful towboats pushed and pulled 
barges, each one doing the work of several side-wheel steamers. By the 1880s, barges carried one-third 
of all cargo on the lower Mississippi, and the percentage continued to increase. Waterborne trade on the 
upper Mississippi and its tributaries declined as new railroad lines increasingly made Chicago the hub of 
the Midwest. Also, cotton gave way to coal as the most important cargo, and that, in turn, gave way to 
petroleum produced during the second half of the 20th century. Although these new trade patterns had a 
negative impact on the shipbuilding industry in the Gulf, the need for lighthouses and other navigational 
aids to guide the barge traffic increased. Also, Louisiana had once again become the state through which 
the most waterborne traffic passed. 

Great Lakes 

The Great Lakes "offer more variety of dangers than any other ocean. Their violent storms, including 
winter gales, as well as fog and ice, match anything found on the seven seas. The Lakes' many narrow 
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and shallow passages, combined with the great volume of traffic, have produced another set of 
dangers." 107 

Completion of the Erie Canal in 1825 that linked New York City with Buffalo on Lake Erie, marked the 
start of explosive growth in the Great Lakes region. 108 The canal provided a direct cheap route between 
the Middle West and the Atlantic Coast. Within a few years, shipments of grain, lumber, and coal, 
increased from West to East, and manufactured goods from East to West. In 1855, the opening of the St. 
Mary's Falls Ship Canal at Sault Ste. Marie touched off the rapid development of the enormous iron ore 
and copper deposits found on Lake Superior. The Great Lakes linked the natural resources and 
agricultural lands of the Middle West with the industrialized East Coast and the rest of the world. 109 

The development of a system of lights on the Great Lakes came with the expansion of shipping and 
settlement. The construction of lighthouses was not only parallel to the growth in commerce, but a 
prerequisite. Forty-three lights were in operation by 1840 including 17 on Lake Erie, 11 on Lake 
Michigan, nine on Lake Ontario, four on Lake Huron, one on Lake St. Clair, and one on the Detroit 
River. Thirty-three more were introduced from 1841 to 1852 with Lake Superior receiving six. In 1852, 
76 of the 331 lights operating nationally were in the Great Lakes. In 1860, the lights numbered 102. At 
the turn of the century, the Great Lakes had 334 major aids, 67 fog signals, and 563 buoys. 110 Virtually 
all the light stations in use today on the Great Lakes were built by 1925. 111 

Total shipments on the Great Lakes increased from 4 million tons in 1852 to 80 million tons in 1910. 
Tonnage reached 169 million tons in 1941, and by the early 1970s, shipments averaged more than 200 
million tons per annum with iron ore making up half the total. Through the 1870s, lumber and grain 
accounted for three-quarters of the total shipments, and by 1910, iron ore accounted for half the tonnage, 
with coal making up another quarter. Iron mines in the Lake Superior region produced three-quarters of 
American ore after the turn of the century, and it was transported by water to major iron and steel plants. 
During the 1888 navigation season, the port of Chicago had approximately 20,000 arrivals and 
departures of major vessels in an eight-month period compared with 23,000 in New York City. In 1910, 
the Great Lakes fleet made up more than one-third of the tonnage of the entire American merchant 
fleet. 112 

For the most part, the light stations in the Great Lakes were made of masonry (some of stone but the 
great majority ofbrick). Wooden ones were built such as Mission Point (1870), Michigan, and the half 
wood-half brick Michigan City Lighthouse (1858), Indiana, on Lake Michigan, the Round Island 
Lighthouse (1895), on St. Mary's River, Michigan, and some of the range lights. A few were made of 
metal plates or towers covered with metal plates to protect the brick under them. Pierhead lights erected 

107Charles K. Hyde, The Northern Lights: Lighthouses ofThe Upper Great Lakes (Detroit: Wayne State 
University Press, reprint 1995), p. 194. 

108 Hyde, p. 15. 

109National Register Nomination, "United States Coast Guard Lighthouses and Light Stations on the Great 
Lakes" 1983. 

no Hyde, pp. 15-16,20. 

111 National Register Nomination, "United States Coast Guard Lighthouses and Light Stations on the Great 
Lakes" 1983; Hyde, p. 38. 

112 Hyde, pp. 15-16, 20; National Register Nomination, "United States Coast Guard Lighthouses and Light 
Stations on the Great Lakes" 1983. B-328



USDI/NPS NRHP Multiple Property Documentation Form 
Light Stations in the United States_________________________________________Page 51 

on piers projecting out into the lakes served to guide vessels into the harbors along the coasts. Pierhead 
lights are occasionally used on the east coast, but normally there is only one at the head of the pier. 
Also, the lights guiding vessels into east coast harbors are usually lighthouses erected on land. On the 
Great Lakes, pier head lights often come in pairs, an outer light and an inner light to help guide vessels 
through the harbor entrance, and are normally made of metal plates. They come in several different 
forms. Some have the configuration of a house with a light tower on it such as the Holland Harbor 
Lighthouse (South Pierhead) (1936), Michigan, which is actually a structure that has been covered with 
metal to help preserve and protect the original fabric. Others are typical lighthouse towers, some round, 
some square. Another type that is common is a metal clad square structure with an octagonal metal 
tower rising out of the center of the pyramid roof. The Michigan City (1858), Indiana, pierhead is 
typical of this type. Breakwater lights are first cousins to the pierhead lights. They are usually at the 
head of the breakwater and are single lights. They can be different shapes, but, generally, they are 
tower-like. 113 

Many lighthouses on the Great Lakes were built to the same designs. Most variation was between 
harbor and coast lights. Before 1870, the most common design consisted of a frame or brickkeeper's 
dwelling with the lantern mounted directly atop the dwelling or on an attached 25- to 40-foot square 
tower. Taller coastal towers were conical masonry (generally brick), often connected to the keeper's 
dwelling by a covered passageway. A few large skeletal towers were built before 1870. Few tall towers 
were built after the turn of the century, and those that were utilized steel skeletal frames. 114 

After the Civil War, the Lighthouse Board moved most harbor lights from the mainland onto newly built 
piers and breakwaters. Pier lights were generally simple wooden or metal towers manned by a keeper 
who lived in an onshore residence. Few of the early pier and breakwater lights survive because of 
numerous pier extensions and the destructive effects of storms and ice. In the first two decades of this 
century, most of the harbor lights were replaced with steel-framed structures encased in cast-iron or steel 
plates. 115 

Offshore lights were designed with the assistance of U.S. Army Corps of Engineers personnel. Most 
challenging to construct were those with a submarine crib foundation beginning with Waugoshance 
Shoal Lighthouse (1851). The Great Lakes, with its hard rocky bottoms, has the largest number of crib 
foundation lighthouses in the United States. Before the use of crib foundation, lightships were used in 
extremely hazardous locations where lighthouses were considered too costly to build. 116 

West Coast117 

Prior to the building of the transcontinental railroad in 1869, the west coast of the United States was 
dependent upon maritime transportation for its connection to the rest of the world. North-south railroad 
links were not completed until 1887. Even road networks were not sufficiently developed until well into 

113Holland, Chapter 1, 1993 draft National Historic Landmark context study on lighthouses. 

114 Hyde, p. 23; National Register Nomination, "United States Coast Guard Lighthouses and Light Stations on 
the Great Lakes" 1983. 

115 Ibid. 

116 Hyde, pp. 23-24. 

117 Holland B-329



USDI/NPS NRHP Multiple Property Documentation Form 
Light Stations in the United States________________________________________Page 52 

the 20th century. With this heavy dependence on water shipping, it is not surprising lighthouses were 
relatively early developments for the west coast. 

Francis A. Gibbons of Baltimore, in addition to building Love Point Lighthouse (1872), and repair work 
on Point Lookout (1830) and Sharps Island (1838) lighthouses in Maryland, also built Bodie Island 
Lighthouse (1847), North Carolina, and Egmont Key Lighthouse (1848), Florida. Pleasonton said, 
Gibbons "has done some work very faithfully for us." Gibbons most ambitious lighthouse endeavor, 
however, was obtaining a contract in partnership with Francis X. Kelly in 1852 to construct the first 
eight lighthouses on the West Coast of the United States. They obtained a bark appropriately named 
Oriole, acquired materials and laborers, and sailed for the West Coast. Despite the wrecking of Oriole at 
the mouth of the Columbia River, these two Marylanders completed all eight lighthouses by 1856. 118 

The first lighthouses on the west coast, designed at about the same time as the one at Blackistone Island 
(1851), Maryland, were intended to use the Argand lamp and parabolic reflector lighting system. The 
masonry tower rose from the foundation, through the center of the dwelling and through the roof. The 
towers of the eight lighthouses were each substantial enough to stand by themselves. The lanterns were 
not, however, of a proper size to support the recently adopted Fresnel lens. The District Inspector, Major 
Hartman Bache, was a pragmatic person, and solved the problems in different ways. At Farallon 
Islands, he tore down and rebuilt the lighthouse to receive a first-order lens. At the Point Loma 
Lighthouse (1855) in San Diego, California, he decided to use the smaller third-order lens. But even 
with the smaller and lighter lens, he had to have the tower strengthened by increasing the thickness of 
the domical arch (the ceiling of the tower) to support a third order lens. 119 Many later West Coast light 
towers were integral to the fog signal building. Examples include Point Sur Lighthouse (1889), 
California; and Coquille River Lighthouse (1896) and Cape Arago Lighthouse (1934), both in Oregon. 

Steel, in concrete structures, provides the tensile properties concrete lacks. Most major reinforced 
concrete towers are found on the West Coast where they are best adapted to the dangers of earthquake 
damage. Examples include Point Arena (1908) and Point Arguello Lighthouse (1934), both California. 
A series of art-moderne reinforced concrete lighthouses were built along the Alaska coast in the 1920s 
and 1930s, replacing earlier deteriorated wooden structures. 120 Examples include Cape Decision (1932), 
Cape Hinchinbrook (1934), Cape Spencer (1925), Cape St. Elias (1916), Five Finger Islands (1935), 
Point Retreat (1923), Sentinel Island (1935) and Tree Point (1935). 

On the west coast, a number of lighthouses have been placed where coasting traffic makes a course 
change or leaves the coast. These are major lights, usually of the first order. Cape Mendocino (1868) in 
northern California was a turning point for both north and southbound traffic. This light was particularly 
important because it also guards vessels against nearby dangerous waters. Point Sur (1889) and Piedras 
Blancas (1879) are two lighthouses marking the point for departure or return to the coast, depending on 
the direction in which the vessel is traveling. 

The west coast has several lighthouses built just offshore on rocks that are serious hazards to navigation. 
Tillamook (1881), Oregon, and St. George (1892), California, are two such lighthouses, and they were 

118 Holland, chapter 3, p. 24. 

119 F. Ross Holland, The Old Point Loma Lighthouse (San Diego: Cabrillo Historical Assn., 1978), pp. 16-19. 

120 Clifford, pp. 3, 4, 5, and 6; and Jack Bookwalter, Light Stations of California, Multiple Property National 
Register Nomination, 1989, p. F. II 5. B-330
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difficult and expensive to build because of their offshore location and rough seas. Tillamook served as a 
warning of the rock and as a guide to the Columbia River. St. George, on an offshore reef, guarded 
ships against a larger area of rocks and shoals. 

Hawaii 

The first Hawaiian lighthouse was a 9-foot wooden tower built in 1840 at Lahaina, a prosperous whaling 
port. Built by Kamehameha III, this light was also the first lighthouse constructed in the Pacific. The 
U.S. Lighthouse Board assumed responsibility for navigational aids in Hawaii in 1904. By 1917, there 
were 58-lighted aids, and that number tripled by the 1980s. Three of the most prominent ones were the 
Molokai Lighthouse (1909) on the north shore of Molokai Island, Makapuu Point Lighthouse (1909) on 
the eastern end of Oahu Island to guide traffic from the east, and Kilauea Point Lighthouse (1913), 
another coastal light serving traffic from the west. Makapuu Point Lighthouse exhibits a hyper-radiant 
lens, the largest of the Fresnel type, and the only one ever used in an American lighthouse. The lack of 
fog allowed lighthouses to be built at elevations not practical at other sites. The Lehua Rock lighted aid 
is 704 feet above sea level, and the Kaena Point Lighthouse on Oahu is 931 feet above sea level. 121 

PART III. EVOLUTION OF LIGHTHOUSE OPTICS 

Early lights 

The most important advances in lighthouse technology over the years concerned the light. The earliest 
lights were primitive ~ consisting of a flame at night and smoke during the day. The first navigational 
aids were probably fires on a hillside or hilltop. When the first known lighthouse structure, the Pharos 
of Alexandria, was erected, the fuel ~ animal dung, bundles of reeds or fiber such as cotton soaked in oil 

was transported to the top of the structure, which may have had some sort of covering that kept rain 
from dampening the flames. Constructed at the entrance of the Egyptian harbor near the mouth of the 
Nile around 280 B.C., this lighthouse was estimated to have a height of 450 feet. Out of service by 800 
A.D., an earthquake destroyed the tower in 1340. Later towers that were erected used open fires, but 
some began to use torches. 122 The use of the open fire, fueled by coal and wood, continued on some 
light towers until well into the 19th century in Britain, Sweden, and Norway. 123 

There is no evidence that American colonial lighthouses used open fires on their towers. Rather, candles 
were used in American lighthouses until after the Revolution. Spider lamps came into use in the 1790s. 
These flat bowls of oil had four or more protruding wicks, which when seen from a distance appeared as 
a single light source. The use of several wicks and/or lamps was necessary because the candlepower of a 
single lamp, even with a reflector, was insufficient to provide adequate navigation light at great 
distances. Acrid smoke from these spider lamps irritated the eyes and nose of the keepers. 
Nevertheless, these lamps were the principal means of illuminating lighthouses in this country until the 

121 A comprehensive and excellent book on Hawaii's lighthouses is Love Dean, The Lighthouses ofHawaii 
(Honolulu: University of Hawaii Press, c.1991); see pages 1-2. Ross R. Aikin, Kilauea Point Lighthouse: Landfall 
Beacon on the Orient Run (Kilauea Point Natural History Assn., c. 1988) is a similarly fine book on an individual 
Hawaii lighthouse. 

122 D. Alan Stevenson, The World's Lighthouses Before 1820 (London: Oxford University Press, 1959), pp. 5, 
8. 

123 Douglas B. Hague and Rosemary Christie, Lighthouses: Their Architecture, History and Archeology 
(Wales: Gomer Press, 1975), p. 150. B-331
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introduction of a version of the Argand lamp and parabolic reflector system by Winslow Lewis, an 
unemployed sea captain and New England businessman. 124 

Argand lamps and parabolic reflectors 

The Argand lamp, developed in 1781 by Ami Argand of Switzerland, was unique because it had a round 
hollow wick. Such a wick permitted oxygen to flow up both the outer and inner sides of the wick, 
giving off a brighter, relatively smoke-free light. One lamp was equivalent to the brightness of seven 
candles. A metal reflector, purportedly parabolic in form, was placed behind the lamp, and in front of it 
was a lens. The lens was relatively worthless, since its greenish tint actually diminished the light, but 
many years passed before they were removed from active lights. 

The tests of Lewis's new lighting system were conducted at the Cape Ann, Massachusetts, twin lights 
established in 1771. In addition to giving a brighter light, the new lamps also burned about half the oil 
of the spider lamps. Boston Collector of Customs, Henry Dearborn, observed the test and was so 
impressed that he convinced the Secretary of the Treasury to acquire Lewis's patent. 125 

In 1815, Winslow completed the installation of his new lighting system in all the country's lighthouses. 
The Lewis lighting apparatus installed in the Thomas Point Shoals Light Station in 1825 consisted of 13 
Argand lamps backed by 16-inch-diameter reflectors. From the beginning, these lights were under 
nearly constant criticism. Part of the problem was caused by the optics themselves and the rest by the 
lack of training for keepers at that time. The reflectors were supposed to be parabolic, but one 
lighthouse historian, who worked for the Lighthouse Board and wrote a history of the lighthouse service, 
said the reflectors approached the paraboloid about as closely as did a barber's basin. 126 Moreover, the 
keepers generally did not keep the lamps, reflectors, and lantern glass panes clean. The powder given to 
them to clean the reflectors, when used, was abrasive and tended to wear the silvered coating off the 
reflectors. 127 Many mariners objected to the lighting system and urged that the United States adopt the 
Fresnel lens in the country's lighthouses. But Pleasonton, who was influenced by his friend Lewis, felt 
the new lenses were too expensive and too difficult for the keepers to tend. 128 

The Fresnel lens 

The Fresnel lens, developed in the 1820s by Augustin Fresnel, a French physicist, is made up of a 
collection of glass prisms set in a brass frame in a beehive or clamshell shape. The prisms are 
mathematically arranged to capture 65 to 70% of the light emitting from the central light source or lamp. 
The light rays are bent by the prisms into one horizontal sheet of light that in a fixed lens shows a steady 
light and in a revolving produces a flash or a characteristic. Fresnel lenses were eventually produced in 
seven standard orders or sizes, numbered one through six. Orders one through three, the largest, were 

124 F. R. Holland, Jr., America's Lighthouses; Their Illustrated History Since 1716 (Brattleboro, VT: Stephen 
Greene Press, 1972), p. 14. 

125 Holland, America's Lighthouses, p. 15. 

126 Johnson, p. 23 . 

127 Holland, America's Lighthouses, p. 16. 

128 Ibid., p. 18. B-332
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used in coastal lights, while four through six were used in harbor or bay lights. Later a three-and-a half 
order lens was developed, which were used most often on the Gulf coast and the Great Lakes. 129 

Sizes of Fresnel Lenses 
Order Inside Diameter Height 

1st 72 7/16-inches 7-foot, 10-inches 
2nd 55 1/8-inches 6-foot, 1 -inches 
3rd 39 3/8-inches 4-foot, 8-inches 
3 1/2 29 1/2-inches 3-foot, 8-inches 
4th 1911/16-inches 2-foot, 4-inches 
5th 14 3/4-inches 1 -foot, 8-inches 
6th 11 3/4-inches 1-foot, 5 -inches 

In March 1851, Congress prescribed that lens lights be installed in all new lighthouses and all 
lighthouses not having illuminating apparatuses. 130 With the legislation establishing the Lighthouse 
Board to manage the country's aids to navigation, came authorization to install Fresnel lenses in all 
lighthouses. By the Civil War, all lighthouses had been fitted with Fresnel lenses. 131 

Fresnel lenses were illuminated by one lamp, and the lamps were of varying sizes and had one to five 
concentric wicks (technology borrowed from Argand's lamp). The size of the lamp used depended upon 
the size of the lens. A sixth order lens had a lamp with one wick, while a first order lens had a lamp with 
five circular wicks, one inside the other. 132 

Modern lenses 

Many lighthouses still have their classic Fresnel lenses; in others, large aerobeacons or small plastic-type 
lenses have replaced the glass lenses. Coastal light towers use aerobeacon-style lenses which can be 
seen 25 miles, while lighthouses needing a smaller range are equipped with small acrylic lenses 
(generally, 250 mm which can be seen for 17 miles); 300 mm lights are used in backup systems in major 
coastal lights. 133 Now that larger vessels usually have more sophisticated equipment such as GPS, radar, 
radiobeacons, and electronics gear that can communicate with the navigation satellite, it is the smaller 
vessels without this equipment that rely on lighthouses for navigation. 

129 Two larger orders or sizes were developed later: the meso-radial (none in the U.S.) and hyper-radial (one 
at Makapuu Light, HI). Personal communication, Wayne Wheeler, President, U.S. Lighthouse Society, February 28, 
1998. 

130 Report ofthe Officers Constituting the Lighthouse Board, Feb. 5 1852, 32nd Congress, 1st Session, Senate 
Executive Document No. 28 (Serial #617), p. 125. 

131 Holland, America's Lighthouses, p. 21. 

132 U.S. Lighthouse Board, Instructions to Light-Keepers and Masters ofLight-House Vessels, 1902 
(Washington: Government Printing Office, 1902), plates 1-8. (Photo reproduction by the Great Lakes Lighthouse 
Keepers Assn., Alien Park, MI, 1989). 

133 Wayne Wheeler, personal communication, February 28, 1998. B-333
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The acrylic-type Fresnel lenses contain small bulbs or lamps that are about the size of a Christmas tree 
bulb. Two to six of these lamps are attached to a rotary so when one burns out, another moves into 
position automatically. These lights are often powered by solar batteries. The teams that check these 
lights could probably visit a lighthouse once a year and expect to find everything working normally, but 
Aids to Navigation teams visit more frequently for safety reasons. 

Visibility 

The focal height is the height of the lens' focal plane above high water. The theoretical visibility of a 
light under good conditions depends on the focal height of the light, the intensity of the light source, the 
strength of the lens, the clarity of the atmosphere, and the height of the observer. The geographical 
range of a light is determined by the height while the luminous range is determined by the intensity. In 
general, the luminous range is greater than the geographical range. Heights above 250 feet gain little 
advantage due to the curvature of the earth. Theoretically, the focal plane of a light at 100 feet above sea 
level has a geographical range of 11.5 nautical miles; a light at 250 feet has a geographical range of 18.2 
nautical miles, and a light at 350 feet a range of 21.5 nautical miles. The most powerful lenses today 
have the capacity to be seen up to 26 miles but would need to be placed in towers over 500 feet in 
height. However, the Light List indicates the 193-foot tall focal plane for the Cape Hatteras Lighthouse, 
North Carolina, has a range of 20 miles and the Makapuu Point Lighthouse, Hawaii, with a focal plane 
of 420 feet, has a range of 28 miles. 

In the early days of lighthouse development, there were very few lighthouses making it relatively easy to 
distinguish one light from another. Multiple lights, generally twin towers, were an early means to 
distinguish lights. Among the more well known in the United States are the Three Sisters Lights (1838), 
consisting of three separate towers on Cape Cod, Massachusetts; Navesink Twin Lights (1862), 
consisting of two attached towers at Highlands, New Jersey; and Cape Ann (Thachers Island) twin 
towers, Massachusetts. As lighthouses increased in numbers and the possibility of lighthouse lights 
being confused with other bridge, tower, city, street, and other lights, variations in lighthouse light 
characteristics were developed to distinguish them apart. Flashing lights with various periods of eclipses 
enabled lights to be better distinguished from one another. Perhaps the most famous is Minots Ledge 
Light which flashes one-four-three pattern or I LOVE YOU, every 30 seconds. Red and green glass was 
also used to distinguish one side of the harbor channel from another. Prudence Lighthouse, (1852), 
Rhode Island, had maintained a green colored light since 1939. Red panes of ruby glass, and later red 
acrylic plates, are used to indicate dangerous sectors of a light. A vessel observing a red sector knew it 
had to move in a different direction to get into the white, or safe, sector of the light upon approaching or 
passing the lighthouse. Coast Pilots and Light Lists contain light characteristic information for each 
lighthouse. 

Illuminants 

When first introduced in this country, lamps burned whale oil, specifically head or case oil from the 
sperm whale. When the Fresnel lens was introduced into this country, the sperm whale fishery was on a 
decline and sperm oil, the finest oil known at the time, was increasing in price. In 1851, it was $1.30 to 
$1.50 per gallon. Four years later, it was $2.25 per gallon. The investigating committee, recognizing 
that the price would continue to rise, asked Professors Morfit and Alexander, of the University of 
Maryland, to study the problem. They conducted a set of experiments utilizing several grades and 
combinations of whale, shark, fish, seal, colza, lard, and mineral oils. They recommended colza oil, 
feeling it had the greatest potential since it was in use in the French lighthouse service, and testing by 
distinguished lighthouse engineers and scientists, such as Fresnel and Robert Stevenson, established it to B-334
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be better than sperm oil. Moreover, it was less expensive than sperm, having been obtained recently 
from France at about 60 cents a gallon. The board recognized that colza oil came from rape seed and 
rape, or wild cabbage, not grown in this country. The board dismissed this factor with the thought that 
rape is suitable for growing in nearly all sections of the United States, and if a market were created, 
farmers would start planting rape. 134 Farmers did not respond as the board had anticipated and did not 
cultivate enough rape to supply the needs of the lighthouses. 

Gas was also experimented with. The first gas tests were in 1818 when David Melville ran tests on the 
use of gas made from resin at Beavertail Lighthouse in Rhode Island. Apparently successful, the 
government nevertheless did not want to adopt gas because of the negative impact it might cause to the 
whalefishing industry. 135 In 1841, Pleasonton installed a furnace and retort at Christiana Lighthouse in 
Delaware Bay and conducted a test on the use of gas made from resin. It would appear he was not 
familiar with the Beavertail Lighthouse experiment. In the late 1840s, three other lighthouses were 
equipped with furnaces and retorts. These tests were not successful because Pleasonton believed, "the 
keepers were averse to making and burning gas, but preferred the oil lamps." Though the gas was 
produced cheaply, he recommended the experiment cease. 136 The Jones Point Lighthouse in Alexandria, 
Virginia used gas from a local supplier from the end of the Civil War until 1900 when it was changed to 
an oil lamp. In 1919, it was converted to acetylene. 137 

The Lighthouse Board turned to other potential fuels for the lighthouse lamps. Joseph Henry, a member 
of the board, resumed experiments on the use of lard oil. Previous tests had not been successful, because 
the oil did not burn satisfactorily. But from the renewed testing, Henry found out that the lard oil burned 
quite well if heated to a high enough temperature. The board was delighted and quickly began using that 
oil in the lamps of the larger lenses, and by 1867, lard oil was in use in all the lighthouses. 138 

A few years later, the board began experimenting to find other fuels and focused on mineral oil, or 
kerosene. Kerosene had been known as a fuel for some years previous to these tests, but a serious 
accident in 1864 in a Great Lakes lighthouse made the Lighthouse Board suspicious of this fuel. The 
new tests showed that it could burn quite well and safely. It would, however, be necessary to alter the 
lamps to use the oil. The conversion to mineral oil began in the smaller lamps in 1878 and ended with 
the converting of the lamps in first order lenses, completing this work in 1885. 139 

The next step, and an important one, was the development in France in 1898 of the incandescent oil 
vapor (IOV) lamp. The principle of this lamp is the same as the Coleman lantern so popular with today's 
campers. "In this lamp," said Commissioner Putnam, "the kerosene, forced into the vaporizer by air 
pressure, is heated and vaporized, and is burned mixed with air under a mantle, which is then brought to 
a brilliant incandescence." The light from this lamp was far brighter than that from the oil lamp. The 

134 Report ofthe Officers Constituting the Lighthouse Board, pp. 119-120. 

135 Sarah C. Gleason, Kindly Lights: A History ofthe Lighthouses ofSouthern New England (Boston: Beacon 
Press, c.l 991), pp. 61-77, has a full and interesting discussion of this experiment and the opposition to it. 

136 Report ofthe Officers Constituting the Lighthouse Board, 1852, pp. 273-274. 

137 F. Ross Holland, Jr., Great American Lighthouses (Washington: The Preservation Press, c.l 989), pp. 157-
158. 

138 Holland, America's Lighthouses, p. 23. 

139 Putnam, Lighthouses and Lightships ofthe United States, pp. 185-186. B-335
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candlepower of the Cape Hatteras light went from 27,000 to 80,000 after the IOV lamp was installed. 
Furthermore, the consumption of oil dropped dramatically. It was first used in an American lighthouse 
in 1904 at the North Hook beacon on Sandy Hook, New Jersey. 140 

The next step, and one that led to the wholesale automating of lighthouses, was the introduction of 
electricity. Electricity was first used in an American lighthouse in 1886 with the completion of the 
Statue of Liberty. The light emanated from panels cut in the flame of the torch. The statue was not 
satisfactory as a lighthouse, and after 17 years, the lighting equipment was removed. Other experiments 
were conducted over the years, but there was little movement toward electrifying lighthouses. As late as 
1915/ the Lighthouse Service felt that the IOV lamp was the illuminant of choice in lighthouses, and the 
only primary lighthouse using electricity at that time was the Twin Lights of the Navesink. 141 

The Service thought electricity too expensive to install. But as power lines spread over the country, the 
cost of installing electricity began to drop, and in the 1920s and 1930s more and more lighthouses 
became electrified. Some lighthouses used electricity from generators. In time, automation of some of 
these lights began to occur. A timer would be placed in the light tower to turn the light on a little before 
sunset and off shortly after sunrise. In the center of the lens where there was once the oil lamp, a small 
stand held a rotary lamp changer that held two 1,000-watt bulbs or lamps as they are officially called. 
When a bulb burnt out, the rotary lamp changer automatically moved another lamp into place. About 
once a week, Coast Guard personnel checked the light tower to be sure everything was functioning 
properly, and at that time changed any burned out lamps. 

Acetylene was first used in this country in 1902 and has since served usefully. It was used in automating 
several lighthouses, but it was primarily used to light buoys and small beacons, some of which were 
equipped with sun valves or sun relay, a temperature-sensitive device, activated by the heat of the sun. 
When the device cooled at night, the fuel valve opened fully, providing adequate fuel to illuminate the 
light. When the sun came up, the device was heated, closing the fuel valve so that only the pilot light 
was lit. The electric relay switch was a similar device that turned the light on and off. These devices 
began the automation process of light stations in earnest. 

Automation has been a main theme in lighthouse history for nearly 100 years. The government has felt 
that if a lighthouse could be automated successfully, then considerable money, in personnel costs as well 
as support costs, could be saved. During the developing days of automation, citizens complained about 
keepers not being in the area with eyes to seaward to spot boaters in trouble or ships in distress. The 
government contended that with this modern age of electronics there were many forms of 
communication over which distress messages could travel and alert the Coast Guard to dispatch help. 

In the 1960s, the Coast Guard experimented with using nuclear power to light a lighthouse. The test 
station was Baltimore Lighthouse in Chesapeake Bay. The test ran for a year, after which the nuclear 
equipment was removed from the lighthouse. The Coast Guard has not attempted to use nuclear power 
since. 

140 Ibid., p. 187. 

141 Ibid., pp. 188-187. B-336



USDI/NPS NRHP Multiple Property Documentation Form 
Light Stations in the United States________________________________________Page 59 

PART IV: EXAMPLES OF SIGNIFICANT PERSONS 

Architects, Engineers, and Contractors 

From the colonial period to the advent of the Lighthouse Board, contractors who bid on the projects built 
lighthouses. The person who supervised the contractor was the local collector of customs who also 
served as superintendent of lighthouses for his region. Some of the collectors were conscientious about 
their responsibilities; others were not. The important factor in getting a good lighthouse for the 
government's money seemed to be the quality of the builder and not necessarily the construction 
supervisor. The Treasury Department usually advertised in newspapers when it was looking for a 
contractor to build a lighthouse. The local superintendent of lighthouses arranged for advertising and 
had general specifications printed in the newspaper. Usually, these specifications guided the successful 
bidder in the construction. He reviewed the bids and rejected the ones he felt could not satisfactorily 
complete the work. He notified the fifth auditor of his rejections, selection, and the reasons for his 
decision. The reasons for rejection were varied: the contractor would not be able to make bond; he was 
too inexperienced as a builder; he had done faulty work in the past, etc. These, of course, are subjective 
reasons, and one wonders whether the superintendent may at times have been trying to eliminate lower 
bidders to get a contractor who was a political friend. Though the final selection of a contractor was 
made in Washington, more often than not, the superintendent's recommendation was accepted, and the 
contract, including specifications, was approved and let by the superintendent of lighthouses. 

John McComb, Jr., a famous architect-builder, erected several lighthouses, including the one at Cape 
Henry (1792) at the entrance to Chesapeake Bay, Virginia; at Montauk Point (1796) on the tip of Long 
Island; and at Batons Neck (1799), also on Long Island, New York. All were built in the 1790s, and all 
are still standing. 

Alexander Parris, a noted architect-engineer (1780-1852), erected several lighthouses, including ones on 
Mount Desert Rock (1847), Libby Island (1848), Monhegan Island (1851), Matinicus Rock (1857), and 
Saddleback Ledge (1839). Parris probably also built Whitehead Lighthouse (1848). All of these 
waveswept lighthouses, erected in the middle part of the last century off the coast of Maine, were made 
of local granite and are still standing. Benjamin Latrobe, the nation's first professional architect, in 
1788, unsuccessfully bid on the construction of Old Point Comfort Lighthouse (1802), Virginia. In 
1805, Latrobe designed a lighthouse for the mouth of the Mississippi River at the request of Albert 
Gallatin, Secretary of the Treasury. Latrobe's son Henry and pupil William Strickland went on to design 
lighthouses; the latter built the first lighthouse at Brandywine Shoal (1828), Delaware Bay. 

John Donahoo, a commercial fisherman and builder, erected 12 of the first 17 lighthouses in Maryland. 
He was the low bidder on all the contracts on which he bid, and he was a favorite of Stephen Pleasonton. 
Donahoo built very well, for all of his lighthouses, except five, still stand. Of the five, two were lost to 
erosion, one to a winter storm when it was well over 100 years old, one to demolition, and one to fire 24 
years after it had gone out of service. Lighthouses built by Donahoo include Pooles Island (1825), 
Thomas Point (1825), Fog Point (1827), Concord Point (1827), Cove Point (1828), Point Lookout 
(1830), Lazaretto Point (1831), Clay Island (1832), Turkey Point (1833), Piney Point (1836), 
Blackistone Island (1851), and Fishing Battery (1853). 

Winslow Lewis, a Boston ropemaker, inventor, and chandler who supplied inferior patented reflector-
lamps and sperm oil to lighthouses on the Atlantic coast, became in the eyes of at least one historian a 
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premier lighthouse builder in America and perhaps in the world. 142 Lewis, who had a special 
relationship with the fifth auditor, received contracts to erect about 24 lighthouses, some using the 
Latrobe design, but few of his lighthouses remain standing today. This is, in part, because of the early 
period in which he worked, the lack ofmodern technology, and the difficulty of the soft eroding muds of 
the Mississippi delta on which he built most of his lighthouses. Lewis built the three short lighthouse 
towers on Cape Cod that came to be called the "Three Sisters" (1838), the only tri-tower lighthouse 
station in the United States. The government's supervisor for the project found the work on the three 
structures to be shoddy, and refused to sign off on the work. He was directed to do so by the Boston 
collector of customs. The fifth auditor had already accepted the work. Other government officials later 
complained about these three towers, but Lewis and the fifth auditor seemed little bothered by the 
criticism. 143 Other lighthouses built by Winslow Lewis include Franks Island (1818 and 1822), 
Louisiana; Pensacola (1825), Florida; St. Marks (1831), Florida; Southwest Pass (1832), Louisiana; 
South Pass (1831 and 1842), Louisiana; Pass Christian (1831), Mississippi; Choctaw Point (1830), 
Alabama; Cat Island (1831), Mississippi; St. George Island (1833), Florida; Sand Island (1838), 
Alabama; Dog Island (1838), Florida; and St. Josephs Bay (1838), Florida. Lewis subcontracted most of 
his lighthouse work. He also conducted the first survey for the location of the Romer Shoals day-beacon 
(1838), New York, which was later determined to be built about a mile from its correct position. 144 

Isaiah William Perm Lewis, better known as I.W.P. Lewis, civil engineer, nephew and severe critic of 
Winslow Lewis, was directed by the Treasury Department in 1843 to inspect and report on most of the 
lighthouses of the New England coast. This was apparently the first instance in which an engineer had 
been employed with any important capacity in the Lighthouse Establishment. Lewis also designed the 
Carysfort Lighthouse (1852), and Sand Key Lighthouse (1853), both in the Florida Keys, both 
exoskeletal tall tower screwpile lighthouses. 

Francis A. Gibbons of Baltimore erected a number of lighthouses. His early lighthouses exhibited faulty 
construction, but it may not have been his fault. Before Gibbons had begun to build the Bodie Island 
Lighthouse (1848), North Carolina, Pleasonton had directed the collector of customs to use piles for the 
foundation if mud were found at the site. When Gibbons found a viscous substance he thought to be 
quicksand, the collector of customs directed him to lay a foundation of bricks two layers high. 
Pleasonton was not pleased with the collector's decision, but by the time he found out what had 
happened, the work on the lighthouse was completed. Lighted in 1848, the lighthouse had to be rebuilt 
in 1859, apparently because of foundation problems. 145 In 1848, Gibbons erected the Egmont Key 
Lighthouse (1848), Florida, but within ten years shifting sand, induced by two hurricanes virtually back 
to back, undermined the tower, and it had to be replaced in 1858. Gibbon's next foray into lighthouse 
construction was in the early 1850s when he went into partnership with Francis X. Kelly of Baltimore to 
build the first eight lighthouses on the west coast. 

142 Robert G. Bachand, Northeast Lights: Lighthouses and Lightships Rhode Island to Cape May, New Jersey 
(Sea Sports Publications, Norwalk, Connecticut, 1989), p. 137. 

143 A. Berle Clemensen, et al., Historic Structure Report: Three Sisters Lighthouses, Cape Cod National 
Seashore, Massachusetts, Department of the Interior, National Park Service, January 1986, pp. 11-14, 17. The brick 
sisters served for over 50 years before being replaced by wooden structures. 

144 Bachand, p. 301. 

145 Kevin M. McCarthy, Florida Lighthouses (Gainesville: University of Florida Press, c.1990), p. 93; 
Holland, Great American Lighthouses, p. 202. B-338
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After taking over aids to navigation, the Lighthouse Board initially erected many lighthouses with their 
own crews. Contractors built the others with close supervision by the district engineer. When the plans 
and specifications, which were much more extensive and detailed than those previously prepared by the 
fifth auditor, were completed and approved, the project was issued for bid. With the exception of 
screwpile lighthouses that were built in the district depots, lighthouses after the 1870s were usually 
erected by contract. The Lighthouse Board did not scrimp on construction costs; consequently, their 
lighthouses have lasted far longer than those erected in the first part of the 19th century. 

Working with lighthouses attracted a number of government officials. Lt. George G. Mead, who later 
achieved fame as the commander of union forces at the battle of Gettysburg, assisted Maj. Hartman 
Bache in the construction of the Brandywine Shoal screwpile lighthouse (1850), Delaware Bay, and 
went on to complete the construction of the Carysfort Reef Lighthouse (1852), the first of the tall 
lighthouses on the Florida reefs, and subsequently constructed the Sombrero Key (1858) and Sand Key 
(1853) lighthouses in the same vicinity. Mead supervised the construction of Absecon Lighthouse 
(1957), New Jersey, and surveyed and recommended the replacement of the Barnegat Lighthouse 
(1857), New Jersey, with a first-order tower. He designed Jupiter Lighthouse (1860), and assisted in 
designing Seahorse Key Lighthouse (1854), both in Florida. Mead also invented a five-wick, first order, 
hydraulic lamp used in Fresnel lenses. 

Hartman Bache, a distinguished engineer of the Army Corps of Topographical Engineers, built the 
second screwpile lighthouse in the United States, the Pungoteague River Lighthouse (1854) in 
Chesapeake Bay. Major George H. Elliot, who in the early 1870s served as Engineer/Secretary of the 
Lighthouse Board, designed the conical cast iron tower for Hunting Island (1875), South Carolina. 
Curved iron plates of identical dimensions were cast with flanges extending along each edge on the inner 
surface of the curve and knees were cast inside the curve for support. At the site, the plates could be 
connected by wrought iron bolts through holes in the flanges, forming rings. The rings could be bolted 
together vertically with the lower rim of each course overlapping the one below it which fit into a half-
round cast ridge. By varying the size of the plates and number of courses, lighthouses of different 
heights and dimensions could be made. Architectural features, such as door and window openings, were 
cast into the integral part of a plate so when fastened together an attractive, uniform pediment or hood 
could be produced. 146 

During the construction of the Ponce de Leon Inlet Lighthouse (originally Mosquito Inlet) (1887), 
Florida Lighthouse District Superintendent of Construction, Herbert Bamber, invented an adjustable, 
moveable Working Platform that increased the efficiency and ease of constructing masonry towers. 
Individual bricks were left out of the exterior tower wall every 10 feet vertically and horizontally so that 
supports for the platform could be set into the holes. Once the tower was complete, the holes were filled 
as the platform was lowered. 

Keepers as Heroes 

Some lighthouse personnel over the years became heroes. In 1856, Abbie Burgess Grant tended the 
Matinicus Rock Lighthouse, Maine, when her father, the keeper, was caught ashore when a storm came 
up. She also cared for an ailing mother in that memorable storm. Much has been written about her, 
especially in children's books. Ida Lewis, daughter of a lighthouse keeper and keeper herself at Lime 
Rock, Rhode Island from 1879 to 1903, is the most famous of light keepers for the 18 to possibly 25 

146 J. G. Barnard, "Lighthouse Engineering as Displayed at the Centennial Exhibition," American Society of 
Civil Engineering Transactions, volume 8, 1879, p. 70. B-339
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lives she saved. In 1881, she received a gold lifesaving medal. Much was written about her, and she 
became so famous that former president Ulysses S. Grant, Admiral George Dewey, and other notables 
visited the Lime Rock Lighthouse to pay homage to her. When she retired, the Rhode Island legislature 
officially changed the name of the island on which the light station stood to Ida Lewis Rock. The 
Lighthouse Service then changed the name of the light station to Ida Lewis Lighthouse, the only such 
honor ever given to a lighthouse keeper. Deactivated in 1963, the structure now serves the Ida Lewis 
Yacht Club. 

Another admirable light keeper is Kate Walker. Her husband, keeper of the Robbins Reef Lighthouse in 
New York Inner Harbor, was taken ill and had to go to the hospital. On departing he said, "Mind the 
light, Katie." He died in the hospital, and Mrs. Walker was eventually made keeper of the light. The 
quintessential working mother, each morning rowed one mile to Staten Island with her two children so 
they could go to school, and retrieved them in the afternoon. She continued to keep the light until 
reaching age 73 when she retired. She lived at the lighthouse for 33 years ~ 23 of them as keeper. She 
estimated she rescued, over the years, 50 people, mostly fishers who, caught in storms, either had their 
boats overturned or crashed on Robbin's Reef. 147 

Gold and silver lifesaving medals were given to keepers who displayed extraordinary heroism in 
rescuing victims of the sea. Mark A. Hanna, keeper of the Cape Elizabeth Lighthouses, Maine, was 
awarded a gold medal for rescuing two seamen from a wrecked schooner in a snowstorm. Thomas J. 
Steinhise, keeper of the Seven Foot Knoll Lighthouse in Chesapeake Bay, Maryland, was awarded a 
silver medal for rescuing six members of the crew of a sinking tug in a northeast storm. The waves were 
crashing over the light station's small boat as he struggled to pull the men aboard. 148 
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F. Associated Property Types_________________________________________________ 

Description 

The U.S. Lighthouse Service in 1915 regarded lighthouses as lights where resident keepers were 
employed. 1 There are many aids to navigation that were never manned; these are not included in our 
definition of a light station. In addition to the tower and keeper's quarters, a light station might also 
consist of an assistant keeper's quarters, fog signal building, oil house, workshops, cisterns and water 
catchment basins, storage buildings, barns/garages, boathouse, tramways, docks, and other support 
structures (see Lighthouse Components, page 32). As of 2002, the National Park Service's computerized 
inventory of historic light stations included 584 lighthouse towers that are 50 years old or older. Of 
these, the Coast Guard managed approximately 312, 214 of which have already been listed in or 
determined eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places.2 

Significance 

Lighthouses are one of, if not the most, romantic symbols of our maritime heritage. By preserving 
lighthouses, we preserve for everyone a symbol of that chapter in American history when maritime 
shipping was the lifeblood of the nation, tying isolated coastal towns and headlands through trade to 
distant ports of the world. 3 Historic and cultural resources represent our nations patrimony. Their 
owners have an entrusted legal and moral responsibility to care for them. Each lighthouse is special in 
the context of its geographic location, architectural style, and history. Where the historic integrity of the 
light station remains intact, the visitor can experience this aspect of our maritime heritage. 

Registration Requirements 

What makes a lighthouse historic? Identifying historic lighthouses 

Not all lighthouses or all structures at light stations are historic nor do all warrant preservation. But how 
does one determine historic significance of light station properties? How can one be certain that a light 
station or portion of a light station (only one or more structures of a light station versus a entire light 
station) warrant preservation? Perhaps the best method for determination, and the method required by 
the National Historic Preservation Act, is the criteria established for inclusion of properties in the 
National Register of Historic Places. Nearly 70 percent of all lighthouses in the United States (Coast 
Guard owned and otherwise) over 50 years old are either listed in the National Register of Historic 
Places or are determined eligible for listing, and the number is climbing as lighthouses and other light 
station structures are added to the list. 

The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 authorizes the Department of Interior to establish, 
maintain, and expand a National Register of Historic Places. This list is considered the official list of 

1 de Gast, p. viii; and United States Lighthouse Service 1915 (Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C., 
1916), p. 18. 

2 Figures derived from the National Maritime Initiative computerized inventory of historic light stations, 
February 2002. 

3 Deborah Davis, Keeping the Light: A Handbook for Adaptive Re-use of Island Lighthouse Stations 
(Rockland, Maine, Island Institute, 1987), p. 2. B-341
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the Nations cultural resources worthy of preservation and is maintained by the National Park Service. 
The Register includes over 68,000 properties that have been recognized as having historic, architectural, 
archeological, engineering or cultural significance, at the national, state, or local level; this list grows 
steadily as more properties are identified and nominated each year. The nominations are maintained 
both on paper and in a computerized database. 

Hierarchy of character-defining features 

The many structures and features of a light station should be considered cumulatively in accessing its 
integrity. The tower is vital to defining the station. Keeper's quarters are universal to light stations; 
sound signal buildings are not. The secondary structures that support the operation of the aid to 
navigation are significant but their exclusion does not necessarily preclude eligibility for listing in the 
National Register. The following is a priority listing of the physical elements to consider. 

1. Tower: Minimum consideration is daymark feature, i.e., shape and color to identify it to mariners. 
Does the tower still have its daymark characteristic? Daymark does not necessarily include presence of 
a lantern. For example, Bald Head Lighthouse meets only that minimum requirement. 

a. Lantern: Ideally the light tower should have a lantern used during its period of significance. 
Lanterns did change over some lights' operational history to accommodate different lenses and 
operational requirements. An accurate replica lantern made of suitable materials is better than no 
lantern. A lighthouse without a lantern, Piedras Blancas Light or Egmont Key Light, for 
example, are eligible, however they should not be considered significant for architecture or 
engineering under Criterion C, but could qualify as significant for transportation under Criterion 
A. 

b. Lens: Ideally, the light tower should have an operational lens that was used during its period of 
significance. The next preference would be a non-operational lens used during its period of 
significance. A replacement Fresnel lens for a lens of the same order and characteristics is next 
in order of preference and then a Fresnel lens replacement lens of a different order or 
characteristic. This order of preference takes into account the historical practice of replacing 
lenses damaged in operation with a spare lens of the same order and characteristic from the 
inventory in storage. The damaged lens was then repaired and placed in storage until needed 
elsewhere. Also, the signal characteristics were modified as needed, to better serve the needs of 
the mariner. 

c. Interior: Original access to the lantern should be intact, including original stairway, 
ladderways, and service room. Original interior detailing, such as molding, doors, door 
hardware, cabinetry also contribute to integrity. 

d. Operational Features: Mechanisms for rotating the lens, lens pedestal, and ventilators. 

e. Attached Structures'. Towers were often built with attached work rooms, oil rooms, keeper's 
quarters, and fog signal buildings. It is preferable that these attached structures remain in place. 

2. Keepers' Quarters: The presence of a keeper's quarters is preferable to a station without its keeper's 
quarters. A keeper's quarters that retains its configuration from the period of significance is preferable 
to one that does not. This also applies to assistant keeper's quarters. 
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3. Sound Signal and Sound Signal Building: Its presence, if part of the operational history, is preferable 
to none at all. The presence of the sound signal equipment is extremely rare and, therefore, especially 
significant. 

4. Oil house, generator house, fuel tanks, workshop, which support the operation of an aid to navigation 
add to the completeness of a station. 

5. Other subsidiary structures which add to the completeness of a station: 

a. boathouse, garage/barns, pier, tramways, elevated walkways (transportation related) 

b. cisterns/wells, storage buildings, privies (support keeper) 

6. Architectural features, such as gargoyles, fmials, architectural detailing 

Assessing integrity 

The National Register traditionally recognizes a property's integrity through seven aspects or qualities: 
location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. 

Location 

Location is the place where the historic property was constructed or the place where the historic event 
took place. Integrity of location refers to whether the property has been moved or relocated since its 
construction. A property is considered to have integrity of location if it was moved before or during its 
period of significance. Relocation of a light station during its active career, if the move enhanced or 
continued its function, is not a significant loss of integrity. Aids to navigation relocated to serve new 
purposes after being decommissioned, suffer a serious loss of integrity of location, but are not 
automatically precluded from eligibility. 

Relocation oflighthouses: Lighthouses have been moved historically in order to better serve the 
mariner. For example, in 1877, the 1855 Point Bonita Lighthouse was relocated from a high bluff to a 
rocky promontory to improve its visibility to mariners. Often lighthouses were designed to be moved, 
especially in areas where the shoreline was changing. When the Lighthouse Establishment approved the 
first Sharps Island Lighthouse, built in 1837 in Chesapeake Bay, the plans called for a small wooden 
keeper's house surmounted with a lantern and designed with wheels so it could be easily moved in the 
event that erosion threatened the structure. The lighthouse was so moved in 1848, presumably on these 
wheels. Later, cast-iron-plate towers were designed so they could be disassembled and re-erected as 
needed. This was relatively easy to accomplish as the prefabricated curved cast iron panels were bolted 
together. Cape Canaveral Lighthouse (1868), Florida, and Hunting Island Lighthouse (1875), South 
Carolina, are examples of this design; both being successfully moved. 

While any historic structure is best located in its original location, it is better to have a historic structure 
in a non-original location than to have no historic structure at all. If a move is necessary to save the 
structure, every effort should be made to maintain as much of the original station integrity as possible. 
The lighthouse tower should normally have the same orientation to the water as it had before the move. 
Other station structures should be similarly moved to demonstrate the same relationship of one structure 
to the other. Landscaping can also be used to help restore the original impression of the station. 
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Several moved lighthouses have been placed in the National Register. Examples include: Drum Point 
Lighthouse (1883), Maryland, moved to a museum setting in 1975; Seven Foot Knoll (1855), Maryland, 
moved to the Inner Harbor of Baltimore in 1987; Hooper Strait Lighthouse (1879), Maryland, moved to 
a museum setting in 1967. Though it is more desirable for these properties to remain in their original 
locations; they are primarily significant for architecture and engineering rather than transportation; 
therefore relocation did not cause them to be delisted. Block Island (1875), Rhode Island, was moved 
back from a bluff in 1993; and Cape Canaveral Lighthouse (1868), Florida, was moved about one and a 
third mile inland in 1894 because of the threat of erosion. These properties have retained their original 
relationship to the water and retained their approximate historical environment and function. 

Design 

Design is the composition of elements that constitute the form, plan, space, structure, and style of a 
property. But properties change through time. Lighthouses may be raised or shortened; lanterns may be 
replaced; buildings may be added or removed from a light station; sound signal equipment and optics 
may change to reflect advancing technology. Changes made to continue the function of the light station 
during its career such as placement of a new lantern to accommodate a Fresnel lens may acquire 
significance in their own right. These changes do not necessarily constitute a loss of integrity of design. 
However, the removal of equipment that served as the actual light station such as a fog signal, or lens 
and lamp, or the removal of distinctive day markings on a tower, has a considerable impact on the 
property. Removal of an optic from a lighthouse, a foghorn or bell from its building, or painting over a 
historic lighthouse's day mark pattern, has a serious adverse effect on its design integrity. 

The design integrity of light stations is also reflected by the survival of ancillary buildings and 
structures. The decision to nominate a light station should include an assessment of the design integrity 
of the property as a complex. The loss or substantial alteration of ancillary resources, such as keepers' 
quarters, oil houses, cisterns, and tramways, for example, may constitute a loss of design integrity. 

Setting 

Setting is the physical environment of a historic property that illustrates the character of the place. 
Integrity of setting remains when the surroundings of a light station have not been subjected to radical 
change. Integrity of setting of an isolated lighthouse would be compromised, for example, if it were 
now completely surrounded by modern development. The historic Batons Neck Lighthouse (1799), 
New York, is immediately surrounded by five modern two-story dwellings built to provide housing for 
Coast Guard personnel at the station. The setting for this otherwise historic structure has been 
compromised. 

Materials 

Materials are the physical elements combined in a particular pattern or configuration to form the light 
station during a period in the past. Integrity of materials determines whether or not an authentic historic 
resource still exists. Materials should be replaced in kind. Many offshore light stations in the 
Chesapeake Bay have had their interiors inappropriately covered with plywood and/or particleboard. 
The roofs of many structures have been covered with asphalt shingles when slate, wood, or standing 
seam metal was the original roof covering. Work should meet the Secretary of the Interior's Standards 
which require all treatments to not only be neat and professionally done, but be reversible, that is, 
materials could be removed without causing harm to any historic fabric. 
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Workmanship 

Workmanship is the physical evidence of the crafts of a particular culture or people during any given 
period of history. Workmanship is important because it can furnish evidence of the technology of the 
craft, illustrate the aesthetic principles of a historic period, and reveal individual, local, regional, or 
national applications ofboth technological practices and aesthetic principles. 

Feeling 

Feeling is the quality that a historic property has in evoking the aesthetic or historic sense of a past 
period of time. Although it is itself intangible, feeling is dependent upon the light station's significant 
physical characteristics that convey its historic qualities. Integrity of feeling is enhanced by the 
continued use of a historic optic or sound signal at a light station. Likewise a lit tower is preferred to a 
non-lit tower, even if lit by a modern optic. While sounds themselves, such as the "Beeoooohhh" of a 
diaphone, cannot be nominated to the National Register, they enhance the integrity of feeling. The 
mournful call of foghorns on San Francisco Bay is an integral part of experiencing life there. 

Association 

Association is the direct link between property and the event or person for which the property is 
significant. A period appearance or setting for a historic light station is desirable; integrity of setting, 
location, design, workmanship, materials and feeling combine to convey integrity of association. 

Reconstructions 

Reconstructed light station structures are not generally eligible for the National Register because they 
are not authentic historic resources. In rare instances, reconstructions at a historic light station can be 
contributing elements of a National Register property if: 1) the reconstruction is based on scholarly 
analysis of graphic, written, and archeological sources; 2) the reconstruction is accurately executed, 
using appropriate period materials and construction techniques; or 3) the reconstruction is presented in a 
historically appropriate manner as an integral part of, or as part of a group of properties, such as a light 
station, which together constitute a historic district. Reconstructed light station structures must be part 
of an overall restoration plan for the entire resource. 

The following examples are given to illustrate instances when reconstructions may be acceptable: The 
deteriorated watch room and lantern of Minots Ledge Lighthouse (1860), Massachusetts, was removed 
and replaced with a replica. This lighthouse is noted as America's first wave swept lighthouse and is 
important as one of the U.S. Lighthouse Service's top ten engineering feats. The reconstructed 
watchroom and lantern do not detract from the structure's integrity as the workmanship and materials 
match the original. The Key West Light Station (1848), Florida, has an accurate and historically 
appropriate replica oil house and cistern that help to restore the original historic setting of the station. 
Both light stations are listed on the National Register. 
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Criteria for determining significance4 

Properties eligible for listing in the National Register may be districts, sites, buildings, structures, and 
objects. The criteria include significance of a property in American history, architecture, archeology, 
engineering, and culture. 

The National Register nomination process uses the following criteria to determine the historic 
significance of sites, buildings, structures, and objects: 

A) association with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad pattern of our 
history; or 

B) association with the lives ofpersons significant in our past; or 

C) embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or that 
represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a significant 
and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction; or 

D) yield, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

Criterion A 

Under Criterion A, association with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patten 
of history, a light station may qualify for listing in the National Register through its association with 
historic themes. Applicable areas of significance would include the obvious maritime history themes 
such as transportation, as well as several other categories such as architecture and engineering. 
Therefore, background information must be provided to explain the significance of the light station. 
Areas of significance to consider may include art, commerce, communication, engineering, 
entertainment/recreation, government, invention, literature, military, social/humanitarian, and 
transportation. 

