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Subj: INVESTIGATION ll\TO THE USE OF COAST GUARD HOUSING AT WP.ST 
CHOP LIGHT 

Ref: 
(a) Convening Order DTD Dec 2018 
(b) Administrative Investigations Manual, COMDTINST M5830. l A 
(c) Safety and Environmental Health Manual, COMDTJI\ST M5 l 00.47B 
(d) CG Housing Manual, COMDTINST Ml 1101.13G 
(e) Military Justice Manual, COMDTINST M5810. l F 
(f) Manual for Courts-Martial, 20 I 6 Ed. 
(g) Civilian Personnel Actions; Disciplinary, Adverse, and Performance Based 

Actions, COMOTINST M 12750.4A 
(h) Base Cape Cod Housing Manual, BASECCINST M 1110 LI 

1. Per references (a) and (b), I have conducted a Standard Investigation into the facts and 
circumstances surrounding the following: (l) the lead abatement and remediation of the Coast 
Guard housing at West Chop Light; (2) the process and circumstances surrounding its 
reactivation for use as government-owned family housing; and (3) the procedures used in 
selecting and assigning members to that housing, including any conditions and restrictions. In 
accordance with reference (a), no persons were designated as Parties to this investigation, and 
there is no recommendation to designate any Parties at the conclusion of this investigation. 
Access to witnesses and evidence was complicated i he furloJ h of civilian employees from 
22 December 2018 to 28 January 2019. In addition, ~.:. ffl•l@t@former Base Cape Cod 
Local Housing Officer), CAPT Andrew Clyburn (former Base Cape Cod CO), , •• 
(fonner Civil Engineering Cnit (CEU) Providence project design manager), anr &Lb• l/ 
(fonner CEU Providence Technical Director) were not immediately available for interview due 

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C) to retirement. The requirements of the conveninm:der have been met. 
andltDJ ~!~ftQIUK!)Jof the CG Legal Services 

Command (LSC) have also provided advice and assistance in accordance with reference (b). 
(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C) (b)(6) & (b)(7)(C) 

2. Media interest in this investigation includes a local Martha's Vineyard newspaper and 
Freedom of lnfonnation Act rea,ests have been received. Technical advice has been provi~ed 
bv IUJIG)J~l!Dll(!Jlanct 09!Jl9>JPIWl Labor Relations Specialists at CG-121 IWPII 



~ ousing Management Specialist, Detached Duty PSC-PSD-fs-Housing RPPfl/ 
- Housing Management Specialist PSC-PSD-fs, and CAPT Michael Boley, Deputy 
Chief Environmental Safety and Health Division, Health, Safety, Work, Life Service Center 
(HSWL SC). 

3. In summary, the investigation concluded the following: 

a. ln 2015, CEU Providence executed a project to complete lead based paint (LBP) 
abatement and remediation of the living spaces in both West Chop family housing units. The 
project corrected "Action" and "Major" level findings as defined by Environmental Risk 
Assessment (ERA) standards identified in the 2012 Housing Inadequacy Report so that the 
living spaces had only "Monitor" level findings at the conclusion of construction. CEU did 
not complete, and did not intend to complete, abatement and remediation of the basements, 
soils, or exterior structures on the West Chop property which have "Action" and "Major 
Level" findings by ERA standards. CEU Providence's design decisions regarding abatement 
were driven by the 2012 Housing Inadequacy Report, consultant assessments, and their 
application of Coast Guard guidance concerning Housing Urban Development (HUD) and 
State of Massachusetts, and CERCLA standards depending on whether the houses were 
being retained or divested. Constraints for AFC43 and EC&R funding were also factors in 
the abatement decisions. 

b. The exigency with which the West Chop housing was needed, the unsustainable costs of 
leased homes on Martha's Vineyard, and the opportunity for cost savings demonstrated in a 
business case analysis made reactivating the houses with a short tenn, AFC-43 project to 
abate the LBP the preferred solution over a long tenn, AC&l/PC&( project to construct new 
homes or purchasing homes with funds from the housing sale account. 

