
SGRLPS Proposed Rule Public Comments 

Name: Ryan Kowalski 
Address: United States,  
Email: rkowals2@villanova.edu 
General Comment 

Due to upcoming lighthouse maintenance and aircraft operations northwest of Crescent City California 
by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, section 101(a)(5)(A) of the MMPA (16 U.S.C. 
1371(a)(5)(A)) dictates that the Secretary of Commerce may allow for the incidental taking of marine 
mammals by way of citizens undertaking specific activities within certain geographic regions for up to 
five years after a notice and comment period. After which, the agency will make certain findings and put 
into place specific measures that allow for taking in permissible and the least harmful ways and pay 
“particular attention to rookeries, mating grounds, and areas of similar significance, and on the 
availability of such species or stock for subsistence uses”. Section 101(a)(5)(A) of the MMPA and 50 CFR 
part 216, subpart I, lay the framework for the 5 year regulation in this proposed rule since it contains 
“mitigation, monitoring, and reporting requirements”. 

The NOAA seeks to mitigate harm to the seal population of Northwest Seal Rock, California while the 
lighthouse on it undergoes maintenance. The administration was made aware of this potential problem 
because of a request from the St. George Reef Lighthouse Preservation Society to take the affected 
marine mammals during the 5 year period that the Society will be working on the area. The National 
Marine Fisheries Service is proposing regulations under the NOAA that monitor the work areas for 
marine mammals before beginning work and implementing mitigation efforts to minimize the impact on 
seals and seal pups. Generally speaking, the MMPA prohibits takings of marine mammals however here 
an exception is granted so long as the takings have a negligible impact on the species and does not have 
an “unmitigable adverse impact on the availability of the species or stock(s) for taking for subsistence 
uses”. Here, the proposed rule is justified and properly authorized, and accomplishes a task that needs 
to be done, or else extremely negative effects on Northwest Seal Rock and its seal population may 
occur. This is precisely the subject matter that the NOAA and NMFS have jurisdiction over, and obtaining 
approval of this exception to the general rule under the MMPA would meet the statutory requirements 
for an exception to be made. 

  



Name: Benjamin Short 
Address: Bay City,  MI,  48706 
Email: bshort1@lssu.edu 
General Comment 

With regards to the case at hand. I believe the St. George Reef Lighthouse Preservation Society should 
be able to carry out their maintenance tasks to the lighthouse. The society has done its due diligence to 
negate any adverse impact their work will have on the pinnipeds present on the island. They have 
presented a clear and concise mitigation plan, which avoids disruption as much as possible to the 
pinnipeds. The society has also proposed very comprehensive monitoring and reporting measures for 
the duration of their maintenance timeline. It seems that the society has been very comprehensive on 
how their maintenance presence will only constitute a minimal Level B harassment to the four pinniped 
species present on the island. There is no specific documentation of temporary threshold shift, let alone 
permanent threshold shift, in free-ranging pinnipeds exposed to helicopter operations during realistic 
field conditions (Baker et al., 2012; Scheidat at al., 2011). The society also pointed out in a table form 
their proposed annual level B harassment take calculations and percentages of each stock affected. Only 
4.3% of California sea lions are proposed to be affected, 25% for stellar sea lions, and .5% for both 
Pacific harbor seal and Northern fur seal (Table 3). This percent of take does not seem to yield a 
significant effect on the pinnipeds around the island. 

The lighthouse is clearly a crucial safety aspect for vessels traversing the Pacific Ocean. To maintain St. 
George Reef Lighthouse as a private aid to navigation it seems the Coast Guard has deemed the 
maintenance essential to operation. It is also clear that the society is taking this process very seriously 
from start to end. It seems like this should be a beneficial process for both the lighthouse, which will get 
a much-needed aesthetic and safety enhancement, and for the pinnipeds that have been thoroughly 
thought of throughout this process. The society has shown great care and responsibility for their actions. 
No mortality is anticipated, no important habitat areas have been identified in the project area, and 
monitoring reports from prior activities at the site have documented little to no effect on the pinniped 
species present on the island. With this kind of regard for their actions and thoughtfulness for the 
pinnipeds, I believe the society should be able to carry out their maintenance tasks as stated in the 
proposal. 