Criterion B 

Under Criterion B, association with persons significant in our past, a light station will possess 
significance if a person's historical prominence is tied directly to the aid. These persons should have a 
strong tie to the property, such as keepers or politicians who lobbied for the establishment of the light 
station. This significance would not, for example, relate to visits to the light station by important 
people. National Register Bulletin 32, Guidelinesfor Evaluating and Documenting Properties 
Associated with Significant Persons, provides further guidance on Criterion B and its application. 

Criterion C 

Under Criterion C, an aid to navigation possesses significance if it embodies the distinctive 
characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or represents the work of a master, possesses 
high artistic values, or represents a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack 

4 Much of this section taken from James P. Delgado and Kevin J. Foster, Guidelines for Evaluating and 
Documenting Historic Aids to Navigation (National Register Bulletin 34, National Park Service, Interagency Resources 
Division, no date). B-346
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individual distinction. A light station must possess certain features to be a good representative of its 
type, period, or method of construction. These features vary. For example, in analyzing an early 20th 
century caisson lighthouse, a researcher would look for the characteristic sparkplug shape with a circular 
steel tower rising up from a submerged circular cylinder foundation, and boat falls mounted around the 
lower gallery deck. A caisson lighthouse reconfigured when automated, with the top stories of the tower 
replaced by a small modern beacon, might still be identifiable as a caisson lighthouse because the 
caisson cylinder foundation itself remains, but it is no longer a good representative of the type. Light 
stations are usually found to be eligible for National Register listing under Criterion C within the 
following categories: 

Architecture: Light station may be significant if it is: 1) a good representative of a specific style of 
architecture, such as a Cape Cod style lighthouse; 2) a good representative of a specific type, such as a 
screwpile, caisson, or octagonal stone tower; or 3) a good example of the work of a master architect or 
builder. 

Art: A light station may be significant for artistic works incorporated into the structure, such as stations 
with decorative sculpture reliefs or murals. 

Engineering: A light station may be significant because of the engineering required for its construction, 
such as Minots Ledge Lighthouse or the tall skeletal tower screwpile lighthouses in the Florida Keys. 
Some light stations may be significant for their optics and sound signals, such as light stations that retain 
their clockwork mechanisms for revolving lenses or bell-strikers. Engineering achievements that are no 
longer extant do not impart significance in this area. 

Criterion D 

Under Criterion D, a light station is significant if archeological research at the site has yielded or is 
likely to yield information important to history. These data might include: design information, methods 
of construction, operation, and life at no longer extent light stations. Examples of sites that might 
possess significance under Criterion D include archeological remains of earlier light stations on the site 
or missing components of an extant light station. For example, if only the tower of a light station 
survives, archeological study of the foundation remains of the outbuildings, keeper's quarters, trash pits, 
and other structures may provide a detailed picture of the light station and life there and enhance an 
otherwise sketchy or largely undocumented historic record. 

Archeological documentation 

Archeological significance is determined by the assessment that the archeological resource, and the 
scientific analysis of it, will add to or revise the understanding of history. This is done by documenting 
the poorly recorded or undocumented aspects of a light station, such as the layout and construction of the 
earliest Colonial lights. The nomination should clearly demonstrate that the archeological information 
obtained from the site would significantly supplement or revise current historical or archeological 
knowledge or understanding. 

When documenting the archeological features of a light station, the nomination should stress how the 
site is known to possess archeological remains, such as through remote sensing or archeological test 
excavation. The documentation of light station sites, including missing or earlier buildings and 
structures at existing light stations, should include descriptions and characteristics determined through 
archival research that are then assessed, verified, or contrasted with the actual physical, archeological B-347
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record. Archeological documentation should include a site plan showing where excavation units were 
placed, recorded drawings of exposed features (such as a lighthouse foundation or a deposit of material 
culture in a trash pit), and photographs of archeological features or significant artifacts. 

Criteria considerations 

Certain types of historic light stations as a general rule do not qualify for the National Register. These 
would include 1) aids less than 50 years of age; 2) reconstructed light station structures; 3) lighthouses 
moved from their original sites; and 4) collections of artifacts from light stations, including large 
artifacts such as lenses, fog signal equipment, and other parts of light stations removed from their 
setting. Some of these properties may qualify for National Register listing, however, if they meet certain 
exceptions. 

Resources less than 50 years old: A light station achieving significance within the last 50 years can be 
listed in the National Register if it is of exceptional significance. To qualify, a light station must be 
associated with important but recent themes or developments (such as representing the first or best 
example of new technology, architecture, experimentation, and engineering) which scholarly or 
professional research has recognized as significant in the history of light station engineering, 
construction, or operation. Light stations potentially eligible under these circumstances would include 
the first Texas Tower type lighthouse, Buzzards Bay Lighthouse (1961), located in Buzzards Bay, 
Massachusetts; or the last tall lighthouse tower built in the United States, the 163-foot New Charleston 
Lighthouse (1962) on Sullivan's Island, South Carolina. This masonry tower is unusual in that it is the 
only triangular-shaped, aluminum-clad, elevator-accessed lighthouse in the United States. Such a light 
station must be compared with other light stations of its type (if any) that have similar associations and 
qualities to establish exceptional significance. 

Levels of significance: local, state, and national 

Historic contexts are found at a variety of geographical levels or scales. The geographic scale selected 
may relate to a pattern of historic development, a political division, or a cultural area. Regardless of the 
scale, the historic context establishes the framework from which decisions about the significance of 
related properties can be made. 

Local significance 

A local historic context represents the relationship of a light station to an aspect of the history of a 
harbor, town, city, county, cultural area, or local region. It is defined by the importance of the light 
station, not necessarily the physical location of the light station. For instance, if a property is of a type 
of light station found throughout a State, or the distribution of the light station type extends over two or 
more States, but its importance relates only to a particular site, harbor, relatively small body of water, 
cultural area, or local region, the light station would be considered of local significance. 

State significance 

Light stations are evaluated in a statewide context when they represent an aspect of the history of the 
State or territory. The light station does not necessarily have to belong to a light station type found 
throughout the entire State; the type may be located in only a portion of the State's present political 
boundary. It is the light station's historic context that must be important statewide. For example, the 
once numerous Chesapeake Bay cottage-type screwpile lighthouses were located only in the tidewater B-348
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portion of Maryland and Virginia, yet its historical development in the mid to late 19th century enabled 
shoals to be more accurately marked by building lighthouses directly in the water on the shoal instead of 
on nearby points of land. In effect, this lighthouse technology made passage of vessels in the tidewater 
areas safer and helped to increase the commerce of the entire State. These State historic contexts may 
have associated properties that are statewide or locally significant representations. A fifth or fourth 
order harbor caisson type light station in a small port town might be a locally significant representation 
of the caisson type, while a fifth, fourth or third order caisson light station marking a major harbor might 
be of State significance. Both caissons, however, are representative of the type. 

A light station whose historic associations or information potential appears to extend beyond a single 
local area might be significant at the State level. A light station can be significant to more than one 
community or local area, however, without having achieved State significance. A light station type that 
overlaps several State boundaries can possibly be significant to the State or local history of each of the 
States. Such a light station type is not necessarily of national significance, however, nor is it necessarily 
significant to all of the States in which it is located. 

National significance 

Light stations are evaluated in a national context when they represent an aspect of the history of the 
United States and its territories as a whole. These national historic contexts may have associated light 
stations that are locally or statewide significant representations, as well as those of national significance. 

Light stations designated as nationally significant and listed in the National Register are those properties 
which may potentially be designated National Historic Landmarks. The National Historic Landmark 
criteria are the standards for nationally significant properties; they are found in the Code ofFederal 
Regulations, Title 36, Part 65 and are summarized in National Register Bulletin Number 15 Part IX: 
Summary ofNational Historic Landmarks Criteriafor Evaluation. 

A light station property with national significance helps us understand the history of the nation by 
illustrating the nationwide impact of events or persons associated with the light station, its architectural 
type or style, or information potential. It must be of exceptional value in representing or illustrating an 
important theme in the history of the nation. 

Nationally significant light station properties do not necessarily have to belong to a property type found 
throughout the entire country; they can be located in only a portion of the present political boundaries. It 
is their historic context that must be important nationwide. For example, the first Cape Henry 
Lighthouse served only the Chesapeake Bay and the mid Atlantic coast of the United States, yet as the 
nations first public works project it had a significant impact nationwide. Our elected officials realized 
the importance of lighthouses for aiding commerce between states and with other nations. It was the 
beginning of our federal program to provide safe navigation along the waterways of the United States. 
A pierhead light station at a small harbor might be a locally significant representation of this national 
context, while a set of range lights into a major harbor or river might be a statewide significant 
representation of the national context. 

Statement of significance 

The significance of a light station is based on its representation of a type, its association with significant 
themes in American history, and its comparison with similar light stations. The evaluation of a light 
station must include thorough historical research into its construction and modifications, including B-349
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changes to sites, equipment, additions, and operation. Rather than offering just a chronological 
discussion of a light stations career, the historical narrative included in the Statement of Significance, 
Section 8 of the registration form should document a light station's significance or role in social, 
political, economic, architectural, or technological history. This might include a discussion of the 
following subjects: 

development of humanitarian concern for mariners 
the protection of commerce and transportation 
the assumption of and increasing responsibility of the federal government in operating light 
stations 
American maritime trade, engineering, and commerce 
the various designs of American lighthouses, lenses, lamps, and sound signals 

Specific historic contexts might involve a lighthouse's place in the development of Colonial lights in 
North America; the construction, organization, and operation of lights under the Fifth Auditor of the 
Treasury or the Lighthouse Board; or the changes wrought by the introduction of the Fresnel lens. The 
historical discussion should enumerate the reasons for establishing the light station, such as numerous 
shipwrecks or political pressure, as well as factors influencing the selection of a site and construction 
method, such as logistical or funding problems, and adverse natural conditions. 

The significance statement should be concise and well-developed. The information in the nomination 
will vary according to the light stations level of significance. The development of light stations on 
Chesapeake Bay, for example, may be of less significance to a particular lighthouse than its place in the 
national development of screwpile type lighthouses. 

In discussing significance, link the light station to international, national, regional, and local historic 
contexts, as appropriate. Convey the specific association of a light station to specific historic events. If 
Criterion B is applicable, a light station's association with the significant individual(s) should be 
discussed. Assess the light station's relation to similar properties with similar associations. Derive 
statements of significance from primary sources and scholarly secondary historical or professional 
engineering assessments. Thorough historical research is recommended in preparing National Register 
registration forms so that the best available information is analyzed and presented. 

In the Statement of Significance, assess and justify the period during which the property achieved 
historic significance. The period of significance relates to the date that the current light station was built 
or to the dates of significant associations. The period of significance may include the date that the light 
station site was established if significant historic resources with integrity from that period survive. For 
example: 

Lighthouse X, important as a good example ofa screwpile light, was built in 1886 on the site offormer 
Lighthouse A, built in 1770. An appropriate period ofsignificancefor Lighthouse X would be its date of 
construction or 1886, not 1770. The period ofsignificance could include the earlier period only if 
archeological information obtained on the site ofLighthouse A would significantly supplement or revise 
current historical or archeological knowledge or understanding. 

The close of the period of significance might be the deactivation, automation, or transfer of a site to new 
owners as these dates often reflect an important change in the historic function of the light station. If 
however, none of these events occurred or failed to alter the significance of the light station or if the B-350
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events occurred less than 50 years ago, then the close of the period of significance should be fifty years 
prior to the current year unless the light station has achieved exceptional significance within the past 50 
years (refer to page 69). 

Examples of light stations which obviously meet National Register criteria: 

National significance 

• Cape Henry (first tower) Lighthouse, Virginia, is the first lighthouse built by United States 
Government and the first public works project. It is significant for its role in American history. This 
light station qualifies under Criterion A, Commerce, Government, and Transportation; Criterion B, 
association with President George Washington and our first national government; and Criterion C, 
Architecture, John McComb, Jr. 

Thomas Point Shoals Light Station, Maryland, built in 1875, is the last largely unaltered spider 
foundation cottage-type screwpile lighthouse in the United States. As such, it is significant for 
American architecture and engineering. This light station qualifies under Criterion A, Commerce, 
Government, Engineering, and Transportation; and Criterion C, construction type, oldest cottage-
type screwpile lighthouse in the United States remaining in its original location. 

Minots Ledge Light Station, Massachusetts, built in 1860, was the first, and most exposed 
waveswept lighthouse built in the United States and is considered one of the top ten engineering 
feats of the U.S. Lighthouse Service. It is also significant for American engineering. This light 
station qualifies under Criterion A, Commerce, Government, Engineering, and Transportation; and 
Criterion C, construction type, first wave swept lighthouse built in the United States, and engineering 
as one of America's greatest lighthouse engineering feats. 

Makapuu Point Light Station, Hawaii, built in 1909, houses a hyper-radiant Fresnel lens and is the 
landfall light for vessels coming from the West Coast to Honolulu. This light station qualifies under 
Criterion A, Commerce, Government, and Transportation; and Criterion C, construction type. The 
1909 tower was designed to house the largest Fresnel lens ever installed in a light station in the 
United States. The lens is still functioning in its original setting. 

Sandy Hook Lighthouse, New Jersey, built in 1764, is oldest extant lighthouse in the United States. 
As such, it is a significant property in American history. This light station qualifies under Criterion 
A, Commerce, Government, and Transportation; and Criterion C, construction type, oldest octagonal 
masonry tower and oldest operational lighthouse in the United States. 

State significance 

• Pooles Island Light Station fog-signal building, Maryland, built in 1825, now demolished with its 
foundation ruins eroding from the banks of the island, was the site of one of the earliest mechanized 
fog signal stations in the United States. This light station qualifies under Criterion A, Commerce, 
Government, Invention, and Transportation; Criterion B, built by John Donahoo, a prominent 
lighthouse contractor in the Chesapeake Bay region; Criterion C, construction type; and Criterion D, 
archeology. Only the light tower is standing but the foundations of the fog signal building, one of 
Americas first and only stone fog building structures survives. The plans for this structure 
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apparently do not survive; the archeological information from this site could prove useful to 
documenting this rare structure. 

Jones Point Lighthouse (1856), Potomac River, Alexandria, Virginia, is a one-and-one-half-story 
frame structure with integral tower surmounting its roof. The light station was automated in 1919 
and deactivated in 1926. This light station qualifies under Criterion A, Commerce, Government, and 
Transportation; and Criterion C, construction type, integral wood frame. This is the only wood 
frame integral type lighthouse surviving in Virginia and, as such, possesses state significance. 

Local significance 

• Ludington North Breakwater Lighthouse (1924), Ludington, Michigan, is a fourth order pier light 
marking the entrance to Ludington harbor off Lake Michigan. This light station qualifies under 
Criterion A, Commerce, Government, and Transportation; and Criterion C, construction type, steel 
square pyramidal tower. This light station possesses historic integrity and is of local significance. 

Wood End Lighthouse (1873), Massachusetts, is a square brick tower marking the entrance to Cape 
Cod harbor. The light station's fog signal building and keeper's quarters have been demolished. A 
brick oil house survives. This light station qualifies under Criterion A, Commerce, Government, and 
Transportation; and Criterion C, construction type, harbor brick tower. This light station has lost 
much of its historic integrity due to demolition of associated light station structures but possesses 
local significance. 

As illustrated above, those light stations which qualify for listing in the National Register will usually 
qualify because of their significant contribution to the broad pattern of American history, embody a 
distinctive characteristic of a type, period, or construction method, and/or that represent the work of a 
master. As such, nearly any lighthouse 50 years or older possessing site and historic integrity may 
qualify for listing at least on the local level. Thus, the following justifications may be used for most 
lighthouses: "Lighthouse X is significant for its association with federal governmental efforts to provide 
an integrated system of navigational aids and to provide for safe maritime transportation (specify region 
such as Chesapeake Bay, west coast, etc.) (Criterion A). Lighthouse X embodies a distinctive design 
and method of construction that was typical of (specify specific construction type such as screwpile, 
caisson, etc.) lighthouse construction on the (specify specific geographic region in which this 
construction method exemplifies such as Carolina sounds, Chesapeake and Delaware bays, etc.) during 
the (specify the time span when this construction method was used such as last quarter of the nineteenth 
century and first quarter of the twentieth century, etc.) (Criteria C)." 

Examples of light stations that may not meet National Register criteria: 

Lime Point Fog Station, California, built in 1883 and outfitted with a post light in 1900, is 
significant as a working fog signal station and one of five light stations which served the entrance to 
San Francisco Bay. However, this station does not qualify for listing on the National Register due to 
lack of historic integrity of site. The Lime Point Fog Signal Station consisted of a fog signal 
building (1883), keeper's quarters (1883), boiler shed (1883), coal house (1883), wood shed (1883), 
various water tanks (1883, 1889, 1897, 1907), various fuel tanks (1094, 1907), oil house (1900), and 
storehouse (1907). About 1910, a rectangular concrete addition was added to the northwest corner of 
the fog signal station for the mounting of a search light by the U.S. Army. All of these structures 
have been demolished except for the fog signal building and search light addition. The integrity of 
the site and sole existing structure has been compromised beyond acceptable tolerance. Furthermore, 
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while the foundations for the demolished structures survive, they provide little additional 
information to that which is already documented in plans, photographs and plats of the station that 
are preserved in the National Archives. 

Mile Rocks Lighthouse, California, built in 1906 near the entrance to San Francisco Harbor, was 
considered one of the great American engineering feats due to unusually strong currents and the open 
waveswept nature of the site. However, the lighthouse was automated, the upper two tiers of the 
tower removed, and a helicopter landing pad erected on top. The historic integrity of this otherwise 
important structure has been compromised beyond acceptable standards. The light station could 
qualify for listing on the National Register as an example of a caisson light station and for its 
engineering feat, but it is, nevertheless, a poor example of a lighthouse due to lack of integrity. 

Subjectivity versus objectivity 

Over time the interpretation of the National Register eligibility criteria for lighthouses has varied. For 
example, Piedras Blancas Lighthouse (1879), California, is listed on the National Register despite its 
lantern being removed in 1949 because of storm damage. It could be argued that the architecture of this 
broad tower, with its rounded pedimented windows and arched pedimented door, make the tower unique 
enough to warrant listing despite lacking one of its significant features, the lantern room. Furthermore, 
the historic keeper's quarters have all been demolished and replaced with ranch-style 1960s living 
quarters. The shell of the fog signal structure built in 1906 is extant and presently used for storage; all of 
the fog signal equipment has been removed. On the ground level interior of the light tower is a unique 
and an unusually large built-in wooden storage cabinet. The space of this unusually broad tower base 
was used as a workroom area, unusual for lighthouse towers. While this station retains some unique 
features, in general, the historic integrity of the site has been compromised and, therefore, it makes 
listing it in the National Register questionable. 

This somewhat subjective process has resulted in some resources being listed that are questionable, 
while other resources that should be listed have not been listed. It is for this reason that the nomination 
form has specific check offs in Section 8 "Statement of Significance." The nominator must check all 
"applicable" criteria, as well as provide "areas of significance," "period of significance," "significant 
dates," "significant persons," "cultural affiliation," and "architect/builder," as well as a narrative 
describing the significance of the nomination. The nomination then goes to the State Historic 
Preservation Officer in the state within which the resource is located, who makes a recommendation 
with final authority resting with the Keeper of the Register. 

What does listing on the National Register mean? 

For any federal agency, it means the lighthouse and any other associated structures so listed such as 
keeper's quarters, fog signal building, oil house, etc., cannot be altered, neglected, or demolished 
without going through Section 106 review as required by the National Historic Preservation Act. 

The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) requires a federal agency head with jurisdiction over a 
federal, federally assisted, or federally licensed undertaking, to take into account the effects of the 
agency's undertakings on all properties included in or eligible for the National Register of Historic 
Places and, prior to approval of an undertaking, to afford the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
(ACHP) a reasonable opportunity to comment on the undertaking. 
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G. Geographical Data____________________________________________________ 

Any state along the coasts and Great Lakes that contain light stations - Alabama, Alaska, California, 
Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Illinois, Indiana, Louisiana, Maine, Maryland, 
Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, Mississippi, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, North 
Carolina, Ohio, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Puerto Rico, Rhode Island, South Carolina, Texas, U.S. Virgin 
Islands, Vermont, Virginia, Washington, and Wisconsin. 

H. Summary of Identification and Evaluation Method_____________________________________ 

The U.S. Coast Guard is currently evaluating light stations under their jurisdiction that have not been 
previously evaluated for the National Register as part of their cultural resource management 
responsibilities under Section 106 and Section 110 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as 
amended. In 1997, the Coast Guard contracted with the National Park Services National Maritime 
Initiative to complete a multiple property documentation form as a vehicle for evaluating these 
properties for listing in the National Register. The Initiative gained considerable knowledge of 
lighthouses around the United States after conducting a national comprehensive survey, which was 
published in 1994. The Initiative has also evaluated light stations through preparation of several 
National Historic Landmark nominations for light stations and other maritime properties. 

The historical contexts for this nomination were derived from two comprehensive draft studies on 
lighthouses. The first, completed by lighthouse historian Ross Holland in 1993, focused primarily on 
the administrative history of the lighthouse service. The second, completed by lighthouse consultant, 
Ralph Eshelman in 1997, developed a typology of lighthouse construction types. Registration 
requirements were developed using National Register criteria. Assessments of integrity are based on a 
hierarchy of structures and features composing a light station. Assistance, review, and comments were 
provided by Wayne Wheeler, president, U.S. Lighthouse Society; Beth Savage, architectural historian, 
National Register of Historic Places; and Kevin Foster, Chief, National Maritime Initiative. 

Site visits were initially made to light stations owned by the U.S. Coast Guard in Maine and Virginia 
that had not previously been evaluated for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. Site visits, 
Ralph Eshelman conducted additional archival research, and initial preparation of the forms through a 
cooperative agreement with the U.S. Lighthouse Society. Also in the first submission, nominations for 
Maryland lighthouses under Coast Guard jurisdiction that were initially prepared by Ralph Eshelman for 
the Maryland Historical Trust have been reformatted and appended. As funding becomes available, 
more individual property nominations in other states will be prepared and appended to this study. Non-
U.S. Coast Guard owners of light stations may also use this multiple property nomination as a vehicle 
for listing their properties in the National Register. 
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NPS Form 10-900 
0MB No.10024-0018 

(Oct. 1990) 

United States Department of the Interior 
National Park Service 

National Register of Historic Places 
Registration Form 

This form is for use in nominating or requesting determinations for individual properties and districts. See instructions in How to Complete the National 
RegisterofHistoric Places Registration Form {National Register Bulletin 16A). Complete each item by marking "x" in the appropriate box or by entering
the information requested. If an item does not apply to the property being documented,enter"N/A"for"not applicable." Forfunctions, architectural 
classification, materials, and areas of significance, enter only categories and subcategoriesfrom the instructions. Place additional entries and narrative 
items on continuation sheets(NPS Form 10-900a). Use a typewriter, word processor, or computer to complete all items. 

1. Name of Property 

historic name Plum Island Light Station 

other names/site number Plum Gut Lioht 

2. Location 

street& number N/A [ ] notfor publication 

city or town Orient (Town of Southold) [X] vicinity 

state New York ,code NY county Suffolk code 103 zip code 11957 

3. State/Federal Agency Certification 

Asthe designated authority under the National Historic Preservation Act,as amended. I hereby certify that this[X]nomination 
[ ] request for determination of eligibility meets the documentation standards for registering properties in the National Register of 
Historic Places and meets the procedural and professional requirements as setforth in 36 CFR Part60. in my opinion,the property
[X] meets'yf ] does not mee^q National Register criteria. I recommend that this property be considered significant[ ]nationally 
XI stateiAflde. I >l/lofcallv.(/ l/^ee conti/uation sheetfor additional comments.)

6'., f C ^ 
// 

Signature of ce 1t^ official/Title Date 

New York State Office of Parks. Recreation & Historic Preservation 
State or Federal agency and bureau 

In my opinion,the property i meets [ ] does not meetthe National Register criteria. ([ ]see continuation sheet for additional 
comments.) 

Signature of certifying official/Title Date 

State or Federal agency and bureau 

4. National Park Service Certification 

hereby certify that the property is: Signature of the Keeper date of action[ i entered in the National Register 
[ Jsee continuation sheet 

[ ] determined eligible for the National Register 
[ ] see continuation sheet 

(]determined not eligible for the 
National Register 

[ ]removed from the National Register 

[ ]other(explain) 
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Plum Island Light Station 

Name of Property 
Suffolk County. New York 

County and State 
5. Classification 

Ownership of Property 
(check as many boxes as apply) 

Category of Property 
(Check only one box) 

Number of Resources within Property 
(Do not include previously listed resources in the count) 

[ ]private 
[ ]public-local 
[ ]public-State 

X]building(s) 
]district 
]site 

Contributing 
1 

Non-contributing 
buildings 
sites 

[X]public-Federal ]structure structures 
]object objects 

1 1 TOTAL 

Name of related multiple property listing Number of contributing resources previously 
(Enter"N/A" if property is not part of a multiple property listing) listed in the National Register 

N/A 0 

6. Function or Use 

Historic Functions Current Functions 
(enter categoriesfrom instructions) (Enter categories from instructions) 

TRANSPORTATION: water-related (light station) VACANT/NOT IN USE 

7. Description 

Architectural Classification 
(Enter categoriesfrom instructions) 

Romanesque 

Narrative Description 

Materials 
(Enter categories from instructions) 

foundation STONE: granite 

walls STONE:granite 

BRICK 

Roof Asbestos 

other Cast Iron 

(Describe the historic and current condition of the property on one or more continuation sheets) 
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Plum island Light Station Suffolk County. New York 
Name of Property County and State 

8.Statement of Significance 
Applicable National Register Criteria Areas of Significance;
(Mark "x" in one or more boxes for the criteria qualifying the property (Enter categoriesfrom instructions)
for National Register listing.) 

MARITIME HISTORY 
[X]A Property associated with events that have made 

a significant contribution to the broad patterns ARCHITECTURE 
of our history. 

[ ] B Property is associated with the lives of persons 

[X]C Property embodiesthe distinctive characteristics 
of a type, period, or method of construction or 
represents the work of a master,or possesses Period of Significance:
high artistic values,or represents a significant and 
distinguishable entity whose components lack 1869 

individual distinction. 

[ ]D Property has yielded, or is likely to yield, information Significant Dates: 
important in prehistory or history. 

1869 
Criteria Considerations 
(Mark V in all boxes that apply.) 

[ ] A owned by a religious institution or used for 
religious purposes. Significant Person: 

(complete if Criterion B is marked above)
[ ] B removed from Its original location N/A 

[ ] C a birthplace or grave 

[ ] D a cemetery 

Cuiturai Affiiiatlon: 
[ ] E a reconstructed building, object, or structure 

N/A 
[ ] F .acommemorative property 

[ ] G less than 50 years of age or achieved significance Architect/Builder: 
within the past50 years 

Unknown 

Narrative Statement of Significance 
(Explain the significance of the property on one or more continuation sheets.) 

9. Major Bibiiographica! References 

Bibliography 
(Cite the books,articles, and othersources used in preparing this form on one or more continuation sheets.) 

Previous documentation on file(NPS): Primary location of additional data: 
[ ] preliminary determination of individual listing (36 CFR 67) []State Historic Preservation Office 

has been requested. 
[ ] previously listed in the National Register []Other State agency
[ ] previously determined eligible bythe National Register [X] Federal Agency 
[ ] designated a National Historic Landmark [ ] Local Government 
[ ] recorded by historic American Building Survey [ ] University

#, [] Other repository:
[ ] recorded by Historic American Engineering Record 

B-360



Plum Island Light Station Suffolk County, New York 
Name of Property County and State 

10. Geographical Data 

Acreage of Property 3acres 

UTM References 
(Place additional UTM references on a continuation sheet.) 

ZONE East 733887 North 4561530 

Verbal Boundary Description 
(Describe the boundaries of the property on a continuation sheet.) 

Boundary Justification 
(Explain why the boundaries were selected on a continuation sheet.) 

11. Form Prepared By 

name/title James Warren. Prooram Analyst (see continuation sheet) 

organization NYS Office of Parks. Recreation and Historic Preservation data Auoust 2002 

street & number —P.O.Box 189 telephone (518)237-8643 

city or town —Waterford state NY zip code 12188 

Additional Documentation 

Submit the following items with the completed form; 

Continuation Sheets 

Maps 
A USGS map(7.5 or 15 minute series) indicating the property's location 
A Sketch map for historic districts and properties having large acreage or numerous resources. 

Photographs 

Representative black and white photographs of the property. 

Additional items 
(Check with SHPO or FPO for any additional items) 

Property Owner(Complete this item at the request of the SHPO or FPO) 

Department of Agriculture, attn: Edward T. Reiilv, Chief. Real Properties Management Branch 

street& number 5601 Sunnvside Avenue telephone 

city or town —Beltsville state MD zip code 20705-5100 

Paperwork Reduction Act Statement: This information is being collected for applications to the National Register of Historic Places to nominate 
properties for listing or determine eligibility for listing, to list properties, and to amend existing listings. Response to this request is required to obtain a 
benefit in accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act,as amended(16 U.S.C.470 etseq.) 

Estimated Burden Statement: public reporting burden for this form is estimated to average 18.1 hours per response including time for reviewing
Instructions, gathering and maintaining data,and completing and reviewing the form. Direct comments regarding this burden estimate or any aspect of 
this form to the Chief, Administrative Services Division, National Park Service, P.O.Box 37127, Washington,D.C.205 
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Description 

The Plum Island Light Station stands at the northwestern tip of Plum Island overlooking Plum Gut, an 
approximately 1 1/2 mile wide channel separating Plum Island from the mainland of Long island's north fork. The Plum 
Island Light Station consists of the light house,a granite, gable-roofed residence with an Integrated cast iron tower 
constructed in 1869(one contributing building)and its associated c. 1900 brick oil house and a c. 1920 wood-framed 
storage shed. The lighthouse and outbuildings stand at an elevation of approximately30feet on leveled ground 60' to 70' 
from the edge of a bluff to the west and south. West of the lighthouse is a tubular steel space-frame tower(1992)
approximately 20'high carrying the active Plum Island light, an automated 190 mm lantern(one non-contributing 
Structure). The nominated parcel is that3acre property, more or less,transferred from the U.S.Coast Guard to the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture in the 1990s. The Plum Island Lighthouse was one of six lighthouses constructed around Long 
Island Sound to a standardized design by the Third Light-House District between 1867and 1869. The Plum Island 
Lighthouse and associated Oil House and Storage Shed retain a high degree of integrity of design, materials and setting 
despite the deterioration of interior surfaces and finishes due to lack of heat and water infiltration. 

A. Plum Island Lighthouse 

Exterior 

The two-story, gable-front lighthouse faces south,and has an integral cast iron tower with shallow consoles rising 
above the south gable. In plan,the lighthouse measures 30'x 32'and has a 15'x 18'workroom extension on the rear 
(north). The granite rubble foundation is topped with a watertable course of 24" granite blocks.The 18"thick masonry
walls above are surfaced with rock-faced pink granite ashlar. The quoins and moststones conform to a 12"coursing;
although the inclusion of much larger blocks and smaller blocks give the walls a more irregular appearance. The wall's are 
detailed with quoins at the corners,and with window surrounds composed of segmental-arch lintels,jambs and sills which 
are all of single rock-faced granite blocks. A projecting entrance pavilion at the center of the frontfacade is similarly 
treated with single blocks of granite forming thejambs and arched lintel. These blocks have a hammered surface and the 
jambs have chamfers creating a base and cap. The gable roof of the main block is covered with asbestos-cement 
shingles and has a granite at the ridge. The boxed eaves Incorporate built-in gutters. Leaders at the east end originally 
directed water to a cistern beneath the workroom. 

The front entry is set within a segmental-arched opening and retains the original wood enframement and three-
light transom.The six-panel door with two glass lights probably dates from the 1960s. The shallow-gabled hood above the 
front entry Is of cast iron and features a molded cornice of the same profile as that of the cast iron tower described below. 

The front(south),east and west elevations are organized in three bays. The main (south)entry is flanked by four-
over-four-double-hung windows. Atthe second level,the wider center bay contains coupled six-over-six windows above 
the entry with single windows in the outer bays. Both the east and west side elevations have three windows on the first 
floor and two windows in the outer bays on the second floor. The first floor window at the west end of the north facade is a 
blind window.The north facade has two second-floor windows.The workroom wing has a single window on the north and 
westfacades. 

A wood-frame enclosed porch against the east wall of the workroom wing shelters the workroom doorway and the 
original granite bulkhead providing access to the basement. The gable roof of the workroom wing is covered with 
asbestos-cement shingies in a diamond pattern. 

Most windows retain the original six-over-six-light, double hung sash;the double window on the front facade 
retains the original four-over-four-light, double hung sash. One small window in the south gable and two in the north gable 
retain the original one-over-one-light, double-hung sash.Three windows have replacement sash that appear to date from 
the 1960s or 1970s:the two first floor windows at the north end of the eastfacade and the window in the north facade of 
the workroom wing. 

B-362



NPSForm 10-900a 0MB No.1024-0018 
(8-86) 

United States Department of the Interior 
National Park Service 

National Register of Historic Places 
Continuation Sheet Plum island Light station 
Section 7 Page 6 Suffolk Countv. New York 

The principal feature of the lighthouse is the one-story tower and lantern mounted at the ridge on the frontfacade. 
Thetower contained the service room and the lantern above it housed the light apparatus. The base of the cast iron tower 
has two large scroll brackets extending onto and bolted through the granite face. Above the brackets the date"1869" Is in 
cast iron numerals. Above the square base,the corners of the tower are chamfered creating an octagonalform within 
which is the service room. The tower rises one story to the lantern balcony. A window in the front(south)face of the tower 
retains the original two-over-two-light, double-hung, iron sash. This window has a bold segmental-arch hood with brackets 
and a bracketed sill. Blind windows on the east and westfaces of the tower have the same cast iron hood and sill. In 
addition to the window trim,the cast Iron tower is embellished with a base molding,scroll chamfer stops,and a crown 
molding at the lantern balcony. 

The lantern balcony has the same octagonal plan as the tower and is composed offour sections of cast iron plate.
The upper surface has a raised diamond pattern.The replacement galvanized pipe railing around the balcony has solid 
round stanchions which are heavily corroded.A later set of pipe stanchions were installed next to the corroded stanchions. 
The stubs of the original railing stanchions remain at each corner. There is significant corrosion of the balcony deck and 
the railing stanchions.The underside of the balcony Is also corroded beneath these plates and sections on the eastside 
are cracked. 

The approximately 7'- 8"diameter and 10' high cast iron lantern has a 3'4" high drum wall on which aframe work 
of cast iron siiis and astragals hold the ten glass panes(26 3/4" w.x 36" h.) of the lantern.The ten roof panels are cast 
with an integral cornice molding and with flanges by which they are bolted to each other and to the astragals At the peak 
of the lantern roof is a ball ventilator. 

Interior 

The first floor contains an entrance hail bedroom,oil room, kitchen, parlor, and workroom. The second 
floor has two chambers,a closet, a watchroom,and the stairwayto the service room and lantern. Both floors have ceiling
heights of 9'. Original ceilings and wails are smooth plaster with wood wainscoting in limited areas.The interior surfaces 
are in poor condition: wail and celling paint is generally peeling to the plaster; paint on the woodwork is covered with 
mildew and mold and there is extensive inter-coat peeling; much of the ceiling plaster and some wall plaster has fallen 
and much of what remains has separated from the lath. In general, original doors have been replaced by modern 6-panel
doors;door and window trim is of painted wood with evidence that original architrave moldings were removed at an 
unknown, presumed modern date. Linoleum flooring has been installed In most areas over original softwood flooring. 
Modern acoustical tile and suspend ceilings have been installed in most areas. 

Significant changes to the interior include conversion of the first floor bedroom Into a bathroom and conversion of 
the workroom into a kitchen.The original wide pine floor was later covered with strip flooring which is now covered with 
linoleum tiles. Many plaster wall surfaces are covered with plywood paneling probably installed in the 1960s or 1970s. 
When this-paneling was installed a significant amount of interior woodwork was removed. The baseboards are missing
from some rooms. Some door and window architraves were completely removed. On others only the architrave molding 
was removed.The plaster ceilings of some rooms were first covered with acoustic tiles. Suspended ceilings were later 
installed along with the plywood paneling on the walls. 

Despite the installation of modern surface materials and general deterioration of finishes the original interior plan
is little altered and adequately conveys the operation of the Plum Island Light and the living conditions of those stationed at 
this facility. 

Basement: The rubble wails of the basement are painted white. The concrete floor is recent. A brick partition and 
piers are beneath the tower. 

First Floor: The entrance hall retains the original plan, door and window casings and baseboard. The doorways to the 
kitchen and parlor are through a 14" partition which supports the tower; the paneled jambs have the same applied 
moldings as found on the one original doorway on the third floor. 
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The stairway to the second floor is Immediately within and south of the entry and rises between the exterior wall 
and the south wall of the oil room.The stringers are plain and appear original. The wood treads are covered with linoleum 
tiles. 

Bedroom --The bathroom to the west of the entry served originally as a bedroom. It was converted in the late 20^^ 
century into a bathroom and retains a toilet, sink and shower stall. The walls have a wainscot of marlite tiles with plaster 
above.The ceiling is plaster.The original door and window casings are intact. The six-panel doors to the hall and to the 
original closet are recent. 

Oil Room ~ this room probablyfunctioned as an oil room or storage room. It retains early storage cabinets on the 
south and west walls. The walls and ceiling are plaster and the floor Is linoleum tile. The oil room retains the original
window casings of its single six-over-six window and its baseboards. An open,apparently original,stairway to the 
basement descends along the south wall, beneath the second story stairs. The doorways to the kitchen and basement 
stairway retain the original casings;the six-panel doors are recent. 

Parlor -- The original parlor is on the northwest corner and most recently served as a recreation room for Coast 
Guard personnel stationed at Plum Island. The parlor has a linoleum tile floor, plywood paneled walls and a suspended
ceiling. The architraves were removed from the door and window casings and the baseboard Is missing.The six-panel 
door to the original closet is recent. 

Kitchen-The northeast room served originally as the kitchen. A cook stove would have connected to a chimney
kitchen west wall, between the kitchen and parlor. The kitchen has a linoleum tile floor, plywood paneled walls and a 
suspended ceiling. Above the suspended ceiling is an acoustic tile ceiling. Both windows have recent casings and eight-
light sash. No original trim remains at the doorwayto the workroom wing to the north. The doorways to the parlor, hail, oil 
room and original closet retain original casings, but the architraves are missing. The closet and oil room doorways have 
recentsix-panel doors.The baseboards were removed, presumably when the modern wall paneling was installed. 

Work Room -A one-story gable-roofed wing north of the main block was originally the light station work room. A 
corbeled chimney stack in the attic indicates this room originally had a stove against the south wail. Atsome time the 
workroom wasconverted for use as the kitchen as evidenced by the metal kitchen cabinets and counter. The work room 
has a linoleum tile floor and plywood wall paneling on the walls to the height of asuspended ceiling. The original casings 
are missing from the doorways to the porch and to the kitchen.The doorway to the closet in the northeast corner retains 
the original casings but the architrave is missing. The six-panel doors to the closet and porch are recent.The west window 
retains the original casings. The north window has casings and sash dating from the conversion to a kitchen.The original
basel)oards are missing. A trap door at the center of the workroom opens to a large brick cistern which was originally
supplied by the gutters and leaders. Within the trap door opening can be seen the wood strip flooring under the linoleum 
and the original 1 x 9 pine flooring. 

Second Floor: The stairs from the first floor turn and rise along the east exterior wail to a central east-west hall. 
Quarters for light station personnel are located in the northeast and northwest corners and are identified as East Chamber 
and West Chamber. The Watch Room is located at the southwest;a small room on the south between the stairs from the 
first floor and the stairs to the tower is Identified as "closet" and originally served as storage for supplies needed in the 
lantern. All second floor rooms have linoleum tile floors, modern plywood-paneled walls and smooth piaster ceilings. As 
elsewhere in the building, original door and window casings remain,less original perimeter moldings, but the six-panel
doors are recent. The stairway to the lantern rises between the Closet and Watch Room,slightly west of the buildings 
centerline The stair appears to have originally been open to the hall, but at an early date was closed off with 1" x 8" 
vertical, beaded boarding. The batten door to the stairway is of the same beaded paneling. The open stairway to the 
tower service room has wood stringers and treads. The square,tapered newel is missing the cap and the railing is 
missing.The doorway to the attic retains the original 1 1/4"door. The door has four panels which are flush on one side 
and have applied moldings on the other. The door retains the original hinges,cast iron rim lock and white porcelain knob. 
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Third Floor/Tower: The 1/2 inch cast iron tower walls end5feet above the third floor,corresponding to the exterior 
brackets. Iron posts 4"x 4"bolted to the tower walls extend to I-beams In the floor which are supported by partitions
extending to the brick piers In the basement. The octagonal service room Is 7* -6"across and has a 9'celling. The walls 
retain the original4 1/2" beaded paneling and an early built-in cabinet. The stairway down to the second floor retains the 
original turned newel and handrail at the stairwell, but the balusters are missing. An open stairway with wood stringers 
and treads and a square,tapered newel leads up to the lantern room.The service room ceiling Is the underside of the 
lantern deck composed offour cast Iron panels with flanges through which they are bolted together. 

Lantern Room ~The drum wall is composed of six,curved cast Iron sections with flanges bolted to the lantern 
deck. One panel contains the doorway to the lantern balcony. The pedestal,clockworks and fourth order Fresnei lens 
were removed In 1994 leaving the lantern room empty.(The pedestal,clockworks and lens are presently on display at the 
East End Seaport and Marine Foundation In Greenport,New York.). The"ghost" of the pedestal is evident In the Iron floor. 
When It was in operation,the focal plane of the fourth order Fresnei lens was at55feet above sea level and flashed white 
at 2.5 second Intervals. 

[Note:removalofthe clockwork andlens were pursuant to a Memorandum ofAgreementamong the NYSHPO,USDA and 
the Advisory Councilfor Historic Preservation. Loan ofthese artifacts to the EastEndSeaportand Marine Foundation 
Museum Is untilsuch time that the Plum Island Light Station Is stabilized andsecured to safely house the lensand 
associated equipment.] 

B. Plum Island Light Station Oil House 

The Oil House Is a one-story, gable-roofed structure constructed c.1900 to a standardized design
by the U.S. Light House Establishmentfor the storage of mineral oil, prior to electrification of the light. The 
building Is rectangular In plan (11'- 6" by 15'- 6")and Is of brick laid in common bond. A single door on the 
south Is not original. There are no windows; ventilation Is provided by an open pattern In the brickwork of the 
gabies. The gable roof Is of asphalt shingles, replacing what is shown as a standing seam metal roof in a 
photograph of c 1958. An oil house of the same design is found at the nearby Montauk Point Light Station 
(NHL). The oil house is located approximately 40feet east of and parallel to the lighthouse 

C. Plum Island Light Station Storage Shed 

The Plum island Light Station Storage Shed is a one-story, wood-framed structure wit a gable roof 
of asphalt shingles. The original single doorway on the north was replaced after 1958 by an overhead type 
garage door. The shed is clad in drop siding and has two, apparently original four-light fixed sash on both the 
east and west walls. The Storage Shed was used for general storage and is located several feet east of and 
parallel to the Oil House. 
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Significance 

The Plum Island Light Station is historically significant as part of the system of aids to navigation 
through the eastern entrances to Long island Sound built by the Federal governmentfrom 1806 to 1899 and 
remaining active today. This system of lighthouses had regional significance aiding the coastal trade of New 
York, Connecticut. Rhode Island and Massachusetts. The Plum Island Lighthouse was built In 1869 and 
remained a manned station until it was deactivated in 1978. The Plum Island Lighthouse is architecturally 
significant as one of six examples of the Third Light-House District's standard plan for a fourth order 
lighthouse; other examples are found on Long Island, Rhode Island and Connecticut. This group of 
lighthouses have a cohesive design in the Italianate style which is complimented by the tower mounted on the 
roof.^ The design is distinguished by the rock-faced granite walls simply articulated by quoins and arched 
granite window and doorsurrounds.The italianate features of the cast iron tower include bold scroll brackets 
which anchor the tower to the masonry and bracketed cast iron window hoods and sills. Together with Its 
associated Oil Shed and Storage Shed,the Plum island Lighthouse represents an organized effort by the 
federal government to enhance maritime safety in the coastal waters of Long Island Sound through a 
hierarchy of standardized facility designs. 

Plum island. Great Gull Island, Little Gull island and Fishers Island extend in a line from Orient Point 
on Long Islands North Fork across to Watch Hill, Rhode island. This line of islands is the eastern terminus of 
Long island Sound and the passages between them(Plum Gut,the Race,and Fisher's Island Sound)are the 
entrances to Long Island Sound. Establishing lighthouses to mark the eastern passages into and out of Long
Island Sound was a high priority in the Federal government's developing system of aids to navigation in these 
often treacherous waters. A lighthouse was built on Little Gull Island in 1806 to guide shipping through the 
Race and the following year the Watch Hill Lighthouse was constructed to serve Fisher's island Sound. In 
1827the first Plum Island Lighthouse was built on the eastern shore of Plum Gut.These first three lighthouse 
were augmented by Race Rock Lighthouse in 1878 and the Orient Point Lighthouse in 1899 which established 
the presentsystem of five lighthouses at the eastern entrance to Long Island Sound. 

In 1826 the Federal government purchased approximately three acres comprising the tip of the 
northwest point of Plum Island. This promontory in Plum Gut is visible from all approaches to this passageway 
between Orient Point and Plum island. The lightho.use built in 1827 was a 30'stone tower carrying an iron 
lantern.r The 1839 "United States Coast Survey" depicts the reservation boundaries,the lighthouse and the 
separate keeper's dwelling.The 1827 lighthouse tower appears to be at the same location as the present 
1869 lighthouse. The keeper's dwelling is shown to be on what is now a level plateau in front of the Oil House. 
The 1827 keeper's dwelling was still standing in 1879 as seen in two photographs by George B. Brainard 
taken that year. It was a one-and-one-half-story,side-gable dwelling with a center chimney and a three-bay 
frontfacade with a center entrance facing south. 

In 1852 the U.S. Congress established a new agency,the Light-House Board,to bring efficient 
management and the highest technology to the country's system of aids-to-navigation. One of the primary 
goals was to introduce the Fresnel lens into American lighthouses. The Light-House Board classified all 
lighthouses according to their function and the distance their signal should carry. The classification was based 
upon the six orders of Fresnel lenses. Major seacoast lights were equipped with the largest first order lenses; 
minor harbors and breakwaters would be outfitted with the smallest sixth order lens. 
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The Light-House Board priority was the system of first order lighthouses on the seacoasts. By 1867 
the engineers of the Third Light-House District turned their attention to a system of fourth order lighthouses 
serving Long Island Sound,Fisher's Island Sound, Gardiner's Bay and Block island Sound. The Third District 
engineers developed a standard plan for a fourth order lighthouse with an integral keeper's dwelling and 
between 1867and 1869 built six such lighthouses:the 1867 Block Island North Lighthouse(R.l.-NR listed), 
the 1868 Norwalk Island Lighthouse(Conn.-NR listed), the 1868 Great Captain Island Lighthouse(Conn.-
NR listed), the 1868 Morgan Point Lighthouse(Conn.-NR listed),the 1868 Old Field Point Lighthouse(N.Y.) 
and the 1869 Plum Island Lighthouse. 

The 1827 Plum Island Lighthouse tower was reported to be in poor condition after an inspection in 
1868. Rather than repair the existing tower,the Third District engineers chose to build their new standard 
design fourth-order lighthouse."Fourth Order" lighthouses were so designated by being designed to carry a 
fourth order Fresnel lens. Such lenses were assigned based on the range intended to be served,the largest, 
first-order lens being reserved for use at key locations to reach the farthest outto sea. The smallest,sixth-
order lens served inland waters or entrances to sheltered harbors. Construction of the Plum Island Lighthouse 
was begun in 1869and completed the following year The lighthouse served as an aid to navigation in Long 
Island's waters until it was deactivated in 1978. The automated replacement light, initially set atop a pole 
attached to the oil house, is now located on a steel tower west of the 1869 building. 

The Plum Island Lighthouse is significant as one of six regional lighthouses of standardized design 
which successfullyjoined lighthouse function with a tasteful architectural form. These are also one of the first 
important series of integral lighthouses, with the tower rising from the roof of the keeper's dwelling.The design 
is largely functional; architectural detail which would be vulnerable to the harsh maritime climate is minimized 
and stylistic references are few. Although the influence of the Italianate style is evident in the segmental-
arched windows and doorways;the quoins atthe corners; and in the brackets,scroll chamfers and window 
ornamentation of the cast iron tower,the design of this and other regional,fourth-order lighthouses may be 
consider a distinct architectural type rooted in function and durability. The gable-roofed design of the Plum 
Island Light Station and its five sister lights was soon superseded by mansard-roofed,square plan designs of 
two stories generally featuring an integral, cast iron tower asfound at Plum Island. The Plum Island Light 
represents the first surge of post-Civil Warfederal efforts to invest in a series of improved aids to navigation in 
the nation's coastal waters. The standardization of designs during this period indicates an increasing 
professibnalization of U.S. Lighthouse 
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9. Blbiiograohv 

Hefner, Robert J. "Historic Resources Survey, Plum Island, New York." Volume 2, Appendix A:Resources Associated 
with the Plum Island Light Station. Unpublished report(1998)prepared for the U.S. Department of Agriculture 
Animal Research Service, Plum Island Research Center 

Works cited in Hefner: 

Bachand, Robert G. Northeast Lights. Norwalk, Conn.; Sea Sports Publications, 1989. 

Hamilton, Harlan. Lights & Legends. Stamford, Conn.: Westcott Cove Publishing Co.,1987. 

Holland, F. Ross,Jr. Great American Lighthouses. Washington,D.C.: The Preservation Press,1989. 

Light-House Board. Book of Lithographs. 1862. Plate 23. Details of Cast Iron Lantern for 4th.5th &6th Order 
Lenses. 

"Plum Island Lighthouse Exterior Renovation." Two sheets of architectural drawings dated August3 1984- located 
at Plum Island Animal Disease Center. 

10.Geographical Data 

Verbal Boundary Description: 

The nominated property is that3acre parcel containing the lighthouse, oil house and storage building transferred bythe 
U.S. Coast Guard to the U.S. Department of Agriculture c. 1992,described asfollows: 

. Beginning at low water mark on the south side of the west end or point of Plum Island opposite a rock marked 
U.S.1826 layjng in the edge of the upland and running thence North 4- Easta distance of398feet to a point-
thence south 79® West over a rock marked U.S. Survey Corner 1826 to the low water mark;thence southeasterly
along said low water mark and shore line to the point or place of beginning; butted and abounded northerly and 
easterly bythe lands of the United States of America;and southerly and westerly bythe waters of Gardiner's Bay 
and Plumb [sic]Gut,and containing 3.0 acres more or less. 

Boundary Justification: 

The nominated property is that parcel last under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Coast Guard and which contains the remaining 
buildings of the Plum Island Light Station. 

11. Form Preoared Bv 

This nomination was extracted and edited from the Historic Resources Survey,Plum Island New York: Volume 2, 
-Appendix A, Resources Associated with the Plum Island Light Station prepared by Robert J. Hefner, Historic Prekrvation 
Consultant, 18 Sag Harbor Road,East Hampton,New York. Additional supporting material was supplied by Terry Rupe,
U.S.D.A. Real Property Management Branch and by Carol House,Ph.D., on behalf of the U.S. Lighthouse Society Long 
Island Chapter. 
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Photographs 

All photographs taken by Mark Peckham,NYSHPO,March,2002. Negatives at NYSHPO. 

Photo 1 View from south-southeast with oil shed 

Photo2 View from southeast 

Photo 3 Context view from southeast showing extent of bluff erosion 

Photo4 View from northeast 

Photo5 View of oil shed and storage shed from lighthouse gallery 

Photo6 Interior view: second floor, southeasttoward head of stairs 

Photo7 Interior view: second floor, westtoward watch room;door to tower stairs at left. 
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1. Name of Property

Historic name Plum Island Light Station 

Other names/site number Plum Gut Light 
-----

2. Location

street & number Northwest corner of Plum Island 0 not for publication 

city or town Orient Point 

State New York code NY county Suffolk
-------

X vicinity 

code __1_0_3_ zip code _1_1_9_4_4___ 

3. State/Federal Agency Certification

As the designated authority under the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended, 

I hereby certify that this -X- nomination _O_ request for determination of eligibility meets the documentation 
standards for registering properties in the National Register of Historic Places and meets the procedural and 
professional requirements set forth in 36 CFR Part 60. 

In my opinion, the property-X- meets _O_ does not meet the National Register Criteria. I recommend that this 
property be considered significant at the following level(s) of significance: 

_D_ national 
-
X

- 
statewide _.D_local 

kl,ui/Jr:ttJCA -- 11/10/10 
Date 

U.S. Degartment of Homeland Securit:i:: 
State or Federal agency and bureau 

I/ L.3 L/D 

Signatilreof'tertifying offici6/I 

Director, Assets and Logistics Management 
ntle 

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

Date ) 

ntle State or Federal agency and bureau 

4. National Park Service Certification
I, hereby, certify that this property is: Signature of the Keeper Date of Action 

_ entered in the National Register 

_ determined eligible for the National Register 

_ determined not eligible for the National Register 

_ removed from the National Register 

_ other (explain:) 
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Plum Island Light Station Suffolk County, New York 
Name of Property County and State 

Narrative Description 
(Describe the historic and current physical appearance of the property. Explain contributing and noncontributing resources 
if necessary. Begin with a summary paragraph that briefly describes the general characteristics of the property, such as 
its location, setting, size, and significant features.) 

Summary: 

The Plum Island Light Station stands at the northwestern tip of Plum Island overlooking Plum Gut, an approximately 1 and 
1/2 mile wide channel separating Plum Island from the mainland of Long Island's north fork. The Plum Island Light Station 
consists of the lighthouse, a granite, gable-roofed residence with an integrated cast iron tower that was constructed in 
1869 and its associated c.1900 brick oil house and c.1920 wood-framed storage shed. The lighthouse and outbuildings 
stand at an elevation of approximately 30 feet above sea level on leveled ground 60' to 70' from the edge of a bluff to its 
west and south. West of the lighthouse is a tubular steel space-framed tower ( 1992) that is approximately 20 ft. high and 
carries the active Plum Island light, an automated 190 mm lantern. It is a non-contributing structure since it was built 
outside of the period of signficance (1869-1960). The nominated parcel is a ±3 acre property transferred from the U.S. 
Coast Guard to the U.S. Department of Agriculture in the 1990s. The lighthouse is inactive, and the property is currently 
owned by the Department of Homeland Security (OHS). The Plum Island Lighthouse was one of six lighthouses 
constructed between 1867 and 1869 around Long Island Sound to a standardized design created by the Third Light-House 
District. The Plum Island Lighthouse and associated Oil House and storage shed retain a high degree of integrity of 
design, materials, and setting despite the deterioration of interior surfaces and finishes due to lack of heat, and water 
infiltration. 

The Plum Island Light Station maintains its integrity of location, design, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. 
Exterior changes to the lighthouse include replacement of the entry door and three windows during the 1960s. Interior 
changes are more numerous, but do not diminish the property's integrity. The removal of the fourth order Fresnel lantern 
assembly including clockwork and lens was carried out pursuant to a Memorandum of Agreement among the NYSHPO, 
USDA and the Advisory Council for Historic Preservation, and does not adversely affect the lighthouse's integrity. 

A. Plum Island Lighthouse 

Exterior 

The two-story, gable-front lighthouse faces south, and has an integral cast iron tower with shallow consoles rising above 
the south gable. In plan, the lighthouse measures 30' x 32' and has a 15' x 18' workroom extension on the rear (north). 
The granite rubble foundation is topped with a watertable course of 24" granite blocks. The 18" thick masonry walls above 
are surfaced with rock-faced pink granite ashlar. The quoins and most stones conform to a 12" coursing, although the 
inclusion of much larger blocks and smaller blocks give the walls a more irregular appearance. The walls are detailed with 
quoins at the corners and with window surrounds composed of segmental-arch lintels, jams and sills, which are all of 
single rock-faced granite blocks. A projecting entrance pavillion at the center of the front fa9ade is similarly treated with 
single blocks of granite forming the jambs and arched lintel. These blocks have a hammered surface and the jambs have 
chamfers creating a base and cap. The gable roof of the main block is covered with asbestos-cement shingles and has 
granite at the ridge. The boxed eaves incorporate built-in gutters. Leaders at the east end originally directed water to a 
cistern beneath the workroom. 

