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Evlondo Cooper     
Checks and Balances Project     
1820 N. Fort Myer Drive, Suite 510     
Arlington, VA 22209    
 
August 25, 2016 
 
Via U.S. Mail  
 
Admiral Paul F. Zukunft 
Commandant of the U.S. Coast Guard  
US Coast Guard 
2703 Martin Luther King JR Ave SE 
Washington DC 20593-7000 
 
Dear Admiral Zukunft, 
 
My name is Evlondo Cooper, and I’m a Senior Fellow at Checks and Balances Project (C&BP), a public 
watchdog blog.   
 
First, I want thank you for your years of distinguished service to the Coast Guard and to our nation.  
 
I’m writing today to ask your help in ending the obfuscation by the U.S. Coast Guard in response to 
lawful public records requests and appeals so we can better understand the process around the Atlantic 
Coast Port Access Route Study (ACPARS) study.  
 
I believe you’ll find the behavior of your subordinates is new information, decidedly unflattering to the 
Coast Guard and a situation that must be reversed immediately. 
 
President Obama made offshore wind development was a priority in 2009. The ACPARS Working Group 
was convened on May 11, 2011 to determine how offshore wind could be safely integrated with the 
shipping industry. Five years later, ACPARS Working Group released a Final Report that calls for 
dramatically limiting space for wind energy installations on the Outer Continental Shelf and 
recommends removal of blocks from currently leased areas, effectively making offshore wind unviable 
on the Eastern Seaboard.   
 
This is curious given the successful integration of far-denser shipping traffic and robust offshore wind 
development in northern Europe where, by Dec. 2015, there were 3,230 turbines installed and grid-
connected for a cumulative total of 11,027 megawatts. Including sites under construction, there are now 
some 84 offshore wind farms in 11 European countries. The U.S. will soon have one wind farm off of 
Rhode Island.   
 
Rather than transparency, the Coast Guard redacted more than 80% of the Working Group members’ 
names in response to our original Freedom of Information Act request. As you can see from the 
enclosed FOIA response, the Coast Guard position to date is that 13 of 18 Working Group members 
must remain secret.  Although our attorney filed an appeal of the Coast Guard’s ruling more than three 

http://checksandbalancesproject.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/06/1602-22-Cooper-Records-Request-CG-FOIA-Officer-USCG%E2%80%932005%E2%80%9321650.pdf
https://www.dropbox.com/s/sl5924hdapnuazf/ROCK%20FOIA%20Response%202016-CGFO-01194%205.4.16.pdf?dl=0
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months ago, and sent a second reminder letter, as of today, we have not even received an official 
acknowledgement of our appeal. 
 
In the course of our researching this matter, we’ve identified and met anonymously (his insistence) with 
one member of the Working Group. During our meeting, he provided us with the perspective and 
information that has told us the following things, all of which we think deserve your attention:  
 

 Though tasked with balancing shipping and offshore wind, none of the Working Group members 
even traveled to Europe to speak to offshore wind industry companies or government officials.  
 

 There was no effort to solicit the expertise of American offshore wind industry officials about 
their ability to scale offshore wind development here.  

 

 When we contested the “secret” status of Working Group members, we were told by a Coast 
Guard contractor, EGlobaltech, that former Coast Guard employees and Working Group 
members Dana Goward’s and Gary Rasicot’s communications with the shipping industry 
couldn’t be provided because they never worked for the Coast Guard. We had to show the 
contractor proof that they had, in fact, been employed by the Coast guard. These are records 
requests for communications with stakeholders who were named in the ACPARS Interim Report 
and Final Report. Our repeated inquires by phone and email to Ms. Auborn Finney of 
EGlobaltech have gone unanswered. 

 

 Finally, we learned the co-chairs of the Working Group had extensive contact with shipping 
industry lobbyists. 

 
This lack of transparency and accountability is strange given Working Group members were tasked by 
taxpayers to produce an important public document with ramifications for the energy future of our 
country.  
 

Furthermore, three months before the Working Group was chartered, American Waterways 

Operators (AWO), among others, sent a letter to Commandant Admiral Robert J. Papp, Jr. AWO’s 
letter states: 
 

“Safety of navigation dictates that wind turbines should never be sited in or near the 
approaches to major shipping lanes delineated by a traffic separation scheme (TSS).”  
 