  



Name: jean publiee 
Address: flemington,  NJ,  08822 
Email: jeanpublic1@gmail.com 
General Comment 

the seals were there before the damned lighthouse. typically ,selfish human beings come in and want to 
kill off all wildife for their own profitmaking activitiesw. this is an example. this is disgusting.absolutely 
and totally disgusting and it needs to be denied and banned. these people are vampires, evil, venal who 
wont let wildlife live anywhere. they want to keep killing and killing and killing. shut down the lighthouse 
group. they can accomodate to the seals and should be forced to accomodate to the seals, who were 
ther first. this application is corrupt as can be. 

 

  



Name: Tarin Schalow 
Address: United States,  
Email: tschalow@lawschool.gonzaga.edu 
General Comment 

I disagree with the decision to grant a 5-year authorization to the Society given the potential that the 
Society's activities will shift to year-round. It seems to me that human activity occurring at the 
lighthouse on a more consistent basis may have more than a negligible impact on the pinnipeds in the 
area. Granting a 5-year authorization for take prior to knowing what the potential long-term effects of 
year-round activity is concerning to me. I would like to see more details and information about when the 
NMFS. I understand that the adaptive management provisions permits NMFS to modify the LOA, but I 
would like to see more protections in place in case the pinniped stock of the area does become 
impacted more than a negligibly. Additionally, I also find it concerning that the Society has received nine 
1-year incidental harassment authorizations previously, but "misunderstandings in past implementation 
have resulted in missing or incorrectly recorded monitoring data." I feel that a five-year authorization 
should not be granted until the Society is able to demonstrate proper implementation and adherence to 
requirements. 

 

 

  



Name: Chelsea Rasmussen 
Email: Chelrasmussen@gmail.com 
 
General Comment 
I agree with this proposed rule (PR). There is extensive data cited within the PR write up from previous 
authorizations for similar work as well as two marine mammal surveys, both a 3 year and 19 year. All of 
this data shows a limited potential for the requested work to cause any kind of long term disturbance of 
the present species of marine mammal. Additionally, the only species potentially effected that falls 
under the Endangered Special Act or the Marine Mammal Protection Act is the Northern Fur Seal; listed 
in the MMPA as depleted. However, as also noted in the PR documentation the Northern Fur Seal has 
only been observed on Northwest Seal Rock once (one animal) in 1998. 
While there was no discussion of the possible negatives of not allowing the lighthouse to be maintained 
I would like to mention it now. First, this lighthouse was built in 1892 and put out of service in 1975 (St. 
George Reef Lighthouse Preservation Society [SGRLPS], 2020). There are many potential health and 
environmental hazards of allowing such an old building to fall into disrepair and breakdown into the sea. 
For example: Lead and asbestos. Lead was not banned in paint in the US until 1978, and according to the 
EPA (2020) this means that buildings built before that time are more likely to have lead based paint. 
Additionally, asbestos could also be present. Asbestos was in use starting in the 1800s and used widely 
in buildings into the 1970s when it was banned (Cleveland Clinic, 2020). Both of these hazards could 
easily be present in the lighthouse and could pose a serious health and/or environmental hazard if left 
unattended and maintained. It is much less costly to simply maintain an older building with these 
hazards than have to clean them up in the event they breakdown and start to pose a risk of release. 
Secondly, this lighthouse is maintained as a private aid to navigation marking the edge of the reef. It is 
directly contributing to the safe passage of vessels in the area, which if one was to run aground on the 
reef it could be a major environmental disaster for the local ecosystems and pose many hazards to 
people and wildlife. Private aids to navigation can be owned and maintained by organizations or 
individuals, and are required by the US Coast Guard to be maintained by said owners (United States 
Coast Guard, n.d.). As a matter of safety the SGRLPS is required by a federal agency to maintain the 
lighthouse. 
Lastly, the St. George Lighthouse is an important piece of US and Coast Guard history. It is listed on the 
National List of Historic places and has been noted as “America’s most expensive lighthouse” at a price 
of over $700K (SGRLPS, 2020). It would be a major loss of history to the community, both locally and 
nationally, if it were to no longer be maintained. The local community has a historic landmark which can 
be seen from the coast and water, that also serves as a memorial to those who died while working 
there. Not only could the landmark be lost if not maintained, but it also could become an eye sore if left 
to fall apart. The small risk of minor disturbance to marine mammals is minimal when compared to the 
potential issues of not maintaining the lighthouse and the gains of community landmark and aid to 
navigation for vessel traffic in a dangerous waterway. 
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