The front entry is set within a segmental-arched opening and retains the original wood enframement and three-light 
transom. The six-panel door with two glass lights probably dates from the 1960s. The shallow-gabled hood above the 
front entry is of cast iron and features a molded cornice of the same profile as that of the cast iron tower. 

The front (south), east, and west elevations are organized in three bays. The main (south) entry is flanked by four-over
four double-hung windows. At the second level, the wider center bay contains coupled six-over-six windows above the 
entry with single windows in the outer bays. Both the east and west side elevations have three windows on the first floor 
and two windows in the outer bays on the second floor. The first floor window at the west end of the north fa9ade is a blind 
window. The north fa9ade has two second-floor windows. The workroom wing has a single window on the north and west 
facades. 

A wood-frame enclosed porch against the east wall of the workroom wing shelters the workroom doorway and the original 
granite bulkhead provides access to the basement. The gable roof of the workroom wing is covered with asbestos-cement 
shingles in a diamond pattern. 
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Most windows retain the original six-over-six-lights, double-hung sash; the double window on the front fa9ade retains the 
original four-over-four-light, double-hung sash. One small window in the south gable and two in the north gable retain the 
original one-over-one-light, double-hung sash. Three windows have replacement sash that appear to date from the 1960s 
or 1970s: the two first floor windows at the north end of the east fa9ade and the window in the north fa9ade of the 
workroom wing. 

The principal feature of the lighthouse is the one-story tower and lantern mounted at the ridge on the front fa9ade. The 
tower contained the service room and the lantern above it house the light appparatus. The base of the cast iron tower has 
two large scroll brackets extending onto and bolted through the granite face. Above the brackets the date "1869" is in 
noted in cast iron numerals. Above the square base, the corners of the tower are chamfered creating an octagonal form 
within which lies the service room. The tower rises one story to the lantern balcony. A window in the front (south) face of 
the tower retains the original two-over-two-light, double-hung, iron sash. This window has a bold segmental-arch hood 
with brackets and a bracketed sill. Blind windows on the east and west faces of the tower have the same cast iron hood 
and sill. In addition to the window trim, the cast iron tower is embellished with a base molding, scroll chamfer stops, and a 
crown molding at the lantern balcony. 

The lantern balcony has the same octagonal plan as the tower and is composed of four sections of cast iron plate. The 
upper surface has a raised diamond pattern. The replacement galvanized pipe railing around the balcony has solid round 
stanchions, which are heavily corroded. A later set of pipe stanchions were installed next to the corroded stanchions. The 
stubs of the original railing stanchions remain at each corner. There is significant corrosion of the balcony deck and the 
railing stanchions. The underside of the balcony is also corroded beneath these plates and sections on the east side are 
cracked. 

The approximately 7'-8' diameter and 10' high cast iron lantern has a 3'4" high drum wall on which a frame work of cast 
iron sills and astagals hold the ten glass panes (26 ¾" w. x 36" h.) of the lantern. The ten roof panels are cast with an 
integral cornice molding with flanges to bolt them together and to the anstagals. At the peak of the lantern roof is a ball 
venilator. 

Interior 

General: The first floor contains an entrance hall, bedroom, oil room, kitchen, parlor, and workroom. The second floor has 
two chambers, a closet, a watchroom, and the stariway to the service room and lantern. Both floors have ceiling heights of 
9'. Original ceilings and walls are smooth plaster with wood wainscoting in limited areas. The interior surfaces are in poor 
condition; wall and ceiling paint is generally peeling to the plaster, paint on the woodwork is covered with mildew and mold, 
and there is extensive inter-coat peeling. Much of the ceiling plaster and some wall plaster has fallen and much of what 
remains has separated from the lath. In general, original doors have been replaced with modern 6-panel doors; door and 
window trim is of painted wood with evidence that original architrave moldings were removed at an unknown, presumed 
modern date. Linoleum flooring has been installed in most areas over orignal softwood flooring. Modern accoustical tile 
and suspended ceilings have been installed in most areas. 

Significant changes to the interior include conversion of the first floor bedroom into a bathroom and conversion of the 
workroom into a kitchen. The original wide pine floor was later covered with strip flooring which is now covered with 
linoleum tiles. Many plaster wall surfaces are covered with plywood planeling probably installed in the 1960s or 1970s. 
When this paneling was installed, a significant amount of interior woodwork was removed. The baseboards are missing in 
some rooms. Some door and window architraves were completely removed. On others only the architrave molding was 
removed. The plaster ceilings of some rooms were first covered with acoustic tiles. Suspended ceilings were later 
installed along the plywood paneling on the walls. 

Despite the installation of modern surface materials and general deterioration of finishes, the original interior plan is little 
altered and adequately conveys the operation of the Plum Island Light Station and living conditions of those stationed at its 
facility. 

Basement: The rubble walls of the basement are painted white, the concrete floor is recent. A brick partition and piers are 
located beneath the tower. 

First Floor: The entrance hall retains the original plan, door and window casings and baseboard. The doorways to the 
kitchen and parlor are through a 14" partition that supports the tower; the paneled jambs have the same applied moldings 
as found on the one original doorway on the third floor. 

The stairway to the second floor is immediately within and south of the entry and rises between the exterior wall and the 
south wall of the oil room. The stringers are plain and appear original. The wood treads are covered with linoleum tiles. 
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Bedroom - The bathroom to the west of the entry orignally served as a bedroom. It was converted in the late 20th century 
into a bathroom and retains a toilet, sink and shower stall. The walls have a wainscot of marlite tiles with plaster above. 
The ceiling is plaster. The original door and window casings are intact. The six-panel doors to the hall and to the original 
closet are recent. 

Oil Room - This room probably functioned as an oil room or storage room. It retains early storage cabinets on the south 
and west walls. The walls and ceiling are plaster and the floor is linoleum tile. The oil room retains the original window 
casings of its single six-over-six window and its baseboards. An open, apparently original, stairway to the basement 
descends along the south wall, beneath the second story stairs. The doorways to the kitchen and basement stairway 
retain the original casings; the six-panel doors are recent. 

Parlor - The original parlor is on the northwest corner and most recently served as a recreation room for U. S. Coast 
Guard personnel stationed at Plum Island. The parlor has a linoleum tile floor, plywood paneled walls and a suspended 
ceiling. Above the suspended ceiling is an acoustic tile ceiling. Both windows have recent casings and eight-light sash. 
No original trim remains at the doorway to the workroom wing to the north. The doorways to the parlor, hall, oil room and 
original closet retain original casings, but the architraves are missing. The closet and oil room doorways have recent 6-
paneled doors. The baseboards were removed, presumably when the modern wall paneling was installed. 

Work Room - A one-story gable-roofed wing north of the main block was originally the light station workroom. A corbeled 
chimney stack in the attic indicates this room originally had a stove against the south wall. At some time the workroom 
was converted for use as the kitchen as evidenced by the metal kitchen cabinets and counter. The workroom has a 
linoleum tile floor and plywood wall paneling on the walls to the height of a suspended ceiling. The original casings are 
missing from the doorways to the porch and to the kitchen. The doorway to the closet in the northeast corner retains the 
original casings but the architrave is missing. The six-panel doors to the closet and porch are recent. The west window 
retains the original casings. The north window has casings and a sash dating from the conversion to a kitchen. The 
original baseboards are missing. A trap door at the center of the workroom opens to a large brick cistern which was 
originally supplied by the gutters and leaders. Within the trap door opening one can see the wood strip flooring under the 
linoleum and the original 1" x 9" pine flooring. 

Second Floor: The stairs from the first floor turn and rise along the east exterior wall to a central east-west hall. Quarters 
for light station personnel are located in the northeast and northwest corners and are identified as East Chamber and West 
Chamber. The Watch Room is located at the southwest; a small room on the south between the stairs from the first floor 
and the stairs to the tower is identified as "closet" and originally served as storage for supples needed in the lantern. All 
second floor rooms have linoleum tile floors, modern plywood-paneled walls and smooth plaster ceilings. As elsewhere in 
the building, original door and window casings remain, less original perimeter moldings, but the six-panel doors are recent. 
The stair appears to have originally been open to the hall, but at an early date was closed off with 1" x 8" vertical, beaded 
boarding. The batten door to the stairway is of the same beaded paneling. The open stairway to the tower service room 
has wood stringers and treads. The square, tapered newel is missing; the cap and the railing is missing. The doorway to 
the attic retains the original 1 ¼ " door. The door has four panels that are flush on one side and have applied moldings on 
the other. The door retains the original hinges, cast iron rim lock and white porcelain knob. 

Third Floor/Tower: The½" cast iron tower walls end 5' above the third floor, corresponding to the exterior brackets. Iron 
posts 4" x 4" bolted to the tower walls extend to I-beams in the floor that are supported by partitions extending to the brick 
piers in the basement. The octagonal service room is 7' 6" across and has a 9' ceiling. The walls retain the original 4 ½ " 
beaded paneling and an early built-in cabinet. The stairway to the second floor retains the original turned newel and 
handrail at the stairwell, but the balusters are missing. An open stairway with wood stringers and treads and a square, 
tapered newel leads up to the lantern room. The service room ceiling is the underside of the lantern deck composed of 
four cast iron panels with flanges through which they are bolted together. 

Lantern Room - The drum wall is composed of six, curved cast iron sections with flanges bolted to the lantern deck. One 
panel contains the doorway to the lantern balcony. The pedestal, clockworks and fourth order Fresnel lens were removed 
in 1994 leaving the lantern room empty. (The pedestal, clockworks and lens are presently on display at the East End 
Seaport and Marine Foundation in Greenport, New York.) The "ghost'' of the pedestal is evident in the iron floor. When it 
was in operation, the focal plane of the fourth order Fresnel lens was at 55' above sea level and flashed white at 2.5 
second intervals. 

Note: Removal of the clockwork and lens were pursuant to a Memorandum of Agreement among the NYSHPO, USDA 
and the Advisory Council for Historic Preservation. Loan of these artifacts was made to the East End Seaport and Marine 
Foundation Museum until such a time that the Plum Island Light Station is stabilized and secured to safely house the lens 
and associated equipment. 

B-379



B-380



B-381



Plum Island Light Station Suffolk County, New York 
Name of Property County and State 

Statement of Significance Summary Paragraph (provide a summary paragraph that includes level of signficance and 
applicable criteria) 

The Plum Island Light Station is a contributing property to the multiple property listing for Light Stations of the United 
States established in 2002. It is eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places under Criterion A for its 
association with maritime history and government as a locally significant example of an aid to navigation that represents 
Federal government involvement in and responsibility for safe navigation. The Plum Island Light Station is also eligible for 
listing in the National Register of Historic Places under Criterion C under architecture, significant at the state level as an 
example of the Third Light-House District's standard plan for a fourth order lighthouse. 

Narrative Statement of Significance (provide at least one paragraph for each area of significance) 

Criterion C: Architecture--The Plum Island Light Station is historically significant as part of the system of aids to 
navigation through the eastern entrances to Long Island Sound built by the federal government from 1806 to 1899 and 
remaining active today. This system of lighthouses had regional significance aiding the coastal trade of New York, 
Connecticut, Rhode Island and Massachusetts. The Plum Island Lighthouse was built 1869 and remained a manned 
station until it was deactivated in 1978. The Plum Island Lighthouse is architectually sigificant as one of six examples of 
the Third Light-House District's standard plan for a fourth order lighthouse; other examples are found on Long Island, 
Rhode Island and Connecticut. This group of lighthouses have a cohesive design in the Italianate style which is 
complimented by the tower mounted on the roof. The design is distinguished by the rock-faced granite walls simply 
articulated by quoins and arched granite window and door surrounds. The Italianate features of the cast iron tower include 
bold scroll brackets which anchor the tower to the mansonry and bracketed cast iron window hoods and sills. Together 
with its associated oil shed and storage shed, the Plum Island Lighthouse represents an organized effort by the federal 
government to enhance maritime safey in the coastal waters of Long Island Sound through a hierarchy of standardized 
facility designs. 

Criterion A: Maritime History- Plum Island, Great Gull Island, Little Gull Island and Fisher's Island extend in a line from 
Orient Point on Long Island's North Fork across to Watch Hill, Rhode Island. This line of islands is the eastern terminus of 
Long Island Sound and the passages between them (Plum Gut, the Race, and Fisher's Island Sound) are the entrances to 
Long Island Sound. Establishing lighhouses to mark the eastern passages into and out of Long Island Sound was a high 
priority in the federal government's developing system of aids to navigation in these often treacherous waters. A 
lighthouse was built on Little Gull Island in 1806 to guide shipping through the Race and the following year the Watch Hill 
Lighthouse was constructed to serve Fisher's Island Sound. In 1827, the first Plum Island Lighthouse was built on the 
eastern shore of Plum Gut. These first three lighthouses were augmented by Race Rock Lighthouse in 1878 and the 
Orient Point Lighthouse in 1899 which established the present system of five lighthouses at the eastern entrance to Long 
Island Sound. (Race Rock and Orient Point Light Stations are listed in the National Register.) 

Developmental history/additional historic context information (if appropriate) 

In 1826 the federal government purchased approximately three acres comprising the tip of the northwest point of Plum 
Island. This promontory in Plum Gut is visible from all approaches to this passageway between Orient Point and Plum 
Island. The lighthouse built in 1827 was a 30' stone tower carrying an iron lantern. The 1839 "United States Coast 
Survey" depicts the reservation boundaries, the lighthouse and the separate keeper's dwelling. The 1827 lighhouse tower 
appears to be at the same location as the present 1869 lighthouse. The keeper's dwelling is shown to be on what is now a 
level plateau in front of the oil house. The 1827 keeper's dwelling was still standing in 1879 as seen in two photographs by 
George B. Brainard taken that year. It was a one-and-one-half-story, side-gable dwelling with a center chimney and a 
three-bay front fa9ade with a center entrance facing south. 

In 1852 the U.S. Congress established a new agency, the Light-House Board, to bring efficient management and the 
highest technology to the country's system of aids to navigation. One of the primary goals was to introduce the Fresnel 
lens into American lighthouses. The Light-House Board classified all lighthouses according to their function and distance 
their signal should carry. The classification was based upon the six orders of Fresnel Lenses. Fresnel lens were invented 
by Augustine Fresnel in 1822. Most Fresnel lenses were handmade in France and sent unassembled, while others were 
made in England. Fresnel lenses were a great improvement to other types of aids to navigation as they captured all but 
17% of its light through the use of prisms, compared to the 83% loss of light when using a flame and reflectors. Fresnel 
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lens were also able to throw light to the horizon 20 miles or more. Fresnel lenses were assigned based on the range 
intended to be served, the largest, first-order lens being reserved for use at key locations to reach the farthest out to sea. 
The smallest, a sixth-order lens served inland waters or entrances to sheltered harbors. The Plum Island fourth-order 
Fresnel lens was equal to 350,000 candle power with a range of 14 miles. Major seacoast lights were equipped with the 
largest first order lenses; minor harbors and breakwaters would be outfitted with the smallest sixth order lens. 

In addition to the fourth-order Fresnel lens, Plum Island was also equipped another aid to navigation in the form of an 1871 
fog bell with Steven's striking apparatus. The Daboll, Stevens and Gamewell companies developed a clockwork 
mechanism that would strike a bell at various preset intervals. These windup clockwork mechanisms could strike 10,000 
times before the striking apparatus required rewinding. This innovation freed the lighhouse keeper from having to 
physically strike a bell at the prescribed interval. To aid navigation and allow ship captains to tell one lighthouse from 
another, the tone and frequency of bell strikes was distinct at each lighthouse. The Plum Island bell sounded every 15 
seconds. 

Construction of the Plum Island Lighthouse was begun in 1869 and completed the following year. The lighthouse served 
as an aid to navigation in Long Island's waters until it was deactivated in 1978. The automated replacement light, initially 
set atop a pole attached to the oil house, is now located on a steel tower west of the 1869 building. 

The Light-House Board priority was the system of first order lighthouses on the seacoasts. By 1867 the engineers of the 
Third Light-House District turned their attention to a system of fourth order lighhouses serving Long Island Sound, Fisher's 
Island Sound, Gardiner's Bay and Block Island Sound. The Third District engineers developed a standard plan for a 
fourth-order lighthouse with an integral keeper's dwelling and between 1867 and 1869 built six such lighhouses: the 1867 
Block Island North Lighthouse (R.I. - NR listed), the 1868 Norwalk Island Lighthouse (Conn. - NR listed), and the 1868 
Old Field Point Lighthouse (N.Y.) and the 1869 Plum Island Lighthouse. 

The 1827 Plum Island Lighthouse tower was reported to be in poor condition after an inspection in 1868. Rather than 
repair the existing tower, the Third District engneers chose to build their new standard design fourth-order lighthouse. 
"Fourth Order" lighhouses were so designated by being designed to carry a fourth order Fresnel lens. Such lenses were 
assigned based on the range intended to be served, the largest, first-order lens being reserved for use at key locations to 
reach the farthest out to sea. The smallest, a sixth-order lens served inland waters or entrances to sheltered harbors. 
Construction of the Plum Island Lighthouse was begun in 1869 and completed the following year. The lighhouse served 
as an aid to navigation in Long Island's waters until it was deactived in 1978. The automated replacement light, initially set 
atop a pole attached to the oil house, is now located on a steel tower west of the 1869 building. 

The Plum Island Lighhouse is significant as one of six regional lighthouses of standardized design which successfully 
joined lighthouse function with a tasteful architectural form. These are also one of the first important series of integral 
lighthouses, with the tower rising from the roof of the keeper's dwelling. The design was largely functional; architectual 
detail which would be vulnerable to the harsh maritime climate is minimized and stylistic references are few. Although the 
influence of the Italianate style is evident in the segmental ornamentation of the cast iron tower, the design of this and 
other regional, fourth-order lighthouses may be considered a distinct architectural type rooted in function and durability. 
The gable-roofed design of the Plum Island Light Station and its five sister lights was soon superceded by mansard-roofed, 
square plan designs of two stories generally featuring an integral, cast iron tower as found at Plum Island. The Plum 
Island Lighthouse represents the first surge of post-Civil War federal efforts to invest in a series of improved aids to 
navigation in the nation's coastal waters. The standardization of designs during this period indicates an increasing 
professionalization of U.S. lighthouses. 

Construction of the Plum Island Light Station started in 1869, and the station commenced operation in 1870. Day-to-day 
operations of the lighthouse were originally the responsibility of the United States Lighthouse Service. In 1879, Fort Terry, 
an Army outpost, was built on Plum Island. The relations between lighthouse keepers and army personnel remained 
congenial for many years, and the keepers could usually purchase food and supplies at the Fort commissary. But in 1916 
an order came down and the keeper at Plum Island Light was informed that purchasing supplies at Fort Terry was no 
longer allowed. The rule forced William Chapel, the keeper at the time, to sail over a mile to Orient, or 12 miles to New 
London to purchase supplies. Eventually the United States Lighthouse Service was able to persuade the Army that 
lighthouse keepers should once again be allowed to purchase supplies at army commissaries. Starting in 1939 the 
Lighthouse Service duties were taken over by the United States Coast Guard. Tony Tuliano, part of the Coast Guard crew 
responsible for the operation of the Plum Island Light Station in 1977, described the day-to-day operations as: 

Our typical work hours were much like everyone else with the exception that we wouldn't go home at the 
end of the day because, we were already there. We worked 8:00 AM to 5:00 PM with one hour for lunch. 
This was Monday thru Friday, with a half day on Saturday. Unless of course, a project had to be finished 
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right away, then we would just do it. During the workday we would perform routine maintenance and repairs 
to the Lighthouse and surrounding facility. Maintaining a structure of this age can be quite challenging at 
times. On some occasions, we had to carefully remove a century of old paint to refinish a surface. One of 
our weekly maintenance items that stands out in my mind, was to polish the brass on the Fresnel Lens. 
This was quite a feat which generally required half a day to accomplish. Despite skinned up knuckles and 
sore fingers from polishing in between all the prisms, we took great pride in this task. 

In addition to the regular workday, we would each stand a rotational eight hour watch. While on watch you 
were responsible for monitoring weather conditions, answering the telephone and of course, lighting and 
extinguishing the beacon. If visibility became diminished, you were also required to activate the fog horn on 
the Orient Point Light and the siren located in our auxiliary generator shack (now destroyed from erosion). 
Lighting the beacon was performed one-half hour before sunset every night and involved more than just 
throwing a switch. With the exception of the electric light itself, the light mechanism and lens operated 
much like it had for over a century. A one-hundred pound counter weight suspended by a cable, traveled 
through passageways cut in each floor level. Several minutes of arm-tiring cranking would raise the weight 
to the top, translating to about eight hours of operation. This energy source would power the clockworks 
which rotated the Fresnel Lens at a constant speed, thereby giving interval flashes of light within its sight. I 
believe our designated interval at the time was a flash every 4.5 seconds. I remember we used to calibrate 
the rotation speed of the lens too: one complete turn every forty-five seconds. There was a little thumb 
screw inside the clockworks that would adjust the rotation speed. Should we lose electrical power on the 
island, we had a back-up emergency generator to maintain the beacon. We even had a oil lamp in case 
there was a problem with the generator. Being this used to be the primary source of illumination, the 
Lantern Room was equipped with a flue to exhaust the fumes and make-up air vents to keep the flame 
burning properly. One section of the lens was hinged so you could open it to remove the bulb and place the 
oil lamp in the center. We did test the oil lamp on occasions, but I do not recall ever having to use it. 

Coast Guard employed keepers were removed from Plum Island in 1978 when the light was automated on a structure built 
to the side of the 1869 lighthouse. 
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APPENDIX D 

Select Photographs 

(November 2021) 
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View of Plum Island Lighthouse, looking northwest.  Constructed in 1869 facing south 
toward Gardiners Bay, it was one of six in the US Third Lighthouse District to incorporate 
the cast iron light tower and light keeper’s living quarters.  The NRHP-listed Plum Island 

Light Station also includes a ca.1900 brick oil house and ca.1920 wood-framed storage shed.  

View of c.1900 brick oil house and ca.1920 wood-framed storage shed, looking north. 

December 2022 D 3 
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Looking east toward former ca. 1910 Fort Terry barracks.  Building 54 in foreground at left; 
Building 55 at center.   

View of former Fort Terry barracks (Building 54) looking northeast. 

December 2022 D 4 
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Looking north toward remaining Fort Terry structures.  Barracks (Building 54) in 
foreground.  Guard house (Building 63, [1910]) at center of photograph, with Chapel 

(Building T-232, [1941]) in the distance.  Hospital (Building 14, [1901]) at left edge of 
photograph.  

Looking north toward former Fort Terry Tailor Shop (Building 13, [1901]; additions ca. 
1916, ca. 1926, and 1954) now functions as PIADC Fire Station. 

December 2022 D 5 
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Looking north toward former Fort Terry Quarter Master’s Workshop (Building 38, [1906], 
additions in 1954 1956); now functions as PIADC Motor Pool.  

View of Battery Dimick, constructed ca. 1905. Looking east. 

December 2022 D 6 
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View of Battery Dimick, showing access to the fire control structure, 
which was added in 1944. 

December 2022 D 7 
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 View of interior of Battery Dimick, modified for use as animal housing by PIADC, date 
unknown. 

December 2022 D 8 
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1 Standard Operating Procedure No. 1: Section 106 Consultation 

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) requires federal agencies to take into 
account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties and afford the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation (ACHP) a reasonable opportunity to comment. The historic preservation review 
process mandated by Section 106 is outlined in regulations issued by ACHP, "Protection of Historic 
Properties" (36 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Part 800). Coordination and consultation with 
the New York State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), appropriate Tribal Historic Preservation 
Officers (THPOs), and ACHP is a key aspect of Section 106 cultural resource compliance at the Plum 
Island Animal Disease Center (PIADC). Technical information regarding undertakings and cultural 
resources must be provided to SHPO and THPOs in a timely manner to prevent foreclosure of a 
SHPO/THPO opportunity to comment. 

This Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) is for identifying, evaluating, and treating the effects of 
all undertakings on historic properties through Section 106 of NHPA and requires consultation to 
include the public, Native Americans, SHPOs/THPOs, and other consulting parties in a manner that 
reflects the nature and complexity of the undertaking and its effects on historic properties. 

1.1 Applicable Laws/Regulations/Procedural Requirements 

• National Historic Preservation Act 

• National Environmental Policy Act 

• DHS Instruction Manual 017-01-001, Rev. 01, Implementation of a Cultural Resource 
Management Program 

1.2 Policy 

• The United States Department of Homeland Security (DHS) Federal Preservation Officer (FPO) 
is designated as the point of contact for the Section 106 process, including those projects 
proposed by organizations that are subject to the Section 106 process. The FPO will maintain 
and foster relationships with SHPO; THPO, for activities affecting tribal lands; Native 
Americans; ACHP; other consulting and interested parties; and the public, for activities related 
to cultural resources management. The FPO is assisted by the Deputy FPO who will work in 
conjunction with the PIADC Historic Properties Management Plan (HPMP) Coordinator at 
PIADC to handle cultural resources compliance issues as they emerge. 

• Under the direction of the FPO, the Deputy FPO will implement undertakings in compliance 
with Sections 106 of NHPA. 

• PIADC staff and contractors must consult with the Deputy FPO to determine whether a 
proposed action constitutes an undertaking that may affect historic properties. 

• The Deputy FPO will ensure that identification and evaluation of historic properties, including 
properties of traditional religious and cultural importance to Native Americans, are completed 
in compliance with Section 106 of NHPA prior to an undertaking. 
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• The Deputy FPO will ensure that impacts of proposed actions and undertakings that might affect 
cultural resources are considered pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
and NHPA. 

• Mitigation or avoidance of adverse effects to National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-
eligible historic buildings will be proactively incorporated into the planning process. 

• Until such as SHPO has concurred with DHS’s determination that a historic building is 
ineligible for inclusion to the NRHP, it will be treated as potentially eligible. 

• Procedures covered herein apply to in-house work, contracted work, and work conducted by 
outside agencies or DHS tenants/lessees. 

• Persons who meet the Secretary of the Interior’s guidelines for professional qualification 
standards (36 CFR Part 61, Appendix A) will conduct all identification and evaluation activities. 

1.3 Procedures 

1.3.1 General Information: 

A. The Section 106 process must be completed for undertakings prior to starting work. Initiating 
the Section 106 process in a project’s early planning stages allows the fullest range of options 
to minimize, mitigate, or avoid any adverse effects on historic properties. The goal of NHPA 
is to preserve historic properties for future generations to the extent possible. Historic 
properties are non-renewable resources that illustrate the history of the US. 

B. Historic properties include (but are not limited to) individual buildings, historic districts, and 
archaeological sites, that are listed or have been determined eligible for listing in the NRHP. 
If a property has been surveyed and SHPO has concurred with the federal determination that 
the property is not eligible for listing in the NRHP prior to the undertaking, then the Section 
106 process is complete. 

C. The Deputy FPO will determine the presence or absence of historic properties in the Area of 
Potential Effects (APE). The FPO has the final responsibility for making the “determination 
of effects” that a project or undertaking may have on historic properties. There are three 
possible outcomes: 

• “No Historic Properties Affected,” 

• “No Adverse Effect,” or 

• “Adverse Effect.” 

1.3.2 The Section 106 Process: 

1. Initiate the Section 106 Process: 

Establish undertaking. PIADC personnel, contractors, and project managers must consult with 
the Deputy FPO to determine whether a proposed action constitutes an undertaking. An 
undertaking is defined as a project, activity, or program funded in whole or in part under the 
direct or indirect jurisdiction of a federal agency (36 CFR Part 800.16[y]). The Deputy FPO will 
coordinate with the HPMP Coordinator to review all actions proposed or planned by PIADC that 

B-408



   

    

  
  

 
  

         
     

  
   

  
   

  

    
   

 

  
   

 
   

   
 
 
 

 

  

   
 
 

   

 

  

 

  
      

 

may affect historic properties. These include missions; plans, specifications, and work orders; 
specifications for maintenance, repair, and alterations; demolition to any buildings or structures; 
excavations, and lease agreements. If the Deputy FPO determines that there is no undertaking 
with potential to affect historic properties, PIADC has no further Section 106 obligations. If the 
Deputy FPO determines that there is an undertaking, they must then determine whether it is a 
type of activity that has the potential to cause effects on historic properties. 

A. Potential to cause effects. An undertaking will have an effect on a historic property when the 
action has the potential to result in changes to the character or use of the historic property, 
such as diminished or loss of historic integrity. The Deputy FPO, working under the guidance 
of the FPO, will review proposed actions to determine if an undertaking has the potential to 
affect historic properties. 

B. If the Deputy FPO determines that the undertaking has no potential to affect historic 
properties, the Deputy FPO must document the decision for the administrative record. PIADC 
has no further obligations under Section 106 and the action may proceed. 

C. If the Deputy FPO determines that the undertaking has the potential to affect historic 
properties, then the Deputy FPO will initiate the Section 106 consultation process. The 
Deputy FPO must consult with SHPO, and should also plan to involve the public, and identify 
other potential consulting parties. If the undertaking affects federally recognized Tribes, then 
the THPO of those Tribes and/or Tribal leadership may also be consulted. The Section 106 
review should be coordinated with any other required reviews (i.e., NEPA and Native 
American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act [NAGPRA]). The Deputy FPO may use 
information from other review documents to meet Section 106 requirements. The Section 106 
process proceeds to Step 2 (below). 

2. Identify Historic Properties 

A. Area of Potential Effects. If the undertaking could affect historic properties, the Deputy FPO 
will determine the scope of appropriate identification efforts. The Deputy FPO will establish 
the APE for the undertaking in conjunction with SHPO (SHPO has 30 days to respond). The 
APE is defined as “the geographic area(s) within which an undertaking may directly or 
indirectly cause changes in the historic character or use of historic properties, if any such 
properties exist” (36 CFR Part 800.16(d)). 

B. Identification efforts. The Deputy FPO will review background information, consult with 
SHPO and other consulting parties, seek information from knowledgeable parties, and 
conduct additional studies, as necessary, to determine whether historic properties are located 
within the APE. If the APE has not been surveyed, the Deputy FPO will take steps necessary 
to ensure a reasonable and good faith effort to carry out appropriate efforts to identify 
resources (see Standard Operating Procedure No. 2: Identifying and Evaluating 
Resources). Professionals who meet the Secretary of Interior’s Professional Qualification 
Standards in 36 CFR Part 61, Appendix A, will perform all identification efforts. 
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C. Evaluation. Buildings, structures, sites, objects and districts listed in the NRHP or eligible for 
listing in the NRHP are considered historic properties. If the NRHP eligibility status of 
resources within the APE is unknown or requires further evaluation, then the Deputy FPO 
will ensure completion of an evaluation by appropriate, qualified personnel. The evaluator 
will consult archival information, consulting parties, and other records, as appropriate, to 
assess the NRHP eligibility status of the property that may be affected. Resources will be 
evaluated against the NRHP criteria (see Standard Operating Procedure No. 2: Identifying 
and Evaluating Resources). The Deputy FPO will seek a concurrence of the formal 
Determination of Eligibility from SHPO on resources evaluated in the APE, to which SHPO 
will have 30 days to respond. 

D. If the Deputy FPO, in consultation with SHPO and consulting parties, finds that historic 
properties are present in the APE and will be affected by the undertaking, the Section 106 
process continues to Step 3 (below). 

3. Assess Adverse Effects 

A. Criteria of Adverse Effect. The Deputy FPO, in consultation with SHPO and consulting 
parties, will assess the effects on historic properties in the APE by applying the criteria of 
adverse effect (36 CFR Part 800.5). 

i) If the Deputy FPO finds that the proposed undertaking or action does not meet the criteria 
of adverse effect and will not adversely affect historic properties, then the Deputy FPO 
may make a finding of “No Adverse Effect.” The Deputy FPO will provide 
documentation of this finding to SHPO as set forth in 36 CFR Part 800.11(e). The Deputy 
FPO also notifies consulting parties of the decision and makes the documentation 
available to the public for comment (for example, via a website). If SHPO does not object 
within 30 days, PIADC’s responsibilities under Section 106 are fulfilled and the 
undertaking may proceed. 

ii) However, if any objections in writing are received during that review period, consultation 
will continue to resolve the disagreement, and/or the ACHP will be requested to review 
the finding in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.5(c)2-3. If the consulting parties find that 
there is an adverse effect, or if the parties cannot agree and ACHP determines within 15 
days that there is an adverse effect, the Section 106 process continues to Step 4 (below). 
If the Deputy FPO finds that the proposed undertaking meets the criteria of adverse effect 
and will result in adverse effects on historic properties, the Section 106 process continues 
to Step 4 (below). 

4. Resolve Adverse Effects 

A. Ongoing consultation. The Deputy FPO will continue consultation with SHPO and consulting 
parties to develop and evaluate alternatives or modifications to the proposed undertaking that 
could avoid, minimize, or mitigate the adverse effects on historic properties. The Deputy FPO 
will make information available to the public and provide an opportunity for comment about 
resolving the adverse effects of the proposed undertaking. 
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B. Design alternatives. Depending on the urgency of the undertaking, PIADC may redesign or 
consider alternatives to the proposed undertaking to avoid any adverse effect, taking into 
account feasibility and economic analyses for demolition of historic properties. Alternatively, 
PIADC may proceed with a mitigation plan. A finding of “No Adverse Effect” may result if 
the undertaking is modified or conditions are imposed, such as subsequent review of plans 
for rehabilitation by SHPO to ensure consistency with the Secretary of Interior’s standards, 
thereby avoiding adverse effects. Implementation of the undertaking in accordance with the 
conditions as documented would fulfill the PIADC’s responsibilities under Section 106. 

C. Memorandum of Agreement. DHS will develop a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) with 
SHPO and consulting parties in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.6, specifying the scope and 
level of effort required to mitigate the adverse effects of the undertaking on historic 
properties. Once the MOA has been signed by all parties, it is sent to ACHP for filing, and 
the undertaking may proceed, subject to the terms and stipulations of the MOA. The Section 
106 process is then concluded. 

D. ACHP Participation. The Deputy FPO will submit documentation to ACHP to notify them 
of the adverse effect finding. If consultation between DHS and SHPO fails to result in an 
agreement, the Deputy FPO may request ACHP participation and provide ACHP with 
documentation specified in 36 CFR Part 800.11(g). ACHP can decide to enter consultation 
proceedings and has 15 days to notify the Deputy FPO and consulting parties whether it will 
participate in adverse effect resolution. If ACHP joins the consultation, DHS will proceed 
with consultation to reach an MOA. If ACHP decides not to join the consultation, ACHP will 
notify DHS and proceed to comment (see Section F below). 

E. Failure to resolve adverse effect. DHS SHPO, or ACHP may determine that further 
consultation will not be productive and will terminate Section 106 consultation by notifying 
all consulting parties in writing and specifying reasons for termination. 

i) If DHS terminates consultation, the head of the agency or an Assistant Secretary or other 
officer with major department-wide or agency-wide responsibilities requests an ACHP 
comment pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800.7(c) and notifies all consulting parties of the 
request (see Section F below). Once the ACHP comment is received, the undertaking may 
proceed subject to the terms and stipulations of the ACHP comment. The Section 106 
process is then concluded. 

ii) If SHPO terminates consultation, DHS and ACHP may execute an MOA without SHPO’s 
involvement. The undertaking may proceed subject to the terms and stipulations of the 
MOA. The Section 106 process is then concluded. 

iii) If ACHP terminates consultation, the ACHP will notify the Deputy FPO and all 
consulting parties and provide comments to the FPO under 36 CFR Part 800.7(c). The 
ACHP may consult with FPO prior to terminating consultation to seek to resolve issues 
concerning the undertaking and its effects on historic properties. 
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F. ACHP Comment. The ACHP has 45 days after receipt of request for comment to provide 
comments. The ACHP will allow an opportunity for DHS, consulting parties, and the general 
public to provide their views. The ACHP will provide its comments to the head of the agency 
with copies to DHS, the FPO, and all consulting parties. The head of the agency must take 
the ACHP comments into account, is responsible for making the decision to implement the 
comments and may not delegate his or her responsibilities pursuant to Section 106. The head 
of the agency will document the final decision in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.7 (c) (4) 
and will provide it to ACHP prior to approval of the undertaking. Documentation will include 
a summary of the decision, the rationale for the decision, and evidence of consideration of 
the ACHP’s comments. All consulting parties and the public are notified of decision and 
provided a copy of the summary record. All documentation and correspondence regarding the 
process will be kept on file by the Deputy FPO and the HPMP Coordinator. 
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2 Standard Operating Procedure No. 2: Identifying and Evaluating 
Resources 

Section 110 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) outlines the historic preservation 
responsibilities of federal agencies. To achieve effective management of historic properties, every 
federal agency is responsible for establishing historic preservation programs for the identification, 
evaluation, and protection of historic properties. The level of identification and evaluation needed 
can vary depending on the nature of the property or property type, and the possible effects on the 
property. In compliance with Sections 106 and 110 of the NHPA, this Standard Operating 
Procedure (SOP) specifies procedures to identify and evaluate cultural resources. 

This SOP is for identifying and evaluating resources 50 years of age or older and resources less than 
50 years old that may have exceptional significance in accordance with Section 110 of NHPA. This 
SOP is applicable to all resources located at Plum Island Animal Disease Center (PIADC) and in 
areas where PIADC mission-related undertakings may affect historic properties. 

2.1 Applicable Laws/Regulations/Procedural Requirements 

• National Historic Preservation Act 

• Executive Order (EO) 11593, Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment 
• DHS Instruction Manual 017-01-001, Rev. 01, Implementation of a Cultural Resource 

Management Program 

2.2 Policy 

• The United States Department of Homeland Security (DHS) Federal Preservation Officer 
(FPO) is designated as the point of contact for the Section 110 process. The FPO is assisted 
by the Deputy FPO who will work in conjunction with the PIADC Historic Properties 
Management Plan (HPMP) Coordinator at PIADC to handle cultural resources compliance 
issues as they emerge. 

• DHS ensures the FPO has the authority and resources to carry out roles and responsibilities to 
comply with applicable cultural resources management regulations and has funding to conduct 
periodic inventory and evaluation of historic properties. (See NHPA and EO 11593.) 

• Under the direction of the FPO, the Deputy FPO will identify and evaluate t undertakings in 
compliance with Sections 106 and 110 of NHPA. 

• Identification and evaluation of historic properties is conducted as directed by the Deputy 
FPO following the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Identification and Evaluation, as 
set forth in The Secretary of the Interior's Standards and Guidelines for Archeology and 
Historic Preservation (48 FR 44720-44726). 

• Persons who meet the Secretary of the Interior’s guidelines for professional qualification 
standards (36 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Part 61, Appendix A) (see Chapter 5.2.3) 
conduct all identification and evaluation activities of historic properties. 
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• The Deputy FPO ensures identification and evaluation of historic properties, including 
properties of traditional religious and cultural importance to Native Americans, are completed 
in compliance with Section 106 of NHPA prior to an undertaking. 

• Minimization, mitigation or avoidance of adverse effects to National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP)-eligible or listed historic properties are proactively incorporated into the 
planning process, as appropriate. 

2.3 Procedures 

2.3.1 Identification 

Identification activities are undertaken to gather information about historic properties in an area. 
The scope of these activities will depend on existing knowledge about properties; goals for survey 
activities developed in the planning process; and current management needs. The Secretary of 
Interior’s Standards for Identification should be followed. 

Archival research and survey activities should be designed to gather the information necessary on 
resources. The objectives, chosen methods and techniques, and expected results of the identification 
activities are specified in a research design. These activities may include archival research and other 
techniques to develop historic contexts, sampling an area to gain a broad understanding of the kinds 
of properties it contains, or examining every property in an area as a basis for property-specific 
decisions. Where possible, use of quantitative methods is important because it can produce an 
estimate, whose reliability may be assessed, of the kinds of historic properties that may be present 
in the studied area. Identification activities should use a search procedure consistent with the 
management needs for information and the character of the area to be investigated. Careful selection 
of methods, techniques and level of detail is necessary so that the gathered information will provide 
a sound basis for making decisions. 

2.3.2 Evaluation 

Evaluation is the process of determining whether identified properties meet defined criteria of 
significance established by the NRHP and determining whether such properties retain adequate 
integrity as defined by the NRHP. Properties that are significant and retain integrity can be 
considered eligible for listing in the NRHP or listed in the NRHP. Table 1 defines the NRHP 
criteria, and Table 2 defines integrity according to the NRHP. 

B-414



   

    

 

 

 
 

    
 

   

   
 

 
 

 

 

 

 
  

  
   

 

  
 

   
  

 

  
 

  
   

 

Table 1:Criteria for Historic Significance 

36 CFR 60.4, Part I 

The quality of significance in American history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, and 
culture is present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess integrity of 
location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association, and: 

• That are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 
patterns of our history (Criterion A); or 

• That are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past (Criterion B); or 

• That embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, 
or that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent 
a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction 
(Criterion C); or 

• That have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history 
(Criterion D). 

36 CFR 60.4, Part II 

Ordinarily cemeteries, birthplaces, or graves of historical figures, properties owned by religious 
institutions or used for religious purposes, structures that have been moved from their original 
locations, reconstructed historic buildings, properties primarily commemorative in nature, and 
properties that have achieved significance within the past 50 years shall not be considered eligible 
for the National Register. However, such properties will qualify if they are integral parts of 
districts that do meet the criteria or if they fall within the following categories: 

• A religious property deriving primary significance from architectural or artistic 
distinction or historical importance; or 

• A building or structure removed from its original location, but which is significant 
primarily for architectural value, or which is the surviving structure most importantly 
associated with a historic person or event; or 

• A birthplace or grave of a historical figure of outstanding importance if there is no 
appropriate site or building directly associated with his productive life; or 

• A cemetery which derives its primary significance from graves or persons of transcendent 
importance, from age, from distinctive design features, or from association with historic 
events; or 

B-415



   

    

  

 

  
 

  
 

   
 

  

  

36 CFR 60.4, Part II (continued) 

• A reconstructed building when accurately executed in a suitable environment and 
presented in a dignified manner as part of a restoration master plan, and when no other 
building or structure with the same association has survived; or 

• A property primarily commemorative in intent if design, age, tradition, or symbolic value 
has invested it with its own exceptional significance; or 

• A property achieving significance within the past 50 years if it is of exceptional 
importance 

Source: United States Department of the Interior (DOI), 1991. 
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Table 2: Integrity Aspects Defined 

Aspect of Integrity Property Attribution 

Location Must not have been moved. 

Design 
Must retain historic elements that create the 
form, plan, space, structure, and style of the 
property. 

Setting Setting must retain its historic character. 

Materials 
Must retain the key exterior materials dating 
from the period of its historic significance. 

Workmanship 
Methods of construction from its time of 
significance must be evident. 

Feeling 
Physical features must convey its historic 
character. 

Association 

Must be the actual place where a historic event 
or activity occurred and must be sufficiently 
intact to convey that relationship to an 
observer. 

Source: US DOI, 1991. 
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3 Standard Operating Procedure No. 3: Managing Archaeological 
Resources 

Every undertaking that disturbs the ground surface has the potential to adversely affect 
archaeological deposits. Construction, demolition, utility maintenance and upgrades, road repair, 
etc. are typical activities that could disturb soil and archaeological resources. Additionally, natural 
resource management activities such as land rehabilitation activities (e.g., erosion control, 
restoration, and remediation) are activities that have the potential to adversely affect known and 
unknown archaeological sites. 

This Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) outlines the policies and procedures to be followed 
when planning such undertakings in compliance with Section 106 of National Historic Preservation 
Act (NHPA), National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Native American Graves Protection and 
Repatriation Act (NAGPRA), American Indian Religious Freedom Act (AIRFA), Archaeological 
Resources Protection Act (ARPA) and Executive Orders (EO) 11593 and 13007. 

3.1 Applicable Laws/Regulations/Procedural Requirements 

• National Historic Preservation Act 

• National Environmental Policy Act 

• Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act 

• American Indian Religious Freedom Act 

• Archaeological Resources Protection Act 

• EO 11593, Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment 
• EO 13007, Indian Sacred Sites 
• DHS Instruction Manual 017-01-001, Rev. 01, Implementation of a Cultural Resource 

Management Program 

3.2 Policy 

• The United States Department of Homeland Security (DHS) Federal Preservation Officer 
(FPO) is designated as the point of contact for the Section 106 process, including those 
projects proposed by organizations that are subject to the Section 106 process. The FPO is 
assisted by the Deputy FPO who works in conjunction with the Plum Island Animal Disease 
Center (PIADC) Historic Properties Management Plan (HPMP) Coordinator at PIADC to 
handle archaeological issues if they emerge. 

• Under the direction of the FPO, the Deputy FPO coordinates with external regulatory agencies 
that regulate environmental and cultural resource programs in regard to archaeological 
resources (e.g., sites, artifacts, features, or other archaeological indications of past human 
activities). 

• DHS consults with federally recognized Tribes as sovereign nations, as afforded them in the 
Section 106 process when an undertaking is found to affect properties having historic value to 
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that federally recognized Tribe (see 36 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Part 
800.1(c)(2)(iii) and 36 CFR Part 800.2(c)(2)(ii)(b)(c)). 

• DHS affords other, non-federally recognized tribes the opportunity to participate as interested 
persons in the Section 106 process when an undertaking is found to affect properties having 
historic value to that tribe (see 36 CFR Part 800.1(c)(2)(iii)). 

• Archaeological deposits that are newly discovered during any undertaking are evaluated for 
their National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) eligibility. 

• Until DHS has determined an archaeological site to be ineligible for inclusion in the NRHP, 
all known sites will be treated as eligible; therefore, they will be avoided wherever possible. 

• All machine-aided excavations or other earth-moving projects will be designed to avoid 
damage to known archaeological sites or other historic properties, including landscapes that 
may be eligible for the NRHP. 

• The minimization, mitigation, or avoidance of adverse impacts to NRHP-eligible or listed sites 
will be proactively incorporated into the design and planning process and included in project 
cost estimates, rather than deferred until archaeological deposits may be discovered during 
actual construction. 

3.3 Procedure 

1. All planned activities that may result in disturbance to the ground surface will be reviewed by 
the Deputy FPO, and/or contracted archaeologist. To ensure compliance with Section 106 of 
NHPA, NEPA, NAGPRA, AIRFA, ARPA, EOs 11593 and 13007, and the DHS Instruction 
Manual, the following procedures should be followed: 

A. If the Deputy FPO and/or contracted archaeologist determines that the project is located 
within an area of elevated archaeological sensitivity, the Deputy FPO will determine the 
appropriate level of caution in order to avoid impacts to potential significant cultural 
resources, including those that have not yet been identified. Such levels of caution include, 
but are not limited to, avoidance and archaeological monitoring. 

B. The personnel doing the digging will contact the occupants of the surrounding buildings to 
determine what cable, optical fiber, or telephone lines are being used in order to locate 
underground services. 

C. The personnel doing the digging will contact any cable, optical fiber, or telephone company 
before beginning excavation. 

D. When digging on DHS property, proceed with utmost caution. If unidentifiable material that 
is unrelated to utilities is discovered, digging should stop and the Deputy FPO should be 
notified to provide assistance in identifying the material. 

2. If the proposed undertaking’s effect is not known, then the Deputy FPO and/or consulting 
archaeologist will determine whether the project Area of Potential Effects (APE) has been 
archaeologically inventoried and concurred with by the New York State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO). 
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A. If the proposed undertaking involves removing or remediating buried hazardous waste or 
other potentially dangerous materials, then no pedestrian or ground intrusive inventory 
is to be conducted within the project APE, except as may be warranted for the emergency 
discovery of archaeological deposits. The Deputy FPO and/or contracted archaeologist 
should identify the APE associated with the remediation, etc., and notify SHPO and 
federally recognized Tribes of the proposed undertaking and situation while working within 
the regulations set forth under 36 CFR Part 800. Since further identification is not possible, 
DHS will consult accordingly. 

i) DHS personnel or their contractors who work in an APE that has not been surveyed 
because of the potential for buried hazardous waste or other potentially dangerous 
materials must use the minimum amount of excavation to uncover and assess the waste 
or other hazardous material. 

B. If an area must be surveyed where there is the potential for buried hazardous waste or other 
potentially dangerous materials, and the undertaking does not involve removal or 
remediation, DHS or its contractor must prepare a safety and health plan in accordance with 
DHS guidelines. 

C. If an archaeological inventory has not been completed and concurred with by SHPO for the 
project APE, the Deputy FPO will ensure that professional archaeologists complete an 
inventory. Further planning of the undertaking may proceed while the inventory is being 
completed with the understanding that the discovery of archaeological sites will require 
Section 106 consultation and may require a change in the plans or further archaeological 
testing. When the inventory is completed, the report of findings will be submitted to SHPO 
for concurrence. If there are no archaeological sites in the project area and SHPO has 
concurred with the report findings, as well as the finding of “No Historic Properties 
Affected,” the project may proceed. 

D. If an archaeological inventory has been completed and accepted by SHPO for the APE, the 
Deputy FPO and/or consulting archaeologist will determine whether the undertaking will 
affect a known archaeological site. 

i) If no archaeological site has been recorded within the APE, or if all archaeological sites 
that may be affected by the undertaking have been determined by DHS to be not eligible 
for inclusion in the NRHP and SHPO has concurred, the FPO will propose a “No 
Historic Properties Affected” finding to SHPO and Tribal Historic Preservation 
Officers, notify consulting parties, and provide documentation specified in 36 CFR Part 
800.4(d), allowing 30 days for review. 

a. If there are no objections from SHPO or other consulting parties after the review 
period, the Deputy FPO may allow the excavation to proceed without further action, 
except responding to the discovery of inadvertent archaeological deposits. 

ii) For those occasions where eligibility is not yet known but impacts will still occur, DHS 
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will develop a testing plan in coordination with SHPO for the purpose of determining 
eligibility. Excavation and other disturbances in the vicinity of the site will be 
suspended until an agreed testing procedure has been carried out and sufficient data 
have been gathered to allow a determination of eligibility and SHPO has concurred 
with DHS’s determination of eligibility. 

iii) If any archaeological sites that may be affected by the undertaking have been determined 
by DHS to be eligible for inclusion in the NRHP, then the Deputy FPO will coordinate 
to determine if the undertaking can be redesigned or relocated to minimize or avoid 
adverse impact to historic properties. 

a. If the undertaking is redesigned or relocated to minimize or avoid adverse effects, 
new locations will also be inventoried and tested for eligible properties if they have 
not previously been inventoried. If there are no objections from SHPO or other 
consulting parties after the review period, the Deputy FPO may determine “No 
Adverse Effect,” and may allow the undertaking to proceed without further action, 
except as may be warranted for the emergency discovery of archaeological deposits. 

b. If the undertaking cannot be redesigned or relocated and will result in an adverse 
effect, DHS will implement one of the following alternative actions, depending on 
the urgency of the undertaking being planned. 

1) DHS will enter into a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) to resolve adverse 
effects in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.6 with SHPO, federally recognized 
Tribes, and other consulting parties as appropriate including tenants. The MOA 
will specify the scope and level of effort of data recovery or other measures 
required to mitigate the adverse impact of the project on the site in question. 

2) When the recovery of Native American human remains or funerary objects is 
deemed likely, DHS may initiate excavation in compliance with NAGPRA. 
Such excavations will be coordinated with identified and established Native 
American tribal groups, if Native American remains are found. 

3) DHS may request comments from Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
(ACHP) and may develop and implement actions that take into account the 
effects of the undertaking and the comments of both SHPO and ACHP. If SHPO 
and ACHP both indicate that the property is significant and the effects of the 
undertaking on the property are serious, then DHS will make reasonable efforts 
to minimize harm to the property until such time as the Section 106 process is 
completed. 

c. If the proposed undertaking is listed as “No Historic Properties Affected,” then the 
Deputy FPO, or consulting archaeologist will write a journal note to the work order, 
and the undertaking may proceed. 
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4 Standard Operating Procedure No. 4: Inadvertent Discovery of 
Archaeological Resources 

Every undertaking that disturbs the ground surface has the potential to discover buried and 
previously unknown archaeological deposits. This is true whether an archaeological inventory has 
been completed, and regardless of whether a planned undertaking has been assessed for its effect 
on known historic properties, A Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) is required for responding to 
inadvertent discovery of archaeological resources. This SOP outlines the policies and procedures 
to be followed in such cases. 

4.1 Applicable Laws/Regulations/Procedural Requirements 

• National Historic Preservation Act 

• National Environmental Policy Act 

• Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act 

• Archaeological Resource Protection Act 

• Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act 

• DHS Instruction Manual 017-01-001, Rev. 01, Implementation of a Cultural Resource 
Management Program 

4.2 Policy 

• The United States Department of Homeland Security (DHS) Federal Preservation Officer 
(FPO) is designated as the point of contact for the Section 106 process, including those 
projects proposed by organizations that are subject to the Section 106 process. The FPO is 
assisted by the Deputy FPO who works in conjunction with the Plum Island Animal Disease 
Center (PIADC) Historic Properties Management Plan (HPMP) Coordinator at PIADC to 
handle archaeological issues if they emerge. 

• Under the direction of the FPO, the Deputy FPO coordinates with external regulatory agencies 
that regulate environmental and cultural resource programs in regard to archaeological 
resources (e.g., sites, artifacts, features, or other archaeological indications of past human 
activities). 

• Archaeological deposits that are newly discovered during any undertaking are evaluated for 
their National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) eligibility. 

• Until DHS has determined an archaeological site is ineligible, all known newly discovered 
sites are treated as eligible and avoided, as possible, until appropriate coordination and 
compliance with applicable statutes, regulations, executive orders, and DHS policy.. 

• In the event that an archaeological deposit is inadvertently discovered, work must cease in the 
immediate area, the Deputy FPO must be notified, and a professional archaeologist must be 
consulted. Prehistoric archaeological material may include flaked stone tools (projectile point, 
biface, scraper, etc.), debitage (flakes), ground-stone milling tools and fragments (mortar, 
pestle, hand stone, milling stone, etc.), faunal bones, fire-affected rock, and midden deposits. 
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Historic archaeological material may include cut nails and other metal hardware, glass 
fragments, ceramic or stoneware fragments, milled or split lumber, structural remains, and 
trash dumps. 

• If the professional archaeologist and DHS recommend that the archaeological deposit is 
NRHP-eligible, the Deputy FPO will consult with New York State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO) and federally recognized Tribes on the need for further testing, redesign and 
avoidance, and/or data recovery. 

• If the planned undertaking(s) may affect properties having historic value to any federally 
recognized Tribes or relevant indigenous organizations with which DHS consults, the Deputy 
FPO provides an opportunity to participate during the consultation process. 

• In the event that human remains or associated funerary objects are inadvertently discovered, 
work must cease in the area of the discovery and the Deputy FPO must be notified. If remains 
are determined to be Native American, federally recognized Tribes and relevant indigenous 
groups will be notified and Standard Operating Procedure No. 5: Treatment of Human 
Remains and Funerary/Sacred Objects, will be followed. 

4.3 Procedure 

1. Workers will notify the Deputy FPO immediately upon the discovery of possible archaeological 
deposits. (Standard language will be placed in contracts requiring contractors to stop work in 
the immediate area of the discovery and notify the Deputy FPO immediately.) 

2. When notified of the possible discovery of unexpected buried archaeological material, the 
Deputy FPO will arrange to have a professional archaeologist evaluate the site. Work will cease 
in the immediate area of the discovery and the site will be protected pending the results of the 
evaluation. 

A. If fossils, natural stones, concretions, or other such items that are sometimes mistaken for 
archaeological materials are recovered, then the Deputy FPO may allow the excavation to 
proceed without further action. 

B. If disturbances to the deposit have been slight and the project can be relocated to avoid the 
buried site, the Deputy FPO will determine if recordation is warranted. If warranted, 
documentation will be submitted to SHPO via its online Cultural Resource Information 
System (CRIS), having avoided further adverse impact through relocation of the proposed 
undertaking. 