“BOEMRE officials have stated that just because an area is part of a RFI does not mean 
leases will be approved in that area; however, we strongly believe a more prudent approach 
for future RFIs would be to apply safety of navigation exclusions to potential RFI areas 
before the RFI process is initiated and the RFI is published in the Federal Register.”    

 

In addition to partnering with the Coast Guard “to develop recommended safe distances for these 
operations along the Atlantic Coast,” AWO also provided the Coast Guard with a blueprint for 
implementing setbacks in an April 13, 2016, comment letter.  
 
  

https://www.dropbox.com/s/yog7saf214ur4u4/Olsen-Coast%20Guard%20second%20appeal%206.1.16.pdf?dl=0
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These steps include: 
 

 Issue the Notice of Study Results and codify the ACPARS recommendations into a NVIC as 
soon as possible. 

 Once the NVIC has been published, issue a Commandant Instruction empowering Districts 
One, Five and Seven to create safety fairways based on the Marine Planning Guidelines 
included in ACPARS. 

 Use the ACPARS recommendations to disqualify proposed Wind Energy Areas that the 
report has demonstrated to pose navigational risks. 

 Incorporate the Atlantic Region Quality Steering Committee into the standing marine 
planning workgroup to assist the Coast Guard with the implementation of ACPARS. 

 Avoid additional fact gathering measures that would further delay the implementation of 
the ACPARS recommendations. 

 
Both of the ACPARS co-chairs are retired, as is Rear Adm. Kevin Cook, who chaired the study. A recent 
story about the study written by Andrew Restuccia and Esther Whieldon for Politico Pro includes a quote 
from George Detweiler, who is only identified in the story as a “Coast Guard official.”   
 
At this point, we are not sure who is in charge of this study.  
 
As the Commandant Admiral of the Coast Guard, I hope that you can assist us in our efforts to obtain 
responses to our lawful records requests.  
 
As well, answers to these questions will advance the public’s understanding of this vital, taxpayer-
funded work product.  
 
These questions include: 
 

1. Did the idea for the ACPARS study originate with American Waterways Operators’ (AWO)  

concern as described in the January 2011 Professional Mariner article Surge in Offshore Wind 

Proposals Prompt Calls from Industry for Navigation Fairways? If not, when did AWO become 

aware of the ACPARS study and who notified your organization? 

 

2. Who are the members of the Working Group, and what are their backgrounds? 

 

3. According to our source close to the Working Group, shipping industry executives were “very 

engaged” with its work, including AWO Executive Vice President & COO Jennifer Carpenter. 

Were there any shipping industry executives or staff who were members of the ACPARS 

Working Group? If not, can you detail the Working Group’s communications and engagement 

with the shipping industry during this study? 

 

4. According to five offshore wind energy developers and experts we spoke to, the Coast Guard 

performed very little, if any, real outreach. Why did the Working Group fail to conduct 

substantive outreach with offshore wind energy developers? 

http://www.americanwaterways.com/sites/default/files/ACPARS%20Final%20Comments%20Report.pdf
http://www.windpowerengineering.com/featured/business-news-projects/coast-guard-may-rethink-offshore-wind-restrictions/
http://www.professionalmariner.com/December-January-2011/Surge-in-offshore-wind-proposals-prompts-call-from-industry-for-navigation-fairways/
http://www.professionalmariner.com/December-January-2011/Surge-in-offshore-wind-proposals-prompts-call-from-industry-for-navigation-fairways/
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Thank you for taking the time to help us obtain answers to these questions. By allowing for greater 
transparency, you will provide our readers with a better understanding of the scope and limitations of 
the study, including why it fails to account for the successful development of offshore wind energy in 
Europe, and who the Working Group consulted in developing its conclusions and recommendations. 
 
However, Checks and Balances Project reserves the right to pursue legal action under the Freedom of 
Information Act to obtain these lawful public records.   
 
Regards,     

   
Evlondo Cooper     
Senior Fellow   
 
Enclosures (6)   