C. If the location of the project cannot be changed, the Deputy FPO will contact SHPO by 
telephone or email, to report the discovery and initiate emergency consultation within three 
(3) working days of the discovery. 

i) If the deposits are evaluated as ineligible for inclusion in the NRHP by a professional 
archaeologist, the Deputy FPO will have the site recorded and submit documentation to 
SHPO via the CRIS for concurrence. Upon concurrence by SHPO that the deposits are 
ineligible for the NRHP, or in the event that no response is received within 30 days of 

B-423



   

    

  
  

 

   
  

 
 

   
  

    
 

  
  

  
 

  

  
   

  
 

  
 
 
 

 

  
 

 

   
  

 

  

notification, DHS may allow the excavations to proceed and will advise the excavation 
foreperson(s) of the possibility and nature of additional discoveries that would require 
immediate notification of the Deputy FPO. 

ii) If, in the opinion of the professional archaeologist, the existing information is deemed 
insufficient to make a determination of NRHP-eligibility, then an emergency-testing 
plan will be developed by DHS in coordination with SHPO and federally recognized 
Tribes. Further excavation in the vicinity of the site will be suspended until an agreed 
upon testing procedure has been carried out and sufficient data have been gathered to 
allow a determination of eligibility. 

a. If SHPO and the Deputy FPO agree after testing that the site is ineligible for listing 
in the NRHP, then work on the project may resume. 

b. If the site appears eligible for listing in the NRHP, or if DHS and SHPO cannot agree 
on the question of eligibility, then DHS will implement the following alternative 
actions, depending on the urgency of the action being delayed by the discovery of 
cultural material. 

(a) DHS may relocate the project to avoid adverse effect. 

(b) DHS may proceed with a data recovery plan under an Memorandum of 
Agreement (MOA) with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), 
SHPO, and federally recognized Tribes. The MOA will specify the scope and 
level of effort of data recovery required to mitigate the adverse impact of the 
project on the site in question. 

(c) DHS may request comments from ACHP and may develop and implement 
actions that take into account the effects of the undertaking and the comments of 
SHPO, federally recognized Tribes, and ACHP. Interim comments must be 
provided to DHS (as soon as possible) and formal comments within thirty (30) 
days. 

3. If examination by a professional osteologist indicates the materials are of human origin, an 
archaeologist must make a field evaluation of the primary context of the deposit and its probable 
age and significance, record the findings in writing, and document the materials. 

A. If at any time human remains, funerary objects, or Native American sacred objects are 
discovered, the Deputy FPO will ensure that the provisions of the Native American Graves 
Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) and/or American Indian Religious Freedom 
Act (AIRFA) are implemented. 

B. The Deputy FPO will begin consultation with federally recognized Tribes in accordance 
with NAGPRA. 
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5 Standard Operating Procedure No. 5: Treatment of Human 
Remains and Funerary/Sacred Objects 

The Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) requires the inventory 
of human remains, funerary objects, sacred objects, or objects of cultural patrimony recovered from 
federal lands that may be subject to claim by Native American tribal groups. NAGPRA also requires 
active consultation with such groups to determine the disposition of such remains and objects. This 
Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) outlines the policies and procedures to be followed to ensure 
future compliance with NAGPRA.1,2 

5.1 Applicable Laws/Regulations/Procedural Requirements 

• Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act 

• American Indian Religious Freedom Act Policy 

• DHS Instruction Manual 017-01-001, Rev. 01, Implementation of a Cultural Resource 
Management Program 

5.2 Policy 

• The US Department of Homeland Security (DHS) Federal Preservation Officer (FPO) is 
designated as the point of contact for the Section 106 process, including those projects 
proposed by organizations that are subject to the Section 106 process and the Native American 
Graves Protection and Repatriation Act. The FPO is assisted by the Deputy FPO who works 
in conjunction with the Plum Island Animal Disease Center (PIADC) Historic Properties 
Management Plan (HPMP) Coordinator at PIADC to appropriately address the discovery and 
identification of human remains and associated funerary objects if they emerge. 

• Under the direction of the FPO, the Deputy FPO coordinates with external regulatory agencies 
that regulate environmental and cultural resource programs in regard to archaeological 
resources (e.g., sites, artifacts, features, or other archaeological indications of past human 
activities). 

• No Native American human remains, funerary objects, or sacred objects will be knowingly 
kept in government possession without preparation of an inventory and initiating consultation. 

• Consultation regarding the disposition of Native American human remains, funerary objects, 
or sacred objects will be initiated in accordance with NAGPRA. 

1 Although this SOP focuses on NAGPRA, it should be noted that New York State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO) has a Human Remains Discovery Protocol. The January 2021 version of the protocol is available here: 
https://parks.ny.gov/documents/shpo/environmental-review/HumanRemainsProtocol.pdf 

2 The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) promulgated the Policy Statement Regarding Treatment of 
Burial Sites, Human Remains, and Funerary Objects. The 2007 statement is available here: 
https://www.achp.gov/sites/default/files/policies/2018-
06/ACHPPolicyStatementRegardingTreatmentofBurialSitesHumanRemainsandFuneraryObjects0207.pdf 
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5.3 Procedure 

The Deputy FPO will ensure that PIADC complies with NAGPRA requirements and the 
implementing regulations (43 Code of Federal Regulations Part 10). 

1. The Deputy FPO will review all records to determine whether any human remains, funerary 
objects, sacred objects, or objects of cultural patrimony originating on DHS property are known 
to exist. 

A. If no such objects are found, no consultation is required. 

B. If any such objects are found which are not inventoried, the Deputy FPO will prepare an 
inventory of all such objects and will initiate consultation procedures with the 
Archaeological Assistance Division, National Park Service (NPS) (Post Office Box 37127, 
Washington, D.C. 20013; telephone 202–343–4113; NPS_ChiefArchaeologist@nps.gov); 
and federally recognized Tribes to determine appropriate disposition. 

2. If human remains or artifacts that are not currently in government possession but that are 
suspected to be from Plum Island are returned to the government, the Deputy FPO will arrange 
to have a qualified professional examine and evaluate them. 

A. If the remains are not of human origin, then no further action by the Deputy FPO is 
necessary. 

B. If the remains are not of Native American origin, then they will be treated as an inadvertent 
discovery of archaeological deposits (see Standard Operating Procedure No. 4: 
Inadvertent Discovery of Archaeological Resources). 

C. If the remains are of Native American origin, then the Deputy FPO will prepare an inventory 
of the remains and initiate consultation procedures with the Archaeological Assistance 
Division, NPS. 

3. If human remains are discovered during the course of any undertaking, the following procedures 
will apply: 

A. Work will immediately cease in the vicinity of the human remains. 

B. The site supervisor will immediately notify the Deputy FPO, HPMP Coordinator, and local 
law enforcement. 

i) If it is determined that the remains are of recent origin, local law enforcement will be 
identified and no further action is necessary under NAGPRA. 

ii) If the remains are not recent, the Deputy FPO and HPMP Coordinator will arrange to 
have a professional archaeologist visit the site in a timely manner to examine and 
evaluate the recovered material. 

a. If the remains are not of human origin, then they will be treated as an inadvertent 
discovery of archaeological deposits (see Standard Operating Procedure No. 4: 
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Inadvertent Discovery of Archaeological Resources). However, it should be 
noted that, although all human remains are to be treated with dignity, not all human 
remains, cemeteries, etc., are National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-eligible 
or listed properties. 

b. 
If the remains are of Native American origin, then further work in the vicinity will 
be suspended for 30 days to allow for consultation, as required by NAGPRA. If any 
photographs are taken of the undertaking, only general photographs of the site area 
are to be taken and shall not be released to the public. Prior to removal of any 
remains, the Deputy FPO will prepare an inventory of the remains and will 
immediately initiate emergency consultation procedures with the Archaeological 
Assistance Division, National Park Service, and federally recognized Tribes. 

iii) If consultation allows the remains to be removed, then the Deputy FPO will cause 
the remains to be treated in accordance with the consultation. 

iv) Notwithstanding the results of consultation, the FPO, working in concert with the 
Deputy FPO, will ensure that Section 106 procedures are adhered to with regard to 
evaluating any associated sites. 
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6 Standard Operating Procedure No. 6: Native American 
Consultation 

This Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) is based on the National Historic Preservation Act 
(NHPA), specifically Section 106 implementing regulations at 36 Code of Federal Regulations 
[CFR] Part 800. This SOP outlines the process for consulting with Native Americans. 

6.1 Applicable Laws/Regulations 

• National Historic Preservation Act 

• 36 Code of Federal Regulations Part 800 

• Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act 

• American Indian Religious Freedom Act 

• Executive Order (EO) 13175, Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments 
• EO 13007, Indian Sacred Sites 
• DHS Instruction Manual 017-01-001, Rev. 01, Implementation of a Cultural Resource 

Management Program 

6.2 Policy 

• The United States Department of Homeland Security (DHS) Federal Preservation Officer 
(FPO) is designated as the point of contact for the Section 106 process, including those 
projects proposed by organizations that are subject to the Section 106 process. The FPO is 
assisted by the Deputy FPO who works in conjunction with the Plum Island Animal Disease 
Center (PIADC) Historic Properties Management Plan (HPMP) Coordinator at PIADC to 
handle archaeological issues if they emerge. 

• Under the direction of the FPO, the Deputy FPO coordinates with external regulatory agencies 
that regulate environmental and cultural resource programs in regard to archaeological 
resources (e.g., sites, artifacts, features, or other archaeological indications of past human 
activities). 

• It is DHS policy to make a good faith effort to consult and collaborate on federal actions that 
could impact tribal resources, tribal treaty rights, ancestral lands, traditional cultural properties, 
and areas of religious or cultural significance. Information shared about religious practices or 
cultural history is often highly sensitive and should be treated as privileged unless the tribe 
states otherwise. 

• All consultation required under Section 106 of the NHPA and Native American Graves 
Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) must be completed prior to beginning the project. 

• Historic properties include districts, buildings, sites, structures, or objects and landscapes that 
are listed in, or are eligible for listing in, the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). 
Historic properties may also include Traditional Cultural Properties (TCPs) or Native 
American sacred sites. A property that is eligible for listing in the NRHP receives all the 
regulatory protection of a property that is listed in the NRHP. 
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6.3 Procedure 

The following SOP is based on the standard Section 106 procedure outlined in 36 CFR Part 800 
(see Standard Operating Procedure No. 1: Section 106 Consultation) 

1. The Deputy FPO contacts consulting parties to confer on all steps of the Section 106 process, 
including identification and evaluation of potential historic properties within the Area of 
Potential Effects (APE), and potential effects on historic properties that are present within the 
APE. Consulting parties in the Section 106 process may include, as appropriate, the New York 
State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), Tribal Historic Preservation Officers (THPOs), 
federally recognized Tribes, representatives of indigenous groups, local governments, 
individuals or organizations with a demonstrated interest in the effects of the undertaking 
on the historic properties, and the public. DHS must give Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation (ACHP) an opportunity to become a consulting party in the case of a determination 
of “Adverse Effect,” and ACHP may choose to be a consulting party. 

2. The Deputy FPO provides project-related information to consulting parties for review, 
including its determination of effect (“No Historic Properties Affected”; “No Adverse Effect”; 
or “Adverse Effect”). The length of SHPO review varies. The shortest length of review time is 
30 days; however, there is no established timeline for an adverse effect. All consultation 
required under Section 106 must be completed prior to beginning the project. 

3. Tribal representatives must be included in the scoping process for assessing potential 
environmental impacts. Other Native Americans, including traditional cultural leaders, may 
participate as interested parties. Impacts to treaty rights and resources important in sustaining 
Native American activities, such as plant harvesting, hunting, fishing, and water rights should, 
as appropriate, also be considered in the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process. 
NEPA requires federal agencies to request comments of federally recognized Tribes (40 CFR 
Part 1503.l(a)(ii)). Review of proposed project plans will be coordinated with SHPO and 
appropriate THPOs through the submission of project information and draft reports. 

A. Where SHPO and THPOs concur with DHS’s determination of effect, the final report will 
reflect that concurrence. 

B. Where SHPO or THPOs do not concur with DHS’s determination of effect, DHS will 
continue to consult to reach agreement. When agreement cannot be reached, ACHP may be 
asked to resolve the disagreement and the disagreement will be so noted in the final report. 
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7 Standard Operating Procedure No. 7: Curating Archaeological 
Collections 

The United States Department of Homeland Security (DHS) is responsible for preservation of all 
archaeological collections and associated documents and photographs recovered on Plum Island 
Animal Disease Center (PIADC) property. Because PIADC does not have an existing 
archaeological curation facility, it may be necessary to establish a curation facility or enter into an 
agreement with an existing curation facility. Collections may be the result of contracted and in-
house compliance activity and inadvertent discovery. This Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) 
outlines guidelines and instructions to be followed for the preparation of archaeological materials 
and associated documents, maps, and photographs. 

7.1 Applicable Laws/Regulations/Procedural Requirements 

• National Historic Preservation Act 

• Curation of Federally Owned and Administered Archaeological Collections (36 Code of 
Federal Regulations [CFR] Part 79) 

• DHS Instruction Manual 017-01-001, Rev. 01, Implementation of a Cultural Resource 
Management Program 

7.2 Policy 

• The DHS Federal Preservation Officer (FPO) is designated as the point of contact for the 
Section 106 process, including those projects proposed by organizations that are subject to the 
Section 106 process. The FPO is assisted by the Deputy FPO who works in conjunction with 
the PIADC Historic Properties Management Plan (HPMP) Coordinator at PIADC to handle 
archaeological issues if they emerge. 

• All archaeological materials recovered from PIADC are curated in accordance with 36 CFR 
Part 79. 

• All archaeological materials recovered from PIADC are curated at a facility or repository that 
has the curatorial capabilities outlined in 36 CFR Part 79 available online at 
https://www.nps.gov/archeology/tools/36cfr79.htm 

• All archaeological materials are prepared in accordance with this SOP prior to being curated 
or sent to a curation facility. 

• All archaeological contracts that may result in materials to be curated contain requirements 
and provide funds stating the contractor will prepare all archaeological materials according to 
the procedures in this SOP and will pay for and deliver the archaeological materials to the 
curation facility. 

7.3 Procedure 

Under the direction of the FPO, the Deputy FPO will ensure that all contracts for archaeological 
services include the following: 
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1. All artifacts should be cleaned and stabilized prior to shipment to the repository, except in 
instances where an uncleaned condition may facilitate a particular form of analysis (e.g., 
charcoal for Carbon-14). In such cases, appropriate documentation of the artifact’s condition 
and the proposed analysis should be included in the artifact inventory and laboratory methods 
section in a technical report of the discovery. 

A. Cleaning: 

i) For material collected on PIADC, use a plain water rinse with a little soft brushing as 
necessary. 

ii) Pottery sherds should be treated with particular care during brushing to prevent any 
abrasion of the surface by the brush. 

iii) Sherds should not be cleaned at all if any soot-like material remains on the exterior or 
interior surfaces. 

iv) Metal artifacts should not be washed but merely dry brushed as needed. 

B. Stabilization: Items requiring specialized conservation measures should be stabilized on a 
case-by-case basis and further documented in the artifact inventory and laboratory methods 
section in a technical report of the discovery. 

C. Sorting: 

i) For Phase I Surveys, the collections are to be sorted by site number, project name, 
provenience, and number of artifacts. 

ii) If there are 100 or more artifacts such as in Phase II or Phase III testing, sort artifacts by 
artifact category (e.g., lithic, prehistoric ceramic, historic ceramic, metal, glass, other 
historic, ethnobotanical, or faunal). 

iii) All artifacts are put in 4-mil resealable plastic bags. 

iv) All bags are to be labeled with permanent ink, with the site number, project name, 
provenience, a count of the artifacts, and the field specimen number. Metal artifacts, 
prehistoric pottery, and any faunal material will be separated into separate individual 
smaller bags and placed inside the larger artifact bag. 

v) Place acid-free tags labeled with the same information in the bags. 

vi) Place bagged material that has been organized by site and provenience in cardboard 
artifact boxes. 

vii)Make a catalog of the content of each box. On a sheet of paper, list the field specimen 
numbers for each bag. 

viii) Number each box (see D below) and enclose a box catalog (packing list or inventory 
control document) in the box. 
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ix) Store all field and lab documentation in acid-free file folders. 

x) Label all print photographic material with acid-free permanent ink and place in archival-
quality polypropylene sleeves. 

xi) Make a master box catalog that will list the project name, all artifacts recovered, their 
site number and provenience, and the contents of each bag in the box. 

D. Boxes: 

i) Site bags will be placed in numeric order in a standard, acid-free storage box (l0 inches 
high, 12.5 inches wide, and 15 inches long). 

ii) Box labels must be placed on the “width” end (below handle hole) of each sealed box. 

a. Labels include the site numbers and/or other relevant additional information. 

b. Labels should be typed or handwritten in large font and bold letters for easy reading. 

c. Box labels must be self-adhesive or securely attached to boxes with adhesive tape. 

d. The minimum label size for the standard storage box is 3 × 5 inches. 

e. Multiple boxes for each site or project collection should be marked on the label with 
sequential box numbers (Box 1 of 4, Box 2 of 4, etc.). Such numbers must be applied 
to all boxes, containers, or other packaged artifacts, samples, documents, records, 
etc., and cross-referenced to packing lists or similar inventory control documents. 

E. Special Packaging 

i) Particularly delicate items, such as ethnobotanical and faunal samples, should be 
wrapped in aluminum foil and placed in a solid-side container such as a small acid-free 
box or plastic film canister before packaging with the rest of the site collection. 

ii) Oversized artifacts must be securely tagged with appropriate information on acid- free 
poster board, and Mylar or Tyvek tags. 

iii) Soil samples should be completely dry before sealing in a 4-mil-thick bag and packed 
separately from the site collection. 

F. Shipping 

i) To pack artifacts for shipping, place biodegradable packing peanuts at the bottom of the 
box to act as a buffer and reduce excess volume. Do not use newspaper. 

ii) Place materials in position, then fill the remaining volume with biodegradable packing 
peanuts to keep the materials in an upright or stable position within the exterior storage 
box. The weight of boxed collections should be distributed as evenly as possible. 

iii) Standard acid-free storage boxes are suitable for shipping if the contents are 
appropriately packed. 
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iv) Ship the boxes to the curation facility and pay the facility in accordance with their 
current collection management services fees. 
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8 Standard Operating Procedure No. 8: Emergency Procedures in 
the Event of Natural or Other Disasters 

This Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) outlines emergency procedures in the event of natural or 
other disasters. The overall goal is to work to protect standing built resources within an emergency 
response setting. If buildings are threatened by any number of potential natural or man-made 
disasters, responses to emergencies and all planning for emergency response related to built 
resources at Plum Island Animal Disease Center (PIADC) will be carried out in accordance with 
all statutory applications. Emergency procedures will be initiated as required by the situation. 
Emergencies include earthquakes, fire, flood, vandalism, and acts of nature, such as falling trees. 
Emergency personnel, including fire and police, should be contacted as appropriate to the situation. 

This SOP should be initiated in the event of emergencies such as wildfires, hurricanes, tornadoes, 
flooding, and earthquakes, that affect buildings and structures eligible for or listed in the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) either individually or as part of historic districts; buildings and 
structures that are over 50 years in age that have not been evaluated for NRHP eligibility; and 
buildings or structures that may have exceptional significance in accordance with Section 110 of 
the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 

8.1 Applicable Laws/Regulations/Procedural Requirements 

• National Historic Preservation Act 

• National Environmental Policy Act 

• “Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for the Treatment of Historic Properties 
with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic 
Buildings” 

• 36 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Part 800 

• 40 CFR Part 1500–1508 

• DHS Instruction Manual 017-01-001, Rev. 01, Implementation of a Cultural Resource 
Management Program 

8.2 Policy 

• The United States Department of Homeland Security (DHS) Federal Preservation Officer 
(FPO) should be informed of the nature and location of the emergency as soon as possible. In 
turn, the FPO will notify the Deputy FPO who serves as the point-of-contact. The Deputy FPO 
works in conjunction with the PIADC Historic Properties Management Plan (HPMP) 
Coordinator at PIADC regarding the emergency. 

• Immediate rescue and salvage operations conducted to preserve life or property are exempt 
from the provisions of NHPA. 

• As appropriate, 36 CFR 800.12(b) flexibilities should be utilized to establish a programmatic 
approach to address historic properties in emergency circumstances. 

• 
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8.3 Procedures 

1. The PIADC HPMP Coordinator will: 

A. Contact the FPO, who in turn will coordinate with the Deputy FPO to determine whether 
any built resources are present within the affected area. 

B. Coordinate with the Deputy FPO if the potentially or currently impacted area contains 
resources so they can be identified and avoided or stabilized where possible. All reasonable 
efforts should be made to avoid or minimize disturbance to any significant built resources. 

C. Coordinate with the Deputy FPO to implement emergency stabilization measures to protect 
the historic property and to preserve historic fabric and features. In general, emergency 
stabilization measures include short-term and reversible repairs that do not harm historic 
fabric or features. 

D. Ensure personnel conducting these activities communicate with the Deputy FPO regarding 
potential effects to significant built resources that could occur in association with such 
stabilization or protective activities. 

E. Review Standard Operating Procedure No. 4: Inadvertent Discovery of Archaeological 
Resources. 

2. To ensure salvage or avoidance of built resources to the maximum extent possible in an 
emergency situation, the PIADC HPMP Coordinator must: 

A. Check immediately to determine what, if any, buildings could be affected by the emergency, 
when possible. 

B. Provide the Deputy FPO with necessary information about buildings so they can be 
protected/avoided, etc. 

C. If an inadvertent discovery of cultural material is found during the emergency, review 
Standard Operating Procedure No. 4: Inadvertent Discovery of Archaeological 
Resources. Follow these procedures to the maximum extent possible. 

3. The Deputy FPO will inform the New York State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) of the 
nature of the emergency affecting historic properties and of stabilization measures. 

4. Once the building has been stabilized and the immediate emergency operation completed, the 
PIADC HPMP Coordinator, working in concert with the Deputy FPO, will initiate permanent 
repairs to be carried out in a manner consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards 
for Treatment of Historic Properties. 

8.4 Other Considerations 

NHPA provides for expedited review for actions that an agency proposes within thirty (30) days of 
an emergency, which is defined as “a disaster or emergency declared by the President, a tribal 
government, or the Governor of a State or which respond to other immediate threats to life or 
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property.” In such cases, the Deputy FPO can request that the agencies and parties to consultation 
reply in seven (7) days or less. Notification may be verbal, followed by written communication. 
PIADC may request an extension of the period of applicability from the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation (ACHP) prior to expiration of the thirty (30) days. The Deputy FPO will 
ensure that all personnel involved in the project are briefed regarding the protocol to be followed 
in the case of the inadvertent discovery of cultural resources during emergency operations (see 
Standard Operating Procedure No. 4: Inadvertent Discovery of Archaeological Resources). 
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Department of Homeland Security (DHS) Plum Island Animal Disease Center (PIADC) Closure Environmental 
Assessment (EA) Public Comments on Draft EA - Comment Response Matrix 
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01 001 001 

1. The document identifies that the biocontainment facilities including B101, B102 and B111 must be decontaminated. Prior to decontamination, asbestos 

containing materials will be removed; this is underway in B102. Biocontainment facility B257 will be assessed for the presence of pathogens; however, 

asbestos containing materials have not been removed from B257. Will the asbestos containing materials in B257 be addressed during closure? In addition, 

lead levels in B257 should be evaluated.

Decontamination activities were previously performed in Building 257 (B257). Asbestos 
removal in B257 would only occur if the biological sampling and subsequent analysis 
indicated asbestos removal was warranted to facilitate further decontamination 
activities. The Environmental Assessment (EA) has been revised to clarify that B257 
would only undergo asbestos removal if the need was identified through the sampling 
analysis, and that subsequant, targeted abatement of asbestos in B101, B102, and B111 
would be conducted as necessary to facilitate decontamination in those buildings. 
Comprehensive asbestos removal and lead testing are not components of this Proposed 
Action. 

Proposed Action NYSDEC 

02 002 001 

2. The DEA does not address the crumbling and potentially dangerous concrete bunker/battery emplacement area. This issue should be addressed in the 

DEA.

Comment noted. The Department of Homeland Security (DHS) is not allowed to conduct 
activities that would improve the value of the property. The bunker/battery 
emplacement area is not included in the list of maintained properties under the Historic 
Properties Management Plan (HPMP); therefore, this action falls outside the scope of 
the EA. The purpose of this EA is to evaluate the environmental impacts of PIADC 
closure activities. Impacts of any future disposition activities are outside the scope of 
this EA. No change made to the EA. 

Cultural and Historic 
Resources; Proposed 

Action 
NYSDEC 

03 003 001 

3. Please note that the closure of DEC’s permitted facilities must be done in accordance with an approved closure plan and that waste management areas 

with waste buried-in-place may be deed restricted in the future.

Comment noted. Closure of permitted facilities would occur in accordance with the 
permits, including approved closure plans as required. Additionally, the purpose of this 
EA is to evaluate the environmental impacts of PIADC closure activities. Impacts of any 
future disposition activities are outside the scope of this EA. No change made to the EA. 

Proposed Action NYSDEC 

04 004 001 

4. Page 51 of the DEA includes the following statement:

Furthermore, DHS commits to conducting vegetative clearing between November and March, which adheres to the voluntary time of year restrictions 

identified in the USFWS’s 2016 NLEB Programmatic Biological Opinion by conducting all forest management activities (i.e., tree clearing) outside the bat’s 

active season (April 1 through October 31) (USFWS, 2016), thereby avoiding any potential impacts on NLEB.”

NYSDEC restricts tree clearing in Suffolk County to different dates than noted in the DEA. In Suffolk County, bats have been found to be active in November 

and March; thus, tree clearing on Plum Island must be restricted to the period from March 1 through November 30, inclusive.

Comment accepted. The EA was revised to include the dates in which New York State 
Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) restricts tree clearing in Suffolk 
County. 

Bioological Resrouces NYSDEC 

05 001 002 

The matter of the decommissioning of Plum Island is of great interest to the people of the entire Long Island Sound region. Notice of the EA appearing in 

local newspapers is not sufficient to garner widespread public review of the document. 

Comment noted. Public participation opportunities with respect to the Draft EA are 
guided by DHS National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) implementing procedures, the 
requirements of NEPA (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 1506.6), and the Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations. In accordance with these regulatory 
requirements, the Draft EA Notice of Availability (NOA) was published in two local 
newspapers, posted on www.dhs.gov/nepa, and sent to stakeholders identified in 
Appendix A. The Draft EA was published digitally on www.dhs.gov/nepa and printed 
copies were provided to two local libraries. No change to the EA. 

Public Involvement Save the Sound 

06 002 002 

Given the EA’s repeated assertions that the environmental review needed to follow the requirements set forth in the Consolidated Appropriations Act of 

2021, which mandates the disposal of the Plum Island asset, it is odd and insufficient for the review to ignore future transfer alternatives and the cleanup 

requirements needed for different transfer scenarios. If these issues are to be addressed separately, in another review by DHS or by the General Services 

Administration, that should be made clear to the public. 

Comment noted. The purpose of this EA is to evaluate the environmental impacts of 
PIADC closure activities. Impacts of any future disposition activities are outside the 
scope of this EA. See Section 1.4 of the EA. Preferred Alternative Save the Sound 

07 003 002 

The EA has not presented a thorough evaluation of the cleanup and contamination issues associated with the closure of the Plum Island Animal Disease 

Center (PIADC). The issues raised by Save the Sound previously regarding the nature and extent of the cleanup have been left unanswered. The EA also has 

not fully addressed the scoping comments from the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation. Among other deficiencies, plans for the 

testing and cleanup of Building 257 are vague. 

Section 2.1.1 describes the facilities decontamination and efficacy validation activities 
to be carried out under the Proposed Action. All decontamination activities would be 
conducted using approved, validated methods in coordination with NYSDEC and Federal 
Select Agent Program (FSAP). Furthermore, third-party validation testing would be 
performed to verify and document that each building has been decontaminated to the 
extent agreed upon during the planning stage with NYSDEC and FSAP. No change made 
to the EA. 

Proposed Action Save the Sound 
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Department of Homeland Security (DHS) Plum Island Animal Disease Center (PIADC) Closure Environmental 
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08 004 002 

Save the Sound (STS) requests greater clarification on DHS’s decontamination procedures as well as plans to assess and mitigate potential soil vapor 
migration, especially into buildings to be left sealed and those facilities where drilling into foundations may be required during testing. In the DEC’s scoping 
comments the agency requested to know: 
“Whether hazardous substances have been released to the environment (e.g., soil, soil vapor or groundwater) and DHS plans to test for contaminants in 
the environment and address any unacceptable levels of contamination this is found.” 

Section 2.1.3 of the EA discusses the subsurface oil contamination and DHS plans to 
delineate the extent of the remaining oil contamination. 

The EA was revised to state that DHS would further delineate and remediate the oil spill, 
including any potential soil vapor migration, to the NYSDEC's satisfaction, thereby 
closing the Spill Number (95-12713). 

All decontamination protocols would follow validated methods as approved by the 
NYSDEC. 

Proposed Action Save the Sound 

09 005 002 

Plans for the subsequent safe transport of viruses, vaccines, and other materials to the National Agro and Bio-Defense Facility in Manhattan, Kansas, also 
should be outlined in sufficient detail to ensure clear understanding, while also protecting national security. 

Comment noted. The transport of viruses, vaccines, and other biological materials are 
components of the science mission transfer to NBAF, which was previously analyzed in 
the 2008 Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision. The transport of 
these materials is not included in the current Proposed Action. No change to the EA. 

Proposed Action Save the Sound 

10 006 002 

As did others in their scoping comments, STS urged DHS to expand its environmental impact evaluation to encompass the entirety of Plum Island and its 
surrounding waters. This was not undertaken in the EA presented for public review. 

Comment noted. The study area evaluated for potential impacts to the human and 
natural environment from PIADC closure activities is defined in Section 1.4 of the EA as 
the entirety of Plum Island (840 acres) and the Orient Point facility. Table 3 in the EA 
further identifies Areas of Interest (i.e., Regions of Influence) for each resource area 
considered in the EA. The affected environment and impact analysis were thus tailored 
for each resource area according to the extent that the activities included in the 
Proposed Action could reasonably impact Plum Island and Orient Point. No change to 
the EA. 

Proposed Action Save the Sound 

11 007 002 

The EA asserts in several sections that “should any [sensitive natural resources, such as endangered or nesting birds] be observed on or near areas where 
heavy machinery would be operated, all work would immediately cease, and DHS’s Environmental Manager would be contacted.” It is unclear whether 
heavy equipment machinery operators would be trained to make such observations and could do so during the course of their work. The EA should provide 
more information on the extent of environmental monitoring that can take place during the movement of heavy machinery and cleanup activities, and who 
would be conducting such monitoring, and provide clearer information on how the relay of information to DHS’s Environmental Manager can ensure 
protection of federal trust species, State-endangered, threatened, and rare species. 

It will not be possible to protect sensitive ecological resources without full identification of those same elements of the Plum Island ecosystem. The EA 
does not list the 25 ecological communities identified by the New York Natural Heritage Program in 2012 and 2016, nor the 111 species of conservation 
concern, including all the rare plant species known to occur on the island. Neither does the EA explain the special protection zones of Plum Island 
(“Environmental Benefit Project”), amounting to approximately 100 acres, that resulted from the consent order issued by New York State in 2013. In fact, 
the EA does not mention the consent order at all. 

Comment noted. The EA has been revised to state that DHS would inspect areas within 
200 meters of closure activities involving heavy machinery and where loud and intrusive 
noise may be created for special status species (e.g., piping plover and roseate tern). As 
described and discussed in Section 3.4.2.1 of the EA, activities associated with the 
Proposed Action would impact approximately 26 acres consisting of Oldfield/developed 
and previously impacted upland forest predominately disturbed areas. Due to activities 
taking place in previously disturbed areas and best management practices (i.e., 
pedestrian surveys to identify the presence of bald eagles or nests) identified in Section 
2.1.6, impacts on wildlife species would be minimal. See also the responses to 
Comments 14 and 16. 

Biological Resources Save the Sound 

12 008 002 

We urge DHS to pay special attention to DEC’s scoping and other comments, and consider carefully any guidance from the NYS Department of State 
regarding their requirements for concurrence with your coastal consistency determination. 

The public is eager to see Plum Island permanently preserved. We ask DHS to resolve EA deficiencies quickly, in full cooperation with New York State, to 
enable the expedient transfer of Plum Island to another agency for protection in perpetuity. 

Comment noted. Closure activities would be conducted in coordination with NYSDEC 
and New York Department of State (NYSDS). No change to the EA. 

Preferred Alternative; 
Biological Resources 

Save the Sound 

13 001 003 

The Nature Conservancy respectfully submits these comments in response to the Plum Island Draft Environmental Assessment (the “Draft EA”) dated 
September 2, 2022, which we learned about on September 16 from a third party, not from DHS, despite our having submitted comments in response to 
the scoping notice. 

The Draft EA contains ample information about the ecological and cultural significance of Plum Island to warrant the care that the Department of 
Homeland Security (“DHS”) promises to take in connection with closing the Plum Island Animal Disease Center (“PIADC”), and we commend DHS’s 
commitment to “limit vegetation clearing to previously disturbed areas within the PIADC research compound and on or in the immediate vicinity of the 
WMAs/AOPC.” Draft EA, at 15. 

Comment noted. 

Preferred Alternative The Nature Conservancy 
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14 002 003 

However, the EA understates the island’s numerous natural communities and plant populations, including rare plants. Avoiding disturbance of these areas 
is required—not only by NEPA, but also by the Environmental Benefit Project (“EBP”) agreed to by DHS covering 100 acres of sensitive habitat. These areas 
must be delineated and marked in advance of any work, and appropriate equipment and methodologies must be employed to minimize disturbance. 

Comment noted. The activities described in Chapter 2 of the EA fall outside (see Figure 
2 of the EA) of the 100 acres of sensitive habitat identified in the provided Figure A. 
Section 1.2 and Figure 2 were revised to state that the Consent Order was completed in 
2019, while the Environmental Benefit Project remains in effect while the Island is under 
DHS ownership. DHS operates in compliance with these requirements and the 
Environmental Benefit Project areas are clearly marked. Section 3.4 was revised to state 
that the Proposed Action would have no potential to affect these areas. 

Biological Resources The Nature Conservancy 

I. Ground-disturbing activities must comply with the NY-DHS Consent Order and Environmental Benefit Project 

In 2013, DHS entered into a Settlement Agreement and Administrative Order on Consent to settle claims by the New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation ("NYSDEC") that DHS had violated New York's Environmental Conservation Law in several ways on Plum Island. Administrative 
Order on Consent, DEC Case No. CO 1-20120216-25, attached to the Environmental Notice submitted herewith ("Environmental Notice" ). 

Among other things, DHS agreed to an EBP, finalized in 2015, which was designed to provide heightened protection to approximately 100 acres (the 
"Controlled Property") used by roseate terns, piping plovers, seals, and other wild species. On these 100 acres, DHS agreed that: 

A. There shall be no development, clearing, construction, vehicle traffic, or human related activities allowed within the Controlled Property unless essential 
to the preservation of life or property or within the reservation stated in paragraph FOURTH, below. 

B. Any beach area activity in the Controlled Property, including any activities to preserve beaches, will be properly planned and executed to ensure that any 
adverse impacts to the beach area will be mitigated to insignificance. 

C. [The map filed in the Suffolk County Clerk's office 7/14/15] depicts a 100-foot buffer from significant piping plover and seal habitat along the shoreline 
on the southern coastal portions of the island. Foot traffic in these areas shall be minimized and, during nesting season (April 1 - August 15th), prohibited, 
except for conduct of the piping plover monitoring program conducted on behalf of [NYSDEC] and other biodiversity studies. 

D. No disposal of any solid or hazardous waste shall occur on the Controlled Property at any time. Environmental Notice, at 1. 

The reservation in paragraph FOURTH was quite limited, allowing DHS to enter the Controlled Property only for three purposes: 1) security/law 
enforcement, 2) necessary utility work, and 3) emergency medical services.In addition, DHS agreed that "the boundaries of the Controlled Property will be 
marked by signs visible at reasonable distances and spaced so as to reasonably ensure that any individual unaware of the existence of the restricted use of 
the Property willsee the signs and make appropriate inquiries." Environmental Notice, at 2. 

The areas covered by the EBP are shown in Figure A, prepared by The Nature Conservancy using the metes and bounds descriptions attached to the 
Environmental Notice. The areas are near several places where DHS proposes to conduct closure activities and clear vegetation. The northernmost area is 
near WMA 22, the southernmost area is near AOPC 05 and Building 257, and the largest section of Controlled Property, Area A, is near Building 257 and 
USTs 62 and 63. 

PIADC closure activities do not fall within the purposes for which DHS may enter the Controlled Property: security/law enforcement, utility work, 
emergency medical services, or to preserve life or property.   If DHS has received permission from NYSDEC to enter the Controlled Area to conduct closure 
activities, DHS should document that permission in the final EA and must limit its disturbance of vegetation and habitat to the smallest possible areas. Per 
the Environmental Notice, signs must be posted and entry restricted in these areas. It is essential that planning take place prior to the commencement of 
work to ensure that signs are posted, workers are informed of the restrictions, and appropriate equipment and methodologies are selected. 

The Nature Conservancy 15 003 003 

Comment noted. Please see response to Comment 14. 

Proposed Action 
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21 003 004 

With respect to the lighthouse on the western end of Plum Island, a paper investigation should be conducted to determine if mercury was used to float the 
light and lens (e.g., on a circular track). If mercury was used at the lighthouse, then a soil investigation should be conducted to determine if there is 
mercury-impacted soil in the vicinity of the lighthouse. As an aside, given that the lighthouse located on Plum Island is an historic granite lighthouse 
originally built in 1869, DER believes that lead contamination in soil would not be an issue. 

Comment noted.  Actions related to the lighthouse are outside the scope of this EA. 
Cultural and Historic 

Resrouces; 
Proposed Action 

NYSDEC 

22 004 004 

The Department supports the comments provided by New York Natural Heritage Program, and encourages the EA to recognize and be informed by the 
findings of the studies and inventories conducted by New York Natural Heritage Program on Plum Island between 2015 and 2022: Initial Survey of Plum 
Island’s Marine Habitats, Plum Island Biodiversity Inventory, Biodiversity and Ecological Potential of Plum Island: New York, and Survey of Plum Island’s 
Subtidal Marine Habitats, cataloged collectively here: https://www.nynhp.org/projects/plum-island-inventory/. 

Comment noted. Section 3.4 has been revised to include relevant pieces of information 
from the provided references from the New York State Natural Heritage Program 
(NYSNHP). Biological Resrouces NYSDEC 

23 001 005 

The Service’s comment letter to the DHS dated October 26, 2012, is incorporated by reference here in regard to fish and wildlife characteristics on the 
island and potential impacts of this proposed action on fish and wildlife resources (enclosure 1). 

Comment noted. See Comments #30 through #35 for responses to Fish and Wildlife: 
Ecological Importance of Plum Island comments originally submitted in the October 26, 
2012 letter from United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Comments on 
Endangered Species and Migratory Birds originally included in the 2012 letter are not 
applicable to the current Proposed Action because they refer to an outdated Section 7 
process, or activities associated with an incomparable Proposed Action and Alternatives 
(e.g., potential development of Plum Island after it is transferred). Potential impacts on 
endangered species and migratory birds are addressed in Section 3.4.2.1 of the EA. 

Biological Resrouces USFWS 

24 002 005 

We provide the following updates on information related to listed proposed species that may occur on Plum Island: 

On March 23, 2022, the Service published a proposal to reclassify the northern long-eared bat (NLEB) as endangered under the ESA (87 Federal Register 

16442. The U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia has ordered the Service to complete a new final listing determination for the NLEB by November 

2022 (Case 1:15-cv-00477, March 1, 2021). The bat, currently listed as threatened, faces extinction due to the range-wide impacts of white-nose syndrome 

(WNS), a deadly fungal disease affecting cave-dwelling bats across the continent. Depending on the type of effects a project has on NLEB, the change in the 

species’ status may trigger the need to re-initiate consultation for any actions that are not completed and for which the Federal action agency retains 

discretion once the new listing determination becomes effective (anticipated to occur by December 30, 2022). If your project may result in incidental take 

of NLEB after the new listing goes into effect this will first need to be addressed in an updated consultation that includes an Incidental Take Statement. If 

your project may require re-initiation of consultation, please contact our office for additional guidance. 

To minimize the risk that a NLEB bat may be roosting in a tree or structure at the time it is disturbed, we recommend the following conservation measures: 
1.Within potential summer habitat of listed bats, the Project will avoid potential impacts by conducting all tree clearing between October 1 and March 31.

2.Existing structures (e.g., buildings, above-ground infrastructure) should be screened for occupancy of listed bats prior to undertaking any activities 

between April 1 and September 30. Screening may be accomplished either through visual inspection or through an emergence survey. (Current guidelines 

are available upon request, but surveys for structures may deviate and should be coordinated with the Service.)

Comment accepted. The EA was revised to include the dates in which NYSDEC restricts 
tree clearing in Suffolk County (March 1 through November 30). Additionally, the EA has 
been revised to state that visual inspections of all unoccupied structures would be 
conducted prior to undertaking building work between March 1 and November 30. If 
any bats are identified, all work would cease and DHS would modify project activities 
(e.g., scheduling, phasing) to ensure these species are not adversely impacted. With 
implementation of these measures, the Proposed Action would have no effect on the 
northern long-eared bat (NLEB), regardless of its listing status. 

Biological Resrouces USFWS 

25 003 005 

The above recommendations may be waived if a presence/absence survey covering the area(s) in question has been conducted by a recognized, qualified 
surveyor according to current Service guidelines within the past five years, no listed bats were detected, and the Service has concurred in writing with the 
survey results. If northern long-eared bats are detected the Service may also recommend additional conservation measures to minimize any impacts from 
noise during construction. 

Comment noted. 

Biological Resrouces USFWS 
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Department of Homeland Security (DHS) Plum Island Animal Disease Center (PIADC) Closure Environmental 
Assessment (EA) Public Comments on Draft EA - Comment Response Matrix 

C
o

m
m

en
t 

#

C
o

m
m

en
t 

# 
b

y
R

e
vi

e
w

e
r

C
o

m
m

en
te

r 
ID

# 

Comment DHS Response Topic(s) 
Organization (if 

applicable) 

26 004 005 

Additionally, on September 14, 2022, the Service published a proposal to list the tricolored bat (Perimyotis subflavus) as endangered under the ESA (87 
Federal Register 56381). The Service has up to 12-months from the date the proposal published to make a final determination, either to list the tricolored 
bat under the Act or to withdraw the proposal. The Service determined the bat faces extinction primarily due to the range-wide impacts of white-nose 
syndrome (WNS), a deadly fungal disease affecting cave-dwelling bats across North America. Because tricolored bat populations have been greatly reduced 
due to WNS, surviving bat populations are now more vulnerable to other stressors such as human disturbance and habitat loss. Species proposed for listing 
are not afforded protection under the ESA; however, as soon as a listing becomes effective (typically 30 days after publication of the final rule in the 
Federal Register), the prohibitions against jeopardizing its continued existence and “take” will apply.  Therefore, if your project has the potential to 
adversely affect tricolored bats after the potential new listing goes into effect, we recommend that the effects of the project on tricolored bat and their 
habitat be analyzed to determine whether authorization under ESA section 7 is necessary. 

The tricolored bat is a small insectivorous bat that typically overwinters in caves, abandoned mines and tunnels, and road-associated culverts (southern 
portion of the range) and spends the rest of the year in forested habitats, typically roosting among live and dead leaf clusters. For more information on 
tricolored bats and the proposed rule, please see: 
https://www.fws.gov/species/tricolored-bat-perimyotis-subflavus and for more information on WNS, please see: https://www.whitenosesyndrome.org/ 

Comment noted. Section 3.4.2.1 has been revised to include an evaluation of the 
Proposed Action's potential effects on the tricolored bat. 

Biological Resrouces USFWS 

27 006 005 

The project areas are likely to contain suitable habitat supporting the Federal candidate species monarch butterfly (Danaus plexippus). A listing 
determination for this species is expected in Fiscal Year 2024. The monarch butterfly is not afforded any substantive or procedural protections under the 
ESA at this time; however, including this species in the effects analysis could avoid or minimize project delays if the species is listed before or during Project 
construction. We recommend the following to protect this species: 
1.For any areas where vegetation disturbance will occur, survey the affected area for milkweed (Asclepias spp.) before the start of work. Avoid clearing 
milkweed from May 15 through September 30 when monarch caterpillars may be present. 
2.Develop a plan for enhancing monarch habitat in areas of temporary habitat disturbance and where opportunities exist to proactively enhance habitat 
incidental to other project activities (e.g., landscaping) or as part of any compensatory mitigation that may be required.
3.Provide a firm commitment that herbicides will not be used for maintenance and extend this conservation measure to all portions of the project area 
where milkweed is likely to occur.

Comment noted. The EA has been revised to include an evaluation of the Proposed 
Action's potential effects on the monarch butterfly. The recommended protection 
measures have been incorporated into the EA. 

Biological Resrouces USFWS 

28 007 005 

As noted in the EA, piping plover nest on the south beach of Plum Island. In order to avoid impact to piping plover, no work should occur on the beach 
from April 1 to September 1. Further, plovers could be disturbed from building demolition or waste management area remediation activities. We 
recommend that the DHS work with the Service to identify any areas within 200 meters (m) of the beach to determine the best avoidance measures if 
activities are planned between April 1 and September 1. 

Comment noted. The EA has been revised to state that DHS would inspect areas within 
200 meters of closure activities involving heavy machinery and where loud and intrusive 
noise may be created for special status species, including piping plover. Should any 
special status species, including any nesting birds, be observed, all work would 
immediately cease and DHS would modify project activities (e.g., scheduling and 
phasing) to ensure special status species would not be adversely impacted by closure 
activities. The Proposed Action would not involve any in-water work, work on beaches, 
or increased marine vessel traffic. Further, no building demolition would occur under 
the Proposed Action. 

Biological Resrouces USFWS 

29 008 005 

The EA (p. 48) mentions that “…DHS staff have observed more frequent sightings of bald eagles [Haliaeetus leucocephalus] near Fort Terry on the north 
point of the Island. As stated previously, one bald eagle nest has been observed by DHS personnel on the north point of the Island near the former Fort 
Terry complex.” The Service and DHS staff have also observed a bald eagle pair multiple times in the vicinity of Plum Island harbor during July 2022. 
Enclosed is a Northeast Bald Eagle Project Screening Form to assist DHS is determining if the proposed activities would result in disturbance to bald eagles 
and the steps to take if impacts are likely to occur (enclosure 2). We appreciate the protection measures already contained in the EA for bald eagles. The 
enclosed assessment form was developed to address bald eagles in the northeast and should further facilitate your project planning. 

Comment accepted. The EA has been revised to reflect the recent bald eagle sitings, and 
the Northeast Bald Eagle Project Screening Form has been completed and included in 
Appendix G of the Final EA. 

Biological Resrouces USFWS 

Plum Island Animal Disease Center Closure Environmental Assessment Appendix C 



 

 
 

 

 

 
  

 
  

      
           

             
    

          
       

           
     

        
              

     

     
    

            

     
      

             
           
       

          
 

     
 

   

             
       

      
  

        
             

        

   
          

    
      

      
      

     
   

  

     

Department of Homeland Security (DHS) Plum Island Animal Disease Center (PIADC) Closure Environmental 
Assessment (EA) Public Comments on Draft EA - Comment Response Matrix 

C
o

m
m

en
t 

#

C
o

m
m

en
t 

# 
b

y
R

e
vi

e
w

e
r

C
o

m
m

en
te

r 
ID

# 

Comment DHS Response Topic(s) 
Organization (if 

applicable) 

30 009 005 

Fish and Wildlife Resources 
Ecological Importance of Plum Island 
Throughout the development of the DEIS, the Service discussed with the Joint Lead Agencies the ecological importance of Plum Island to fish and wildlife 
resources, special habitat designations given to Plum Island by the State of New York (State) and the Service, the Long Island Sound Stewardship initiative 
which includes Plum Island, as well as our incomplete understanding of all the resources that utilize the Island due to a lack of surveys or environmental 
studies. These points are briefly summarized below. 

(1)Plum Island provides habitat for both the Federally-listed piping plover (Charadrius melodus) (threatened) and roseate tern (Sterna dougallii dougallii)
(endangered).  Piping plovers breed on the southern beaches and roseate terns forage in nearshore waters and loaf on its shoreline. Plum Island is also
two miles from the largest colony of roseate terns in New York at Great Gull Island. Both species are sensitive to human disturbance and loss of habitat due
to development and human recreation. Development would likely result in direct impacts such as physical disturbance due to construction activities or
adverse habitat modification.  Adverse indirect effects of development would likely occur in the form of an increase in avian and mammalian predators
(e.g., crows, gulls, blackbirds, feral cats, domestic cats, dogs, rats, etc.), human recreational disturbance, and indirect effects on habitat from shoreline
management activities such as beach nourishment, revetment construction, groin construction, sand fencing, and beach grass planting.

Comment noted. Potential impacts of the Proposed Action on piping plover and roseate 
terns are discussed in Section 3.4.2.1. See also response to Comment 28. No change 
made to the EA. 

Biological Resrouces USFWS 

31 010 005 
(2)Plum Island and/or adjacent areas are identified as significant habitats by the New York State Department of State and the Service. Comment noted. See response to Comment 16. 

Biological Resrouces USFWS 

32 011 005 

Plum Island is included in Audubon New York’s Important Bird Area known as Orient Point Complex. The Island is suspected to be an important breeding 
and migratory stopover site for many species of neotropical migrants and other avian species. One hundred and eighty-seven species of birds have been 
recorded on Plum Island by the North Fork Audubon Society (New York Natural Heritage Program 2012), 57 of which are designated as New York Species of 
Greatest Conservation Need (SGCN). Of the 187 species, 65 were documented as breeders on the Island, including 13 SGCN species. Construction 
activities, loss of forest habitat, conversion of natural habitat to lawns, introduction of predator species, and greater levels of human disturbance 
associated with commercial and residential development could significantly impact these species.  Direct mortality of these species during development of 
the Island would be in violation of the MBTA. 

Comment noted. Section 3.4.1 of the EA discusses Plum Island's designation as an 
Important Bird Area. Potential impacts to migratory birds are discussed in Section 
3.4.2.1. No change made to the EA. 

Biological Resrouces USFWS 

33 012 005 

(4)Plum Island is a Long Island Sound (LIS) Stewardship Site, being within the Plum, Little, and Great Gull Islands Stewardship Area. It is one of 33 
Inaugural Stewardship Areas around LIS recognized by the LIS National Estuary Program Policy Committee for its significant ecological and recreational 
value.

Comment noted. Section 3.4 of the EA has been revised to discuss the Long Island 
Sound (LIS) Stewardship Site. Biological Resrouces USFWS 

34 013 005 

(5)Nearly 25% of Plum Island is located within the Coastal Barrier Resources System (CBRS map-24).  Inclusion in a CBRS area places restriction on Federal 
expenditures, particularly those that would facilitate intensified private sector development in storm prone areas. Any alternative that does not restrict or 
prohibit Federal expenditures in this zone would be in conflict with the Coastal Barrier Resources Act of 1981, as amended (96 Stat. 1653; 16 U.S.C. 3501 et 
seq).

Comment noted.  The scope of this EA is limited to DHS actions to close PIADC, none of 
which involve federal expenditures or financial assistance which would have the effect 
of facilitating or encouraging development within either Coastal Barrier Resources 
System Plum Island Unit NY-24 or Orient Beach Unit NY-25. No change made to the EA. 

Biological Resrouces USFWS 

35 014 005 

(6)Many fish and wildlife populations on Plum Island have not been thoroughly inventoried. For instance, the importance of the Island to bat species and
certain avian species such as owls is unknown at this time due to the restrictions on access to the Island that prevent nighttime surveys.

Comment noted. Since this comment was originally provided in 2012, NYSNHP has 
completed several studies of biodiversity on Plum Island. These reports were reviewed 
during the preparation of this EA. See also the response to Comment 16. Biological Resrouces USFWS 
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October 6, 2022 

John M. Searing, PE PMP 
Deputy Center Director 
Plum Island Animal Disease Center 
U.S. Dept. of Homeland Security 

Re: Comments on Draft Environmental Assessment (DEA) for Closure 
Activities at the Plum Island Animal Disease Center on Plum Island, NY 

Dear John M. Searing: 

Thank you for offering the Department of Environmental Conservation the opportunity to 
comment on the DEA for Closure Activities at the Plum Island Animal Disease Center 
on Plum Island. Our comments are as follows: 

1. The document identifies that the biocontainment facilities including B101, B102 
and B111 must be decontaminated. Prior to decontamination, asbestos-
containing materials will be removed; this is underway in B102. Biocontainment 
facility B257 will be assessed for the presence of pathogens; however, asbestos 
containing materials have not been removed from B257. Will the asbestos 
containing materials in B257 be addressed during closure? In addition, lead 
levels in B257 should be evaluated. 

2. The DEA does not address the crumbling and potentially dangerous concrete 
bunker/battery emplacement area. This issue should be addressed in the DEA. 

3. Please note that the closure of DEC’s permitted facilities must be done in 
accordance with an approved closure plan and that waste management areas 
with waste buried-in-place may be deed restricted in the future. 

4. Page 51 of the DEA includes the following statement: 

“Furthermore, DHS commits to conducting vegetative clearing between 
November and March, which adheres to the voluntary time of year 
restrictions identified in the USFWS’s 2016 NLEB Programmatic Biological 
Opinion by conducting all forest management activities (i.e., tree clearing) 
outside the bat’s active season (April 1 through October 31) (USFWS, 2016), 
thereby avoiding any potential impacts on NLEB.” 



      
        

       
     

 
      

     
 
                                                                                  
 
 
 

  
 

 
 
                                   

NYSDEC restricts tree clearing in Suffolk County to different dates than noted in 
the DEA. In Suffolk County, bats have been found to be active in November and 
March; thus, tree clearing on Plum Island must be restricted to the period from 
March 1 through November 30, inclusive. 

Please forward any further correspondence regarding NEPA and SEQRA reviews of 
this project to my attention at the above address. 

Sincerely, 

Sherri Aicher 
Deputy Permit Administrator 



 

       
  
    

 

 
 

 

  

 
  

 
     

  
    
   

    
       

    
   

  
       

   
   

      
  

  
     

  

 
    

 

     
   

   
   

 
   

  

    

October 7, 2022 

Jennifer Hass 
VIA EMAIL: PlumIslandClosureEA@ST.DHS.GOV 

Re: DRAFT Environmental Assessment, Plum Island Animal Disease Center Closure 

We are writing in response to the above Environmental Assessment (EA). No notice was provided to us 
directly by DHS, despite our organization having submitted comments in response to the original notice. 
Rather, we learned about this document’s availability from a third party. It is surprising we were not 
notified directly, not the least because we submitted scoping comments to the Department of 
Homeland Security by the prescribed deadline. The matter of the decommissioning of Plum Island is of 
great interest to the people of the entire Long Island Sound region. Notice of the EA appearing in local 
newspapers is not sufficient to garner widespread public review of the document. 

Given the EA’s repeated assertions that the environmental review needed to follow the requirements 
set forth in the Consolidated Appropriations Act of 2021, which mandates the disposal of the Plum 
Island asset, it is odd and insufficient for the review to ignore future transfer alternatives and the 
cleanup requirements needed for different transfer scenarios. If these issues are to be addressed 
separately, in another review by DHS or by the General Services Administration, that should be made 
clear to the public. 

The EA has not presented a thorough evaluation of the cleanup and contamination issues associated 
with the closure of the Plum Island Animal Disease Center (PIADC). The issues raised by Save the Sound 
previously regarding the nature and extent of the cleanup have been left unanswered. 

The EA also has not fully addressed the scoping comments from the New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation. Among other deficiencies, plans for the testing and cleanup of Building 257 
are vague. 

Save the Sound (STS) requests greater clarification on DHS’s decontamination procedures as well as 
plans to assess and mitigate potential soil vapor migration, especially into buildings to be left sealed and 
those facilities where drilling into foundations may be required during testing. In the DEC’s scoping 
comments the agency requested to know: 

“Whether hazardous substances have been released to the environment (e.g., soil, soil vapor or 
groundwater) and DHS plans to test for contaminants in the environment and address any 
unacceptable levels of contamination this is found.” 

Discussion on soil vapor migration testing and mitigation was not found in the EA. 

P.O. Box 1850  |  Southold, New York 11971  | 631-428-1315 
900 Chapel Street, Upper Mezzanine | New Haven, Connecticut 06510 | 203-787-0646 

1385 Boston Post Road, Second Floor | Larchmont, New York 10538 | 914-381-3140 |  www.savethesound.org 

http://www.savethesound.org/
mailto:PlumIslandClosureEA@ST.DHS.GOV
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Plans for the subsequent safe transport of viruses, vaccines, and other materials to the National Agro 
and Bio-Defense Facility in Manhattan, Kansas, also should be outlined in sufficient detail to ensure clear 
understanding, while also protecting national security. 

As did others in their scoping comments, STS urged DHS to expand its environmental impact evaluation 
to encompass the entirety of Plum Island and its surrounding waters. This was not undertaken in the EA 
presented for public review. 

The EA asserts in several sections that “should any [sensitive natural resources, such as endangered or 
nesting birds] be observed on or near areas where heavy machinery would be operated, all work would 
immediately cease, and DHS’s Environmental Manager would be contacted.” It is unclear whether heavy 
equipment machinery operators would be trained to make such observations and could do so during the 
course of their work. The EA should provide more information on the extent of environmental 
monitoring that can take place during the movement of heavy machinery and cleanup activities, and 
who would be conducting such monitoring, and provide clearer information on how the relay of 
information to DHS’s Environmental Manager can ensure protection of federal trust species, State-
endangered, threatened, and rare species. 

It will not be possible to protect sensitive ecological resources without full identification of those same 
elements of the Plum Island ecosystem. The EA does not list the 25 ecological communities identified by 
the New York Natural Heritage Program in 2012 and 2016, nor the 111 species of conservation concern, 
including all the rare plant species known to occur on the island. Neither does the EA explain the special 
protection zones of Plum Island (“Environmental Benefit Project”), amounting to approximately 100 
acres, that resulted from the consent order issued by New York State in 2013. In fact, the EA does not 
mention the consent order at all. 

We urge DHS to pay special attention to DEC’s scoping and other comments, and consider carefully any 
guidance from the NYS Department of State regarding their requirements for concurrence with your 
coastal consistency determination. 

The public is eager to see Plum Island permanently preserved. We ask DHS to resolve EA deficiencies 
quickly, in full cooperation with New York State, to enable the expedient transfer of Plum Island to 
another agency for protection in perpetuity. 

Sincerely, 

Louise Harrison 
Long Island Natural Areas Manager 



 

     
 

      
 

 

         

 

  
   

      
   

    
 

  
 

  

    
       

       
    

        
          

           
        

            

    
       

         
       

          

          

 

          

     

          

      

    

 

 

142 Sag Harbor Turnpike 
East Hampton, NY 11937 

October 7, 2022 

Jennifer D. Hass 
Environmental Planning & Historic Preservation Program Manager 
Office of the Chief Readiness Support Officer 
Department of Homeland Security 
Submitted via email to: PlumIslandClosureEA@ST.DHS.GOV 

Re: PICS NEPA DRAFT EA 

Dear Ms. Hass: 

The Nature Conservancy respectfully submits these comments in response to the Plum Island 
Draft Environmental Assessment (the “Draft EA”) dated September 2, 2022, which we learned 
about on September 16 from a third party, not from DHS, despite our having submitted 
comments in response to the scoping notice. 

The Draft EA contains ample information about the ecological and cultural significance of Plum 
Island to warrant the care that the Department of Homeland Security (“DHS”) promises to take 
in connection with closing the Plum Island Animal Disease Center (“PIADC”), and we commend 
DHS’s commitment to “limit vegetation clearing to previously disturbed areas within the PIADC 
research compound and on or in the immediate vicinity of the WMAs/AOPC.” Draft EA, at 15. 

However, the EA understates the island’s numerous natural communities and plant 
populations, including rare plants. Avoiding disturbance of these areas is required—not only by 
NEPA, but also by the Environmental Benefit Project (“EBP”) agreed to by DHS covering 100 
acres of sensitive habitat. These areas must be delineated and marked in advance of any work, 
and appropriate equipment and methodologies must be employed to minimize disturbance. 

I. Ground-disturbing activities must comply with the NY-DHS Consent Order and 

Environmental Benefit Project 

In 2013, DHS entered into a Settlement Agreement and Administrative Order on Consent to 

settle claims by the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (“NYSDEC”) 

that DHS had violated New York’s Environmental Conservation Law in several ways on Plum 

Island. Administrative Order on Consent, DEC Case No. CO 1-20120216-25, attached to the 

Environmental Notice submitted herewith (“Environmental Notice”). 

mailto:PlumIslandClosureEA@ST.DHS.GOV?subject=RE%3A%20PICS%20NEPA%20DRAFT%20EA


 
 

 

          

         

         

      

      

        

 

       

         

    

         

         

          

         

        

 

       

   

       

     

     

      

           

     

          

          

           

         

              

          

    

       

          

        

           

             

        

Among other things, DHS agreed to an EBP, finalized in 2015, which was designed to provide 

heightened protection to approximately 100 acres (the “Controlled Property”) used by roseate 

terns, piping plovers, seals, and other wild species. On these 100 acres, DHS agreed that: 

A. There shall be no development, clearing, construction, vehicle traffic, or human 

related activities allowed within the Controlled Property unless essential to the 

preservation of life or property or within the reservation stated in paragraph FOURTH, 

below. 

B. Any beach area activity in the Controlled Property, including any activities to preserve 

beaches, will be properly planned and executed to ensure that any adverse impacts to 

the beach area will be mitigated to insignificance. 

C. [The map filed in the Suffolk County Clerk’s Office on 7/14/15] depicts a 100-foot 

buffer from significant piping plover and seal habitat along the shoreline on the 

southern coastal portions of the island. Foot traffic in these areas shall be minimized 

and, during nesting season (April 1 – August 15th), prohibited, except for conduct of the 

piping plover monitoring program conducted on behalf of [NYSDEC] and other 

biodiversity studies. 

D. No disposal of any solid or hazardous waste shall occur on the Controlled Property at 

any time. Environmental Notice, at 1. 

The reservation in paragraph FOURTH was quite limited, allowing DHS to enter the Controlled 

Property only for three purposes: 1) security/law enforcement, 2) necessary utility work, and 3) 

emergency medical services. In addition, DHS agreed that “the boundaries of the Controlled 
Property will be marked by signs visible at reasonable distances and spaced so as to reasonably 

ensure that any individual unaware of the existence of the restricted use of the Property will 

see the signs and make appropriate inquiries.” Environmental Notice, at 2. 

The areas covered by the EBP are shown in Figure A, prepared by The Nature Conservancy using 

the metes and bounds descriptions attached to the Environmental Notice. The areas are near 

several places where DHS proposes to conduct closure activities and clear vegetation. The 

northernmost area is near WMA 22, the southernmost area is near AOPC 05 and Building 257, 

and the largest section of Controlled Property, Area A, is near Building 257 and USTs 62 and 63. 

PIADC closure activities do not fall within the purposes for which DHS may enter the Controlled 

Property: security/law enforcement, utility work, emergency medical services, or to preserve 

“life or property.” If DHS has received permission from NYSDEC to enter the Controlled Area to 

conduct closure activities, DHS should document that permission in the final EA and must limit 

its disturbance of vegetation and habitat to the smallest possible areas. Per the Environmental 

Notice, signs must be posted and entry restricted in these areas. It is essential that planning 

take place prior to the commencement of work to ensure that signs are posted, workers are 

informed of the restrictions, and appropriate equipment and methodologies are selected. 
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Figure A. This map shows Areas A, B, and C where DHS agreed to post signs and limit activities. 

II. Plum Island includes an abundance of natural communities and plants not 

mentioned in the Draft EA. 

Plum Island’s habitat types, natural communities, and species of vegetation are far more 
significant and numerous than the Draft EA describes. While the Draft EA lumps the habitat 
types into five categories, stating that “[v]egetation on Plum Island is generally grouped into 
the following communities: beach/dune, freshwater wetland, oldfield/landscaped, historically 
disturbed (i.e., impacted) upland forest, and relatively undisturbed (i.e., unimpacted) upland 
forest,” Draft EA, at 11, New York’s Natural Heritage Program has delineated 25 separate 
natural communities, with “maritime shrubland and successional maritime forest (“maritime 
shrub/forest”) cover[ing] over 330 acres of the island (nearly 40% of the landscape)”and four 
shoreline communities of statewide significance. New York Natural Heritage Program, 
Biodiversity and Ecological Potential of Plum Island, New York, 2012, at 10-11 (“NYNHP 2012 
Report”). 
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After conducting four seasons of field studies in 2015, Natural Heritage Program scientists 

characterized the island’s biodiversity as “highly significant for New York State, exemplified by 

its high-quality shoreline communities, remaining populations of rare plants, extensive use by at-

risk birds for breeding, and habitat for rare insects.” New York Natural Heritage Program, Plum 

Island Biological Inventory, June 2016, at 49 (“NYNHP 2016 Report”). The scientists found nine rare 

plant species, including New York’s largest population of spring ladies-tresses. NYNHP 2016 Report, 

at 15 and 48. Similarly, The Nature Conservancy gives Plum Island an efficiency rating of 99.48% 

for terrestrial physical variety and 99.3% for terrestrial habitat diversity. 

A number of factors account for this extensive biodiversity, including Plum Island’s location, 

glacial history, and 17 soil types according to the Department of Agriculture Natural Resource 

Conservation Service. The Draft EA implies that soil is important primarily as it relates to the 

potential for farming, but soil variety and health are fundamental contributors to biodiversity. As 

the Natural Heritage Program scientists stated, “This large diversity of soils and features in such a 

small area has resulted in the diverse flora and fauna found there today.” NYNHP 2016 Report, at 4. 

Unfortunately, as noted in the NYNHP 2016 Report and Draft EA, invasive species have taken 

hold in some places due to a lack of ecological management at the PIADC, a situation that the 

Preserve Plum Island Coalition, the Town of Southold, and various U.S. Senators are working to 

rectify. All the more reason why the remaining examples of unusual plant species must not be 

disturbed. We recommend that the New York Natural Heritage Program be consulted in 

advance of closure activities in order to pinpoint rare plant locations. If any are near potential 

work sites, signs and boundary fencing should be installed to prevent adverse impacts. The best 

person to contact is the lead author of the Natural Heritage Plum Island reports: Matthew 

Schlesinger, matthew.schlesinger@dec.ny.gov. 

III. Transportation Assets 

The Draft EA states that Plum Island ferries may be placed into long-term storage. This may 

affect their functioning and value and we respectfully request that DHS be open to transfer of 

the vessels prior to the completion of closure activities if circumstances so warrant. That would 

enable the boats to continue to operate and receive regular maintenance and cleaning. 

Thank you for your efforts regarding Plum Island, a truly unique and remarkable place. 

Sincerely, 

Marian E. Lindberg 

Marian E. Lindberg 
Conservation Projects Manager 
mlindberg@tnc.org 
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October 11, 2022 

Jennifer Hass 
Environmental Planning & 
Historic Preservation Program Manager 
2707 Martin Luther King Jr Ave SE 
Washington, DC 20528-0525 
PlumIslandClosureEA@ST.DHS.GOV 

Dear Jennifer Hass: 

Below please find the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation’s 
(NYSDEC) comments on the Draft Environmental Assessment for Closure Activities at 
the Plum Island Animal Disease Center (PIADC). The final Environmental Assessment 
(EA) should address the following: 

• The EA cites old regulations with respect to the major oil storage facility, (MOSF). 

The EA should be updated with current MOSF citations. 

• If it is determined the MOSF facility will be closed, a site assessment in 

accordance with Special Condition 4(a) of their MOSF license must be 

performed. 

• If it is determined that one or more of the five UST’s will be closed, site 

assessments, in accordance with PBS regulations, must be performed. 

• Based on oral discussions, it is DER’s understanding that a site assessment at 

the MOSF would be performed even if the MOSF was to remain open for future 

service on the island. This site assessment is not mentioned in the EA. 

• A military munitions preliminary assessment and site inspection for the former 

coastal battery on the Island (Fort Terry) on the far eastern side of Plum Island 

should be conducted. 

• With respect to the lighthouse on the western end of Plum Island, a paper 

investigation should be conducted to determine if mercury was used to float the 

light and lens (e.g., on a circular track). If mercury was used at the lighthouse, 

then a soil investigation should be conducted to determine if there is mercury-

impacted soil in the vicinity of the lighthouse. As an aside, given that the 

lighthouse located on Plum Island is an historic granite lighthouse originally built 

in 1869, DER believes that lead contamination in soil would not be an issue. 

mailto:PlumIslandClosureEA@ST.DHS.GOV


 
  

   
   

      
   

 
 

   
 

 
  
 
 
 

    
 

       
        

 
  

       
 

The Department supports the comments provided by New York Natural Heritage 
Program, and encourages the EA to recognize and be informed by the findings of the 
studies and inventories conducted by New York Natural Heritage Program on Plum 
Island between 2015 and 2022: Initial Survey of Plum Island’s Marine Habitats, Plum 
Island Biodiversity Inventory, Biodiversity and Ecological Potential of Plum Island: New 
York, and Survey of Plum Island’s Subtidal Marine Habitats, cataloged collectively here: 
https://www.nynhp.org/projects/plum-island-inventory/. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments. NYSDEC stands ready to continue 
to work with DHS on closure activities and look forward to additional opportunities for 
comment. 

Sincerely, 

Katharine Petronis Dereth Glance 
Deputy Commissioner Deputy Commissioner 

cc: Thomas Hisgen 
Cathy Haas 

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.nynhp.org%2Fprojects%2Fplum-island-inventory%2F&data=05%7C01%7CThomas.Hisgen%40dec.ny.gov%7C281a3cfa53d0429e164f08daa7ee3f40%7Cf46cb8ea79004d108ceb80e8c1c81ee7%7C0%7C0%7C638006938938956576%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=3JAYcHdj0JCQL%2B8ZHQDNfC1NGkeK2pL%2FlSCf0dRbub8%3D&reserved=0


  
 

 

 
 
 
 

 

        

 
 

  

 

 
  

   
 

  
  

    
   

   

   
 

 
  

 

  
 

  

 
  

 
  

   

 

United States Department of the Interior 
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

3817 Luker Road 
Cortland, New York 13045 

October 20, 2022 

John M. Searing, PE 
Deputy Center Director 
Plum Island Animal Disease Center 
US Dept of Homeland Security 

Dear Director: 

This is in response to your August 25, 2022, (received on September 12, 2022) request for 
comments on the U.S. Department of Homeland Security’s (DHS) draft Environmental 
Assessment (EA) for the Plum Island Animal Disease Center (PIADC) Closure.  These 
comments are provided pursuant to the Endangered Species Act (ESA; 87 Stat. 884, as amended; 
16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.), Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401, as amended; 16 
U.S.C. 661 et seq), and National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq). 

Project Description 

The EA describes the activities associated with the closure of PIADC, which is expected to be 
completed by 2028.  The main components of the closure involve facilities decontamination and 
efficacy validation, waste management delineation and remediation activities, subsurface oil 
delineation and remediation activities, asset preservation and preparation for long-term storage, 
and asset disposition and permit transfer. Vegetation removal and ground disturbance would be 
required for closure activities such as rerouting utility systems, excavating and removing up to 
five underground storage tanks, and delineation and remediation of previously identified waste 
management areas (WMA) and one area of potential concern (AOPC). 

Service Comments 

The Service’s comment letter to the DHS dated October 26, 2012, is incorporated by reference 
here in regard to fish and wildlife characteristics on the island and potential impacts of this 
proposed action on fish and wildlife resources (enclosure 1). 

We provide the following updates on information related to listed proposed species that may 
occur on Plum Island: 

On March 23, 2022, the Service published a proposal to reclassify the northern long-eared bat 
(NLEB) as endangered under the ESA (87 Federal Register 16442. The U.S. District Court for 
the District of Columbia has ordered the Service to complete a new final listing determination for 



 
    

    
    

   
  

   
  

   
 

      
  

 
   

 

 
   

   

     
  

     
  

 

  
   

   
    

  
 

  

    
   

 
    

  
 

  

the NLEB by November 2022 (Case 1:15-cv-00477, March 1, 2021).  The bat, currently listed as 
threatened, faces extinction due to the range-wide impacts of white-nose syndrome (WNS), a 
deadly fungal disease affecting cave-dwelling bats across the continent. Depending on the type 
of effects a project has on NLEB, the change in the species’ status may trigger the need to re-
initiate consultation for any actions that are not completed and for which the Federal action 
agency retains discretion once the new listing determination becomes effective (anticipated to 
occur by December 30, 2022). If your project may result in incidental take of NLEB after the 
new listing goes into effect this will first need to be addressed in an updated consultation that 
includes an Incidental Take Statement.  If your project may require re-initiation of consultation, 
please contact our office for additional guidance. 

To minimize the risk that a NLEB bat may be roosting in a tree or structure at the time it is 
disturbed, we recommend the following conservation measures: 

1. Within potential summer habitat of listed bats, the Project will avoid potential impacts by 
conducting all tree clearing between October 1 and March 31. 

2. Existing structures (e.g., buildings, above-ground infrastructure) should be screened for 
occupancy of listed bats prior to undertaking any activities between April 1 and 
September 30. Screening may be accomplished either through visual inspection or 
through an emergence survey. (Current guidelines are available upon request, but 
surveys for structures may deviate and should be coordinated with the Service.) 

The above recommendations may be waived if a presence/absence survey covering the area(s) in 
question has been conducted by a recognized, qualified surveyor according to current Service 
guidelines within the past five years, no listed bats were detected, and the Service has concurred 
in writing with the survey results.  If northern long-eared bats are detected the Service may also 
recommend additional conservation measures to minimize any impacts from noise during 
construction. 

Additionally, on September 14, 2022, the Service published a proposal to list the tricolored bat 
(Perimyotis subflavus) as endangered under the ESA (87 Federal Register 56381). The Service 
has up to 12-months from the date the proposal published to make a final determination, either to 
list the tricolored bat under the Act or to withdraw the proposal. The Service determined the bat 
faces extinction primarily due to the range-wide impacts of white-nose syndrome (WNS), a 
deadly fungal disease affecting cave-dwelling bats across North America. Because tricolored bat 
populations have been greatly reduced due to WNS, surviving bat populations are now more 
vulnerable to other stressors such as human disturbance and habitat loss. Species proposed for 
listing are not afforded protection under the ESA; however, as soon as a listing becomes 
effective (typically 30 days after publication of the final rule in the Federal Register), the 
prohibitions against jeopardizing its continued existence and “take” will apply.  Therefore, if 
your project has the potential to adversely affect tricolored bats after the potential new listing 
goes into effect, we recommend that the effects of the project on tricolored bat and their habitat 
be analyzed to determine whether authorization under ESA section 7 is necessary.   

 The tricolored bat is a small insectivorous bat that typically overwinters in caves, abandoned 
mines and tunnels, and road-associated culverts (southern portion of the range) and spends the 
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rest of the year in forested habitats, typically roosting among live and dead leaf clusters.  For 
more information on tricolored bats and the proposed rule, please see: 
https://www.fws.gov/species/tricolored-bat-perimyotis-subflavus and for more information on 
WNS, please see: https://www.whitenosesyndrome.org/ 

The project areas are likely to contain suitable habitat supporting the Federal candidate species 
monarch butterfly (Danaus plexippus). A listing determination for this species is expected in 
Fiscal Year 2024. The monarch butterfly is not afforded any substantive or procedural 
protections under the ESA at this time; however, including this species in the effects analysis 
could avoid or minimize project delays if the species is listed before or during Project 
construction. We recommend the following to protect this species: 

1. For any areas where vegetation disturbance will occur, survey the affected area for 
milkweed (Asclepias spp.) before the start of work.  Avoid clearing milkweed from May 
15 through September 30 when monarch caterpillars may be present. 

2. Develop a plan for enhancing monarch habitat in areas of temporary habitat 
disturbance and where opportunities exist to proactively enhance habitat incidental to 
other project activities (e.g., landscaping) or as part of any compensatory mitigation that 
may be required. 

3. Provide a firm commitment that herbicides will not be used for maintenance and 
extend this conservation measure to all portions of the project area where milkweed is 
likely to occur. 

As noted in the EA, piping plover nest on the south beach of Plum Island.  In order to avoid 
impact to piping plover, no work should occur on the beach from April 1 to September 1. 
Further, plovers could be disturbed from building demolition or waste management area 
remediation activities.  We recommend that the DHS work with the Service to identify any areas 
within 200 meters (m) of the beach to determine the best avoidance measures if activities are 
planned between April 1 and September 1. 

The EA (p. 48) mentions that “…DHS staff have observed more frequent sightings of bald eagles 
[Haliaeetus leucocephalus] near Fort Terry on the north point of the Island. As stated previously, 
one bald eagle nest has been observed by DHS personnel on the north point of the Island near the 
former Fort Terry complex.”  The Service and DHS staff have also observed a bald eagle pair 
multiple times in the vicinity of Plum Island harbor during July 2022.  Enclosed is a Northeast 
Bald Eagle Project Screening Form to assist DHS is determining if the proposed activities would 
result in disturbance to bald eagles and the steps to take if impacts are likely to occur (enclosure 
2). We appreciate the protection measures already contained in the EA for bald eagles.  The 
enclosed assessment form was developed to address bald eagles in the northeast and should 
further facilitate your project planning. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Draft EA.  If you have any questions 
please contact Steve Papa or Kim Spiller of the Long Island Field Office at (631) 286-0485, or 
by email at steve_papa@fws.gov or kimberly_spiller@fws.gov. 
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Sincerely, 

Ian Drew 

Field Supervisor 

Enclosures 
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United States Department of the Interior 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 
408 Atlantic Avenue – Room 142 

Boston, Massachusetts  02110-3334 

October 26, 2012 

9043.1 
ER 12/529 

John Dugan 
Office of Real Property Utilization and Disposal 
Public Service Building 
General Services Administration 
Thomas P. O’Neill, Jr. Federal Building 
10 Causeway Street, Room 1010 
Boston, MA  02222 

RE: COMMENTS 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
Public Sale, Plum Island Animal Disease Center 
Long Island Sound, Suffolk County, New York 

Dear Mr. Dugan: 

The U.S. Department of the Interior (Department) has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) by the General Services Administration (GSA) and Department of Homeland 
Security (DHS) (hereafter referred to as Joint Lead Agencies) dated July 20, 2012, for the Public 
Sale of the Plum Island Animal Disease Center Suffolk County, NY.  The following comments 
have been prepared by the Department’s U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (Service).  

Pursuant to Section 1501.6(b)(3) of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended 
(42 U.S.C.), and at the request of the Joint Lead Agencies by letter dated October 5, 2010, the 
Service is participating as a cooperating agency in the DEIS process.  A Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) was agreed to and signed by the Joint Lead Agencies and the cooperating 
agencies, which also includes the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), on February 
11, 2011.  As a cooperating agency, the Service has assisted the Joint Lead Agencies by 
providing information on fish and wildlife resources in the project area, suggesting measures that 
might avoid or minimize impacts resulting from the implementation of the proposed alternatives, 
and reviewing the environmental analyses conducted by the Joint Lead Agencies.  Throughout 
the process, the Service commented on the proposed sale of Plum Island in regard to its potential 
impacts to species protected under the Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973, as 
amended (87 Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) and migratory birds protected under 
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the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) of 1918, as amended (40 Stat. 755, as amended; 16 
U.S.C. 703 et seq.).  The Service also provided input pursuant to the Coastal Barrier Resources 
Act of 1982, as amended (Public Law 97-348). 

The Service has coordinated with the Joint Lead Agencies in formal correspondence, emails, 
meetings, and teleconferences between June 2010 and July 2012.  A coordination history, 
containing the dates of a number of events or correspondences that were exchanged during the 
development of the DEIS, is presented in Attachment A. 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

The Plum Island Animal Disease Center (PIADC) and its mainland supporting facilities are 
located in the Town of Southold, Suffolk County, New York.  The Island is 840 acres (ac) in 
area and is situated 1.5 miles off the coast of Orient Point, New York.  The facility was 
established in 1954 as a U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) research facility.  In 2003, the 
property was transferred to the DHS, which currently oversees its safety and security while 
USDA continues to use PIADC for its research purposes. 

The DEIS describes the sale of the Plum Island facility, including Plum Island and 
approximately 9.5 ac of land at Orient Point that contains several facilities.  The Plum Island 
facility also includes a small parcel of land containing a substation located at the tip of Orient 
Point.  The majority of buildings that comprise the PIADC are located on Plum Island, including 
a 55,000 square-foot (sq ft.) administrative building, a 190,500 sq ft. laboratory, and various 
support buildings.  Plum Island is also improved with approximately 8 miles of road 
infrastructure and harbor facilities. 

The DEIS includes two alternatives including the “No-Action Alternative” and the “Federal 
Government Action Alternative – Sale of the Property.” 

No-Action Alternative:  The No-Action alternative would include the decommissioning 
of Plum Island.  The PIADC would still be held in Federal ownership, but under mothball 
status with reduced funding for maintenance purposes. 

Federal Government Action Alternative:  The second alternative includes four reuse or 
redevelopment options including: 

1)  Reuse Option 1 – Adaptive Reuse of Existing Infrastructure.  Under the adaptive reuse 
option, the existing buildings, infrastructure, and transportation assets would be adapted 
for other purposes and continue to function at current or similar levels. 

2) Reuse Option 2 – Low-density Zoning (90 Residential Units).  The low-density 
zoning option is based upon a land use and zoning scheme similar to that of neighboring 
Fishers Island, New York.  This option would accommodate approximately 90 residential 
units, including the required support infrastructure. 
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3)  Reuse Option 3 – High-density Zoning (750 Residential Units and Supporting 
Infrastructure.  The high-density zoning option is based upon the highest density 
permitted by the Town’s zoning regulations. This option would accommodate 
approximately 750 residential units and supporting infrastructure.  

4)  Reuse Option 4 – Conservation/Preservation.  The primary function of the 
conservation/preservation option would be to protect, manage, and enhance the natural 
and cultural resources on the Property should the Property be purchased for conservation 
or preservation purposes.  

SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

Fish and Wildlife Resources 

Ecological Importance of Plum Island 

Throughout the development of the DEIS, the Service discussed with the Joint Lead Agencies 
the ecological importance of Plum Island to fish and wildlife resources, special habitat 
designations given to Plum Island by the State of New York (State) and the Service, the Long 
Island Sound Stewardship initiative which includes Plum Island, as well as our incomplete 
understanding of all the resources that utilize the Island due to a lack of surveys or environmental 
studies.  These points are briefly summarized below. 

(1) Plum Island provides habitat for both the Federally-listed piping plover (Charadrius 
melodus) (threatened) and roseate tern (Sterna dougallii dougallii) (endangered). Piping 
plovers breed on the southern beaches and roseate terns forage in nearshore waters and 
loaf on its shoreline.  Plum Island is also two miles from the largest colony of roseate 
terns in New York at Great Gull Island.  Both species are sensitive to human disturbance 
and loss of habitat due to development and human recreation.  Development would likely 
result in direct impacts such as physical disturbance due to construction activities or 
adverse habitat modification.  Adverse indirect effects of development would likely occur 
in the form of an increase in avian and mammalian predators (e.g., crows, gulls, 
blackbirds, feral cats, domestic cats, dogs, rats, etc.), human recreational disturbance, and 
indirect effects on habitat from shoreline management activities such as beach 
nourishment, revetment construction, groin construction, sand fencing, and beach grass 
planting. 

(2) Plum Island and/or adjacent areas are identified as significant habitats by the New York 
State Department of State and the Service. 

(3) Plum Island is included in Audubon New York’s Important Bird Area known as Orient 
Point Complex.  The Island is suspected to be an important breeding and migratory 
stopover site for many species of neotropical migrants and other avian species.  One 
hundred and eighty-seven species of birds have been recorded on Plum Island by the 
North Fork Audubon Society (New York Natural Heritage Program 2012), 57 of which 
are designated as New York Species of Greatest Conservation Need (SGCN).  Of the 187 
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species, 65 were documented as breeders on the Island, including 13 SGCN species.  
Construction activities, loss of forest habitat, conversion of natural habitat to lawns, 
introduction of predator species, and greater levels of human disturbance associated with 
commercial and residential development could significantly impact these species.  Direct 
mortality of these species during development of the Island would be in violation of the 
MBTA. 

(4) Plum Island is a Long Island Sound (LIS) Stewardship Site, being within the Plum, Little, 
and Great Gull Islands Stewardship Area.  It is one of 33 Inaugural Stewardship Areas 
around LIS recognized by the LIS National Estuary Program Policy Committee for its 
significant ecological and recreational value. 

(5) Nearly 25% of Plum Island is located within the Coastal Barrier Resources System 
(CBRS map-24).  Inclusion in a CBRS area places restriction on Federal expenditures, 
particularly those that would facilitate intensified private sector development in storm 
prone areas.  Any alternative that does not restrict or prohibit Federal expenditures in this 
zone would be in conflict with the Coastal Barrier Resources Act of 1981, as amended 
(96 Stat. 1653; 16 U.S.C. 3501 et seq). 

(6) Many fish and wildlife populations on Plum Island have not been thoroughly inventoried.  
For instance, the importance of the Island to bat species and certain avian species such as 
owls is unknown at this time due to the restrictions on access to the Island that prevent 
nighttime surveys.   

Endangered Species 

As noted above and throughout the DEIS process, Plum Island has been documented by the 
Service, the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation, Audubon New York, 
and the North Fork Audubon Society as a breeding ground for the Federally-listed (threatened) 
and State-listed (endangered) piping plover.  The Service is the lead surveyor for this species on 
this site and has received cooperation and assistance from DHS over the last several years on the 
annual piping plover surveys.  The State-listed threatened common tern (Sterna hirundo) has also 
been documented by the Service using the Island for sheltering and feeding.  The majority of 
these terns breed nearby on Great Gull Island, which supports one of the largest breeding 
colonies of the endangered roseate tern.  The American oystercatcher (Haematopus palliatus) is 
also present on the Island.  This species is currently listed in Massachusetts, Rhode Island, 
Connecticut, and New York as a state SGCN in the American Oystercatcher Conservation 
Action Plan for the U.S. Atlantic and Gulf coasts.  The American oystercatcher is also listed as a 
species of high conservation concern in the U.S. Shorebird Conservation Plan. 

Section 7(a)(2) of the ESA states that each Federal agency shall, in consultation with the 
Secretary, insure that any action they authorize, fund, or carry out is not likely to jeopardize the 
continued existence of a listed species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of 
designated critical habitat.  In fulfilling these requirements, each agency is to use the best 
scientific and commercial data available.  This section of the ESA sets out the consultation 
process, which is further implemented by regulation (50 CFR §402).  Formal consultation 
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becomes necessary when:  (1) the action agency requests consultation after determining the 
proposed action may affect listed species or critical habitat [however, if the Service concurs in 
writing that the proposed action is not likely to adversely affect any listed species or critical 
habitat (i.e., the effects are completely beneficial, insignificant, or discountable), then formal 
consultation is not required]; or (2) the Service, through informal consultation, does not concur 
with the action agency's finding that the proposed action is not likely to adversely affect the 
listed species or critical habitat.  Under the ESA, “take” means to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, 
shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, collect, or to attempt to engage in any such conduct.  “Harm” is 
further defined to include significant habitat modification or degradation that results in death or 
injury to listed species by significantly impairing essential behavior patterns such as breeding, 
feeding, or sheltering.  “Harass” is defined as actions that create the likelihood of injury to listed 
species to such an extent as to significantly disrupt normal behavior patterns which include, but 
are not limited to, breeding, feeding, or sheltering. 

GSA has determined that Reuse Option 1 would result in no changes to threatened and 
endangered species or their habitats, except for those State-listed species such as northern harrier 
(Circus cyaneus) that may occur in the upland habitats.  GSA has also found that Reuse Options 
2 (90 residential units) and 3 (750 residential units and supporting infrastructure) would result in 
no changes to threatened and endangered species habitat.  However, it is our opinion that indirect 
effects of residential development of these densities would likely create a measureable adverse 
impact to listed species resulting from human recreational disturbance and shoreline 
management actions.  

In comments of March 16, 2012, on the preliminary DEIS, the Service did not concur with this 
determination based on its experience with other development projects around Long Island.  
Specifically, the Service noted that the renourishment of West Hampton Barrier Island by the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) in 1997 and the subsequent redevelopment of the Village 
of West Hampton Dunes resulted in both direct and indirect impacts to the piping plover and 
seabeach amaranth (Amaranthus pumilus).  During formal consultation pursuant to Section 7 of 
the ESA between the Service and the Corps, adverse effects leading to incidental take of listed 
species were anticipated and a biological assessment was prepared by the Corps.  The types of 
direct and indirect impacts that would be expected to occur on Plum Island include impacts due 
to beach nourishment, docks and piers, human disturbance due to recreational activities, 
residential development, and fireworks.  Human development may also result in the presence of 
free-roaming pets and feral animals such as cats and dogs in piping plover breeding habitat.   

Therefore, it is the Service’s recommendation that the FEIS indicate that residential development 
would be likely to adversely affect listed species and that formal Section 7 consultation would be 
necessary for any Federal action that is associated with either development option.  This 
recommendation also applies to Reuse Option 1 (adaptive reuse) since the protections and 
restrictions that are currently in place (e.g., prohibitions on access to the southern beach areas) as 
a result of the operations of PIADC would not be in place after the Island leaves Federal 
ownership.  50 CFR §402 provides direction to Federal agencies on the content of this 
assessment.  
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In addition, the FEIS should note that take of listed species likely to result from projects 
undertaken by non-Federal landowners would require an incidental take permit pursuant to 
Section 10 (a)(1)(B) of the ESA in order to avoid potential violations of section 9 of the ESA and 
possible law enforcement action.  An application for an incidental take permit must be 
accompanied by a Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP).  The HCP would describe the anticipated 
effects of the proposed taking, how those impacts will be minimized or mitigated, and how the 
HCP is to be funded. HCPs can apply to both listed and non-listed species, including those that 
are candidates or have been proposed for listing. 

Finally, the Service continues to recommend that the FEIS reference or include as an appendix 
the Service’s beach recreational guidelines to protect piping plover entitled, “Guidelines for 
Managing Recreational Activities in Piping Plover Breeding Habitat on The U.S. Atlantic Coast 
to Avoid Take Under Section 9 of the Endangered Species Act,” found at 
http://pipingplover.fws.gov. Other relevant documents found on the website include “Cats and 
Dogs and Birds on the Beach - A Deadly Combination” and “Piping Plover, Atlantic Coast 
Population: 1996 Revised Recovery Plan.” These documents describe the recovery criteria and 
objectives, threats to the species from predators, and measures that should be taken to avoid take 
on recreational beaches. 

Information for the roseate tern, including links to the Roseate Tern Recovery Plan, can be found 
at: http://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B07O. 

Migratory Birds 

Plum Island is a significant migratory bird breeding and stopover area that could be adversely 
impacted by any development on the Island.  This determination is supported by the New York 
Natural Heritage Program (2012), which identified 187 species of migratory birds on Plum 
Island, the majority of which are protected by the MBTA. 

The impacts of redevelopment noted in the DEIS include habitat loss, fragmentation, 
displacement, changes in vegetation composition, and habitat conversion.  The DEIS concludes 
that these would be negligible or minor effects when evaluated in terms of population size or 
species’ range of occurrence.  However, the proposed development alternatives would result in 
the loss of roughly 34% of the Island’s forest habitat, a large percentage of which is classified as 
undisturbed forest by GSA, and a substantial portion of the existing areas characterized as old 
fields.  This level of habitat coupled with the lack of detailed information on seasonal species’ 
distribution and abundance, suggests that the development options will have more than a minor 
effect on wildlife species that utilize the Island.  It is reasonable to anticipate that substantial 
reductions in population or local extirpations, as well as changes in species diversity, will likely 
occur as the land use patterns undergo a significant shift from their present state to a residential 
development over much of the Island.  These effects will be compounded by other effects such 
as edge effects, impacts of roads, the introduction of non-native predators such as feral and 
domestic cats which can severely impact Island bird populations, and collisions with residential 
structures, none of which were addressed in the DEIS.  

http://pipingplover.fws.gov/�
http://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B07O�


 

  
 

 
   

   

  
 

 
 

 
   

  
 

 
   

 
    

 
 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 
    

  
 

 
  

 
  

 
   

 
 

 
 

 

7 

To mitigate for some of the impacts discussed above, the Service recommended throughout the 
development of the DEIS that the Joint Lead Agencies should explore, in the context of Reuse 
Options 1, 2, and 3, an alternative that looks at clustered development so as to reduce the 
footprint of either the low or high density development.  This would enable the preservation of 
more than 640 acres of contiguous lands rather than the current alternative scenarios that result in 
fragmented and fringe habitats.  Further, deed restrictions to protect contiguous forestland, old 
fields, and grasslands, as well as coastal areas is another option the Service recommended that 
DHS could consider prior to Plum Island leaving Federal ownership to maximize conservation 
potential of this important natural resource. 

As migratory bird species are protected under the MBTA, the FEIS should discuss the 
implications for development actions on the Island in the context of the MBTA.  The MBTA 
prohibits the taking, killing, possession, transportation, and importation of migratory birds, their 
eggs, parts, and nests, except when specifically authorized by the Service.  The word “take” is 
defined as “to pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or attempt to pursue, 
hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect.”  The unauthorized taking of birds is legally 
considered a “take” under the MBTA and is a violation of the law.  Neither the MBTA nor its 
implementing regulations, 50 CFR Part 21, provide for permitting of “incidental take” of 
migratory birds that may be killed or injured by development projects.  Under the provisions of 
the MBTA, the unauthorized take of migratory birds is a strict liability criminal offense that does 
not require knowledge or specific intent on the part of the offender.  As such, even when 
engaged in an otherwise legal activity where the intent is not to kill or injure migratory birds, 
violations can occur if bird death or injury results.   

Alternatives Discussion 

Proactive Protection of Environmental Resources Through Deed Covenants and 
Restrictions 

Section 7(a)(1) of the ESA directs Federal agencies to utilize their authorities to further the 
conservation of Federally-listed species.  The Department of Homeland Security, as the Federal 
landholding agency, could place deed restrictions or conservation easements on the land that 
would pass with the conveyance of the title to the new owners to ensure long-term protection of 
listed species and their habitat.  This would enable the Federal government to advance Federal 
environmental goals and policies in advance of transfer to non-Federal entities.  In addition to 
conserving listed species, deed restrictions and conservation easements would streamline the 
Federal review of post transfer development activities and reduce economic costs associated with 
species and land conservation.  Currently, the DEIS alternatives do not provide for any proactive 
Federal involvement in the protection of natural resources on the Island while it is still in Federal 
ownership.  It would be beneficial for the DHS to explore this further, as many of the 
environmental impacts currently discussed in the DEIS could be avoided or minimized even 
further if this option was adopted.  

Development of the deed restrictions or conservation easements would be undertaken in a 
strategic manner to maximize land and species conservation and should also be extended to 
protect migratory birds and their habitat as well as other sensitive fish and wildlife resources.  
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The Service recognizes that the DEIS does recommend establishing conservation areas or 
restoring habitat after the Island has left Federal ownership as means to offset potential adverse 
impacts to biological resources including listed species.  Specifically, as stated on page 2-5,  

“Once Plum Island is sold, applicable zoning requirements would need to be met by the 
future owner.  Currently, there are no deed restrictions or conservation easements 
associated with the Property, but deed restrictions and conservation easements could be 
incorporated after the sale.  Potential deed restrictions may include additional setbacks 
from wetlands or shoreline areas used by protected species, subdivision restrictions, 
height restrictions on structures, and other related limitations on development.  Any 
necessary restrictions would be based on sound science to protect wildlife and their 
habitats, water quality, or similar ecological attributes of the Property.  Conservation 
easements that could restrict certain activities (e.g., recreational use or commercial 
activities that may disturb listed species) may also be considered.” 

However, we believe this would be most effective if it were undertaken prior to the Island 
leaving Federal ownership.  

Benefits to Habitat Conservation from the No-Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative would likely result in continued protection of the natural resources of 
the Island through internal programs implemented by USDA and DHS as well as through 
partnerships with other Federal agencies such as the Service.  Resource protection would also be 
provided through the continuation of security patrols in support of operations at PIADC.  Such 
patrols have a positive indirect effect on natural resources by prohibiting unauthorized entry onto 
the Island and, therefore, into sensitive habitats.  The FEIS should also state that as a result of the 
No Action Alternative, approximately 195 acres of forested and old field habitats would not be 
impacted from private development.  

Reducing the Footprint of Reuse Options 1, 2, and 3 

Any adaptive reuse plans should limit the footprint of the developable lands so that the estimated 
minimum of 640 acres, which could be preserved, would not be fragmented by development and 
associated roads and infrastructure.  It is possible that this may be accomplished by reconfiguring 
the developable lands to concentrate development in already impacted areas.  A key component 
of this re-evaluation or re-delineation of developable lands would be to revisit the designations 
and definitions for “impacted” versus “unimpacted” forest habitats, as this has had an important 
role in the development suitability analysis undertaken by GSA.  Related to this, it would be 
beneficial to know the relative impact human encroachment and storm-induced processes have in 
the category of impacted forests.  Further, since the distribution and abundance of the Island’s 
biological resources have not been systematically surveyed and mapped, the FEIS should 
indicate the uncertainty surrounding its estimate of developable lands. 

The Service recommends that the Joint Lead Agencies consider undertaking a new general 
suitability analysis for development using the following list of environment attributes in 
conjunction with those parameters already used in the DEIS: 
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(1) historic or existing areas that supported, or support, State and Federally-listed 
threatened and endangered species and species of special concern; 

(2) significant breeding or migratory areas for avian species; 
(3) habitats that may support bat species; 
(4) coastal zones supporting marine mammals; and 
(5) ecologically unique or significant habitats and rare plant occurrences. 

Overall, if the current development alternatives that depict development throughout the Island 
are not re-evaluated to maximize the amount of contiguous habitat for conservation, there will 
likely be significant alteration of the landscape, resulting in major changes and reductions to the 
flora and fauna on the Island.  The linkage and assumed contribution of Plum Island to regional 
flora and fauna populations cannot be understated and it is likely that any major changes to these 
populations could have significant ramifications on a regional scale. 

Furthering Conservation through the Conservation/Preservation Option 

In general, conservation plans referenced in the FEIS should include all undeveloped upland, 
grasslands, wetlands, and coastal habitats on Plum Island and be undertaken in a manner that 
involves multiple stakeholders, protects species and the habitats on which they depend.  Areas to 
be included in the preservation alternative should be contiguous so as to limit the effects of 
development on sensitive species and lands.  In addition, adequate habitat management controls 
should be incorporated and include, but not be limited to, grassland management, invasive 
species control, and endangered species protection (piping plovers breed on Plum Island, and 
roseate and common terns use the Island for loafing and forage in adjacent coastal waters).  
Preservation should also include any existing offshore coastal limits of Federal ownership to 
protect foraging and haul out areas for seals and avian species that use the rocky coastline of the 
Island. 

The Service looks forward to continued involvement in the EIS process as a cooperating agency.  
If you have any questions please contact Steve Papa of the Long Island Field Office at 
(631) 286-0485. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this DEIS.  Please contact me at (617) 
223-8565 if I can be of further assistance. 

Sincerely, 

Andrew L. Raddant 
Regional Environmental Officer 
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ATTACHMENT A 

COORDINATION HISTORY 

March 18, 2010:  GSA published a notice of intent (NOI) to prepare an Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the sale of Plum Island on March 18, 2010, in the Federal Register.   

June 16, 2010:  The Service transmitted a letter to Joint Lead Agencies responding to the NOI.  
The Service provided recommendations to GSA to conduct detailed analyses of fish and wildlife 
resources including threatened and endangered species, recommended the evaluation of a 
conservation alternative, and provided information on environmental resources in the project 
area including marine mammals, marine turtles, avian species, finfish, and plants.  We also 
discussed the ecological designations given to Plum Island and adjacent waters, and the 
proximity of Plum Island to the Service’s National Wildlife Refuge lands in the Peconic Bay 
ecosystem.  Finally, the Service supported comments made by the USEPA relative to habitat 
conservation and the alternatives analysis, and provided information on sensitive habitats and 
species on the Island.  

October 19, 2010:  The Service transmitted a letter to the GSA responding to its October 5, 2010, 
correspondence which requested Service review of a proposed MOU between the Joint Lead 
Agencies and the designated cooperating agencies.  The draft MOU described the roles and 
responsibilities of all the involved agencies during the preparation of the DEIS and Final EIS.  
The Service provided input on the development of the MOU and discussed the provision in 
Section 540 of the Consolidated Security, Disaster Assistance, and Continuing Appropriations 
Act of 2009 (Public Law 110–329) that directs the sale of Plum Island subject to “such terms and 
conditions as necessary to protect government interests and meet program requirements,” 
indicating that this language provided latitude to identify alternatives that would enable the 
Federal government to take steps to protect Federally-listed species, migratory birds, and their 
habitats that use Plum Island. 

February 17, 2011:  The Service and EPA agree to be cooperating agencies on the DEIS.  

June 2011:  The Service commented on the preliminary DEIS via electronic correspondence.  

October 2011:  The Service commented on the latest version of the Joint Lead Agencies’ 
preliminary DEIS via electronic correspondence. 

March 16, 2012: The Service transmits review comments to GSA on the final preliminary DEIS 
dated February 2012.  The Service provided overall comments and recommendations pertaining 
to deed restrictions and covenants to protect listed species and migratory birds, endangered 
species conservation, lands available for development, and specific line-by-line comments on the 
document.  

April 17, 2012:  The Service receives correspondence from GSA dated April 17, 2012, declining 
Service recommendations to include discretionary deed restrictions for the protection of listed 



 
 

   
 

 

 

  

species and migratory birds and their habitats while the property remains within Federal 
ownership.  GSA indicates that such an action would be counter to Public Law 110-329, which 
directs GSA to sell Plum Island and use the proceeds of the sale to offset the construction costs 
of the new National Bio and Agro-Defense Facility in Manhattan, Kansas. 

July 17, 2012:  The Service receives correspondence from GSA providing a notice that the DEIS 
will be published in the Federal Register on July 20, 2012. 



 
 

 

 

    
  

   
    

  
  

 

 
   

   
    

  
  

 
  

  
  

  
 

  
  

  
   

   
 

 

     
 

 
  

  

NORTHEAST 
BALD EAGLE PROJECT 
SCREENING FORM 

Welcome! 

What is the purpose of this form? The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) designed this form as a 
voluntary tool to help people comply with the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA) by 
planning activities in a manner that avoids disturbing nesting bald eagles. To disturb a bald eagle nest 
means to agitate or bother a bald eagle to a degree that causes, or is likely to cause, that eagle to 
abandon its nest, suffer injury, or be unable to perform activities necessary to its survival. While all 
guidance included in this form is voluntary, individuals and organizations that disturb eagles may be 
subject to fine and prosecution under BGEPA. 

How is this form different from the National Bald Eagle Management Guidelines? The National 
Bald Eagle Management Guidelines (Guidelines) is a document published by the Service in 2007 that 
provides background information on the biology of bald eagles, explains the Federal laws and 
regulations protecting them, and lays out guidance for several categories of human activities that 
can affect their nesting. This form takes the Guideline’s recommendations, fits them to the regional 
conditions of the Northeast, and offers them to you in an interactive and intuitive format. Because 
the form fits its assessments and recommendations to the needs and behaviors of nesting bald 
eagles in the Northeast, you may find that it differs from the Guidelines on certain details. 
Nonetheless, the ultimate goal remains the same: to keep project proponents in compliance with 
BGEPA, while also protecting nesting bald eagles from disturbance. 

How this form works. To complete this form, first, find the category of activities that includes your 
proposed activity. Then, go to the page listed for that category to assess whether your project may 
risk disturbing nesting bald eagles. If the form identifies that your activities may disturb nesting bald 
eagles, follow the recommended avoidance measures. These measures will identify factors that 
could influence nesting eagles’ sensitivity to your activities: distance, visibility, timing, and exposure 
to other human activities. Sign the self-certification that you have committed to implementing the 
appropriate measures. If your proposed activities fall into multiple categories, repeat this process 
for each category. Additionally, if your project has the potential to affect multiple nests, complete a 
separate form for each nest site. 

What to do with your completed form. Once you have signed your self-certification, keep the form 
for your personal records. You do not need to submit your completed form to the Service. Keep the 
form and additional pages that may be helpful to your future planning and compliance. If a local, 
state, or federal authority asks for documentation that you are complying with the Service’s 
regional guidance, you can present them with your completed and signed form. 



 

   

   
 

 
   

  
  

  
  

    
 

 
     

 
      

   
  

 
  

   

 
  

  
  

   
 

    
    

  
 

 
   

    
  

  
    

 
 

    

INTRODUCTION 

What to know before you start. You will need a few pieces of information to help you complete 
this form. 

Breeding Season 
For temporary activities that might be loud or very visible, one of the simplest and most effective 
ways to avoid disturbing a bald eagle nest is to time the activity when eagles are not nesting, that is, 
outside the bald eagle breeding season. Wildlife agencies often refer to this type of measure as a 
time-of-year restriction. The bald eagle breeding season lasts approximately seven to eight months 
and has many stages. Start and end dates to this season can vary by location, year, and breeding 
pair. For simplicity, general dates are often set at a statewide level. Consult Appendix A to find the 
breeding season in your area. 

Visibility 
For some categories of activities, this form will ask whether your project activities will be visible to 
the nest. There are two general approaches to answering this question, a desktop assessment and a 
site visit. A desktop assessment involves consulting online mapping resources, such as Google Maps 
or state nest maps (see Appendix B), which can display your project location and the nest location 
on satellite or aerial imagery. When viewing this imagery, look to see whether there are landscape 
features or structures that might screen the nest’s view of your activities. Your assessment is only 
as good as your imagery. Make sure the imagery is current and accurately reflects visibility 
conditions on the ground. 

The second option is to visit your project location. Assess from various points in your project 
footprint whether you can see the nest. Use binoculars (4X power or greater) or spotting scope to 
assist your viewing. If you plan to visit the project site during the breeding season, be aware that 
your presence could also disturb the nest. Maintain 330’ feet between you and the nest, or at least 
as much distance as the nearest ongoing foot traffic at the nest site. You should only perform your 
site visit from property legally accessible to you. 

Using both the field and desktop approach will give you your best answer. If there is need to select 
between the two options, a site visit will generally provide a better sense of visibility. In either 
approach, consider that your activities may become more visible during portions of the year when 
leaves are off trees and other vegetation. 

Nest Location 
To figure out how close or how visible your activities will be, you will need precise knowledge of the 
nest’s location. If you do not already have this information, check Appendix B to see if any online or 
state resources are available. If you are unable to get this information from any of these sources, 
survey the site. As when assessing visibility, you should only perform your visit on property legally 
accessible to you. You should also avoid coming within 330 feet of a nest during the breeding 
season, unless you know that the eagles have previously tolerated people at whatever shorter 
distance you are planning to use. For descriptions and examples of bald eagle nests, and explanation 
of how they differ from other large bird nests, see “Appendix C – Guide to Nest Identification.” 

NE BAEA Project Screening Form (rev. 4/16/20) 2 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 



 

   

 
    

    
   

 
   

 

   
     
    

    
    

   
   

                  
  

 
 

  
   

  
 

   
  

 
    

  

 
      

 
  

  

    

 
     

  

   

INTRODUCTION 

If you feel unable to perform this search, consider employing the services of a wildlife biologist 
experienced in this type of surveying. Alternatively, consider contacting your state or local wildlife 
agency to see if they would be able to perform a site visit (please be aware that many state and 
local wildlife agencies are constrained in their resources and time and may not be able to offer this 
service). Be sensitive to sharing information about nest locations. Attracting public interest to a nest 
site can threaten the safety of that nest. Some states also continue to prohibit the release of nest 
locations. 

It is possible that you will be unable to find a reported nest. While bald eagles commonly use nests 
across breeding seasons, nests do not always survive from one season to the next. Nests may fall 
apart of their own accord or be blown down by high winds. Bald eagles may also stop using a nest 
for one season or more, even if the nest as a structure still exists. In these scenarios, bald eagles 
may still reuse a former nest site in the following breeding seasons. The temporary absence of a 
nest or nesting eagles does not absolve you of your responsibilities to avoid disturbing future 
nesting at that site. The Service recommends implementing the measures included in this form for 
five years after the last breeding season eagles used a nest or, where the nest no longer exists, three 
years after the last breeding season in which the nest existed. 

Similar Activities 
One of the best indicators of what a nesting bald eagle pair will tolerate is what they have already 
tolerated. In certain places, this form will ask whether the nesting pair has experienced and 
tolerated similar activities at the nest location. To answer this question, you will need to know 
about previous human activity at that location. Was that activity similar in nature to what you 
propose? As close as or closer than what you propose to do? Did it occur at the same time of day? 
Time of year? Did it last as long? Was it as frequent? Was it as loud? Was it as visible? You will also 
need to know basic history about the nest. Did the nest exist before that previous activity? Was it 
ever used after that activity? If your answer to any of these questions is ‘no,’ you cannot answer 
‘yes’ to the broader question of whether there is similar activity at that site. See “Appendix D – 
Similar Activity Example Exercise” for a demonstration of how to apply this principle. 

Limitations 
Know when and how you should be using this form. See “Appendix E – Limitations of this form.” 

Where to go for help. The Service understands that project proponents may occasionally need 
clarification on which assessments are relevant to them and how to implement certain avoidance 
and minimization measures. If you find you are unable to complete this form, you can contact your 
regional eagle coordinator (Tom Wittig) for assistance at 

thomas_wittig@fws.gov - or - 413-253-8577 

When emailing, please include in your subject line “BALD EAGLE SCREENING FORM QUESTION.” If 
you are unable to connect with your regional eagle coordinator when calling, please leave a voice 
message that you are calling about this form and how best to reach you. 

For explanation of technical terms used in this form, see “Appendix F – Glossary of Terms.” 

NE BAEA Project Screening Form (rev. 4/16/20) 3 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
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PROJECT INFORMATION 

PROJECT INFORMATION 

Project Name:  

City:  County:  State: 

Lat/Long (decimal degrees; ex. 38.418310, -76.001096): 

Find Lat/Long via map 

Size: acres\miles 

PROJECT CONTACT INFORMATION 

Name: Phone: 

Address: 

Email: 

If your project has a Federal (ex. U.S. Army Corps), state (ex. PNDI), or other ID number, please 

list here: 

PROJECT ACTIVITY CATEGORY(S) 

Place a check next to all activities you plan to perform. 

 Construction and Development Activities → go to pages 5 -7 

 Maintenance and Restoration Activities → go to pages 8 - 9 

 Timber Operation and Forestry Practices → go to page 10 

 Use of Helicopters and Fixed-wing Aircraft → go to page 11 

 Blasting and Other Loud, Intermittent Noises (including Fireworks) → go to page 12 

 Recreational Activities → go to pages 13 – 14 

Feedback? The Service is continuously looking to improve this form. If you have suggested changes, 
please feel free to email them to us at thomas_wittig@fws.gov. Include “Bald Eagle Project 
Screening Form – Feedback” in your subject line. 

NE BAEA Project Screening Form (rev. 4/16/20) 4 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
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CONSTRUCTION & DEVELOPMENT 

Construction and Development Activities 

Which specific construction activities do you plan to perform? (check all that apply) 

 Building construction 

 Tree and land clearing 

 Construction of roads, trails, canals, power 
lines, pipelines and other linear utilities 

 Agriculture or aquaculture – newor 
expanded operations 

 Alteration of shorelines or wetlands 

 Installation of docks, piers, or moorings (pile 
driving may qualify as loud noise, page12) 

 Water impoundment or withdrawal 

 Mining 

 Oil and natural gas drilling and refining 

 Wind farm construction 

 Installation or expansion of marinas with a 
capacity of 6 or more boats 

 Communications tower construction 
(excluding maintenance and repairs) 

Is your activity similar to an ongoing or previous activity that coincided with the breeding season 
and that bald eagles tolerated? Consider both construction and use/operation of your project. 

Consider all of the following elements/factors in answering: 

-duration -time of season -area/footprint 
-frequency -visibility -magnitude 
-time of day -distance -nature 

 Yes → No avoidance measures recommended. Go to self-certification (page 7). 

 No → Go to next question. 

Will your activities be visible to the bald eagle nest(s)? 

 Yes → Stop. Implement Avoidance Measures (AM) 2, 4, and 5 (see page 7) 

 No → Go to the next question 

NE BAEA Project Screening Form (rev. 4/16/20) 5 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 



  
 

 
  

  
  

  
  

    

  

   

 
 

  
 

  
 
 

  
  

   

  

 

  

   

CONSTRUCTION & DEVELOPMENT 

Which of these categories most closely matches your proposed project or activity? 
(check all that apply) 

 Building construction, 1 or 2 story, with 
a project footprint of ½ acre or less 

 Construction of roads, trails, canals, 
power lines, or other linear utilities 

 Agriculture or aquaculture – new or 
expanded operations 

 Alteration of shorelines or wetlands 
 Installation of docks or moorings 
 Water impoundment or withdrawal 
 Construction of communication towers 

→ Implement AM 3, 4 and 5 (page 7) 

 Building construction or expansion, 3 or 
more stories 

 Building construction or expansion, 1 or 
2 story, with project footprint more than 
½ acre 

 Mining 
 Oil and natural gas drilling and refining 
 Installation or expansion of marinas with 

a capacity of 6 or more boats 

→ Go to the next question 

Is there a similar activity within 1 mile of the nest? 

 Yes → Implement AM 3, 4 and 5 (see page 7) 

 No → Implement AM 1 and 5 (see page 7) 

NE BAEA Project Screening Form (rev. 4/16/20) 6 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
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implementing all applicable avoidance measures, the Service has determined that your proposed 
activities are unlikely to disturb nesting bald eagles. 

   
   

   

  

   

     
  
    

 
    

  

  
  

 

   
   

 

   

 
  

           

 

 

 

                  

CONSTRUCTION & DEVELOPMENT 

AVOIDANCE MEASURES - Place a check mark next to each avoidance measure (AM) that this form 
instructed you to implement and that you can commit to following. The Service recommends you 
follow the applicable AMs to prevent your activities from disturbing nesting bald eagles. 

 AM 1 – Maintain a distance buffer of at least 660 feet (200 meters) between all project activities 
and the nest. 

 AM 2 – Maintain a distance buffer of at least 660 feet (200 meters) between all project activities 
and the nest. If there is an existing human-made feature (e.g., house, road, dock) similar to your 
project that is closer than 660 feet and tolerated by the nesting eagles, maintain a distance buffer 
equal to or greater than the distance separating that tolerated feature and the nest. 

 AM 3 – Maintain a distance buffer of at least 330 feet (100 meters) year-round between all project 
activities and the nest. If a similar activity (i.e., similar in kind and size) is closer than 330 feet and 
has been tolerated by eagles, the distance buffer will be the same or greater than that of the 
existing tolerated activity. 

 AM 4 – Do not perform disruptive project activities within 660 feet (200 meters) of the nest during 
the breeding season. This time-of-year restriction is in addition to your recommended distance 
buffer. Disruptive activities include, but are not limited to, external construction, excavation, use of 
heavy equipment, use of loud equipment or machinery, vegetation clearing, earth disturbance, 
planting, and landscaping. 

 AM 5 – Maintain existing landscape buffers that visually screen the activity from the nest. 

Do you commit to following all recommended avoidance measures? 
YES – I certify that I have completed this form to the best of my ability, answered all questions 
completely and accurately, and committed to implementing all applicable avoidance measures. 

(signature) (date) 

NO – I am unable to follow one or more of the avoidance measures recommended by this form. 

Go  to  page 15  for  further  instruction.  
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MAINTENANCE & RESTORATION 

Maintenance and Restoration Activities 

This category includes outdoor maintenance of existing structures or infrastructure, where the 
maintenance activity is temporary and obtrusive (e.g., requires use of heavy equipment or loud 
machinery), and within the previously disturbed footprint of the structure or infrastructure. If 
maintenance is proposed outside the previously disturbed footprint, see Construction and 
Development Activities (pages 5-7). This category also applies to the maintenance and restoration 
of natural habitats (e.g., wetlands, streams, rivers, non-forested uplands). This category does not 
include routine, ongoing activities to which bald eagles have already exhibited a tolerance (e.g., 
lawn mowing; plowing, planting or harvesting of agricultural fields; etc.). 

Which maintenance or restoration activities do you plan to perform? (check all that apply) 

 Maintenance of linear utilities (e.g., power lines, pipelines, water and sewer lines) 

 Road, bridge, or culvert maintenance 

 Trail, campground, or recreational area maintenance 

 Maintenance of oil and gas wells, well pads, and storage tanks 

 Maintenance of dams, levees, berms, canals and other water-control structures 

 Pond, lake, or reservoir maintenance (draw downs, dredging) 

 Stream or stream bank maintenance /restoration (e.g., stream bank fencing, stream bank 
stabilization, livestock crossings, in-stream habitat improvements, channel maintenance, dredging) 

 Wetland maintenance / restoration (e.g., invasive plant control, restoration of hydrology) 

 Prescribed burning for invasive control 

 Upland habitat maintenance / restoration (e.g., planting or cutting of vegetation, invasive plant 

control, trash cleanup, abandoned mine lands restoration). This does not include activities in 

forests/woodlands (see Timber Operation and Forestry Practices) or in agricultural fields. 

Is your activity similar to an ongoing or previous activity that coincided with the breeding season 

and that bald eagles tolerated? Consider both construction and use/operation of your project. 

Consider all of the following elements/factors in answering: 

-duration -time of season -area/footprint 
-frequency -visibility -magnitude 
-time of day -distance -nature 

 Yes → No avoidance measures recommended. Go to self-certification. 

 No → Go to Avoidance Measures. 

NE BAEA Project Screening Form (rev. 4/16/20) 8 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 



  

   

    
  

 

   
  

           
  

  

   
  

 
                   

 

                
 

              

 
  

           

 

 

 

                  

MAINTENANCE & RESTORATION 

AVOIDANCE MEASURES - Place a check mark next to each AM that you can commit to following. 
The Service recommends you follow these AMs to prevent your activities from disturbing nesting 
bald eagles. 

 AM 6 - Within 660 feet (200 meters) of the nest, perform all loud and intrusive maintenance and 
restoration work outside the breeding season. These activities include, but are not limited to, the 
following: construction, excavation, use of heavy equipment, use of loud equipment or machinery, 
vegetation clearing, earth disturbance, planting, landscaping, and habitat restoration activities. 

 AM 7 - Maintain existing landscape buffers that visually screen the activity from the nest. 

 AM 8 - Do not perform prescribed burning within 660 feet (200 meters) of the nest during the 
breeding season. If there is no practicable alternative to scheduling prescribed burning during the 
breeding season, only conduct burns when adult eagles and young are absent from the nest tree 
(i.e., at the beginning of, or end of, the breeding season, either before the particular nest is in use or 
after the young have fledged from that nest). 

 AM 9 - When performing prescribed burning within the drip line of the nest tree, rake leaves, vines, 
and woody debris from around the base of the tree to prevent fire from climbing the tree. When 
burning within a patch of forest containing the nest tree, take precautions to prevent crown fire. 

Do you commit to following all recommended avoidance measures? 
YES – I certify that I have completed this form to the best of my ability, answered all questions 
completely and accurately, and committed to implementing all applicable avoidance measures. 

(signature) (date) 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Determination: Based on your responses and commitment to 
implementing all applicable avoidance measures, the Service has determined that your proposed 
activities are unlikely to disturb nesting bald eagles. 

NO – I am unable to follow one or more of the avoidance measures recommended by this form. 

Go  to  page 15  for  further  instruction.  
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TIMBER & FORESTRY 

Timber Operation and Forestry Practices 

AVOIDANCE MEASURES - Place a check mark next to each AM that you can commit to following. 
The Service recommends you follow these AMs to prevent your activities from disturbing nesting 
bald eagles. 

 AM 10 – Do not perform clear-cutting or overstory tree removal within 330 feet (100 meters) of the 
nest at any time of the year. 

 AM 11 - During the breeding season, do not perform timber harvesting, road construction, chain 
saw use, or yarding operations within 660 feet (200 meters) of the nest. Around alternate nests 
(including nests that were attended during the current breeding season but not used to raise 
young), you may reduce this distance to 330 feet (100 meters), provided the eggs laid in another 
nest within the nesting territory have hatched. 

 AM 12 – Do not construct or operate log transfer facilities and in-water log storage areas within 330 
feet (100 meters) of nests at any time of the year. 

 AM 13 – Do not perform selective thinning, prescribed burning, or other similar silviculture 
practices for the enhancement or conservation of habitat within 660 feet (200 meters) of the nest 
during the breeding season. If there is no practicable alternative to scheduling prescribed burning 
during the breeding season, only conduct burns when adult eagles and young are absent from the 
nest tree (i.e., at the beginning of, or end of, the breeding season, either before the particular nest 
is active or after the young have fledged from that nest). 

 AM 14 – When performing prescribed burning within the drip line of the nest tree, rake leaves, 
vines, and woody debris from around the base of the tree to prevent fire from climbing the tree. 
When burning within a patch of forest containing the nest tree, take precautions to prevent crown 
fire. 

Do you commit to following all recommended avoidance measures? 
YES – I certify that I have completed this form to the best of my ability, answered all questions 
completely and accurately, and committed to implementing all applicable avoidance measures. 

(signature) (date) 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Determination: Based on your responses and commitment to 
implementing all applicable avoidance measures, the Service has determined that your proposed 
activities are unlikely to disturb nesting bald eagles. 

NO – I am unable to follow one or more of the avoidance measures recommended by this form. 

Go  to  page 15  for  further  instruction.  
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AIRCRAFT OPERATION 

Use of a Helicopter and Fixed-wing Aircraft 

Is your activity similar to an ongoing or previous activity that coincided with the breeding season 
and that bald eagles tolerated? 

Consider all of the following elements/factors in answering: 

-duration -time of season -area/footprint 
-frequency -visibility -magnitude 
-time of day -distance -nature 

 Yes → No avoidance measures recommended. Go to self-certification. 

 No → Go to Avoidance Measures. 

AVOIDANCE MEASURES - Place a check mark next to each AM that you can commit to following. 
The Service recommends you follow this AM to prevent your activities from disturbing nesting 
bald eagles. 

 AM 15 - During the breeding season, do not fly within 1000 feet (305 meters) of bald eaglenests. 

Do you commit to following all recommended avoidance measures? 
YES – I certify that I have completed this form to the best of my ability, answered all questions 
completely and accurately, and committed to implementing all applicable avoidance measures. 

(signature) (date) 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Determination: Based on your responses and commitment to 
implementing all applicable avoidance measures, the Service has determined that your proposed 
activities are unlikely to disturb nesting bald eagles. 

NO – I am unable to follow one or more of the avoidance measures recommended by this form. 

Go  to  page 15  for  further  instruction.  

NE BAEA Project Screening Form (rev. 4/16/20) 11 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 



Do you commit to following all recommended avoidance measures? 
YES I certify that I have completed this form to the best of my ability, answered all questions 
completely and accurately, and committed to implementing all applicable avoidance measures. 

   

 

 

     

  

  

     

    
   

 
  

    
 

  

 
  

           

 

 

 

                  

LOUD NOISE 

Blasting and Other Loud, Intermittent Noises (including Fireworks) 

Is your activity similar to an ongoing or previous activity that coincided with the breeding season 
and that bald eagles tolerated? 

Consider all of the following elements/factors in answering: 

-duration -time of day -distance 
-frequency -time of season -volume 

 Yes → No avoidance measures recommended. Go to self-certification. 

 No → Go to Avoidance Measures. 

AVOIDANCE MEASURES - Place a check mark next to each AM that you can commit to following. 
The Service recommends you follow this AM to prevent your activities from disturbing nesting 
bald eagles. 

 AM 16 - During the breeding season, do not perform blasting and other activities that produce 
extremely loud noises within 1/2 mile (800 meters) of in-use nests. This measure also applies to the 
use of fireworks classified by the Federal Department of Transportation as Class B explosives, which 
includes the larger fireworks intended for licensed public display. 

– 

(signature) (date) 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Determination: Based on your responses and commitment to 
implementing all applicable avoidance measures, the Service has determined that your proposed 
activities are unlikely to disturb nesting bald eagles. 

NO – I am unable to follow one or more of the avoidance measures recommended by this form. 

Go  to  page 15  for  further  instruction.  
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RECREATION 

Recreational Activities 

Is your activity similar to an ongoing or previous activity that coincided with the breeding season 
and that bald eagles tolerated? 

Consider all of the following elements/factors in answering: 

-duration -time of season 
-frequency -visibility 
-time of day -distance 

 Yes → No avoidance measures recommended. Go to self-certification. 

 No → Go to next question 

Will your recreation occur during the breeding season? 
 Yes → Go to Avoidance Measures. 

 No → No avoidance measures recommended. Go to self-certification. 

-area/footprint 
-magnitude 
-nature 

AVOIDANCE MEASURES – For each applicable recreational subcategory, place a check mark next 
to the AMs you can commit to following. The Service recommends you follow the applicable 
AMs to prevent your activities from disturbing nesting bald eagles. 

Non-motorized recreation and human entry (including hiking, camping, fishing, hunting, canoeing) 

 AM 17 - Stay at least 330 feet (100 meters) from the nest if you walk, bike, canoe, camp, fish, or 
hunt near an eagle nest during the breeding season and your activity will be visible or can be heard 
from the nest. 

Off-road vehicle use (including snowmobiles) 

 AM 18 - Stay at least 330 feet (100 meters) from the nest. In open areas, where there is increased 
visibility and exposure to noise, stay at least 660 feet (200 meters) from the nest. 
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RECREATION 

Motorized watercraft use (including jet skis/personal watercraft) 

 AM 19 - Do not operate jet skis (personal watercraft) or airboats within 330 feet (100 meters) of the 
nest. 

 AM 20 - Avoid concentrations of noisy vessels (e.g. commercial fishing boats and tour boats) within 
330 feet (100 meters) of the nest, except where eagles have demonstrated tolerance for such 
activity. 

 AM 21 - For all motorized boat traffic within 330 feet (100 meters) of the nest, minimize trips and 
avoid stopping in the area, particularly where eagles are unaccustomed to boat traffic. 

Do you commit to following all recommended avoidance measures? 
YES – I certify that I have completed this form to the best of my ability, answered all questions 
completely and accurately, and committed to implementing all applicable avoidance measures. 

(signature) (date) 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Determination: Based on your responses and commitment to 
implementing all applicable avoidance measures, the Service has determined that your proposed 
activities are unlikely to disturb nesting bald eagles. 

NO – I am unable to follow one or more of the avoidance measures recommended by this form. 

Go  to  page 15  for  further  instruction.  
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FURTHER GUIDANCE 

-- SEEK FURTHER GUIDANCE --

You have indicated that you are unable to implement all the recommended avoidance measures. 
Without all avoidance measures, your activities may risk disturbing nesting bald eagles. 

Consult with your regional eagle coordinator to determine the appropriate next steps. The Service 
will work with you to help develop alternate measures to avoid disturbance of nesting bald eagles. 
If there are no feasible alternate measures, the Service may advise that you obtain an eagle 
incidental take permit to relieve you of legal liability in the event that your activities 
unintentionally disturb nesting bald eagles. 

Contact your regional eagle coordinator (Tom Wittig) for assistance at thomas_wittig@fws.gov 

When emailing, please include in your subject line “[Your project name] – SCREENING FORM 
FURTHER GUIDANCE.” In the body of your message, include 

-a brief description of your project, including its location and when you plan to start; 

-the activity category(s); 

-the ID number(s) (e.g., AM 5) of the Avoidance Measure(s) you are unable to implement; and 

-the nest location(s), if available. 

To see the Service’s eagle incidental take permit application form, go to 

https://www.fws.gov/forms/3-200-71.pdf 

For answers to Frequently Asked Questions on this form, go to 

https://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/pdf/policies-and-regulations/3-200-71FAQ.pdf 

The Service advises you talk with your regional eagle coordinator before deciding to apply. 
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APPENDIX A 

APPENDIX A 

Bald Eagle Breeding Season by State 

State Breeding Season 
VA December 15 – July 15 
DC December 15 – July 15 
WV January 1 – June 30 
MD December 15 – June 30 
DE December 15 – June 30 
PA January 1 – July 31 
NY January 1 – September 30 
NJ January 1 – July 31 
RI January 1 – July 31 
CT January 1 – July 31 
MA January 1 – August 15 
VT February 1 – August 15 
NH February 1 – August 15 

ME (coastal) February 1 – August 15 
ME (northern) March 1 – August 30 
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APPENDIX B 

APPENDIX B 

State Mapping Resources 

Connecticut 
Contact state 
Brian Hess, CT DEEP 
Brian.Hess@ct.gov 

Delaware 
Contact state 
Katie Kadlubar, Delaware Division of 

Fish & Wildlife 
Kathryn.Kadlubar@delaware.gov 

DC 
Contact National Park Service 
Mikaila Milton, NPS 
mikaila_milton@nps.gov 

Maine 
https://www.arcgis.com/apps/webap 
pviewer/index.html?id=796b7baa18d 
e43b49f911fe82dc4a0f1 

Maryland 
https://marylandbirds.org/report-
bald-eagle-nest/ 

Massachusetts 
Contact state 
Andrew Vitz, MassWildlife 
Andrew.vitz@state.ma.us 

New Hampshire 
Contact state 
https://www2.des.state.nh.us/nhb_d 
atacheck/signin.aspx 

New Jersey 
Contact state 
https://www.nj.gov/dep/parksandfor 
ests/natural/heritage/datareq.html 

New York 
Contact state 
https://www.dec.ny.gov/animals/311 
81.html 

Pennsylvania 
https://fws.maps.arcgis.com/apps/we 
bappviewer/index.html?id=87ac9653 
6654495b9f4041d81f75d7a0 

Rhode Island 
Contact state 
DEM.DFW@dem.ri.gov 

Vermont 
Contact state 
https://vtfishandwildlife.com/conserv 
e/development-review 

Virginia 
https://www.ccbbirds.org/maps/#eag 
les 

West Virginia 
Contact state 
Rich Bailey, WVDNR 
Richard.S.Bailey@wv.gov 

Please note that maps are not exhaustive records of all nests within that state. 
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APPENDIX C 

APPENDIX C 

Guide to Nest Identification 

Is it a bald eagle nest? Because bald eagle populations have grown so rapidly in recent years, not 
every bald eagle nest is registered to an online map or known to wildlife management agencies. As 
a result, project screening form users may occasionally have to make their own assessment of 
whether the nest near their project or activity is a bald eagle nest. Users should be cautious in 
making these determinations. Bald eagle nests can easily be confused with nests of other large birds 
such as osprey. 

This guide will help landowners and project proponents assess whether a nest belongs to bald 
eagles or another species. It describes for readers the most commonly encountered large nests in 
the Northeast, with several reference figures for bald eagle nests, and provides tips for telling nest 
types apart. Any user who reads this guide and still feels uncertain about what type of nest they 
have encountered should contact their regional eagle coordinator for further guidance. 

Common types of large nests. 
Bald Eagle 
The most notable aspect to a bald eagle nest is generally its size. Bald eagles build some of the 
largest nests in the world, with most nests around 5 feet in diameter and 3 feet in height (Fig. 1). 
Nests can grow well beyond these dimensions (Fig. 2), as bald eagles tend to repair and expand 
their nests each year and can use individual nests for decades. Bald eagle nests are mainly 
composed of large interwoven sticks. Nests will also have a soft interior bowl made up of materials 
such as hay, cornhusks, and grass clippings. However, this portion of the nest is rarely visible to 
human observers. The shape of bald eagle nests varies; they can take the general form of flat discs, 
inverted cones, cylinders (Fig. 2), or spheres (Fig. 3). 

Bald eagles typically place their nests in prominent trees that sit above the surrounding forest 
canopy. These nest trees will often be on hillsides, lake and ocean shorelines, riverbanks, and forest 
edges. Nests are generally in the top third of a tree, below the crown, secured in a prominent fork 
off the main trunk (Fig 4.). Bald eagle nests can be in living deciduous (Fig. 3-4) and coniferous trees 
(Fig. 1), or dead trees (snags; Fig. 5). Within the Northeastern U.S., bald eagles use a wide range of 
tree types, including white pines, loblolly pines, tulip poplars, sycamores, oaks, and cottonwoods. 
Despite their common perception as an emblem of wilderness, bald eagles are also increasingly 
nesting on human-made structures such as electric transmission towers (Fig. 6) and communication 
towers. 
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APPENDIX C 

Osprey 
Osprey build large stick nests that can look quite similar to bald eagle nests. In general, osprey nests 
are smaller, flatter, more disorganized, and more often composed of unnatural materials, such as 
bailing twine and plastic bags. Osprey also show a stronger preference than bald eagles for human 
made structures, regularly nesting on light polls, channel markers, and cell towers. When osprey do 
select a natural support for their nest, it tends to be the topmost part of dead trees, in contrast to 
bald eagles, which seek out slightly lower portions of trees. 

The best clue to which species occupies a nest, osprey or bald eagles, is who shows up. Bald eagles 
arrive back at their nests earlier in the year than osprey, but by late spring, both species are usually 
attending their nests. At this time of year, watching a nest over a period of hours will generally 
reveal which species is using it. However, through fall and early winter, both species are usually 
away from their nests. During these seasons, the only immediate sources of information on nest will 
be the physical details described above and online mapping resources. 

In addition to the state maps for bald eagles listed in Appendix C, Osprey Watch 
(http://www.osprey-watch.org/) provides a mapping database of osprey nest locations. As with the 
bald eagle mapping resources, this map is thorough, but does not represent all existing nests. 

Red-Tailed Hawk/Red-Shouldered Hawk 
Generally around 1.5 feet wide and 2 feet tall, nests of red-tailed hawks and red-shouldered hawks 
are less than one-half the size of bald eagle nests. The individual sticks in these hawk nests also 
tend to be smaller, with diameters of about 1-2 inches. Overall appearance of these nests can be 
slightly more frayed and chaotic than that of bald eagle nests. Like bald eagles, both hawk species 
show a tendency towards nesting in upper portions of prominent trees. Red-tailed hawks also share 
bald eagle’s occasional preference for human made structures such as cell towers and transmission 
towers. 

Common Raven 
Common ravens construct stick nests that vary substantially in size, from 1.5 to 5 feet across and 
from little over 0.5 to 2 feet high. The sticks making up the main structure of these nests can be 
around 3 feet in length and 1 inch in diameter. Ravens place their nests in a variety of natural and 
developed settings. Raven nests are easily confused with bald eagle nests when located on cell 
towers, transmission towers, or in trees. When situated in trees, these nests are usually in the upper 
portion of the tree in a crotch of the main tree stem. The best means of telling raven and bald eagle 
nests apart are likely size and shape; raven nests are noted for occasionally being asymmetric, and 
even at their larger sizes, they still tend to be smaller than bald eagle nests. 
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APPENDIX C 

Great Horned Owl 
In addition to nesting in tree cavities, great horned owls also frequently use the former nests of 
other animals, including squirrels, ravens, crows, and herons. The size and nature of a great horned 
owl nest therefore depends on the nest’s original creator. Red-tailed hawk may be the most 
common source of nests for great horned owls in the Northeast. However, great horned owls will 
also occasionally take over bald eagle nests. 

Heron 
Herons nest in colonies known as “rookeries” where many nests are present; individual heron nests 
are rare. Multiple nests can be present in one tree and some nests may be located relatively high up 
or far out on branches. Nest sites are usually near water. Heron nests are mainly composed of 
sticks, and are flat and broad, often resembling a thin platform. Nests used for several years may 
grow taller and wider. Heron nests can give off a general impression of messiness orflimsiness. 

Squirrel 
Squirrel nests can reach basketball size or larger. They are distinguished from bird nests mainly by 
their materials, which include leaves and other soft vegetation material (e.g., grasses), and very few 
sticks. They are usually round shaped, and often look messy. 

Legal definitions and protections for eagle and migratory bird nests. 
Eagle Nests 
BGEPA protects eagle nests in same manner it protects eagles; they cannot be destroyed, 
possessed, or relocated without a permit from the Service, which the Service only provides under a 
limited set of circumstances. Regulation defines an eagle nest as “any assemblage of materials built, 
maintained, or used by bald eagles or golden eagles for the purpose of reproduction” (50 CFR 22.3). 
A nest is an eagle nest if it was built by or ever used by eagles, even if other species of birds played 
a role in the nest’s history. For example, if osprey build a nest and eagles take that nest over, 
legally, the nest is an eagle nest. Alternatively, if great horned owls begin to use a nest originally 
built by eagles, that nest remains an eagle nest for as long as it exists. An eagle nest also retains 
protection regardless of where it was built, whether it was ever finished or successful, or when it 
was last used. Additionally, BGEPA’s protections apply regardless of the nest’s size andcondition. 

Migratory Bird Nests 
The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) protects migratory bird nests in the many of the same ways 
that BGEPA protects eagle nests. Unless a permit is in place, migratory bird nests cannot be 
possessed or relocated at any time or intentionally destroyed while active. One notable difference 
between MBTA and BGEPA is MBTA’s standard on inactive nests. If a migratory bird nest is inactive, 
meaning it does not contain viable eggs or chicks, it can be destroyed without a permit. (Note: the 
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APPENDIX C 

terms ‘active’ and ‘inactive’ here are different from the ‘in-use’ and ‘alternate’ standards used for 
eagle nests [see Appendix E for definitions].) For more information, please read the Service’s 2018 
Nest Destruction Memo. Bird species protected under MBTA are listed under regulation at 50 CFR 
10.13. Additional protections not described here apply to any migratory bird species listed under 
the Endangered Species Act. Tribal, state, and local laws may also place greater restrictions on the 
destruction of migratory bird nests. 
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Credit: Craig Koppie/USFWS 

Figure 1. 

Credit: Craig Koppie/USFWS 

Figure 2. 
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Credit: Craig Koppie/USFWS 

Figure 3. 

Credit: Craig Koppie/USFWS 

Figure 4. 
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Credit: Craig Koppie/USFWS 

Figure 5. 

Credit: Craig Koppie/USFWS 

Figure 6. 
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APPENDIX D 

APPENDIX D 

Similar Activity Example Exercise 

What is the purpose of this appendix? This appendix provides project screening form users with 
an example of how to assess the similarity between two activities. By reading through this 
example, landowners and project proponents can develop a better sense of what factors they 
should consider when answering the question of whether their activity is similar to an ongoing or 
previous activity tolerated by eagles. 

In the example scenario, a proposed residential construction project is compared to previous 
farming activity. The example starts with an overview of the historic farming activity, nest, and 
proposed project; then goes through a full assessment, set up in table format; and finally closes 
with a summary of the determination and explanation of how that determination would influence 
completion of the form. 

What is the scenario? 
Previous/Existing Activities 
The project site is a large agricultural field that was farmed nearly every year for the past two 
decades. Human activity at the site was limited to occasional operation of heavy farm equipment. 
The broader area out to one mile includes other agricultural fields and medium density residential 
and commercial development. 

Nest Location & History 
Five years ago, a pair of bald eagles constructed a nest in a cottonwood located in the hedgerow 
bordering the agricultural field. The pair were unsuccessful in their first year, but fledged young 
from the nest each of the following four years up to present. Workers observed that the pair did 
not respond to operation of farming equipment, but became vigilant whenever an equipment 
operator stepped outside their vehicle. 

Project Narrative 
The proposed project will convert portions of the existing agricultural field to a residential 
development with 30 single-family homes, which places it under the screening form’s Construction 
and Development category. Construction will require extending water, sewage, and electrical 
utilities and adding a small network of residential streets. Preparing each lot will involve grading, 
home and driveway construction, and landscaping. Ten acres of property near the nest will be 
signed over as a conservation easement. 
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APPENDIX D 

Factor Previous/Existing Activity: 
Farming 

Proposed Activity: 
Construction Similar? 

N
AT

U
RE

 Heavy equipment preparing field, 
planting, and harvesting crop. Two-
three workers, generally confined 
to closed cab tractors. 

Twenty workers either in heavy 
equipment or on foot. Ground 
disturbance. Placement/extension 
of utilities. Landscaping. 
Construction of 20 homes. 

No 

HI
ST

O
RY

 Farming activity predated nesting 
and continued while eagles 
successfully fledged young from the 
nest. This success demonstrates the 
eagles tolerated the farming. 

N/A Yes 

DI
ST

AN
CE

Distance between farming activity 
and the nest tree was essentially 0 
feet; the hedgerow in which the 
nest is located bounds the 
agricultural field. 

Nearest lot boundary will be 400 
feet from nest. Area between home 
and nest will be converted 
conservation easement and left in 
passive, natural state. 

Yes 

TI
M

IN
G 

Farming activity began in March 
and continued through October 
each year. 

Proposed schedule is April through 
October. 

Yes 

DU
RA

TI
O

N The field was generally worked for 
one to two days at time, from 
sunrise to sundown. 

On days of construction activity, 
work will occur during standard 
business hours. Yes 

FR
EQ

U
EN

CY

Intermittent. Farming occurred in 
stages (e.g., fertilizing, plowing, 
harvesting) and events were often 
separated by weeks or months. 

Continuous. Work will occur most 
weekdays and occasionally on 
weekends. No 

N
O

IS
E 

Farming equipment (e.g., tractor) 
generated loud noises within the 
range of 80 – 100 decibels. 

Construction will not require 
blasting or pile driving. Construction 
equipment (e.g., backhoes) will 
generate loud noise within the 
range of 80 – 95 decibels. 

Yes 

VI
SB

IL
IT

Y 

High. Because the field was flat and 
there was no vegetation other than 
the hedgerow, practically all 
farming activity was visible to the 
nest. 

High. There will be no topography 
or vegetation screening view of 
construction. Visibility will only 
begin to lower once exterior walls 
are put up. 

Yes 
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APPENDIX D 

Final Assessment & Conclusion 

The proposed construction activity is different from the historic farming activity in general nature 
and frequency. Construction will require more workers and more equipment, operating at greater 
intensity and higher frequency. Because of these differences, the construction cannot be 
considered similar to the historic farming activity, and it cannot be assumed that the breeding pair 
will tolerate the activity. Avoidance measures will be necessary to reduce the likelihood of 
disturbing the nest. 

Having made these conclusions, the form user would mark ‘No’ to the question on page 5 of 
whether the activity was similar to an ongoing or previous activity. Then, at the next question the 
user would mark ‘Yes’ because the project would be visible to nest over the open intervening space. 
At that point, the form would direct them to implement AMs 2, 4, and 5. The project design, as 
proposed, would not meet AM 2, the 660-foot buffer. The user’s options then would be to revise 
the project to eliminate the portions within 660 feet of the nest and sign the self-certification, or 
check no on the commitment to follow all recommended AMs and seek further guidance. 

NE BAEA Project Screening Form (rev. 4/16/20) 27 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 



 

   

 

 

           
               

                
             

            
                  
              

               
             

     
               

    

              
            

              
                 

           

             
        

               
             

            

              
        

               
        

        
                 

        

APPENDIX E 

APPENDIX E 

Limitations of This Form 

This project screening form is not a permit or authorization to disturb bald eagles. It does not free 
you from legal liability under BGEPA. Rather, this form provides instruction on how to minimize the 
legal risk of disturbing nesting bald eagles. 

The effectiveness of this form depends on the accuracy and completeness of your answers and your 
compliance with the avoidance measures. Using this form inappropriately may put you at risk of 
disturbing nesting bald eagles and violating BGEPA. 

This form’s recommendations are specific to the Northeast and may not be effective outside this 
region. If your project is in another area of the U.S., do not use this form. Instead, consult with your 
regional eagle biologist or migratory bird permit office for guidance matched to your locality. 

This form only relates to managing activities near bald eagle nests. It does not provide direction on 
how to avoid disturbing bald eagle communal roosts and concentration areas, which, compared to 
nest sites, have different biological significance to eagles and present different sets of concerns. If 
you believe your activities have any potential to affect a communal roost or concentration area, 
consult the Guidelines document for guidance. 

Conditions such as the location and existence of nests and surrounding habitat are subject to 
change between years. For this reason, the Service recommends revisiting your determinations 
every breeding season after completing this form until your project is complete. The more time that 
passes between when you complete this form and when you end your activities, the more likely it is 
that conditions will change enough that your original determinations no longer apply. 

This form only addresses nesting bald eagles. To identify other USFWS-managed resources and 
suggested conservation measures for your project, go to https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/. 

Wind energy developers seeking to address potential take of eagles should use this form in 
conjunction with the Service's Eagle Conservation Plan Guidance. Use of this form alone will not 
assure wind projects' compliance with BGEPA's protections on disturbance or other take. 

Certain states and localities have their own laws, regulations, and guidelines for protecting bald 
eagles and their nests. Completing this form does not guarantee that you are also in compliance 
with these other standards and/or regulations. If you are unfamiliar with your state and local 
standards, consult with the appropriate agencies and authorities. 

You are responsible for ensuring that your activities comply with all applicable Federal, tribal, State, 
and local laws and regulations. This form will only help you in your compliance with BGEPA and its 
protections on the nesting activity of bald eagles. 
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APPENDIX F 

APPENDIX F 

Glossary of Terms 

Alternate nest – one of potentially several nests within a nesting territory that is not an in-use nest 
at the current time. When there is no in-use nest, all nests in the territory are alternate nests. Also 
sometimes referred to as an inactive nest (e.g., in the Service’s 2009 Eagle Rule). 

Communal roost – an area where eagles gather repeatedly in the course of a season and shelter 
overnight and sometimes during the day in the event of inclement weather. 

Disturb – to agitate or bother a bald or golden eagle to a degree that causes, or is likely to cause, 
based on the best scientific information available, 1) injury to an eagle, 2) a decrease in its 
productivity, by substantially interfering with normal breeding, feeding, or sheltering behavior, or 3) 
nest abandonment, by substantially interfering with normal breeding, feeding, or sheltering 
behavior. 

In addition to immediate impacts, this definition also covers impacts that result from human-caused 
alterations initiated around a previously used nest site during a time when eagles are not present, 
if, upon the eagle’s return, such alterations agitate or bother an eagle to a degree that injures an 
eagle or substantially interferes with normal breeding, feeding, or sheltering habits and causes, or is 
likely to cause, a loss of productivity or nest abandonment. 

Eagle nest – any assemblage of materials built, maintained, or used by bald eagles or golden eagles 
for the purpose of reproduction. 

Fledge – to leave the nest and begin flying. For bald eagles, this normally occurs at 10-12 weeks of 
age. 

In-use nest – a bald or golden eagle nest characterized by the presence of one or more eggs, 
dependent young, or adult eagles on the nest in the past 10 days during the breeding season. Also 
sometimes referred to as an active nest. 

Landscape buffer – a natural or human-made landscape feature that screens eagles from human 
activity (e.g., strip of trees, hill, cliff, berm, sound wall). 

Nest abandonment – nest abandonment occurs when adult eagles desert or stop attending a nest 
and do not subsequently return and successfully raise young in that nest for the duration of a 
breeding season. Nest abandonment can be caused by altering habitat near a nest, even if the 
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APPENDIX F 

alteration occurs prior to the breeding season. Whether the eagles migrate during the non-breeding 
season, or remain in the area throughout the non-breeding season, nest abandonment can occur at 
any point between the time the eagles return to the nesting site for the breeding season and the 
time when all progeny from the breeding season have dispersed. 

Nesting territory – the area that contains one or more eagle nests within the home range of a 
mated pair of eagles, regardless of whether such nests were built by the current resident pair. 

Northeast – Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, Connecticut, New 
York, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Maryland, Delaware, Virginia, West Virginia, and the District of 
Columbia. 

Project footprint – the area of land (and water) temporarily or permanently altered by a project. 

Tolerate – the acceptance of specific human activities by eagles at the nest site. Demonstrated in 
the eagles’ continued ability to successfully feed, breed, and shelter, and the general absence of 
stress or agitation in their behavior. 
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U.S. Department of Homeland Security 
Washington, DC 20528 

August 25, 2022 

Consistency Review Unit 
New York State Department of State 
Office of Planning, Development & Community Infrastructure 
One Commerce Plaza, 99 Washington Avenue 
Albany, NY 12231 
CR@dos.ny.gov 

To whom it may concern, 

The US Department of Homeland Security (DHS) is submitting the enclosed Federal Consistency 
Determination for the proposed closure of the Plum Island Animal Disease Center (PIADC) in Southold, 
Suffolk County, New York (Proposed Action) in accordance with the Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) 
and New York’s Coastal Management Program (CMP). 

The scope of work for the Proposed Action includes facilities decontamination and efficacy validation; waste 
management delineation and remediation; subsurface oil delineation and remediation; asset preservation and 
preparation for long-term storage; and asset disposition and permit transfer. The Proposed Action would allow 
DHS to close the PIADC facilities to prepare for the Congressionally mandated conveyance of PIADC through 
the General Services Administration (GSA) following its mission transfer to the new National Bio- and Agro-
Defense Facility (NBAF). Following mission transfer, DHS will no longer have a mission need for Plum Island. 

Enclosed for your review and concurrence is the DHS consistency determination that the Proposed Action 
would be consistent to the maximum extent practicable with the enforceable policies of the New York State 
CMP. DHS respectfully requests your response within 60 days from the receipt of this document, pursuant to 
15 CFR Section 930.41, concurring or objecting to this consistency determination, or requesting an extension 
under Section 930.41(b). Your concurrence will be presumed if a response is not received by DHS on the 60th 

day from receipt of this determination. DHS has contracted AECOM to facilitate the CMP and CZMA 
processes. Please direct your response or requests for additional information to Kursten Anderson at 
kursten.anderson@aecom.com. 

Sincerely,  

John M. Searing, PE, PMP 
Deputy Center Director 
Plum Island Animal Disease Center 
Office of National Laboratories 
Science and Technology Directorate 

Enclosure: Federal Consistency Determination 

mailto:CR@dos.ny.gov
mailto:kursten.anderson@aecom.com
mailto:kursten.anderson@aecom.com
mailto:CR@dos.ny.gov


 

  
  

   
 

 

   
   

   
 
 

    
   

      
      

    
   

 
         

    
   

   
     

     

  

        
   

       
 

    
        

 

     
      

   
     

    
  

  
  

 

FEDERAL CONSISTENCY DETERMINATION 
PLUM ISLAND ANIMAL DISEASE CENTER CLOSURE 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY 
SOUTHOLD, ORIENT POINT, SUFFOLK COUNTY, NEW YORK 

Introduction 

The United States (US) Department of Homeland Security (DHS) is proposing to conduct activities required 
to close the Plum Island Animal Disease Center (PIADC), following transfer of its mission to the National 
Bio- and Agro-Defense Facility (NBAF) (Proposed Action). Plum Island is located within New York 
State’s designated coastal zone. Although Plum Island, as a federally owned property, is statutorily exempt 
from the State’s coastal zone, the Proposed Action could have reasonably foreseeable effects on coastal 
zone resources and enforceable policies of New York’s federally approved Coastal Management Program 
(CMP). Therefore, DHS has prepared this Federal Consistency Determination in accordance with Section 
307(d) of the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 (CZMA) and 15 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 
Part 930, Subpart C to evaluate the Proposed Action’s effects on those resources and enforceable policies. 
DHS has determined that the Proposed Action would be consistent to the maximum extent practicable with 
the enforceable policies of New York State’s CMP. 

The analysis presented here is drawn from the more detailed analyses presented in the Environmental 
Assessment (EA), which will be available on the project website at https://www.dhs.gov/national-
environmental-policy-act, that DHS has prepared to analyze the Proposed Action’s potential impacts in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) (42 United States Code [USC] §§ 
4321 et seq.); the President’s Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations Implementing the 
Procedural Provisions of NEPA (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508); DHS Management Directive 023-01, 
Implementation of NEPA; and DHS Instruction 023-01-002-01 rev. 01, Implementation of the NEPA. 

Project Background 

Plum Island is an 840-acre island owned by DHS and is located approximately 1.5 miles northeast of Orient 
Point in Southold, Suffolk County, New York within Long Island Sound (Figure 1). PIADC is operated by 
the DHS Science & Technology Directorate’s Office of National Laboratories and is comprised of the 
PIADC research compound and supporting infrastructure, including an effluent decontamination system 
(EDS), a wastewater treatment plant, storage facilities, roadways, utilities, and DHS-owned transportation 
assets. DHS also owns the Orient Point facility at Orient Point, which consists of two parcels of land that 
support DHS operations on Plum Island. 

The mission of PIADC is to defend the US against accidental or intentional introduction of foreign animal 
diseases (FADs) that threaten US livestock, industries, food security, and the economy. In 2008, Congress 
recognized the growing need for veterinary countermeasures to protect the US’s agricultural sector and the 
limitations posed by the current PIADC facility. Following completion of an Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) in 2008, DHS announced in a Record of Decision (ROD) their intent to construct the new 
NBAF in Manhattan, Kansas, with construction anticipated to be completed in 2022. Once NBAF is 
operational, DHS’s mission at PIADC will be transferred to NBAF in accordance with DHS’s prior 
EIS/ROD. 

1 

https://www.dhs.gov/national-environmental-policy-actt
https://www.dhs.gov/national-environmental-policy-actt
https://www.dhs.gov/national


 

  

    
      

   
   

  

 

   
   

     
   

  
  

   

  
 

      
      

         
   

    
    

  
     

    
      

 

         
    

    
    

  
        
         

     
   

             
    

  

Purpose and Need 

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to effectively and efficiently close PIADC facilities and 
infrastructure following mission transfer to NBAF. The Proposed Action is needed to prepare for the 
Congressionally mandated conveyance of Plum Island to the General Services Administration (GSA). 
Following transfer of DHS’s science mission from PIADC to NBAF, DHS will no longer have a mission 
need for Plum Island. 

Proposed Action 

The Proposed Action consists of five primary components: 1) facilities decontamination and efficacy 
validation; 2) waste management delineation and remediation; 3) subsurface oil delineation and 
remediation; 4) asset preservation and preparation for long-term storage; and 5) asset disposition and permit 
transfer. No facility construction or demolition is included in the Proposed Action; physical assets on Plum 
Island would be put into long-term storage (i.e., “laid up”). Actions associated with the cessation of science 
mission activities at PIADC and relocation of personnel were previously analyzed and are therefore not 
discussed further in the EA. 

Facilities Decontamination and Efficacy Validation. PIADC biocontainment facilities must be 
decontaminated. Biological decontamination would be carried out using approved, validated methods. Prior 
to decontamination, asbestos-containing materials may be removed from buildings, as necessary, and the 
soil beneath some buildings may be tested to identify any potential organic, petroleum, or metal pollutants. 

Waste Management Delineation and Remediation. Ten sites of concern on Plum Island (nine Waste 
Management Areas [WMA] and one Area of Potential Concern [AOPC]) require further investigation to 
obtain regulatory closure (Figure 2). DHS would determine the nature and extent of contamination at these 
10 sites through geophysical investigation, soil sampling, groundwater sampling, and as appropriate, 
remove waste for off-Island disposal or cap the site(s) for long-term monitoring. Some vegetation clearing 
would be required to facilitate delineation/cleanup of the WMAs/AOPC. 

Subsurface Oil Delineation and Remediation. DHS would conduct testing to determine the nature and 
extent of subsurface oil contamination near three buildings in the PIADC research compound (Building [B] 
101, B102, and B103). 

Asset Preservation and Preparation for Long-term Storage. Some of DHS’s physical assets on Plum Island, 
including emergency generators, boilers, chillers, and buildings, would be put into long-term storage (i.e., 
“laid up”) to preserve their value. B100, which serves as the administration building for PIADC, would be 
maintained in an ongoing operational status until conveyance of Plum Island. Several utility systems serving 
B100 currently route through B101; these systems may be impacted during decontamination activities at 
B101 and would be rerouted around B101 to continue serving B100 prior to the start of decontamination 
activities. Additionally, DHS may conduct activities to remove five underground storage tanks (USTs), 
associated pipes, and ancillary equipment; and interior cleaning of nine aboveground storage tanks (AST), 
associated pipes, and ancillary equipment; and interior cleaning of the aboveground pipeline that runs 
between Plum Island harbor and the PIADC research compound to facilitate the closure of the Major Oil 
Storage Facility (MOSF). All ground disturbance associated with utility rerouting and fuel tank closure 
activities would occur on previously developed land. 



         
   
  

    
  

   
   

       
 

 

   
  
 

 

    
   

     
  

         
  

  
    

       
      

     
   

   
     

  

  

 

     
            

     
    

    
         

  
   

   
   

Asset Disposition and Permit Transfer. Under the Proposed Action, all DHS accountable personal property, 
records, and information technology (IT) assets would be inventoried and transferred in accordance with 
federal government guidance/procedures. Personal property would be inventoried and managed by DHS 
until the time of PIADC’s closure, and records would be inventoried and either transferred or destroyed. IT 
assets would be wiped of sensitive information, inventoried, and either transferred, disposed of, or kept on-
site. Operating permits would be closed or maintained at current levels for future transfer to a new owner, 
and DHS would clean out the Plum Island wastewater treatment plant to prepare it for future transfer, with 
the associated state pollution discharge elimination system (SPDES) permit (subject to the approval of the 
New York State Department of Environmental Conservation [NYSDEC]), to a new owner. 

Alternatives 

DHS has determined that the Preferred Alternative, which would implement the Proposed Action as 
described above, is the only reasonable alternative for this Proposed Action. No other alternatives would 
meet the purpose and need of the Proposed Action. 

Enforceable Policies 

New York State’s federally approved CMP is administered by the New York State Department of State 
(DOS) Coastal Management Program. The DOS manages and implements the CMP and administers 
Federal Consistency Determinations as required under the CZMA. Federal agency actions that may impact 
coastal zone resources must be consistent to the maximum extent practicable with the enforceable policies 
of the New York State CMP. These policies are located within the New York State CMP and Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), which was published and approved in 1982, and updated in 1983, 
2001, and 2017. In addition, the Town of Southold has an approved Local Waterfront Revitalization 
Program (LWRP), which has been incorporated into the New York State CMP. The Southold LWRP 
contains its own set of enforceable policies with which federal consistency must also be determined. An 
analysis of the Proposed Action’s consistency with applicable policies of New York State’s CMP and the 
Southold LWRP, and review of potential impacts to other coastal resources, is presented below. Table 1 
provides a summary of applicable and non-applicable enforceable policies of the New York State CMP, 
and Table 2 provides a summary of applicable and non-applicable enforceable policies of the Town of 
Southold LWRP. The applicable New York State CMP and the Town of Southold LWRP enforceable 
policies are listed and addressed in greater detail below. 

New York State CMP Enforceable Policies 

Fish and Wildlife Policies 

Policy 7: Significant coastal fish and wildlife habitats will be protected, preserved, and where practical, 
restored so as to maintain their viability as habitats. Plum Island is an important terrestrial habitat, as it 
supports populations of threatened and endangered species and is used as a stopover habitat for migrating 
birds (Audubon, 2022). Plum Gut, the expanse of water between the southwestern coast of Plum Island and 
Orient Point, has been designated by the DOS as a significant coastal fish and wildlife habitat. Much of 
Plum Island is in a reclaimed natural state, so many habitat areas are present outside of the immediate areas 
surrounding DHS’s facilities and other infrastructure present on Plum Island. Closure of PIADC and 
associated activities, such as clearing and vegetation removal, would be limited to previously developed 
areas (i.e., WMAs/AOPC, the research compound, and areas containing existing USTs). Clearing would 
not occur in undisturbed areas or around coastal areas and surface water bodies, including wetlands. No 



         
       

   
     

   
    

     
    
   

     
     

        
     

  

   
    

    
  

    
        

       
    

       
     

   
   

       
      

       
  

 

      
   

  
   

  
  

     
     

      
    

    
   

mature trees, which provide potential nesting and roost habitat, would be removed. Generally, vegetation 
removal can result in increased erosion and stormwater discharges to surrounding areas; however, 
vegetation clearing for the Proposed Action would not result in increased runoff due to the high infiltration 
rates of non-homogeneous stratified upper Pleistocene glacial deposits that make up the island’s fresh 
groundwater aquifer (Crandell, 1962). Although runoff and stormwater discharges to the waters 
surrounding Plum Island are unlikely, DHS would adhere to applicable permits and plans, such as the 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit and PIADC Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to identify erosion controls and manage any potential discharges 
associated with the Proposed Action. Following implementation of the Proposed Action, cleared areas 
would be allowed to passively revegetate with native species to return to naturalized conditions and ensure 
the maintenance and restoration of habitats on Plum Island. No new development would occur that would 
reduce the availability of terrestrial habitat, or which would result in new impervious surfaces that could 
increase runoff to Plum Gut. Therefore, the Proposed Action is consistent to the maximum extent 
practicable with this enforceable policy. 

Policy 8: Protect fish and wildlife resources in the coastal area from the introduction of hazardous wastes 
and other pollutants which bio-accumulate in the food chain or which cause significant sublethal or 
lethal effect on those resources. Original PIADC policy prohibited the removal of waste material from 
Plum Island; as such, wastewater decontamination occurred on-site, waste was incinerated, and non-
combustible waste was disposed of in designated WMAs. Under the Proposed Action, hazardous materials 
or wastes may be generated during biological decontamination activities at B101, B102, and B111; 
accidental releases from heavy equipment used for excavation activities at the WMAs/AOPC; and MOSF 
closure activities. These activities would occur in accordance with approved methods and applicable 
federal, state, and local regulations. Wastes generated or collected during investigations and contaminated 
soil/groundwater encountered would be disposed of at licensed facilities. Additionally, DHS would ensure 
that standard best management practices (BMPs) are adhered to, such as decontaminating equipment in 
between uses at different locations, employing the PIADC Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure 
Plan (SPCCP), and maintaining spill containment and response equipment on-site. Adherence to these 
regulations and other controls would minimize the potential for hazardous wastes to enter the environment 
and affect fish and wildlife resources. Therefore, the Proposed Action is consistent to the maximum extent 
practicable with this enforceable policy. 

Flooding and Erosion Hazards Policies 

Policy 14: Activities and development, including the construction or reconstruction of erosion protection 
structures, shall be undertaken so that there will be no measurable increase in erosion or flooding at the 
site of such activities or development, or at other locations. Activities occurring under the Proposed Action 
would involve work within the 100-year floodplain designated by the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA). Actions occurring in the floodplain would include preparing existing buildings for long-
term storage and delineating and remediating known contaminated areas. These proposed activities 
primarily involve modifications to existing buildings and minor ground disturbance (with no net fill) on 
previously disturbed land (e.g., the WMAs/AOPC and UST locations). They would not alter or interfere 
with the function of the floodplain or result in an increased potential for erosion or flooding at Plum Island. 
DHS would also obtain and adhere to a NPDES General Permit that identifies the erosion and sediment 
control measures necessary to minimize potential construction-related erosion impacts. Therefore, the 
Proposed Action is consistent to the maximum extent practicable with this enforceable policy. 



  

      
     

  
     

  
 

        
       

   
   

     
     

    
    

  
      

    
 

 

    
 

    
        

             
   

      
    

  
    

   
   

  
  

    
     

      
  

 
   
  

  

General Policy 

Policy 18: To safeguard the vital economic, social and environmental interests of the State and of its 
citizens, proposed major actions in the coastal area must give full consideration to those interests, and 
to the safeguards which the State has established to protect valuable coastal resource areas. While 
buildings and infrastructure are present on Plum Island, much of the land has returned to its natural, 
undeveloped state that provides wildlife habitat. Closure activities occurring under the Proposed Action 
would not result in additional development on Plum Island but would retain existing developed areas and 
continue to address the presence of buried wastes. Proposed activities would be limited to existing disturbed 
areas, and BMPs and adherence to applicable regulations would ensure that coastal waters are not impaired. 
The protection of and minimization of potential impacts to coastal waters would protect this natural 
resource, as well as other economic and social interests dependent on it. While the Proposed Action would 
result in the loss of approximately 100 support staff jobs at Plum Island, the surrounding communities (i.e., 
Suffolk County, New York, and Middlesex and New London Counties, Connecticut) have relatively low 
unemployment rates and the personnel would be assumed to find alternative employment locally. Overall, 
local socioeconomic conditions (i.e., population and employment trends) would not meaningfully change. 
Utilizing U.S. Census block data, DHS has also determined that no environmental justice communities, 
with respect to race or income level, are present near Plum Island or Orient Point, and thus none would be 
affected. Therefore, the Proposed Action is consistent to the maximum extent practicable with this 
enforceable policy. 

Historic and Scenic Resources Policies 

Policy 23: Protect, enhance and restore structures, districts, areas or sites that are of significance in the 
history, architecture, archaeology or culture of the State, its communities, or the Nation. Plum Island 
contains aboveground historic resources within the aboveground Area of Potential Effect (APE) for the 
Proposed Action. The PIADC Historic District, which contains B101, B102, and B103, is eligible for listing 
in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Two PIADC buildings, B13 and B38, are part of the 
NRHP-listed Fort Terry Historic District, although these buildings are non-contributing resources to the 
historic district due to the alterations and use by PIADC. The belowground APE has been entirely 
previously disturbed; as such, it is unlikely any archaeological resources would be discovered, and no 
effects would be expected. DHS is consulting with the New York State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Native American tribes, and other Consulting Parties in accordance with Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) regarding the Proposed Action. Because DHS does not yet 
have enough information to fully evaluate the potential impacts on historic properties that could result from 
the Proposed Action, it is preparing a Programmatic Agreement (PA) with Consulting Parties to satisfy its 
Section 106 responsibilities at this point. The PA will establish an agreed-upon process by which DHS 
would identify, evaluate, and assess potential effects of the Proposed Action on aboveground and 
belowground historic resources as proposed closure activities are further refined in the future. Additionally, 
as a stipulation of the PA, DHS is preparing a Historic Properties Management Plan (HPMP) for relevant 
property under DHS control on Plum Island and Orient Point. The HPMP will include recommendations 
for avoiding, minimizing, or mitigating potential adverse effects that could result from proposed closure 
activities. Compliance with the stipulations of the PA and HPMP would ensure that the integrity of historic 
properties is not diminished such that they would no longer be eligible for listing in the NRHP. Therefore, 
the Proposed Action is consistent to the maximum extent practicable with this enforceable policy. 



        
     

         
   

    
   

    
    

     
     

     
       

     
 

 

    
         

 
      

      
  

   
        

   
    

   
   

            
     

       
 

       
       

    
    

   
  

     
      

              
 

  

Policy 25: Protect, restore or enhance natural and man-made resources which are not identified as being 
of statewide significance, but which contribute to the overall scenic quality of the coastal area. Plum 
Island does not contain scenic resources of statewide significance; however, it may still contribute to the 
overall scenic quality of the coastal area. Some clearing and vegetation removal would occur under the 
Proposed Action to allow for rerouting of infrastructure and WMA/AOPC site delineation and cleanup 
activities; however, no mature trees are anticipated to be cleared. Additionally, no clearing would occur 
near, on or within marine environments. Vegetation clearing would only be noticeable in the immediate 
vicinity of the work. After work is complete, these areas would be allowed to passively revegetate with 
native species following the completion of these activities and would not result in a permanent degradation 
of the scenic quality of Plum Island. No new development or construction would occur under the Proposed 
Action that would introduce visually incongruous elements to the landscape. No natural landforms would 
be modified under the Proposed Action. No activities would occur that would impede visual access to 
coastal waters. Therefore, the Proposed Action is consistent to the maximum extent practicable with this 
enforceable policy. 

Water and Air Resources Policies 

Policy 33: Best management practices will be used to ensure the control of stormwater runoff and 
combined sewer overflows draining into coastal waters. General closure activities would not create new 
impervious surfaces nor generate new, permanent stormwater discharges to Long Island Sound. However, 
due to ground disturbance that would occur from rerouting of infrastructure, WMA/AOPC delineation and 
cleanup, and UST removal activities, DHS would obtain a NPDES General Permit to manage stormwater 
discharges resulting from ground disturbance. In addition, DHS would adhere to the current SWPPP, and 
following disturbance activities, DHS would restore the hydrology of the site to the maximum extent 
technically feasible. No structural measures to control stormwater runoff would be constructed under the 
Proposed Action, and no changes would be made to sewer infrastructure. Therefore, the Proposed Action 
is consistent to the maximum extent practicable with this enforceable policy. 

Policy 36: Activities related to the shipment and storage of petroleum and other hazardous materials will 
be conducted in a manner that will prevent or at least minimize spills into coastal waters; all practicable 
efforts will be undertaken to expedite the cleanup of such discharges; and restitution for damages will 
be required when these spills occur. Under the Proposed Action, hazardous materials may be generated 
during biological decontamination activities, WMA/AOPC site investigations and MOSF closure activities. 
Additionally, subsurface oil delineation and remediation of a historic spill in PIADC would occur to restore 
the subsurface to an acceptable condition and may generate hazardous materials. All hazardous materials 
and wastes would be disposed of at off-island permitted facilities in accordance with the federal, state, and 
local regulations. Depending on the results of the WMA/AOPC delineations, they may either be capped, or 
wastes may be removed and disposed of off Plum Island. Should any inadvertent spills occur, DHS would 
implement clean-up and containment procedures. Adherence to applicable regulations and other BMPs 
(e.g., a SPCCP and maintaining spill containment and response equipment on-site) regarding safe storage 
and disposal would minimize the potential for spills or releases into coastal waters. In the long-term, the 
reduction in hazardous and toxic materials and waste (HTMW) contained on-site (i.e., from remediation of 
WMAs/AOPC and closure of the MOSF) would indirectly reduce the potential for future spills or spread 
of existing contamination. Therefore, the Proposed Action is consistent to the maximum extent practicable 
with this enforceable policy. 



    
     

     
      

    
     

      
      

      
  

  
   

            
           

        
       

    
    

      
    

      
       

   
 

  
    

   
   

    
  

   
   

    
    

        
      

     
    

  
     

   
 

Policy 37: Best management practices will be utilized to minimize the non-point discharge of excess 
nutrients, organics and eroded soils into coastal waters. Some ground disturbance associated with 
WMA/AOPC delineation activities, utility rerouting, and UST excavation would occur under the Proposed 
Action that could result in non-point discharges of eroded soils and sedimentation into coastal waters. BMPs 
addressing stormwater runoff would also be applicable to managing erosion and sedimentation, including 
adherence to a NPDES General Permit and the PIADC SWPPP. If non-point discharges of eroded soils 
occur; they would cease following the completion of ground disturbing activities. Disturbed areas would 
be allowed to revegetate consistent with native vegetation to prevent additional erosion and sedimentation 
into the surrounding waters. Therefore, the Proposed Action is consistent to the maximum extent practicable 
with this enforceable policy. 

Policy 38: The quality and quantity of surface water and groundwater supplies, will be conserved and 
protected, particularly where such waters constitute the primary or sole source of water supply. No 
streams are located on Plum Island. Some freshwater ponds and wetlands are located in the south-central 
portion of Plum Island. No ponds or freshwater wetlands are located within or directly adjacent to the 
PIADC research compound or within areas where WMAs/AOPC or USTs are located. A small glacial 
kettle-lake is present near the Plum Island lighthouse. The Orient Point facility and one WMA border 
estuarine marine wetlands, and the utility transfer station at Orient Point County Park occurs entirely within 
an estuarine marine wetland. Ground-disturbing activities would take place entirely outside of wetland areas 
and would not involve any direct impacts to wetlands. DHS would utilize erosion control measures 
specified in the NPDES General Permit and the PIADC SWPPP to minimize indirect impacts on nearby 
wetlands. With implementation of these erosion control measures, the Proposed Action would have minor 
impacts on wetlands at Plum Island and Orient Point, and would have no effect on Long Island Sound. 
Plum Island and Orient Point are underlain by freshwater aquifers, which may be susceptible to 
contamination from activities occurring under the Proposed Action such as accidental spill of petroleum 
products. However, these impacts would be minimized through adherence to BMPs, such as performing 
routine inspections of equipment and maintaining spill containment materials on-site. Groundwater 
monitoring wells would be installed at WMA/AOPC sites, which would not meaningfully affect 
groundwater quantity or quality, and would be used to ensure that potential contaminants from remediation 
are not entering groundwater supplies. Therefore, the Proposed Action is consistent to the maximum extent 
practicable with this enforceable policy. 

Policy 39: The transport, storage, treatment and disposal of solid wastes, particularly hazardous wastes, 
within coastal areas will be conducted in such a manner so as to protect groundwater and surface water 
supplies, significant fish and wildlife habitats, recreation areas, important agricultural land, and scenic 
resources. Non-hazardous solid wastes from Plum Island and Orient Point are routinely stored, managed, 
and disposed of in accordance with applicable regulations at a permitted facility; these wastes are routinely 
collected and sent to a “waste to energy” or recycling facility. Solid wastes generated because of the 
Proposed Action would be handled in a similar fashion and disposed of at an appropriate permitted facility. 
Hazardous wastes would be handled and disposed of at permitted facilities off Plum Island in accordance 
with federal and state regulations. Adherence to waste management procedures and regulations would 
minimize the potential for inadvertent releases into groundwater, surface water, and wildlife habitats. 
Therefore, the Proposed Action is consistent to the maximum extent practicable with this enforceable 
policy. 



   
    
       

    
  

          
  

        
      

 
  

 

  
     

     
   

   
       

      
  

 

 

     
   

    
    

     
    

   
  

  
     

      
  

   
  

         
 

     
         

  

Policy 41: Land use or development in the coastal area will not cause national or State air quality 
standards to be violated. PIADC currently operates under an Air State Facility Permit. Site closure activities 
would result in emissions from removal of personal property, asbestos abatement, boiler-powered autoclave 
use, soil excavation, vegetation removal, general excavation, site grading, building alterations, removal of 
USTs and associated piping and equipment, and rerouting infrastructure. Such activities are anticipated to 
result in a temporary, inconsequential increase in emissions from heavy equipment and would not cause an 
exceedance of regulatory thresholds. Following the completion of these activities, overall emissions from 
Plum Island and Orient Point would decrease, as equipment would no longer be operational and 
transportation assets would likely be used less frequently. Throughout the course of the Proposed Action, 
national and state air quality standards would not be violated. Therefore, the Proposed Action is consistent 
to the maximum extent practicable with this enforceable policy. 

Wetlands Policy 

Policy 44: Preserve and protect tidal and freshwater wetlands and preserve the benefits derived from 
these areas. Proposed closure activities occurring under the Proposed Action would not involve any direct 
impacts to wetlands on Plum Island or Orient Point. Ground-disturbing activities would occur entirely 
outside of wetland areas, and no freshwater wetlands are located within or adjacent to the PIADC research 
compound or where WMAS/AOPC or USTs are located. One WMA on Plum Island borders an estuarine 
marine wetland. DHS would adhere to applicable permits, such as the NPDES General Permit and 
associated SWPPP to minimize any potential impacts on wetlands. Therefore, the Proposed Action is 
consistent to the maximum extent practicable with this enforceable policy. 

Town of Southold LWRP Enforceable Policies 

Developed Coast Policies 

Policy 2: Preserve historic resources of the Town of Southold. The Area of Potential effect for proposed 
work on Plum Island contains aboveground historic resources, including the NRHP-listed Fort Terry 
Historic District and the NRHP-eligible PIADC Historic District. As described above, DHS is preparing a 
PA to satisfy Section 106 responsibilities, which also includes development of an HPMP to minimize 
potential adverse effects to NRHP listed or eligible properties. In addition, two historic lighthouses 
identified by the Town of Southold are located at Plum Island and Orient Point: the Teapot Lighthouse at 
Orient Point (not on DHS property or ownership), and the Plum Island Lighthouse (also listed on the 
National Register of Historic Places). Neither of these locally significant lighthouses would be impacted by 
closure or site remediation activities occurring under the Proposed Action. Therefore, the Proposed Action 
is consistent to the maximum extent practicable with this enforceable policy. Additional information on the 
Proposed Action’s consistency with this local enforceable policy is included in the determination of 
consistency with the New York State CMP Policy 23. 

Policy 3: Enhance visual quality and protect scenic resources throughout the Town of Southold. Local 
scenic resources and surrounding visual quality would not be impacted by the Proposed Action. No 
construction or demolition would occur that could block or modify scenic views from local roads, public 
parks, or other spaces. Areas on Plum Island requiring revegetation would be restored and allowed to 
passively revegetate consistent with existing vegetation following the completion of these activities and no 
modifications to landforms or the shoreline would occur. Therefore, the Proposed Action is consistent to 
the maximum extent practicable with this enforceable policy. Additional information on the Proposed 



     
 

 

           
        

    
  

    
  

        
 

  

   
      

     
   

   
    

    
 

  
  

   
          

  

     
    

     
    

             
  

  
    

  
         

 
    

   

        
    
    

 
      

Action’s consistency with this local enforceable policy is included in the determination of consistency with 
the New York State CMP Policy 25. 

Natural Coast Policies 

Policy 4: Minimize loss of life, structures, and natural resources from flooding and erosion. No shoreline 
hardening, construction of erosion control structures, or other development activities would occur. 
Undeveloped portions of the shoreline at Plum Island and Orient Point would remain in their undeveloped 
state under the Proposed Action, no natural protective features would be degraded, and there would be no 
loss of public trust lands. The function of the floodplain would not be altered, and potential impacts from 
erosion would be minimized through adherence to a NPDES General Permit. Therefore, the Proposed 
Action is consistent to the maximum extent practicable with this enforceable policy. Additional information 
on the Proposed Action’s consistency with this local enforceable policy is included in the determination of 
consistency with the New York State CMP Policy 14. 

Policy 5: Protect and improve water quality and supply in the Town of Southold. No point source, sanitary 
sewer, or industrial discharges into surface waters would occur because of closure or site remediation 
activities. Any non-point source discharges, such as from stormwater runoff, would be managed through 
adherence to a NPDES General Permit and the PIADC SWPPP. No activities would occur within surface 
waters nor would surface waters, including coastal waters, be disturbed by closure or remediation. In 
addition, no new development would occur within the watershed under the Proposed Action. The Town of 
Southold relies on groundwater as its sole source of drinking and irrigation water; this aquifer does not 
extend to Plum Island, although it does underlie Orient Point. Proposed activities at Plum Island would 
have no potential to impact the water supply in the Town of Southold, and groundwater monitoring would 
occur at Orient Point to ensure that the quality, quantity, and potability of groundwater is not affected. 
Therefore, the Proposed Action is consistent to the maximum extent practicable with this enforceable 
policy. Additional information on the Proposed Action’s consistency with this local enforceable policy is 
included in the determination of consistency with the New York State CMP Policies 33, 37, 38, and 44. 

Policy 6: Protect and restore the quality and function of the Town of Southold ecosystem. Plum Island is 
an important terrestrial habitat for some threatened and endangered species and migratory birds, and Plum 
Gut has also been designated as a significant coastal fish and wildlife habitat. Freshwater and estuarine 
wetlands are also present in the south-central portion of Plum Island and along the shoreline and estuarine 
wetlands are present at the Orient Point facility. Much of Plum Island is in a reclaimed natural state, and 
the Proposed Action would not result in any re-development of these areas, thereby leaving existing 
ecosystems undisturbed. Some vegetation removal to accommodate utility rerouting, WMAs/AOPC 
delineation, and UST excavation would occur, but those areas would be passively revegetated with native 
species. Stormwater discharges that may occur would be minimized through adherence to permits and 
applicable BMPs to protect and minimize adverse indirect impacts to Plum Gut and wetlands. Therefore, 
the Proposed Action is consistent to the maximum extent practicable with this enforceable policy. 
Additional information on the Proposed Action’s consistency with this local enforceable policy is included 
in the determination of consistency with the New York State CMP Policies 7 and 44. 

Policy 7: Protect and improve air quality in the Town of Southold. The Proposed Action would not result 
in the introduction of heavy industry, expansion of power plants, or a permanent increase in automobile 
traffic. Increased air emissions during site closure activities would be temporary and would not exceed 
applicable regulatory standards. Once PIADC and Orient Point are closed, there would be an overall 
decrease in emissions in the Town of Southold. Therefore, the Proposed Action is consistent to the 



   
  

 

   
    

    
    

  
    

    
    

  
   

      
   

  
  

 

      
         

  
  

     
       

  

maximum extent practicable with this enforceable policy. Additional information on the Proposed Action’s 
consistency with this local enforceable policy is included in the determination of consistency with the New 
York State CMP Policy 41. 

Policy 8: Minimize environmental degradation in Town of Southold from solid waste and hazardous 
substances and wastes. PIADC is a state-licensed MOSF and is the only such facility within the Town of 
Southold. PIADC operates in accordance with the applicable state permit and regulations, and DHS may 
close the petroleum storage and transfer facilities as part of the Proposed Action. Removal of associated 
USTs and pipes, cleaning of ASTs and pipes, remediation of a prior subsurface oil spill, as well as other 
activities to address WMAs/AOPC could result in the generation of hazardous substances and the potential 
for an inadvertent release. DHS would dispose of wastes at permitted facilities, and would implement 
containment and clean-up procedures should a spill occur. DHS would restore the subsurface to an 
acceptable condition and the closure activities would reduce the amount of hazardous materials present on 
site. In the long term, the reduction in hazardous materials contained on site (i.e., fuel contained within 
USTs and ASTs) would indirectly reduce the potential for future spills and the potential for the spread of 
contamination. Therefore, the Proposed Action is consistent to the maximum extent practicable with this 
enforceable policy. Additional information on the Proposed Action’s consistency with this local enforceable 
policy is included in the determination of consistency with the New York State CMP Policies 36 and 39. 

Conclusion 

Table 1 and Table 2 summarize the Proposed Action’s consistency with or applicability to the enforceable 
policies of the New York State CMP and the Town of Southold LWRP. DHS has determined that the 
Proposed Action, which would be implemented in accordance with applicable BMPs and minimization 
measures, would be consistent to the maximum extent practicable with the enforceable policies and coastal 
resources of New York State’s federally approved CMP, including the Town of Southold’s LWRP, pursuant 
to the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, as amended, and in accordance with 15 CFR Part 930, 
Subpart C. 



 

     
 

 

  
 

  

    
   

 
  

    
 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 
 

   

 
  

 

  
     

   
  

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 
  

 
 

 

  
 

 

Table 1. Consistency or Applicability of the Proposed Action to New York CMP Enforceable 
Policies 

Policy Applicability or 
Consistency1 

Development Policies 

Policy 1: Restore, revitalize, and redevelop deteriorated and underutilized waterfront 
areas for commercial, industrial, cultural, recreations, and other compatible uses. N/A 

Policy 2: Facilitate the siting of water dependent uses and facilities on or adjacent to 
coastal waters. N/A 

Policy 3: Further develop the State’s major ports of Albany, Buffalo, New York, 
Ogdensburg, and Oswego as centers of commerce and industry, and encourage the 
siting, in these port areas, including those under the jurisdiction of State public 
authorities, of land use and development which is essential to, or in support of, the 
waterborne transportation of cargo and people. 

N/A 

Policy 4: Strengthen the economic base of smaller harbor areas by encouraging the 
development and enhancement of those traditional uses and activities which have 
provided such areas with their unique maritime identity. 

N/A 

Policy 5: Encourage the location of development in areas where public services and 
facilities essential to such development are adequate. N/A 

Policy 6: Expedite permit procedures in order to facilitate the siting of development 
activities at suitable locations. N/A 

Fish and Wildlife Policies 

Policy 7: Significant coastal fish and wildlife habitats will be protected, preserved, 
and where practical, restored so as to maintain their viability as habitats. Consistent 

Policy 8: Protect fish and wildlife resources in the coastal area from the introduction 
of hazardous wastes and other pollutants which bio-accumulate in the food chain or 
which cause significant sublethal or lethal effect on those resources. 

Consistent 

Policy 9: Expand recreational use of fish and wildlife resources in coastal areas by 
increasing access to existing resources, supplementing existing stocks, and 
developing new resources. 

N/A 

Policy 10: Further develop commercial finfish, shellfish, and crustacean resources in 
the coastal area by encouraging the construction of new, or improvement of existing 
on-shore commercial fishing facilities, increasing marketing of the State’s seafood 
products, maintaining adequate stocks, and expanding aquaculture facilities. 

N/A 

Flooding and Erosion Hazards Policies 

Policy 11: Buildings and other structures will be sited in the coastal area so as to 
minimize damage to property and the endangering of human lives caused by 
flooding and erosion. 

N/A 

Policy 12: Activities or development in the coastal area will be undertaken so as to 
minimize damage to natural resources and property from flooding and erosion by 
protecting natural protective features including beaches, dunes, barrier islands and 
bluffs. 

N/A 

11 



     
 

 

  
 

 
  

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 

  
  

 

 

  
 

 
  

 

 

  
   

 

   
 

   
 

 

 

 
  

 
 

 

 

   

 
 

  
 

 

  

Table 1. Consistency or Applicability of the Proposed Action to New York CMP Enforceable 
Policies 

Policy Applicability or 
Consistency1 

Policy 13: The construction or reconstruction of erosion protection structures shall 
be undertaken only if they have a reasonable probability of controlling erosion for at 
least thirty years as demonstrated in design and construction standards and/or 
assured maintenance or replacement programs. 

N/A 

Policy 14: Activities and development, including the construction or reconstruction 
of erosion protection structures, shall be undertaken so that there will be no 
measurable increase in erosion or flooding at the site of such activities or 
development, or at other locations. 

Consistent 

Policy 15: Mining, excavation or dredging in coastal waters shall not significantly 
interfere with the natural coastal processes which supply beach materials to land 
adjacent to such waters and shall be undertaken in a manner which will not cause an 
increase in erosion of such land. 

N/A 

Policy 16: Public funds shall only be used for erosion protective structures where 
necessary to protect human life, and new development which requires a location 
within or adjacent to an erosion hazard area to be able to function, or existing 
development; and only where the public benefits outweigh the long term monetary 
and other costs including the potential for increasing erosion and adverse effects on 
natural protective features. 

N/A 

Policy 17: Non-structural measures to minimize damage to natural resources and 
property from flooding and erosion shall be used whenever possible. N/A 

General Policy 

Policy 18: To safeguard the vital economic, social, and environmental interests of 
the State and of its citizens, proposed major actions in the coastal area must give full 
consideration to those interests, and to the safeguards which the State has established 
to protect valuable coastal resource areas. 

Consistent 

Public Access Policies 

Policy 19: Protect, maintain, and increase the level and types of access to public 
water related recreation resources and facilities. N/A 

Policy 20: Access to the publicly-owned foreshore and to lands immediately 
adjacent to the foreshore or the water’s edge that are publicly-owned shall be 
provided and it shall be provided in a manner compatible with adjoining uses. 

N/A 

Recreation Policies 

Policy 21: Water dependent and water enhanced recreation will be encouraged and 
facilitated, and will be given priority over non-water-related uses along the coast. N/A 

Policy 22: Development when located adjacent to the shore will provide for water-
related recreation whenever such use is compatible with reasonably anticipated 
demand for such activities, and is compatible with the primary purpose of the 
development. 

N/A 



     
 

 

  
 

 

   
   

 
 

  

    
 

 
 

  

  

 

   
  
  

 

 
  
  

 

   
  

 
  

 

 

  
 

 
 

 
 

  
 

 

 

   
  

 
 

   
  

 
 

 
 

Table 1. Consistency or Applicability of the Proposed Action to New York CMP Enforceable 
Policies 

Policy Applicability or 
Consistency1 

Historic and Scenic Resources Policies 

Policy 23: Protect, enhance and restore structures, districts, areas or sites that are of 
significance in the history, architecture, archaeology or culture of the State, its 
communities, or the Nation. 

Consistent 

Policy 24: Prevent impairment of scenic resources of statewide significance. N/A 

Policy 25: Protect, restore or enhance natural and man-made resources which are not 
identified as being of statewide significance, but which contribute to the overall 
scenic quality of the coastal area. 

Consistent 

Agricultural Lands Policies 

Policy 26: Conserve and protect agricultural lands in the State’s coastal area. N/A 

Energy and Ice Management Policies 

Policy 27: Decisions on the siting and construction of major energy facilities in the 
coastal area will be based on public energy needs, compatibility of such facilities 
with the environment, and the facility’s need for a shorefront location. 

N/A 

Policy 28: Ice management practices shall not interfere with the production of 
hydroelectric power, damage significant fish and wildlife and their habitat, or 
increase shoreline erosion or flooding. 

N/A 

Policy 29: The development of offshore uses and resources, including renewable 
energy resources, shall accommodate New York’s long-standing ocean and Great 
Lakes industries, such as commercial and recreational fishing and maritime 
commerce, and the ecological functions of habitats important to New York. 

N/A 

Water and Air Resources Policies 

Policy 30: Municipal, industrial, and commercial discharge of pollutants, including 
but not limited to, toxic and hazardous substances, into coastal waters will conform 
to State and National water quality standards. 

N/A 

Policy 31: State coastal area policies and management objectives of approved local 
Waterfront Revitalization Program will be considered while reviewing coastal water 
classifications and while modifying water quality standards; however, those waters 
already overburdened with contaminants will be recognized as being a development 
constraint. 

N/A 

Policy 32: Encourage the use of alternative or innovative sanitary waste systems in 
small communities where the costs of conventional facilities are unreasonably high, 
given the size of the existing tax base of these communities. 

N/A 

Policy 33: Best management practices will be used to ensure the control of 
stormwater runoff and combined sewer overflows draining into coastal waters. Consistent 

Policy 34: Discharge of waste materials into coastal waters from vessels subject to 
State jurisdiction will be limited so as to protect significant fish and wildlife 
habitats, recreational areas and water supply areas. 

N/A 



     
 

 

  
 

 
   

 
  

 

   
   

 
 

 

 

 
   

  
 

 
 

 
  

 
 

 

   
 

 
 

  
   

 
 

 
 

 
  

 

 
  

 
   

     
 

  

Table 1. Consistency or Applicability of the Proposed Action to New York CMP Enforceable 
Policies 

Policy Applicability or 
Consistency1 

Policy 35: Dredging and filling in coastal waters and disposal of dredged material 
will be undertaken in a manner that meets existing State dredging permit 
requirements, and protects significant fish and wildlife habitats, scenic resources, 
natural protective features, important agricultural lands, and wetlands. 

N/A 

Policy 36: Activities related to the shipment and storage of petroleum and other 
hazardous materials will be conducted in a manner that will prevent or at least 
minimize spills into coastal waters; all practicable efforts will be undertaken to 
expedite the cleanup of such discharges; and restitution for damages will be required 
when these spills occur. 

Consistent 

Policy 37: Best management practices will be utilized to minimize the non-point 
discharge of excess nutrients, organics and eroded soils into coastal waters. Consistent 

Policy 38: The quality and quantity of surface water and groundwater supplies, will 
be conserved and protected, particularly where such waters constitute the primary or 
sole source of water supply. 

Consistent 

Policy 39: The transport, storage, treatment and disposal of solid wastes, particularly 
hazardous wastes, within coastal areas will be conducted in such a manner so as to 
protect groundwater and surface water supplies, significant fish and wildlife 
habitats, recreation areas, important agricultural land, and scenic resources. 

Consistent 

Policy 40: Effluent discharged from major steam electric generating and industrial 
facilities into coastal waters will not be unduly injurious to fish and wildlife and 
shall conform to state water quality standards. 

N/A 

Policy 41: Land use or development in the coastal area will not cause national or 
State air quality standards to be violated. Consistent 

Policy 42: Coastal management policies will be considered if the State reclassifies 
land areas pursuant to the prevention of significant deterioration regulations of the 
Federal Clean Air Act. 

N/A 

Policy 43: Land use or development in the coastal area must not cause the 
generation of significant amounts of acid rain precursors: nitrates and sulfates. N/A 

Wetlands Policy 

Policy 44: Preserve and protect tidal and freshwater wetlands and preserve the 
benefits derived from these areas. Consistent 

Note: 
1. Consistent, to the maximum extent practicable. 
Source: New York State Coastal Management Program and Final Environmental Impact Statement, 1982. 



    
  

  
 

 

 
 

 
 

 

  

 
  

 

   
  

   

  
  

   

  

 

   
   

 

   
  

  
  

   

 
  

 

Developed Coast Policies 

Natural Coast Policies 

Public Coast Policies 

Working Coast Policies 

Table 2. Consistency or Applicability of the Proposed Action to the Town of Southold LWRP 
Policies 

Policy Applicability or 
Consistency1 

Developed Coast Policies 

Policy 1: Foster a pattern of development in the Town of Southold that enhances 
community character, preserves open space, makes efficient use of infrastructure, 
makes beneficial use of a coastal location, and minimizes adverse effects of 
development. 

N/A 

Policy 2: Preserve historic resources of the Town of Southold. Consistent 

Policy 3: Enhance visual quality and protect scenic resources throughout the Town 
of Southold. Consistent 

Natural Coast Policies 

Policy 4: Minimize loss of life, structures, and natural resources from flooding and 
erosion. Consistent 

Policy 5: Protect and improve water quality and supply in the Town of Southold. Consistent 

Policy 6: Protect and restore the quality and function of the Town of Southold’s 
ecosystem. Consistent 

Policy 7: Protect and improve air quality in the Town of Southold. Consistent 

Policy 8: Minimize environmental degradation in the Town of Southold from solid 
waste and hazardous substances and wastes. Consistent 

Public Coast Policies 

Policy 9: Provide for public access to, and recreational use of, coastal waters, public 
lands, and public resources of the Town of Southold. N/A 

Working Coast Policies 

Policy 10: Protect the Town of Southold’s water-dependent uses and promote siting 
of new water-dependent uses in suitable locations. N/A 

Policy 11: Promote sustainable use of living marine resources in the Town of 
Southold. N/A 

Policy 12: Protect agricultural lands in the Town of Southold. N/A 

Policy 13: Promote appropriate use and development of energy and mineral 
resources. N/A 

Note: 
1. Consistent, to the maximum extent practicable. 
Source: Town of Southold Local Waterfront Revitalization Program, 2004. 
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  Figure 1: Proposed Action Area Location 



  Figure 2: Existing Structures and WMAs/AOPC 
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September 20, 2022 

Kursten Anderson 

AECOM 

10 Patewood Drive  

Building 6 Suite 500,  

Greenville, SC 29615 

     Re: F-2022-0684 (DA) 

U.S. Department of Homeland Security (DHS) 

Plum Island Closure. 

The U.S. Department of Homeland Security (DHS) 

proposes to cease operations and close the facility 

known as Plum Island Animal Disease Center 

(PIADC) on Plum Island, New York. 

Receipt of Consistency Determination, Request 

for Additional Information, and Notification  

That Review Has Not Begun 

 

Dear Kursten Anderson: 

 

On September 12, 2022, the Department of State (DOS) received the U.S. Department of 

Homeland Security (DHS) consistency determination and supporting documentation regarding the 

consistency of the above-referenced proposal with the New York State Coastal Management 

Program.  However, DOS has not been provided with the information required pursuant to 15 CFR 

Part 930.39.  Therefore, pursuant to 15 CFR Part 930.41(a), the DOS 60-day review period 

pursuant to 15 CFR Part 930.41 has not begun.    

 

The DOS decision-making review period will begin when the U.S. Department of Homeland 

Security provides DOS with the information required by 15 CFR Part 930.39.   This information 

is necessary for the DOS to adequately assess the effects of the proposal on the coastal area and 

its uses, and to provide comprehensive data and information sufficient to support the DHS 

consistency statement.  The following necessary information should be provided for DOS’ review: 

  

• Please indicate if a Land Remediation Plan for the proposed Plum Island Closure will be 

completed. If a remediation plan will not be conducted for this activity, please provide 

estimated time frames for all proposed activities associated with the closure. Specify the 

projected start date, duration and final decommission. Also, when the expected compete 

transfer of the facility over to GSA is probable. 

 

• Please indicate if the biological agents/hosts have been completely removed from the 

property and if not, how they are planned to be relocated or disposed of and the anticipated 

time frames of the removal.  

 



 

• Further explain the location of any long-term equipment storage planned on the island and 

how it will be safely stockpiled. Indicate if the onsite equipment will be transferred to the 

new owner of the property. 

 

If you have any questions or need any other assistance regarding this matter, please contact me at  

(518) 474-5290 (e-mail: peter.bayzon@dos.ny.gov). 

 

 

      Sincerely, 

 

 

 

      Peter S. Bayzon 

      Coastal Resources Specialist 

      Office of Planning, Development and 
      Community Infrastructure 
 

 

ecc: COE/ NY District - Arlene Tirado 

NYSDEC/Region 1 

Town of Southold LWRP- Mark Terry 
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October 6, 2022 
 
Peter Bayzon 
Coastal Resource Specialist  
State of New York Department of State 
Office of Planning, Development & Community Infrastructure 
One Commerce Plaza, 99 Washington Avenue 
Albany, NY 12231 
Peter.bayzon@dos.ny.gov 
 
Dear Mr. Bayzon, 
 
Thank you for your Request for Additional Information, and Notification That Review 
Has Not Begun for the U.S. Department of Homeland Security (DHS) proposal to cease 
operations and close the facility known as Plum Island Animal Disease Center (PIADC) 
on Plum Island, New York, dated September 20, 2022. Responses to the request are 
provided below.  
 

1. Please indicate if a Land Remediation Plan for the proposed Plum Island 
Closure will be completed. If a remediation plan will not be conducted for 
this activity, please provide estimated time frames for all proposed activities 
associated with the closure. Specify the projected start date, duration and 
final decommission. Also, when the expected compete transfer of the facility 
over to GSA is probable. 
 
Response: No specific Land Remediation Plan will be completed for the Plum 
Island Closure and Support (PICS) Program. Land remediation activities have 
been taking place on Plum Island since the 1990s when the United States 
Department of Agriculture (USDA) Agricultural Research Service (ARS) initiated 
a program for the evaluation of potential environmental impacts from the Waste 
Management Areas (WMAs) that were identified on Plum Island. USDA ARS 
undertook a larger program to investigate 49 sites of concern, including 21 
WMAs, 15 Areas of Potential Concern (AOPCs), and 13 U.S. Army structures 
under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) and the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
(CERCLA). Many of these locations were classified as no further action or 
remediated in accordance with federal, state, and local regulations. Of the WMAs 
and AOPC remaining, DHS will remediate the property for safe access to the 
general public in accordance with New York State Department of Environmental 
Conservation (NYSDEC) and Suffolk County Department of Health Services 
guidance; while DHS is not party to any formal agreements with these agencies, it 
is coordinating with them closely. Work plans are in place to facilitate the Plum 
Island closure activities that have been coordinated with NYSDEC and have been 
summarized in the Environmental Assessment (EA). DHS is on target for 

mailto:Peter.bayzon@dos.ny.gov
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completion of the PICS Program in mid-2028. DHS is undertaking all appropriate 
remediation; therefore, the General Services Administration (GSA) is not 
anticipated to undertake additional remediation on Plum Island following the 
completion of proposed closure activities covered under the EA. DHS also 
welcomes the Department of State (DOS) to contact NYSDEC Deputy Director of 
Congressional and Federal Affairs, Mr. Thomas Hisgen 
(Thomas.Hisgen@dec.ny.gov, 518-402-2797), for more information, as DHS has 
a long-standing relationship with NYSDEC for remediation activities.  

 
2. Please indicate if the biological agents/hosts have been completely removed 

from the property and if not, how they are planned to be relocated or 
disposed of and the anticipated time frames of the removal.  
 
Response: PIADC continues to be mission capable and is maintaining its stock of 
biological agents at this time. Any movement of biological agents/hosts from 
Plum Island will be completed in accordance with the applicable regulatory 
requirements including those defined in the Federal Select Agent Program 
(FSAP), and Department of Transportation (DOT) standards. Oversight will be 
provided by USDA. Furthermore, any remaining biological materials on Plum 
Island will be destroyed in accordance with FSAP guidance and applicable 
NYSDEC requirements. DHS is undertaking all appropriate decontamination 
activities; therefore, GSA is not anticipated to require additional decontamination 
on Plum Island following the completion of proposed closure activities covered 
under the EA.  

 
3. Further explain the location of any long-term equipment storage planned on 

the island and how it will be safely stockpiled. Indicate if the onsite 
equipment will be transferred to the new owner of the property.  
 
Response: The ultimate disposition of equipment, including heavy equipment, 
emergency response equipment, transportation assets (e.g., vessels, busses) and 
equipment required to maintain the operability of island infrastructure is 
dependent upon island conveyance; however, DHS will use and maintain these 
assets until the end of the PICS program. Existing infrastructure is sufficient  to 
facilitate the storage of this equipment safely, in an environmentally responsive 
manner, to preserve their value at the end of the PICS program. The subsequent 
transfer of onsite equipment to the new owner of the property is outside the scope 
of the current Proposed Action analyzed in the EA. 

 
Lastly, DHS welcomes the DOS to visit Plum Island. Please contact me at 
john.searing@st.dhs.gov to coordinate a visit of the Plum Island Animal Disease Center 
and the Orient Point Facility.   
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Sincerely,  

 
John M. Searing, PE, PMP 
Deputy Center Director 
PICS Program Director  
Plum Island Animal Disease Center 
Office of National Laboratories 
Science and Technology Directorate 
 
ecc: Mr. Thomas Hisgen 
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December 19, 2022 

Kursten Anderson 

AECOM 

10 Patewood Drive  

Building 6 Suite 500,  

Greenville, SC 29615     

Re: F-2022-0684 (DA)  

United States Department of Homeland Security (DHS) 

Plum Island Closure. The U.S. Department of Homeland 

Security (DHS) proposes to cease operations and close the 

facility known as Plum Island Animal Disease Center 

(PIADC) on Plum Island, New York. 

 Concurrence with Consistency Determination 

Dear Kursten Anderson: 

 

The Department of State (DOS) received your consistency determination on 9/12/2022. The DOS notified you 

by letter dated 9/20/2022 that certain information required by 15 CFR Part 930.39 was missing and that the 

consistency review period would begin upon its receipt. This information was received by DOS on 10/6/2022. 

On 12/5/2022, the DOS requested a fifteen (15) day extension of time to the DOS review period, pursuant to 15 

CFR 930.41(b). 

 

The Department of State has completed its review of the United States Department of Homeland Security’s 

consistency determination regarding the consistency of the proposed closure of the Plum Island Animal Disease 

Center, with the New York State Coastal Management Program. This determination is only regarding the 

closure of the Plum Island Animal Disease Center and does not apply to any subsequent transfer of ownership 

or sale of the facility.  

 

Based upon the information submitted, the Department of State concurs with the U.S. Department of Homeland 

Security’s consistency determination regarding this matter.  

 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Peter Bayzon at (518) 474-5290 or e-mail at: 

Peter.Bayzon@dos.ny.gov and reference file no. F-2022-0684 (DA). 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

        Matthew Maraglio 

Director, Development Division 

        Office of Planning, Development and 

        Community Infrastructure 

MM/pb 

ecc: COE/ NY District - Arlene Tirado 

NYSDEC/Region 1 

Town of Southold LWRP- Mark Terry 

mailto:Peter.Bayzon@dos.ny.gov
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                                                                                                                                         U.S. Department of Homeland Security 
                                                                                                  Washington, DC 20528 

August 25, 2022 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Long Island Field Office 
340 Smith Road 
Shirley, NY 11967 
 
Re:Online Project Review Request, Plum Island Animal Disease Center (PIADC) Closure, 

Suffolk County, New York, Project Code 2022-0027795 
 
On July 27, 2022, the United States (US) Department of Homeland Security (DHS) reviewed the 
referenced project using the Long Island Field Office’s online project review process to identify 
federally listed threatened and endangered species and critical habitat. Please consider the enclosed 
project information package in accordance with the instructions for further review.  

Plum Island is owned by DHS and located 1.5 miles northeast of Orient Point in Suffolk County, 
New York. PIADC is operated by the DHS Science & Technology Directorate’s Office of National 
Laboratories and is comprised of administrative and laboratory buildings as well as supporting 
infrastructure including an effluent decontamination system, a wastewater treatment plant, storage 
facilities, roadways, utilities, and DHS-owned transportation assets. DHS also owns and maintains a 
9.5-acre facility at Orient Point, New York, which houses parking, storage facilities, administrative 
space, and a ferry landing to support operations at PIADC (Attachment 1a). In addition to PIADC, 
Plum Island includes natural undeveloped land, the Plum Island Lighthouse, and buildings and 
structures associated with the former Fort Terry.  

DHS is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) to evaluate the potential environmental 
impacts resulting from conducting activities required to close PIADC (Proposed Action), following 
the transfer of its mission to the National Bio- and Agro-Defense Facility (NBAF). DHS has 
identified tasks that must be completed to facilitate this Proposed Action. These tasks include five 
primary components: 1) facilities decontamination and efficacy validation, 2) waste management 
delineation and remediation activities; 3) subsurface oil delineation and remediation activities; 4) 
asset preservation and preparation for long-term storage (i.e., asset lay-up); and 5) asset disposition 
and permit transfer. Closure activities, including rerouting utility systems within the PIADC research 
compound, excavating and removing up to five underground storage tanks (UST), and delineation 
and remediation of previously identified waste management areas (WMA) and one area of potential 
concern (AOPC), would require limited vegetation removal and ground disturbance (Attachment 
1b). Proposed activities on Plum Island and Orient Point would impact approximately 26 acres. 
Vegetation clearing would occur entirely within previously disturbed areas and primarily consist of 
trimming tall grasses, removal of pioneer shrubs, and side trimming of sapling trees. DHS does not 
anticipate clearing mature trees, and no activities would occur on beaches, in marine or freshwater 
areas, or in tidal or freshwater wetlands. Additionally, DHS commits to vegetative clearing timing 
restrictions as indicated in Attachment 3. The Proposed Action is expected to be complete by 2028.  

DHS has determined the proposed Project would have no effect on all federally listed species identified 
within the Project area. DHS understands that under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA), 



federal agencies are not required to contact the Service if a proposed action will have no effect on 
listed species, and that concurrence with a no effect determination is not required under the ESA and 
may not be provided. However, DHS is providing this package for informational purposes as part of 
our administrative record and as notification of our no effect determination. The enclosed project 
information package provides information about listed species, critical habitat, and bald eagles 
considered in our review, and the species conclusions table included in the package identifies our 
determinations. For additional information, please contact Kursten Anderson 
at kursten.anderson@aecom.com Email responses are preferred, although letter responses may 
be submitted to Kursten Anderson, PIADC Closure, 10 Patewood Drive, Bldg 6, Suite 500, 
Greenville, South Carolina 29615.   

Sincerely,  

John M. Searing, PE, PMP 
Deputy Center Director  
Plum Island Animal Disease Center 
Office of National Laboratories 
Science and Technology Directorate 

Attachments: 
1a. Proposed Action Location 
1b. Existing Structures and WMAs/AOPC 
2. Official Species List
3. Species Conclusions Table
4. References



 

Attachment 1a: Proposed Action Location 



 

Attachment 1b: Existing Structures and WMAs/AOPC



United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Long Island Ecological Services Field Office
340 Smith Road

Shirley, NY 11967-2258
Phone: (631) 286-0485 Fax: (631) 286-4003

In Reply Refer To: July 27, 2022
Project Code: 2022-0027795 
Project Name: Plum Island Closure
 
Subject: List of threatened and endangered species that may occur in your proposed project 

location or may be affected by your proposed project

To Whom It May Concern:

The enclosed species list identifies threatened, endangered, proposed and candidate species, as 
well as proposed and final designated critical habitat, that may occur within the boundary of your 
proposed project and/or may be affected by your proposed project. The species list fulfills the 
requirements of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) under section 7(c) of the 
Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.).

New information based on updated surveys, changes in the abundance and distribution of 
species, changed habitat conditions, or other factors could change this list. Please feel free to 
contact us if you need more current information or assistance regarding the potential impacts to 
federally proposed, listed, and candidate species and federally designated and proposed critical 
habitat. Please note that under 50 CFR 402.12(e) of the regulations implementing section 7 of the 
Act, the accuracy of this species list should be verified after 90 days. This verification can be 
completed formally or informally as desired. The Service recommends that verification be 
completed by visiting the ECOS-IPaC website at regular intervals during project planning and 
implementation for updates to species lists and information. An updated list may be requested 
through the ECOS-IPaC system by completing the same process used to receive the enclosed list.

The purpose of the Act is to provide a means whereby threatened and endangered species and the 
ecosystems upon which they depend may be conserved. Under sections 7(a)(1) and 7(a)(2) of the 
Act and its implementing regulations (50 CFR 402 et seq.), Federal agencies are required to 
utilize their authorities to carry out programs for the conservation of threatened and endangered 
species and to determine whether projects may affect threatened and endangered species and/or 
designated critical habitat.

A Biological Assessment is required for construction projects (or other undertakings having 
similar physical impacts) that are major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the 
human environment as defined in the National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4332(2) 
(c)). For projects other than major construction activities, the Service suggests that a biological 
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evaluation similar to a Biological Assessment be prepared to determine whether the project may 
affect listed or proposed species and/or designated or proposed critical habitat. Recommended 
contents of a Biological Assessment are described at 50 CFR 402.12.

If a Federal agency determines, based on the Biological Assessment or biological evaluation, that 
listed species and/or designated critical habitat may be affected by the proposed project, the 
agency is required to consult with the Service pursuant to 50 CFR 402. In addition, the Service 
recommends that candidate species, proposed species and proposed critical habitat be addressed 
within the consultation. More information on the regulations and procedures for section 7 
consultation, including the role of permit or license applicants, can be found in the "Endangered 
Species Consultation Handbook" at:

http://www.fws.gov/endangered/esa-library/pdf/TOC-GLOS.PDF

Migratory Birds: In addition to responsibilities to protect threatened and endangered species 
under the Endangered Species Act (ESA), there are additional responsibilities under the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA) to 
protect native birds from project-related impacts. Any activity, intentional or unintentional, 
resulting in take of migratory birds, including eagles, is prohibited unless otherwise permitted by 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (50 C.F.R. Sec. 10.12 and 16 U.S.C. Sec. 668(a)). For more 
information regarding these Acts see https://www.fws.gov/birds/policies-and-regulations.php.

The MBTA has no provision for allowing take of migratory birds that may be unintentionally 
killed or injured by otherwise lawful activities. It is the responsibility of the project proponent to 
comply with these Acts by identifying potential impacts to migratory birds and eagles within 
applicable NEPA documents (when there is a federal nexus) or a Bird/Eagle Conservation Plan 
(when there is no federal nexus). Proponents should implement conservation measures to avoid 
or minimize the production of project-related stressors or minimize the exposure of birds and 
their resources to the project-related stressors. For more information on avian stressors and 
recommended conservation measures see https://www.fws.gov/birds/bird-enthusiasts/threats-to- 
birds.php.

In addition to MBTA and BGEPA, Executive Order 13186: Responsibilities of Federal Agencies 
to Protect Migratory Birds, obligates all Federal agencies that engage in or authorize activities 
that might affect migratory birds, to minimize those effects and encourage conservation measures 
that will improve bird populations. Executive Order 13186 provides for the protection of both 
migratory birds and migratory bird habitat. For information regarding the implementation of 
Executive Order 13186, please visit https://www.fws.gov/birds/policies-and-regulations/ 
executive-orders/e0-13186.php.

We appreciate your concern for threatened and endangered species. The Service encourages 
Federal agencies to include conservation of threatened and endangered species into their project 
planning to further the purposes of the Act. Please include the Consultation Code in the header of 
this letter with any request for consultation or correspondence about your project that you submit 
to our office.
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Coastal Barriers
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Official Species List
This list is provided pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, and fulfills the 
requirement for Federal agencies to "request of the Secretary of the Interior information whether 
any species which is listed or proposed to be listed may be present in the area of a proposed 
action".

This species list is provided by:

Long Island Ecological Services Field Office
340 Smith Road
Shirley, NY 11967-2258
(631) 286-0485
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Project Summary
Project Code: 2022-0027795
Project Name: Plum Island Closure
Project Type: Disposal / Transfer
Project Description: Plum Island Animal Disease Center is closing and undergoing 

decontamination and remediation activities. Project activities will take 
place at the Orient Point Support Facility and on Plum Island, NY.

Project Location:
Approximate location of the project can be viewed in Google Maps: https:// 
www.google.com/maps/@41.17771355,-72.20040485249517,14z

Counties: Suffolk County, New York

https://www.google.com/maps/@41.17771355,-72.20040485249517,14z
https://www.google.com/maps/@41.17771355,-72.20040485249517,14z
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1.

Endangered Species Act Species
There is a total of 5 threatened, endangered, or candidate species on this species list.

Species on this list should be considered in an effects analysis for your project and could include 
species that exist in another geographic area. For example, certain fish may appear on the species 
list because a project could affect downstream species.

IPaC does not display listed species or critical habitats under the sole jurisdiction of NOAA 
Fisheries , as USFWS does not have the authority to speak on behalf of NOAA and the 
Department of Commerce.

See the "Critical habitats" section below for those critical habitats that lie wholly or partially 
within your project area under this office's jurisdiction. Please contact the designated FWS office 
if you have questions.

NOAA Fisheries, also known as the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), is an 
office of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration within the Department of 
Commerce.

Mammals
NAME STATUS

Northern Long-eared Bat Myotis septentrionalis
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9045

Threatened

Birds
NAME STATUS

Piping Plover Charadrius melodus
Population: [Atlantic Coast and Northern Great Plains populations] - Wherever found, except 
those areas where listed as endangered.
There is final critical habitat for this species. The location of the critical habitat is not available.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/6039

Threatened

Red Knot Calidris canutus rufa
There is proposed critical habitat for this species. The location of the critical habitat is not 
available.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1864

Threatened

Roseate Tern Sterna dougallii dougallii
Population: Northeast U.S. nesting population
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/2083

Endangered

1

https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9045
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/6039
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1864
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/2083
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Flowering Plants
NAME STATUS

Seabeach Amaranth Amaranthus pumilus
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8549

Threatened

Critical habitats
THERE ARE NO CRITICAL HABITATS WITHIN YOUR PROJECT AREA UNDER THIS OFFICE'S 
JURISDICTION.

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8549
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Coastal Barriers
Projects within the John H. Chafee Coastal Barrier Resources System (CBRS) may be subject to 
the restrictions on federal expenditures and financial assistance and the consultation requirements 
of the Coastal Barrier Resources Act (CBRA) (16 U.S.C. 3501 et seq.). For more information, 
please contact the local Ecological Services Field Office or visit the CBRA Consultations 
website. The CBRA website provides tools such as a flow chart to help determine whether 
consultation is required and a template to facilitate the consultation process.

System Unit (SU)
Most new federal expenditures and financial assistance, including federal flood insurance, are 
prohibited within System Units. Federally-funded projects within System Units require 
consultation with the Service. Consultation is not required for projects using private, state, or 
local funds.

UNIT NAME TYPE
SYSTEM UNIT 
ESTABLISHMENT DATE

FLOOD INSURANCE 
PROHIBITION DATE

NY-24 Plum Island SU 11/16/1990 11/16/1990

https://www.fws.gov/cbra/
https://www.fws.gov/node/267216
https://www.fws.gov/service/coastal-barrier-resources-act-project-consultation
https://www.fws.gov/service/coastal-barrier-resources-act-project-consultation
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IPaC User Contact Information
Agency: AECOM
Name: Kursten Anderson
Address: 10 Patewood Drive
Address Line 2: Building 6, Suite 500
City: Greenville
State: SC
Zip: 29615
Email kursten.anderson@aecom.com
Phone: 5402227352

Lead Agency Contact Information
Lead Agency: Department of Homeland Security



Attachment 3: Species Conclusions Table 

Species 
Common Name 

Potential Habitat 
Present? 

Species 
Present? Habitat Description Effect Analysis 

Northern long-
eared bat (Myotis 
septentrionalis) 

Yes No 

This species overwinters in caves and mines and lives in forested habitat the remainder of the year. During 
the summer, this species roosts underneath bark, in cavities or crevices of both live and dead trees. It has 
also been found roosting in structures such as barns and sheds (USFWS, 2022a). Northern long-eared bats 
(NLEB) have been found in every county of New York, although bat surveys conducted in 2015 did not 
identify any on Plum Island (NYSDEC, 2022a). However, these surveys did identify historic bunkers on 
Plum Island that have suitable characteristics for bat hibernacula., one of which is located approximately 
0.1 mile east of WMA 22 where clearing of pioneer trees and shrubs would occur. Although no NLEB 
were identified during bat surveys, due to the species’ presence on nearby Long Island, they may travel to 
Plum Island for foraging. Furthermore, the historic bunkers represent potential hibernacula for this species 
(NYNHP, 2016).  

DHS has determined that the Preferred Alternative would have no effect. Although surveys indicated 
four historic bunkers on Plum Island with characteristics for bat wintering hibernacula, there are no 
known occurrences of NLEB on the Island. Furthermore, the Preferred Alternative is not within 0.25 
mile of known occurrences of NLEB or within 150 feet of known summer roost occurrences.  NLEB 
are known to occur on nearby Long Island and may travel to Plum Island for foraging; however, bats 
are nocturnal and forage during the night between dusk and dawn. Proposed vegetative clearing would 
occur during daylight hours, thereby avoiding any disturbance of potential foraging NLEB individuals. 
Additionally, the Preferred Alternative is not anticipated to clear any potential roost trees or interfere 
with potential hibernacula. To further minimize any potential impacts, DHS would adhere to the 
voluntary time of year restrictions identified in the USFWS’s 2016 NLEB Programmatic Biological 
Opinion by conducting all forest management activities outside the bat’s active season (April 1 through 
October 31) (USFWS, 2016). DHS commits to conducting vegetative clearing for the Proposed Action 
between November and March, thereby avoiding the active NLEB season. Furthermore, vegetative 
clearing would be limited to tall grasses, shrubs, and sapling trees that have overgrown previously 
disturbed areas, which is not consistent with potential suitable habitat for the NLEB.  

Piping plover 
(Charadrius 
melodus)1 

Yes Yes 

This species is found in coastal habitats, primarily on sandy beaches and tidal flats, typically nesting in 
open sandy areas near water (National Audubon Society, 2022a). Piping plover have been documented at 
Plum Island and confirmed breeding pairs have been observed. This species is commonly found on Plum 
Island between June and August (NYNHP, 2016). This species is rarely seen in the Spring (April – May) 
and Fall (September- October), and no occurrences have been documented between November and March 
(NYNHP, 2016).  

The Proposed Action would have no effect on the piping plover. Proposed vegetative clearing and 
ground disturbance would occur outside of suitable habitat for the piping plover. No ground disturbance 
is anticipated in coastal habitats, sandy beaches, or tidal flats. The nearest known occurrences of piping 
plovers to the Project areas are found south of B257. The LOD is not within critical habitat for this 
species. Furthermore, it is unlikely areas where ground disturbance would occur (e.g., previously 
disturbed upland areas) would provide suitable nesting habitat for this species. If any nesting piping 
plovers are observed on or near areas where heavy machinery would be operated, all work would 
immediately cease, and DHS’s Environmental Manager would be contacted. Additionally, DHS 
commits to conducting vegetative clearing between November and March, which is outside much of the 
piping plover nesting period (March through June) and known occurrence timeframe (June through 
August) of when this species is present on the Island (USFWS, 2022b; NYNHP, 2016; CT DEEP, 2022).   

Roseate tern 
(Sterna dougallii 
dougallii) 

Yes Yes 

This species occurs in coastal environments, including salt bays and estuaries. Nests are usually found on 
sandy or rocky islands with some low plant cover and close to shallow waters for feeding (National 
Audubon Society, 2022c). Roseate terns have been documented on Plum Island (NYNHP, 2016). This 
species occurs along most of the shoreline of Plum Island, but most commonly occurs in the northern tip 
of the Island. It has been observed between the months of April and August. This species has not been 
observed on Plum Island between September and March (NYNHP, 2016). 

The Proposed Action would have no effect on the roseate tern. Proposed vegetative clearing and ground 
disturbance would occur outside of suitable habitat for the roseate tern. No ground disturbance is 
anticipated in coastal habitats, including salt bays and estuaries.  Although there are known occurrences 
of the roseate tern on Plum Island, they are most commonly found on the northern tip of the Island. It is 
unlikely areas where ground disturbance would occur (e.g., previously disturbed upland areas) would 
provide suitable nesting habitat for this species. If any nesting roseate terns are observed on or near areas 
where heavy machinery would be operated, all work would immediately cease, and DHS’s 
Environmental Manager would be contacted. Additionally, DHS commits to conducting vegetative 
clearing between November and March, which is outside of the roseate tern nesting period (May 15 
through August 31) and timeframes when this species has historically been observed on the Island (April 
through August) (MDIFW, 2022; NYNHP, 2016).  

Red knot 
(Calidris canutus 
rufa) 

Yes Yes 

This species nests in inland tundra habitat near water in the summer, and uses coastal mudflats and tidal 
shores as stopover habitat during migration (National Audubon Society, 2022b). Red knot has been 
observed on Plum Island between September and October, but this observation is considered an accidental 
occurrence, as it was recorded only once between 2011 and 2015 (NYNHP, 2016).  

Red knot are not likely present on Plum Island, and any vagrants would be expected to avoid areas where 
closure activities are occurring due to increased noise and human presence. Therefore, the Proposed 
Action would have no effect on the red knot.  

Seabeach 
amaranth 
(Amaranthus 
pumilus) 

Yes No 
This species is found on Atlantic coast sand dunes, primarily those located on barrier islands. It typically 
occurs in upper beaches and overwash areas, where little other vegetation is present (NPS, 2021). Seabeach 
amaranth has not been observed on Plum Island (NYNHP, 2016).  

Seabeach amaranth have not been observed on Plum Island. Furthermore, no beach disturbance would 
occur under the Proposed Action. Therefore, the Proposed Action would have no effect on this species. 



Species 
Common Name 

Potential Habitat 
Present? 

Species 
Present? Habitat Description Effect Analysis 

Bald eagle 
(Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus) 

Yes Yes 

Bald eagles exhibit high nest fidelity and nesting territories are often used year after year. Bald eagles nest 
in large mature trees with clear view of shoreline foraging areas (USFWS, 2007). Historically, bald eagles 
were rarely observed on Plum Island; however, DHS staff have observed more frequent sightings of bald 
eagles near Fort Terry on the north point of the Island. It is unknown if this nest is currently active. No 
bald eagle nesting sites have been observed at the Orient Point facility or in the vicinity (NYNHP, 2016; 
The Center for Conservation Biology, 2022). 

The Proposed Action would have no effect on the bald eagle. Should eagles happen to be present while 
closure activities are occurring, they would be expected to avoid the area due to increased noise and 
human presence. While bald eagles are occasionally observed and a nest site is present on the north point 
of the Island, this is approximately 1 mile away from the nearest WMAs. DHS does not anticipate 
clearing mature trees to facilitate delineation/cleanup activities. Furthermore, DHS would conduct a 
pedestrian nest survey of areas where vegetative clearing is to be conducted. If nests are found within or 
near areas where closure activities would occur, DHS would coordinate with USFWS to avoid impacts 
on bald eagles and implement measures included in the USFWS’s National Bald Eagle Management 
Guidelines such as establishing buffers around nesting sites or observing seasonal restrictions (USFWS, 
2007). 

 

1No Piping Plover critical habitat is present in the Proposed Action area. 
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EAF Mapper Summary Report Monday, May 16, 2022 12:18 PM 

Disclaimer: The EAF Mapper is a screening tool intended to assist 
project sponsors and reviewing agencies in preparing an environmental 
assessment form (EAF). Not all questions asked in the EAF are 
answered by the EAF Mapper. Additional information on any EAF 
question can be obtained by consulting the EAF Workbooks. Although 
the EAF Mapper provides the most up-to-date digital data available to 
DEC, you may also need to contact local or other data sources in order 
to obtain data not provided by the Mapper. Digital data is not a 
substitute for agency determinations. 

B.i.i [Coastal or Waterfront Area] Yes 

B.i.ii [Local Waterfront Revitalization Area] Yes 

C.2.b. [Special Planning District] Yes - Digital mapping data are not available for all Special Planning Districts. 
Refer to EAF Workbook. 

C.2.b. [Special Planning District - Name] NYS Heritage Areas:LI North Shore Heritage Area 

E.1.h [DEC Spills or Remediation Site -
Potential Contamination History] 

Digital mapping data are not available or are incomplete. Refer to EAF 
Workbook. 

E.1.h.i [DEC Spills or Remediation Site -
Listed] 

Digital mapping data are not available or are incomplete. Refer to EAF 
Workbook. 

E.1.h.i [DEC Spills or Remediation Site -
Environmental Site Remediation Database] 

Digital mapping data are not available or are incomplete. Refer to EAF 
Workbook. 

E.1.h.iii [Within 2,000' of DEC Remediation 
Site] 

No 

E.2.g [Unique Geologic Features] No 

E.2.h.i [Surface Water Features] Yes 

E.2.h.ii [Surface Water Features] Yes 

E.2.h.iii [Surface Water Features] Yes - Digital mapping information on local and federal wetlands and 
waterbodies is known to be incomplete. Refer to EAF Workbook. 

E.2.h.iv [Surface Water Features -
Lake/Pond Name] 

924-1, 924-16, 924-180 

E.2.h.iv [Surface Water Features -
Lake/Pond Classification] 

SA 

E.2.h.iv [Surface Water Features - Wetlands 
Name] 

Tidal Wetlands, Federal Waters, NYS Wetland 

E.2.h.iv [Surface Water Features - Wetlands 
Size] 

NYS Wetland (in acres):2.9, NYS Wetland (in acres):11.2, NYS Wetland (in 
acres):11.6, NYS Wetland (in acres):76.3, NYS Wetland (in acres):1.4, NYS 
Wetland (in acres):1.0 
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E.2.h.iv [Surface Water Features - DEC 
Wetlands Number] 

PL-5, PL-4, PL-1, PL-2, PL-6, PL-7, PL-8 

E.2.h.v [Impaired Water Bodies] No 

E.2.i. [Floodway] No 

E.2.j. [100 Year Floodplain] Yes 

E.2.k. [500 Year Floodplain] No 

E.2.l. [Aquifers] Yes 

E.2.l. [Aquifer Names] Sole Source Aquifer Names:Nassau-Suffolk SSA 

E.2.n. [Natural Communities] Yes 

E.2.n.i [Natural Communities - Name] Marine Eelgrass Meadow, Maritime Dunes, Marine Intertidal Gravel/Sand 
Beach, Maritime Beach, Marine Rocky Intertidal, Maritime Bluff 

E.2.n.i [Natural Communities - Acres] 9.5, 63.0, 28.47, 32.84, 39.25, 11.8 

E.2.o. [Endangered or Threatened Species] Yes 

E.2.o. [Endangered or Threatened Species -
Name] 

Northern Harrier, Many-spiked Flat Sedge, Oakes' Evening Primrose, Annual 
Saltmarsh Aster, Marsh Straw Sedge, Reflexed Flat Sedge, Velvet Rosette 
Grass, Cut-leaved Water Milfoil, Single-glumed Spike Rush, Great Plains Flat 
Sedge, Dwarf Umbrella Sedge, Piping Plover, Wild Pink, Listed Plant – contact 
NY Natural Heritage, Scotch Lovage, Coastal Fireweed 

E.2.p. [Rare Plants or Animals] Yes 

E.2.p. [Rare Plants or Animals - Name] Seabeach Knotweed 

E.3.a. [Agricultural District] No 

E.3.c. [National Natural Landmark] No 

E.3.d [Critical Environmental Area] Yes 

E.3.d [Critical Environmental Area - Name] Peconic Bay and Environs 

E.3.d.ii [Critical Environmental Area -
Reason] 

Protect public health, water, vegetation, & scenic beauty 

E.3.d.iii [Critical Environmental Area – Date 
and Agency] 

Agency:Suffolk County, Date:7-12-88 

E.3.e. [National or State Register of Historic 
Places or State Eligible Sites] 

Yes - Digital mapping data for archaeological site boundaries are not 
available. Refer to EAF Workbook. 

E.3.e.ii [National or State Register of Historic 
Places or State Eligible Sites - Name] 

Eligible property:Buildings 101, 102 and 103, Plum Island Light Station 

E.3.f. [Archeological Sites] Yes 

E.3.i. [Designated River Corridor] No 
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EAF Mapper Summary Report Wednesday, June 8, 2022 8:10 AM 

Disclaimer: The EAF Mapper is a screening tool intended to assist 
project sponsors and reviewing agencies in preparing an environmental 
assessment form (EAF). Not all questions asked in the EAF are 
answered by the EAF Mapper. Additional information on any EAF 
question can be obtained by consulting the EAF Workbooks. Although 
the EAF Mapper provides the most up-to-date digital data available to 
DEC, you may also need to contact local or other data sources in order 
to obtain data not provided by the Mapper. Digital data is not a 
substitute for agency determinations. 

B.i.i [Coastal or Waterfront Area] Yes 

B.i.ii [Local Waterfront Revitalization Area] Yes 

C.2.b. [Special Planning District] Yes - Digital mapping data are not available for all Special Planning Districts. 
Refer to EAF Workbook. 

C.2.b. [Special Planning District - Name] NYS Heritage Areas:LI North Shore Heritage Area 

E.1.h [DEC Spills or Remediation Site -
Potential Contamination History] 

Digital mapping data are not available or are incomplete. Refer to EAF 
Workbook. 

E.1.h.i [DEC Spills or Remediation Site -
Listed] 

Digital mapping data are not available or are incomplete. Refer to EAF 
Workbook. 

E.1.h.i [DEC Spills or Remediation Site -
Environmental Site Remediation Database] 

Digital mapping data are not available or are incomplete. Refer to EAF 
Workbook. 

E.1.h.iii [Within 2,000' of DEC Remediation 
Site] 

No 

E.2.g [Unique Geologic Features] No 

E.2.h.i [Surface Water Features] Yes 

E.2.h.ii [Surface Water Features] Yes 

E.2.h.iii [Surface Water Features] Yes - Digital mapping information on local and federal wetlands and 
waterbodies is known to be incomplete. Refer to EAF Workbook. 

E.2.h.iv [Surface Water Features -
Lake/Pond Name] 

924-16 

E.2.h.iv [Surface Water Features -
Lake/Pond Classification] 

SA 

E.2.h.iv [Surface Water Features - Wetlands 
Name] 

Tidal Wetlands, Federal Waters 

E.2.h.v [Impaired Water Bodies] No 

E.2.i. [Floodway] No 

E.2.j. [100 Year Floodplain] Yes 
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E.2.k. [500 Year Floodplain] No 

E.2.l. [Aquifers] Yes 

E.2.l. [Aquifer Names] Sole Source Aquifer Names:Nassau-Suffolk SSA 

E.2.n. [Natural Communities] Yes 

E.2.n.i [Natural Communities - Name] Maritime Beach, Marine Intertidal Gravel/Sand Beach, Marine Eelgrass 
Meadow, High Salt Marsh, Marine Back-barrier Lagoon 

E.2.n.i [Natural Communities - Acres] 75.63, 170.02, 110.46, 88.0, 643.0 

E.2.o. [Endangered or Threatened Species] Yes 

E.2.o. [Endangered or Threatened Species -
Name] 

Piping Plover 

E.2.p. [Rare Plants or Animals] No 

E.3.a. [Agricultural District] No 

E.3.c. [National Natural Landmark] No 

E.3.d [Critical Environmental Area] Yes 

E.3.d [Critical Environmental Area - Name] Peconic Bay and Environs, Orient Point 

E.3.d.ii [Critical Environmental Area -
Reason] 

Protect public health, water, vegetation, & scenic beauty, Benefit to human 
health & protect drinking water 

E.3.d.iii [Critical Environmental Area – Date 
and Agency] 

Agency:Suffolk County, Date:7-12-88, Date:2-10-88 

E.3.e. [National or State Register of Historic 
Places or State Eligible Sites] 

Digital mapping data are not available or are incomplete. Refer to EAF 
Workbook. 

E.3.f. [Archeological Sites] Yes 

E.3.i. [Designated River Corridor] No 

Full Environmental Assessment Form - EAF Mapper Summary Report 2 
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NORTHEAST 
BALD EAGLE PROJECT 
SCREENING FORM 

Welcome! 

What is the purpose of this form? The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) designed this form as a 
voluntary tool to help people comply with the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA) by 
planning activities in a manner that avoids disturbing nesting bald eagles. To disturb a bald eagle nest 
means to agitate or bother a bald eagle to a degree that causes, or is likely to cause, that eagle to 
abandon its nest, suffer injury, or be unable to perform activities necessary to its survival. While all 
guidance included in this form is voluntary, individuals and organizations that disturb eagles may be 
subject to fine and prosecution under BGEPA. 

How is this form different from the National Bald Eagle Management Guidelines? The National 
Bald Eagle Management Guidelines (Guidelines) is a document published by the Service in 2007 that 
provides background information on the biology of bald eagles, explains the Federal laws and 
regulations protecting them, and lays out guidance for several categories of human activities that 
can affect their nesting. This form takes the Guideline’s recommendations, fits them to the regional 
conditions of the Northeast, and offers them to you in an interactive and intuitive format. Because 
the form fits its assessments and recommendations to the needs and behaviors of nesting bald 
eagles in the Northeast, you may find that it differs from the Guidelines on certain details. 
Nonetheless, the ultimate goal remains the same: to keep project proponents in compliance with 
BGEPA, while also protecting nesting bald eagles from disturbance. 

How this form works. To complete this form, first, find the category of activities that includes your 
proposed activity. Then, go to the page listed for that category to assess whether your project may 
risk disturbing nesting bald eagles. If the form identifies that your activities may disturb nesting bald 
eagles, follow the recommended avoidance measures. These measures will identify factors that 
could influence nesting eagles’ sensitivity to your activities: distance, visibility, timing, and exposure 
to other human activities. Sign the self-certification that you have committed to implementing the 
appropriate measures. If your proposed activities fall into multiple categories, repeat this process 
for each category. Additionally, if your project has the potential to affect multiple nests, complete a 
separate form for each nest site. 

What to do with your completed form. Once you have signed your self-certification, keep the form 
for your personal records. You do not need to submit your completed form to the Service. Keep the 
form and additional pages that may be helpful to your future planning and compliance. If a local, 
state, or federal authority asks for documentation that you are complying with the Service’s 
regional guidance, you can present them with your completed and signed form. 



 

 

 
 

INTRODUCTION 

What to know before you start. You will need a few pieces of information to help you complete 
this form. 

Breeding Season 
For temporary activities that might be loud or very visible, one of the simplest and most effective 
ways to avoid disturbing a bald eagle nest is to time the activity when eagles are not nesting, that is, 
outside the bald eagle breeding season. Wildlife agencies often refer to this type of measure as a 
time-of-year restriction. The bald eagle breeding season lasts approximately seven to eight months 
and has many stages. Start and end dates to this season can vary by location, year, and breeding 
pair. For simplicity, general dates are often set at a statewide level. Consult Appendix A to find the 
breeding season in your area. 

Visibility 
For some categories of activities, this form will ask whether your project activities will be visible to 
the nest. There are two general approaches to answering this question, a desktop assessment and a 
site visit. A desktop assessment involves consulting online mapping resources, such as Google Maps 
or state nest maps (see Appendix B), which can display your project location and the nest location 
on satellite or aerial imagery. When viewing this imagery, look to see whether there are landscape 
features or structures that might screen the nest’s view of your activities. Your assessment is only 
as good as your imagery. Make sure the imagery is current and accurately reflects visibility 
conditions on the ground. 

The second option is to visit your project location. Assess from various points in your project 
footprint whether you can see the nest. Use binoculars (4X power or greater) or spotting scope to 
assist your viewing. If you plan to visit the project site during the breeding season, be aware that 
your presence could also disturb the nest. Maintain 330’ feet between you and the nest, or at least 
as much distance as the nearest ongoing foot traffic at the nest site. You should only perform your 
site visit from property legally accessible to you. 

Using both the field and desktop approach will give you your best answer. If there is need to select 
between the two options, a site visit will generally provide a better sense of visibility. In either 
approach, consider that your activities may become more visible during portions of the year when 
leaves are off trees and other vegetation. 

Nest Location 
To figure out how close or how visible your activities will be, you will need precise knowledge of the 
nest’s location. If you do not already have this information, check Appendix B to see if any online or 
state resources are available. If you are unable to get this information from any of these sources, 
survey the site. As when assessing visibility, you should only perform your visit on property legally 
accessible to you. You should also avoid coming within 330 feet of a nest during the breeding 
season, unless you know that the eagles have previously tolerated people at whatever shorter 
distance you are planning to use. For descriptions and examples of bald eagle nests, and explanation 
of how they differ from other large bird nests, see “Appendix C – Guide to Nest Identification.” 
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INTRODUCTION 

If you feel unable to perform this search, consider employing the services of a wildlife biologist 
experienced in this type of surveying. Alternatively, consider contacting your state or local wildlife 
agency to see if they would be able to perform a site visit (please be aware that many state and 
local wildlife agencies are constrained in their resources and time and may not be able to offer this 
service). Be sensitive to sharing information about nest locations. Attracting public interest to a nest 
site can threaten the safety of that nest. Some states also continue to prohibit the release of nest 
locations. 

It is possible that you will be unable to find a reported nest. While bald eagles commonly use nests 
across breeding seasons, nests do not always survive from one season to the next. Nests may fall 
apart of their own accord or be blown down by high winds. Bald eagles may also stop using a nest 
for one season or more, even if the nest as a structure still exists. In these scenarios, bald eagles 
may still reuse a former nest site in the following breeding seasons. The temporary absence of a 
nest or nesting eagles does not absolve you of your responsibilities to avoid disturbing future 
nesting at that site. The Service recommends implementing the measures included in this form for 
five years after the last breeding season eagles used a nest or, where the nest no longer exists, three 
years after the last breeding season in which the nest existed. 

Similar Activities 
One of the best indicators of what a nesting bald eagle pair will tolerate is what they have already 
tolerated. In certain places, this form will ask whether the nesting pair has experienced and 
tolerated similar activities at the nest location. To answer this question, you will need to know 
about previous human activity at that location. Was that activity similar in nature to what you 
propose? As close as or closer than what you propose to do? Did it occur at the same time of day? 
Time of year? Did it last as long? Was it as frequent? Was it as loud? Was it as visible? You will also 
need to know basic history about the nest. Did the nest exist before that previous activity? Was it 
ever used after that activity? If your answer to any of these questions is ‘no,’ you cannot answer 
‘yes’ to the broader question of whether there is similar activity at that site. See “Appendix D – 
Similar Activity Example Exercise” for a demonstration of how to apply this principle. 

Limitations 
Know when and how you should be using this form. See “Appendix E – Limitations of this form.” 

Where to go for help. The Service understands that project proponents may occasionally need 
clarification on which assessments are relevant to them and how to implement certain avoidance 
and minimization measures. If you find you are unable to complete this form, you can contact your 
regional eagle coordinator (Tom Wittig) for assistance at 

thomas_wittig@fws.gov - or - 413-253-8577 

When emailing, please include in your subject line “BALD EAGLE SCREENING FORM QUESTION.” If 
you are unable to connect with your regional eagle coordinator when calling, please leave a voice 
message that you are calling about this form and how best to reach you. 

For explanation of technical terms used in this form, see “Appendix F – Glossary of Terms.” 
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PROJECT INFORMATION 

PROJECT INFORMATION 
      Project Name: 

  City: County: State: 

Lat/Long (decimal degrees; ex. 38.418310, -76.001096):   

Find Lat/Long via map 

Size: acres\miles 

PROJECT CONTACT INFORMATION 

  Name: Phone: 

      Address: 

 Email: 

If your project has a Federal (ex. U.S. Army Corps), state (ex. PNDI), or other ID number, please 

list here: 

PROJECT ACTIVITY CATEGORY(S) 

Place a check next to all activities you plan to perform. 

go to pages 5 - 7 

go to pages 8 - 9 

Timber Operation and Forestry Practices go to page 10 

Use of Helicopters and Fixed-wing Aircraft go to page11 

go to page 12 

go to pages 13 – 14 

Feedback? The Service is continuously looking to improve this form. If you have suggested changes, 
please feel free to email them to us at thomas_wittig@fws.gov. Include “Bald Eagle Project 
Screening Form – Feedback” in your subject line. 
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CONSTRUCTION & DEVELOPMENT 

Construction and Development Activities 

Which specific construction activities do you plan to perform? (check all that apply) 

Building construction Water impoundment or withdrawal 

Tree and land clearing Mining 

Construction of roads, trails, canals, power Oil and natural gas drilling and refining 
lines, pipelines and other linear utilities 

Wind farm construction 
Agriculture or aquaculture – new or 

Installation or expansion of marinas with a expanded operations 
capacity of 6 or more boats 

Alteration of shorelines or wetlands 
Communications tower construction 

Installation of docks, piers, or moorings (pile (excluding maintenance and repairs) 
driving may qualify as loud noise, page 12) 

Is your activity similar to an ongoing or previous activity that coincided with the breeding season 
and that bald eagles tolerated? Consider both construction and use/operation of your project. 

factors in answering: 

-duration -time of season -area/footprint 
-frequency -visibility -magnitude 
-time of day -distance -nature 

Will your activities be visible to the bald eagle nest(s)?

 Measures (AM) 2, 4, and 5 (see page 7)

 question 

-certification (page 7).

 question. 
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CONSTRUCTION & DEVELOPMENT 

Which of these categories most closely matches your proposed project or activity? 
(check all that apply) 

Building construction, 1 or 2 story, wit
a project footprint of ½ acre or  less 
Construction of roads, trails, canals, 
power lines, or other linear  utilities 
Agriculture or aquaculture – new or 
expanded operations 
Alteration of shorelines or  wetlands 
Installation of docks or moorings 
Water impoundment or withdrawal 

h 

Construction of communication tower 

Is there a similar activity within 1 mile of the nest?

 7) 

7) 

Building construction or expansion, 3 or 
more stories 
Building construction or expansion, 1 or 
2 story, with project footprint more than 
½ acre 
Mining 
Oil and natural gas drilling and refining 
Installation or expansion of marinas with 
a capacity of 6 or more boats 
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Do you commit to following all recommended avoidance measures?
I have completed this form to the best of my ability, answered all questions

completely and accurately, committed implementing all avoidance

(signature) (date

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Determination: Based on your responses and commitment to
implementing all applicable avoidance measures, the Service has determined that your proposed
activities are unlikely to disturb nesting bald eag

CONSTRUCTION & DEVELOPMENT 

AVOIDANCE MEASURES - Place a check mark next to each avoidance measure (AM) that this form 
instructed you to implement and that you can commit to following. The Service recommends you 
follow the applicable AMs to prevent your activities from disturbing nesting bald eagles. 

AM 1 – Maintain a distance buffer of at least 660 feet (200 meters) between all project activities 
and the nest. 
AM 2 – Maintain a distance buffer of at least 660 feet (200 meters) between all project activities 
and the nest. If there is an existing human-made feature (e.g., house, road, dock) similar to your 
project that is closer than 660 feet and tolerated by the nesting eagles, maintain a distance buffer 
equal to or greater than the distance separating that tolerated feature and the nest. 

AM 3 – Maintain a distance buffer of at least 330 feet (100 meters) year-round between all project 
activities and the nest. If a similar activity (i.e., similar in kind and size) is closer than 330 feet and 
has been tolerated by eagles, the distance buffer will be the same or greater than that of the 
existing tolerated activity. 

AM 4 – Do not perform disruptive project activities within 660 feet (200 meters) of the nest during 
the breeding season. This time-of-year restriction is in addition to your recommended distance 
buffer. Disruptive activities include, but are not limited to, external construction, excavation, use of 
heavy equipment, use of loud equipment or machinery, vegetation clearing, earth disturbance, 
planting, and landscaping. 

AM 5 – Maintain existing landscape buffers that visually screen the activity from the nest. 

YES – I certify that 
and to applicable measures. 

) 

les. 

NO – I am unable to follow one or more of the avoidance measures recommended by this form. 
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MAINTENANCE & RESTORATION 

Maintenance and Restoration Activities 

This category includes outdoor maintenance of existing structures or infrastructure, where the 
maintenance activity is temporary and obtrusive (e.g., requires use of heavy equipment or loud 
machinery), and within the previously disturbed footprint of the structure or infrastructure. If 
maintenance is proposed outside the previously disturbed footprint, see Construction and 
Development Activities (pages 5-7). This category also applies to the maintenance and restoration 
of natural habitats (e.g., wetlands, streams, rivers, non-forested uplands). This category does not 
include routine, ongoing activities to which bald eagles have already exhibited a tolerance (e.g., 
lawn mowing; plowing, planting or harvesting of agricultural fields; etc.). 

Which maintenance or restoration activities do you plan to perform? (check all that apply) 

Maintenance of linear utilities (e.g., power lines, pipelines, water and sewer lines) 

Road, bridge, or culvert maintenance 

Trail, campground, or recreational area maintenance 

Maintenance of oil and gas wells, well pads, and storage tanks 

Maintenance of dams, levees, berms, canals and other water-control structures 

Pond, lake, or reservoir maintenance (draw downs, dredging) 

Stream or stream bank maintenance /restoration (e.g., stream bank fencing, stream bank 
stabilization, livestock crossings, in-stream habitat improvements, channel maintenance, dredging) 

Wetland maintenance / restoration (e.g., invasive plant control, restoration of hydrology) 

Prescribed burning for invasive control 

Upland habitat maintenance / restoration (e.g., planting or cutting of vegetation, invasive plant 

control, trash cleanup, abandoned mine lands restoration). This does not include activities in 

forests/woodlands (see Timber Operation and Forestry Practices) or in agricultural fields. 

Is your activity similar to an ongoing or previous activity that coincided with the breeding season 

and that bald eagles tolerated? Consider both construction and use/operation of your project. 

factors in answering: 

-duration -time of season -area/footprint 
-frequency -visibility -magnitude 
-time of day -distance -nature 

self-certification. 

Measures. 
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Do you commit to following all recommended avoidance measures?

completely and accurately, and implementing avoidance measures.

(signature) (date

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Determination: Based on your responses and commitment to
s determined that your proposed

activities are unlikely to disturb nesting bald eag

MAINTENANCE & RESTORATION 

AVOIDANCE MEASURES - Place a check mark next to each AM that you can commit to following. 
The Service recommends you follow these AMs to prevent your activities from disturbing nesting 
bald eagles. 

AM 6 - Within 660 feet (200 meters) of the nest, perform all loud and intrusive maintenance and 
restoration work outside the breeding season. These activities include, but are not limited to, the 
following: construction, excavation, use of heavy equipment, use of loud equipment or machinery, 
vegetation clearing, earth disturbance, planting, landscaping, and habitat restoration activities. 

AM 7 - Maintain existing landscape buffers that visually screen the activity from the nest. 

AM 8 - Do not perform prescribed burning within 660 feet (200 meters) of the nest during the 
breeding season. If there is no practicable alternative to scheduling prescribed burning during the 
breeding season, only conduct burns when adult eagles and young are absent from the nest tree 
(i.e., at the beginning of, or end of, the breeding season, either before the particular nest is in use or 
after the young have fledged from that nest). 

AM 9 - When performing prescribed burning within the drip line of the nest tree, rake leaves, vines, 
and woody debris from around the base of the tree to prevent fire from climbing the tree. When 
burning within a patch of forest containing the nest tree, take precautions to prevent crown fire. 

YES – I certify that I have completed this form to the best of my ability, answered all questions 
committed to all applicable 


 

    
 

) 

implementing all applicable avoidance measures, the Service ha 
les. 

NO – I am unable to follow one or more of the avoidance measures recommended by this form. 
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Do you commit to following all recommended avoidance measures?

completely and accurately, and implementing avoidance measures.

(signature) (dat

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Determination: Based on your responses and commitment to

activities are unlikely to disturb nesting bald eag

TIMBER & FORESTRY 

Timber Operation and Forestry Practices 

AVOIDANCE MEASURES - Place a check mark next to each AM that you can commit to following. 
The Service recommends you follow these AMs to prevent your activities from disturbing nesting 
bald eagles. 

AM 10 – Do not perform clear-cutting or overstory tree removal within 330 feet (100 meters) of the 
nest at any time of the year. 

AM 11 - During the breeding season, do not perform timber harvesting, road construction, chain 
saw use, or yarding operations within 660 feet (200 meters) of the nest. Around alternate nests 
(including nests that were attended during the current breeding season but not used to raise 
young), you may reduce this distance to 330 feet (100 meters), provided the eggs laid in another 
nest within the nesting territory have hatched. 

AM 12 – Do not construct or operate log transfer facilities and in-water log storage areas within 330 
feet (100 meters) of nests at any time of the year. 

AM 13 – Do not perform selective thinning, prescribed burning, or other similar silviculture 
practices for the enhancement or conservation of habitat within 660 feet (200 meters) of the nest 
during the breeding season. If there is no practicable alternative to scheduling prescribed burning 
during the breeding season, only conduct burns when adult eagles and young are absent from the 
nest tree (i.e., at the beginning of, or end of, the breeding season, either before the particular nest 
is active or after the young have fledged from that nest). 

AM 14 – When performing prescribed burning within the drip line of the nest tree, rake leaves, 
vines, and woody debris from around the base of the tree to prevent fire from climbing the tree. 
When burning within a patch of forest containing the nest tree, take precautions to prevent crown 
fire. 

YES – I certify that I have completed this form to the best of my ability, answered all questions 
committed to all applicable 

implementing all applicable avoidance measures, the Service has determined that your proposed 
les. 

NO – I am unable to follow one or more of the avoidance measures recommended by this form. 
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Do you commit to following all recommended avoidance measures?
I have completed this form to the best of my ability, answered all questions

completely and accurately, and implementing all applicable avoidance measures.

(date

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Determination: Based on your responses and commitment to

activities are unlikely to disturb nesting bald eag

AIRCRAFT OPERATION 

Use of a Helicopter and Fixed-wing Aircraft 

Is your activity similar to an ongoing or previous activity that coincided with the breeding season 
and that bald eagles tolerated? 

factors in answering: 

-duration 
-frequency 
-time of day 

-time of season 
-visibility 
-distance 

-area/footprint 
-magnitude 
-nature 

self-certification. 

Measures. 

AVOIDANCE MEASURES - Place a check mark next to each AM that you can commit to following. 
The Service recommends you follow this AM to prevent your activities from disturbing nesting 
bald eagles. 

AM 15 - During the breeding season, do not fly within 1000 feet (305 meters) of bald eaglenests. 

YES – I certify that 
committed to 

(signature) ) 

implementing all applicable avoidance measures, the Service has determined that your proposed 
les. 

NO – I am unable to follow one or more of the avoidance measures recommended by this form. 
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Do you commit to following all recommended avoidance measures?
I have completed this form to the best of my ability, answered all questions

completely and accurately, and implementing avoidance measures.

(signature)

LOUD NOISE 

Blasting and Other Loud, Intermittent Noises (including Fireworks) 

Is your activity similar to an ongoing or previous activity that coincided with the breeding season 
and that bald eagles tolerated? 

factors in answering: 

-duration -time of day -distance 
-frequency -time of season -volume 

self-certification. 

Measures. 

AVOIDANCE MEASURES - Place a check mark next to each AM that you can commit to following. 
The Service recommends you follow this AM to prevent your activities from disturbing nesting 
bald eagles. 
AM 16 - During the breeding season, do not perform blasting and other activities that produce 
extremely loud noises within 1/2 mile (800 meters) of in-use nests. This measure also applies to the 
use of fireworks classified by the Federal Department of Transportation as Class B explosives, which 
includes the larger fireworks intended for licensed public display. 

YES – I certify that 
committed to all applicable 

(date) 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Determination: Based on your responses and commitment to 
implementing all applicable avoidance measures, the Service has determined that your proposed 
activities are unlikely to disturb nesting bald eagles. 

NO – I am unable to follow one or more of the avoidance measures recommended by this form. 
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RECREATION 

Recreational Activities 

Is your activity similar to an ongoing or previous activity that coincided with the breeding season 
and that bald eagles tolerated? 

factors in answering: 

-duration 
-frequency 
-time of day 

-time of season 
-visibility 
-distance 

-area/footprint 
-magnitude 
-nature

 Go to self-certification.

 question 

Will your recreation occur during the breeding season? 
 Measures.

 self-certification. 

AVOIDANCE MEASURES – For each applicable recreational subcategory, place a check mark next 
to the AMs you can commit to following. The Service recommends you follow the applicable 
AMs to prevent your activities from disturbing nesting bald eagles. 

Non-motorized recreation and human entry (including hiking, camping, fishing, hunting, canoeing) 

AM 17 - Stay at least 330 feet (100 meters) from the nest if you walk, bike, canoe, camp, fish, or 
hunt near an eagle nest during the breeding season and your activity will be visible or can be heard 
from the nest. 

Off-road vehicle use (including snowmobiles) 

AM 18 - Stay at least 330 feet (100 meters) from the nest. In open areas, where there is increased 
visibility and exposure to noise, stay at least 660 feet (200 meters) from the nest. 
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RECREATION 

Motorized watercraft use (including jet skis/personal watercraft) 

AM 19 - Do not operate jet skis (personal watercraft) or airboats within 330 feet (100 meters) of the 
nest. 
AM 20 - Avoid concentrations of noisy vessels (e.g. commercial fishing boats and tour boats) within 
330 feet (100 meters) of the nest, except where eagles have demonstrated tolerance for such 
activity. 
AM 21 - For all motorized boat traffic within 330 feet (100 meters) of the nest, minimize trips and 
avoid stopping in the area, particularly where eagles are unaccustomed to boat traffic. 

Do you commit to following all recommended avoidance measures? 
YES – I certify that I have completed this form to the best of my ability, answered all questions 
completely and accurately, and committed to implementing all applicable avoidance measures. 

(signature) (date) 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Determination: Based on your responses and commitment to 
implementing all applicable avoidance measures, the Service has determined that your proposed 
activities are unlikely to disturb nesting bald eagles. 

NO – I am unable to follow one or more of the avoidance measures recommended by this form. 
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FURTHER GUIDANCE 

-- SEEK FURTHER GUIDANCE --

You have indicated that you are unable to implement all the recommended avoidance measures. 
Without all avoidance measures, your activities may risk disturbing nesting bald eagles. 

Consult with your regional eagle coordinator to determine the appropriate next steps. The Service 
will work with you to help develop alternate measures to avoid disturbance of nesting bald eagles. 
If there are no feasible alternate measures, the Service may advise that you obtain an eagle 
incidental take permit to relieve you of legal liability in the event that your activities 
unintentionally disturb nesting bald eagles. 

Contact your regional eagle coordinator (Tom Wittig) for assistance at thomas_wittig@fws.gov 

When emailing, please include in your subject line “[Your project name] – SCREENING FORM 
FURTHER GUIDANCE.” In the body of your message, include 

-a brief description of your project, including its location and when you plan to start; 

-the activity category(s); 

-the ID number(s) (e.g., AM 5) of the Avoidance Measure(s) you are unable to implement; and 

-the nest location(s), if available. 

To see the Service’s eagle incidental take permit application form, go to 

https://www.fws.gov/forms/3-200-71.pdf 

For answers to Frequently Asked Questions on this form, go to 

https://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/pdf/policies-and-regulations/3-200-71FAQ.pdf 

The Service advises you talk with your regional eagle coordinator before deciding to apply. 
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APPENDIX A 

APPENDIX A 

Bald Eagle Breeding Season by State 

State Breeding Season 
VA December 15 – July 15 
DC December 15 – July 15 
WV January 1 – June 30 
MD December 15 – June 30 
DE December 15 – June 30 
PA January 1 – July 31 
NY January 1 – September 30 
NJ January 1 – July 31 
RI January 1 – July 31 
CT January 1 – July 31 
MA January 1 – August 15 
VT February 1 – August 15 
NH February 1 – August 15 

ME (coastal) February 1 – August 15 
ME (northern) March 1 – August 30 
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APPENDIX B 

State Mapping Resources 

Connecticut 
Contact state 
Brian Hess, CT DEEP 
Brian.Hess@ct.gov 

Delaware 
Contact state 
Katie Kadlubar, Delaware Division of 

Fish & Wildlife 
Kathryn.Kadlubar@delaware.gov 

DC 
Contact National Park Service 
Mikaila Milton, NPS 
mikaila_milton@nps.gov 

Maine 
https://www.arcgis.com/apps/webap 
pviewer/index.html?id=796b7baa18d 
e43b49f911fe82dc4a0f1 

Maryland 
https://marylandbirds.org/report-
bald-eagle-nest/ 

Massachusetts 
Contact state 
Andrew Vitz, MassWildlife 
Andrew.vitz@state.ma.us 

New Hampshire 
Contact state 
https://www2.des.state.nh.us/nhb_d 
atacheck/signin.aspx 

New Jersey 
Contact state 
https://www.nj.gov/dep/parksandfor 
ests/natural/heritage/datareq.html 

New York 
Contact state 
https://www.dec.ny.gov/animals/311 
81.html 

Pennsylvania 
https://fws.maps.arcgis.com/apps/we 
bappviewer/index.html?id=87ac9653 
6654495b9f4041d81f75d7a0 

Rhode Island 
Contact state 
DEM.DFW@dem.ri.gov 

Vermont 
Contact state 
https://vtfishandwildlife.com/conserv 
e/development-review 

Virginia 
https://www.ccbbirds.org/maps/#eag 
les 

West Virginia 
Contact state 
Rich Bailey, WVDNR 
Richard.S.Bailey@wv.gov 

Please note that maps are not exhaustive records of all nests within that state. 
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APPENDIX C 

Guide to Nest Identification 

Is it a bald eagle nest? Because bald eagle populations have grown so rapidly in recent years, not 
every bald eagle nest is registered to an online map or known to wildlife management agencies. As 
a result, project screening form users may occasionally have to make their own assessment of 
whether the nest near their project or activity is a bald eagle nest. Users should be cautious in 
making these determinations. Bald eagle nests can easily be confused with nests of other large birds 
such as osprey. 

This guide will help landowners and project proponents assess whether a nest belongs to bald 
eagles or another species. It describes for readers the most commonly encountered large nests in 
the Northeast, with several reference figures for bald eagle nests, and provides tips for telling nest 
types apart. Any user who reads this guide and still feels uncertain about what type of nest they 
have encountered should contact their regional eagle coordinator for further guidance. 

Common types of large nests. 
Bald Eagle 
The most notable aspect to a bald eagle nest is generally its size. Bald eagles build some of the 
largest nests in the world, with most nests around 5 feet in diameter and 3 feet in height (Fig. 1). 
Nests can grow well beyond these dimensions (Fig. 2), as bald eagles tend to repair and expand 
their nests each year and can use individual nests for decades. Bald eagle nests are mainly 
composed of large interwoven sticks. Nests will also have a soft interior bowl made up of materials 
such as hay, cornhusks, and grass clippings. However, this portion of the nest is rarely visible to 
human observers. The shape of bald eagle nests varies; they can take the general form of flat discs, 
inverted cones, cylinders (Fig. 2), or spheres (Fig. 3). 

Bald eagles typically place their nests in prominent trees that sit above the surrounding forest 
canopy. These nest trees will often be on hillsides, lake and ocean shorelines, riverbanks, and forest 
edges. Nests are generally in the top third of a tree, below the crown, secured in a prominent fork 
off the main trunk (Fig 4.). Bald eagle nests can be in living deciduous (Fig. 3-4) and coniferous trees 
(Fig. 1), or dead trees (snags; Fig. 5). Within the Northeastern U.S., bald eagles use a wide range of 
tree types, including white pines, loblolly pines, tulip poplars, sycamores, oaks, and cottonwoods. 
Despite their common perception as an emblem of wilderness, bald eagles are also increasingly 
nesting on human-made structures such as electric transmission towers (Fig. 6) and communication 
towers. 
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Osprey 
Osprey build large stick nests that can look quite similar to bald eagle nests. In general, osprey nests 
are smaller, flatter, more disorganized, and more often composed of unnatural materials, such as 
bailing twine and plastic bags. Osprey also show a stronger preference than bald eagles for human 
made structures, regularly nesting on light polls, channel markers, and cell towers. When osprey do 
select a natural support for their nest, it tends to be the topmost part of dead trees, in contrast to 
bald eagles, which seek out slightly lower portions of trees. 

The best clue to which species occupies a nest, osprey or bald eagles, is who shows up. Bald eagles 
arrive back at their nests earlier in the year than osprey, but by late spring, both species are usually 
attending their nests. At this time of year, watching a nest over a period of hours will generally 
reveal which species is using it. However, through fall and early winter, both species are usually 
away from their nests. During these seasons, the only immediate sources of information on nest will 
be the physical details described above and online mapping resources. 

In addition to the state maps for bald eagles listed in Appendix C, Osprey Watch 
(http://www.osprey-watch.org/) provides a mapping database of osprey nest locations. As with the 
bald eagle mapping resources, this map is thorough, but does not represent all existing nests. 

Red-Tailed Hawk/Red-Shouldered Hawk 
Generally around 1.5 feet wide and 2 feet tall, nests of red-tailed hawks and red-shouldered hawks 
are less than one-half the size of bald eagle nests. The individual sticks in these hawk nests also 
tend to be smaller, with diameters of about 1-2 inches. Overall appearance of these nests can be 
slightly more frayed and chaotic than that of bald eagle nests. Like bald eagles, both hawk species 
show a tendency towards nesting in upper portions of prominent trees. Red-tailed hawks also share 
bald eagle’s occasional preference for human made structures such as cell towers and transmission 
towers. 

Common Raven 
Common ravens construct stick nests that vary substantially in size, from 1.5 to 5 feet across and 
from little over 0.5 to 2 feet high. The sticks making up the main structure of these nests can be 
around 3 feet in length and 1 inch in diameter. Ravens place their nests in a variety of natural and 
developed settings. Raven nests are easily confused with bald eagle nests when located on cell 
towers, transmission towers, or in trees. When situated in trees, these nests are usually in the upper 
portion of the tree in a crotch of the main tree stem. The best means of telling raven and bald eagle 
nests apart are likely size and shape; raven nests are noted for occasionally being asymmetric, and 
even at their larger sizes, they still tend to be smaller than bald eagle nests. 
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Great Horned Owl 
In addition to nesting in tree cavities, great horned owls also frequently use the former nests of 
other animals, including squirrels, ravens, crows, and herons. The size and nature of a great horned 
owl nest therefore depends on the nest’s original creator. Red-tailed hawk may be the most 
common source of nests for great horned owls in the Northeast. However, great horned owls will 
also occasionally take over bald eagle nests. 

Heron 
Herons nest in colonies known as “rookeries” where many nests are present; individual heron nests 
are rare. Multiple nests can be present in one tree and some nests may be located relatively high up 
or far out on branches. Nest sites are usually near water. Heron nests are mainly composed of 
sticks, and are flat and broad, often resembling a thin platform. Nests used for several years may 
grow taller and wider. Heron nests can give off a general impression of messiness or flimsiness. 

Squirrel 
Squirrel nests can reach basketball size or larger. They are distinguished from bird nests mainly by 
their materials, which include leaves and other soft vegetation material (e.g., grasses), and very few 
sticks. They are usually round shaped, and often look messy. 

Legal definitions and protections for eagle and migratory bird nests. 
Eagle Nests 
BGEPA protects eagle nests in same manner it protects eagles; they cannot be destroyed, 
possessed, or relocated without a permit from the Service, which the Service only provides under a 
limited set of circumstances. Regulation defines an eagle nest as “any assemblage of materials built, 
maintained, or used by bald eagles or golden eagles for the purpose of reproduction” (50 CFR 22.3). 
A nest is an eagle nest if it was built by or ever used by eagles, even if other species of birds played 
a role in the nest’s history. For example, if osprey build a nest and eagles take that nest over, 
legally, the nest is an eagle nest. Alternatively, if great horned owls begin to use a nest originally 
built by eagles, that nest remains an eagle nest for as long as it exists. An eagle nest also retains 
protection regardless of where it was built, whether it was ever finished or successful, or when it 
was last used. Additionally, BGEPA’s protections apply regardless of the nest’s size and condition. 

Migratory Bird Nests 
The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) protects migratory bird nests in the many of the same ways 
that BGEPA protects eagle nests. Unless a permit is in place, migratory bird nests cannot be 
possessed or relocated at any time or intentionally destroyed while active. One notable difference 
between MBTA and BGEPA is MBTA’s standard on inactive nests. If a migratory bird nest is inactive, 
meaning it does not contain viable eggs or chicks, it can be destroyed without a permit. (Note: the 
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terms ‘active’ and ‘inactive’ here are different from the ‘in-use’ and ‘alternate’ standards used for 
eagle nests [see Appendix E for definitions].) For more information, please read the Service’s 2018 
Nest Destruction Memo. Bird species protected under MBTA are listed under regulation at 50 CFR 
10.13. Additional protections not described here apply to any migratory bird species listed under 
the Endangered Species Act. Tribal, state, and local laws may also place greater restrictions on the 
destruction of migratory bird nests. 
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Credit: Craig Koppie/USFWS 

Figure 1. 

Credit: Craig Koppie/USFWS 

Figure 2. 
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Figure 3. 

Credit: Craig Koppie/USFWS 

Figure 4. 
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Credit: Craig Koppie/USFWS 

Figure 5. 

Credit: Craig Koppie/USFWS 

Figure 6. 
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Similar Activity Example Exercise 

What is the purpose of this appendix? This appendix provides project screening form users with 
an example of how to assess the similarity between two activities. By reading through this 
example, landowners and project proponents can develop a better sense of what factors they 
should consider when answering the question of whether their activity is similar to an ongoing or 
previous activity tolerated by eagles. 

In the example scenario, a proposed residential construction project is compared to previous 
farming activity. The example starts with an overview of the historic farming activity, nest, and 
proposed project; then goes through a full assessment, set up in table format; and finally closes 
with a summary of the determination and explanation of how that determination would influence 
completion of the form. 

What is the scenario? 
Previous/Existing Activities 
The project site is a large agricultural field that was farmed nearly every year for the past two 
decades. Human activity at the site was limited to occasional operation of heavy farm equipment. 
The broader area out to one mile includes other agricultural fields and medium density residential 
and commercial development. 

Nest Location & History 
Five years ago, a pair of bald eagles constructed a nest in a cottonwood located in the hedgerow 
bordering the agricultural field. The pair were unsuccessful in their first year, but fledged young 
from the nest each of the following four years up to present. Workers observed that the pair did 
not respond to operation of farming equipment, but became vigilant whenever an equipment 
operator stepped outside their vehicle. 

Project Narrative 
The proposed project will convert portions of the existing agricultural field to a residential 
development with 30 single-family homes, which places it under the screening form’s Construction 
and Development category. Construction will require extending water, sewage, and electrical 
utilities and adding a small network of residential streets. Preparing each lot will involve grading, 
home and driveway construction, and landscaping. Ten acres of property near the nest will be 
signed over as a conservation easement. 
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Factor Previous/Existing Activity: 
Farming 

Proposed Activity: 
Construction Similar? 

N
AT

U
RE

 Heavy equipment preparing field, 
planting, and harvesting crop. Two-
three workers, generally confined 
to closed cab tractors. 

Twenty workers either in heavy 
equipment or on foot. Ground 
disturbance. Placement/extension 
of utilities. Landscaping. 
Construction of 20 homes. 

No 

HI
ST

O
RY

 Farming activity predated nesting 
and continued while eagles 
successfully fledged young from the 
nest. This success demonstrates the 
eagles tolerated the farming. 

N/A Yes 

DI
ST

AN
CE

Distance between farming activity 
and the nest tree was essentially 0 
feet; the hedgerow in which the 
nest is located bounds the 
agricultural field. 

Nearest lot boundary will be 400 
feet from nest. Area between home 
and nest will be converted 
conservation easement and left in 
passive, natural state. 

Yes 

TI
M

IN
G 

Farming activity began in March 
and continued through October 
each year. 

Proposed schedule is April through 
October. 

Yes 

DU
RA

TI
O

N The field was generally worked for 
one to two days at time, from 
sunrise to sundown. 

On days of construction activity, 
work will occur during standard 
business hours. Yes 

FR
EQ

U
EN

CY

Intermittent. Farming occurred in 
stages (e.g., fertilizing, plowing, 
harvesting) and events were often 
separated by weeks or months. 

Continuous. Work will occur most 
weekdays and occasionally on 
weekends. No 

N
O

IS
E 

Farming equipment (e.g., tractor) 
generated loud noises within the 
range of 80 – 100 decibels. 

Construction will not require 
blasting or pile driving. Construction 
equipment (e.g., backhoes) will 
generate loud noise within the 
range of 80 – 95 decibels. 

Yes 

VI
SB

IL
IT

Y 

High. Because the field was flat and 
there was no vegetation other than 
the hedgerow, practically all 
farming activity was visible to the 
nest. 

High. There will be no topography 
or vegetation screening view of 
construction. Visibility will only 
begin to lower once exterior walls 
are put up. 

Yes 
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Final Assessment & Conclusion 

The proposed construction activity is different from the historic farming activity in general nature 
and frequency. Construction will require more workers and more equipment, operating at greater 
intensity and higher frequency. Because of these differences, the construction cannot be 
considered similar to the historic farming activity, and it cannot be assumed that the breeding pair 
will tolerate the activity. Avoidance measures will be necessary to reduce the likelihood of 
disturbing the nest. 

Having made these conclusions, the form user would mark ‘No’ to the question on page 5 of 
whether the activity was similar to an ongoing or previous activity. Then, at the next question the 
user would mark ‘Yes’ because the project would be visible to nest over the open intervening space. 
At that point, the form would direct them to implement AMs 2, 4, and 5. The project design, as 
proposed, would not meet AM 2, the 660-foot buffer. The user’s options then would be to revise 
the project to eliminate the portions within 660 feet of the nest and sign the self-certification, or 
check no on the commitment to follow all recommended AMs and seek further guidance. 
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APPENDIX E 

Limitations of This Form 

This project screening form is not a permit or authorization to disturb bald eagles. It does not free 
you from legal liability under BGEPA. Rather, this form provides instruction on how to  the 
legal risk of disturbing nesting bald eagles. 

The effectiveness of this form depends on the accuracy and completeness of your answers and your 
compliance with the avoidance measures. Using this form inappropriately may put you at risk of 
disturbing nesting bald eagles and violating BGEPA. 

This form’s recommendations are specific to the Northeast and may not be effective outside this 
region. If your project is in another area of the U.S., do not use this form. Instead, consult with your 
regional eagle biologist or migratory bird permit office for guidance matched to your locality. 

This form only relates to managing activities near bald eagle nests. It does not provide direction on 
how to avoid disturbing bald eagle communal roosts and concentration areas, which, compared to 
nest sites, have different biological significance to eagles and present different sets of concerns. If 
you believe your activities have any potential to affect a communal roost or concentration area, 
consult the Guidelines document for guidance. 

Conditions such as the location and existence of nests and surrounding habitat are subject to 
change between years. For this reason, the Service recommends revisiting your determinations 
every breeding season after completing this form until your project is complete. The more time that 
passes between when you complete this form and when you end your activities, the more likely it is 
that conditions will change enough that your original determinations no longer apply. 

This form only addresses nesting bald eagles. To identify other USFWS-managed resources and 
suggested conservation measures for your project, go to https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/. 

Wind energy developers seeking to address potential take of eagles should use this form in 
conjunction with the Service's Eagle Conservation Plan Guidance. Use of this form alone will not 
assure wind projects' compliance with BGEPA's protections on disturbance or other take. 

Certain states and localities have their own laws, regulations, and guidelines for protecting bald 
eagles and their nests. Completing this form does not guarantee that you are also in compliance 
with these other standards and/or regulations. If you are unfamiliar with your state and local 
standards, consult with the appropriate agencies and authorities. 

You are responsible for ensuring that your activities comply with all applicable Federal, tribal, State, 
and local laws and regulations. This form will only help you in your compliance with BGEPA and its 
protections on the nesting activity of bald eagles 
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APPENDIX F 

Glossary of Terms 

Alternate nest – one of potentially several nests within a nesting territory that is not an in-use nest 
at the current time. When there is no in-use nest, all nests in the territory are alternate nests. Also 
sometimes referred to as an inactive nest (e.g., in the Service’s 2009 Eagle Rule). 

Communal roost – an area where eagles gather repeatedly in the course of a season and shelter 
overnight and sometimes during the day in the event of inclement weather. 

Disturb – to agitate or bother a bald or golden eagle to a degree that causes, or is likely to cause, 
based on the best scientific information available, 1) injury to an eagle, 2) a decrease in its 
productivity, by substantially interfering with normal breeding, feeding, or sheltering behavior, or 3) 
nest abandonment, by substantially interfering with normal breeding, feeding, or sheltering 
behavior. 

In addition to immediate impacts, this definition also covers impacts that result from human-caused 
alterations initiated around a previously used nest site during a time when eagles are not present, 
if, upon the eagle’s return, such alterations agitate or bother an eagle to a degree that injures an 
eagle or substantially interferes with normal breeding, feeding, or sheltering habits and causes, or is 
likely to cause, a loss of productivity or nest abandonment. 

Eagle nest – any assemblage of materials built, maintained, or used by bald eagles or golden eagles 
for the purpose of reproduction. 

Fledge – to leave the nest and begin flying. For bald eagles, this normally occurs at 10-12 weeks of 
age. 

In-use nest – a bald or golden eagle nest characterized by the presence of one or more eggs, 
dependent young, or adult eagles on the nest in the past 10 days during the breeding season. Also 
sometimes referred to as an active nest. 

Landscape buffer – a natural or human-made landscape feature that screens eagles from human 
activity (e.g., strip of trees, hill, cliff, berm, sound wall). 

Nest abandonment – nest abandonment occurs when adult eagles desert or stop attending a nest 
and do not subsequently return and successfully raise young in that nest for the duration of a 
breeding season. Nest abandonment can be caused by altering habitat near a nest, even if the 
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alteration occurs prior to the breeding season. Whether the eagles migrate during the non-breeding 
season, or remain in the area throughout the non-breeding season, nest abandonment can occur at 
any point between the time the eagles return to the nesting site for the breeding season and the 
time when all progeny from the breeding season have dispersed. 

Nesting territory – the area that contains one or more eagle nests within the home range of a 
mated pair of eagles, regardless of whether such nests were built by the current resident pair. 

Northeast – Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, Connecticut, New 
York, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Maryland, Delaware, Virginia, West Virginia, and the District of 
Columbia. 

Project footprint – the area of land (and water) temporarily or permanently altered by a project. 

Tolerate – the acceptance of specific human activities by eagles at the nest site. Demonstrated in 
the eagles’ continued ability to successfully feed, breed, and shelter, and the general absence of 
stress or agitation in their behavior. 
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	Project Name: 
	City: 
	County: 
	State: 
	Latitude: 
	Longitude: 
	Size: 
	Name: 
	Phone: 
	Address 1: 
	Address 2: 
	Email: 
	list here: 
	Construction and Development Activities  go to pages 5 7: Off
	Maintenance and Restoration Activities  go to pages 8 9: Off
	Timber Operation and Forestry Practices: Off
	Use of Helicopters and Fixedwing Aircraft: Off
	Blasting and Other Loud Intermittent Noises including Fireworks  go to page 12: Off
	Recreational Activities  go to pages 13  14: Off
	Building construction: Off
	Tree and land clearing: Off
	Construction of roads trails canals power: Off
	Agriculture or aquaculture  newor: Off
	Alteration of shorelines or wetlands: Off
	Installation of docks piers or moorings pile: Off
	Yes  No avoidance measures recommended Go to selfcertification page 7: Off
	No  Go to next question: Off
	Yes  Stop Implement Avoidance Measures AM 2 4 and 5 see page 7: Off
	No  Go to the next question: Off
	Mining: Off
	Oil and natural gas drilling and refining: Off
	Wind farm construction: Off
	Installation or expansion of marinas with a: Off
	Communications tower construction: Off
	Building construction 1 or 2 stories, 1/2 acre: Off
	Construction of roads trails canals: Off
	Agriculture or aquaculture  new or: Off
	Alteration of shorelines or wetlands_2: Off
	Installation of docks or moorings: Off
	Water impoundment or withdrawal: Off
	Construction of communication towers: Off
	Building construction or expansion 3 or: Off
	Building construction or expansion 1 or: Off
	Mining_2: Off
	Oil and natural gas drilling and refining_2: Off
	Installation or expansion of marinas with: Off
	Yes  Implement AM 3 4 and 5 see page 7: Off
	No  Implement AM 1 and 5 see page 7: Off
	AM 1  Maintain a distance buffer of at least 660 feet 200 meters between all project activities: Off
	AM 2  Maintain a distance buffer of at least 660 feet 200 meters between all project activities: Off
	AM 3  Maintain a distance buffer of at least 330 feet 100 meters yearround between all project: Off
	AM 4  Do not perform disruptive project activities within 660 feet 200 meters of the nest during: Off
	AM 5  Maintain existing landscape buffers that visually screen the activity from the nest: Off
	YES  I certify that I have completed this form to the best of my ability answered all questions: Off
	NO  I am unable to follow one or more of the avoidance measures recommended by this form: Off
	Maintenance of linear utilities eg power lines pipelines water and sewer lines: Off
	Road bridge or culvert maintenance: Off
	Trail campground or recreational area maintenance: Off
	Maintenance of oil and gas wells well pads and storage tanks: Off
	Maintenance of dams levees berms canals and other watercontrol structures: Off
	Pond lake or reservoir maintenance draw downs dredging: Off
	Stream or stream bank maintenance restoration eg stream bank fencing stream bank: Off
	Wetland maintenance  restoration eg invasive plant control restoration of hydrology: Off
	Prescribed burning for invasive control: Off
	Upland habitat maintenance  restoration eg planting or cutting of vegetation invasive plant: Off
	Yes  No avoidance measures recommended Go to selfcertification: Off
	No  Go to Avoidance Measures: Off
	AM 6 Within 660 feet 200 meters of the nest perform all loud and intrusive maintenance and: Off
	AM 7 Maintain existing landscape buffers that visually screen the activity from the nest: Off
	AM 8 Do not perform prescribed burning within 660 feet 200 meters of the nest during the: Off
	AM 9 When performing prescribed burning within the drip line of the nest tree rake leaves vines: Off
	YES  I certify that I have completed this form to the best of my ability answered all questions_2: Off
	NO  I am unable to follow one or more of the avoidance measures recommended by this form_2: Off
	date_2: 
	AM 10  Do not perform clearcutting or overstory tree removal within 330 feet 100 meters of the: Off
	AM 11 During the breeding season do not perform timber harvesting road construction chain: Off
	AM 12  Do not construct or operate log transfer facilities and inwater log storage areas within 330: Off
	AM 13  Do not perform selective thinning prescribed burning or other similar silviculture: Off
	AM 14  When performing prescribed burning within the drip line of the nest tree rake leaves: Off
	YES  I certify that I have completed this form to the best of my ability answered all questions_3: Off
	NO  I am unable to follow one or more of the avoidance measures recommended by this form_3: Off
	date: 
	Yes  No avoidance measures recommended Go to selfcertification_2: Off
	No  Go to Avoidance Measures_2: Off
	AM 15 During the breeding season do not fly within 1000 feet 305 meters of bald eaglenests: Off
	YES  I certify that I have completed this form to the best of my ability answered all questions_4: Off
	NO  I am unable to follow one or more of the avoidance measures recommended by this form_4: Off
	date_3: 
	Yes  No avoidance measures recommended Go to selfcertification_3: Off
	No  Go to Avoidance Measures_3: Off
	YES  I certify that I have completed this form to the best of my ability answered all questions_5: Off
	NO  I am unable to follow one or more of the avoidance measures recommended by this form_5: Off
	AM 16 During the breeding season do not perform blasting and other activities that produce: Off
	date_4: 
	Yes  No avoidance measures recommended Go to selfcertification_4: Off
	No  Go to next question_2: Off
	Yes  Go to Avoidance Measures: Off
	No  No avoidance measures recommended Go to selfcertification: Off
	AM 17 Stay at least 330 feet 100 meters from the nest if you walk bike canoe camp fish or: Off
	AM 18 Stay at least 330 feet 100 meters from the nest In open areas where there is increased: Off
	AM 19 Do not operate jet skis personal watercraft or airboats within 330 feet 100 meters of the: Off
	AM 20 Avoid concentrations of noisy vessels eg commercial fishing boats and tour boats within: Off
	AM 21 For all motorized boat traffic within 330 feet 100 meters of the nest minimize trips and: Off
	YES  I certify that I have completed this form to the best of my ability answered all questions_6: Off
	NO  I am unable to follow one or more of the avoidance measures recommended by this form_6: Off
	date_5: 