c. Assignment and selection of Coast Guard members to the West Chop housing was based 
on guidance provided in reference (d) and (h) with preference for assignment being given to 
the STA Menemsha leadership. The high visibility location of the housing required that the 
occupants reflect positively on the Coast Guard and also was a primary factor. The existence 
of lead based paint contamination on the West Chop property was not considered. 

findings of Fact 

On 04 December 2018, the Health, Safety, and Work-Life Service Center, Safety and 
Environmental Health Division Detachment Boston (HSWL SC se-fo Det Boston), prepared 
a West Chop Lighthouse Housing - Lead Exposure Health Risk Assessment Report to 
document an assessment she performed at the site following a dependent's blood lead level 
exceeding prescribed standards. The assessment included a visual inspection of all the 
structures on the property, an interview with housing occupants, and dust paint, soil and 
water sampling. The assessment identified multiple structures on the property with 
deteriorating lead containing paint and lead contamination of the soil. HS\VL SC se-fo Det 
Boston concluded "the conditions posed a high risk of lead exposure to residents and were 
the likely source of the Elevated Blood Lead Levels (EBLLs) in the dependent." The 
dependents' elevated blood lead levels were the catalyst for this investigation. (Exhibits 77, 
78 and 86). 
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Lead Abatement and Remediation of the Coast Guard Housing at West Chop Light 

l. In 1993, Civil Engineering Unit Providence (CEUP) executed a lead paint removal and 
encapsulation contract at Lhe West Chop housing units on Martha's Vineyard. The work 
specified included encapsulating plaster and ceilings with new½" thick gypsum board, 
stripping interior and exterior woodwork of LBP, and replacing the windows (Exhibits I, 2, 
and 80) 

2. On September 13, 2004, G-SEC (now CG-43) issued policy to the Shore Facility Program 
requiring Phase II assessments of lighthouse properties being considered for divestiture. 
The policy discussed the conditions for applying CERCLA or HUD standards depending on 
the status (residential or non-residential) of the lighthouse property to be divested. Under 
this policy, the housing at the West Chop Lighthouse property could be considered Target 
Housing "which requires abatement to a residential standard," and the "more rigorous HUD 
regulations" applied. (Exhibit 5). 

3. Even though LBP sampling conducted by Franklin Analytical in 2004 suggested additional 
testing and abatement may have been warranted, no records or evidence suggested that 
further action was taken in the 2004-2012 timefi-ame. 

4. On 10 July 2012, the Housing Tiger Team performed a condition assessment Qf the West 
Chop houses and on 24 August 2012, CG-13 declared the West Chop housing inadequate 
based on LBP findings and other deficiencies noted in Lhe team's Inadequacy Declaration 
Report. (Exhibit 6 and 73). 

5. When the West Chop houses were declared inadequate, CEU Providence began planning for 
an AFC-43 project to correct the deficiencies. (Exhibit 7) 

6. The 2013 Environmental Compliance and Restoration (EC&R) project backlog records 
listed a project for soil remediation at the West Chop property. Prior to 2013, records were 
not available listing this project on the EC&R backlog. (Exhibit 8, 81) 

7. The FY14, 05 December 2012, C-POP Board Results listed the Repairs to Martha's 
Vineyard Hou sing (Project Number O 1-50162 88) as the top priority for the Mission 
Readiness Product Line. The project included Lhe repairs to the West Chop housing 
deficiencies noted in the Inadequacy Declaration report along with repairs for other 
Martha's Vineyard housing units that were declared inadequate. (Exhibit 9) 

8. On 7 January 2013, CEU Providence prepared a Project Development Submittal (PDS) to 
address the necessary repairs at the West Chop housing units. The overall purpose of the 
project was ''to provide habitable residences for USCG families as defined by respective 
regulations for the Commonwealth of MA." The document stated the following: "the 
presence oflead paint ... makes the buildings unacceptable for use by children under six and 
pregnant women." Additionally, "no future assignments can be made at these units until 
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the deficiencies identified in the (2012) Housing (In)adequacy report have been corrected." 
Regarding the presence of lead in the soil surrounding the buildings it stated, "Remediation 
would be required if the lead paint were to occur at locations where the soil is exposed for 
possible contact. Presently, there are no areas of bare soil at these two locations." (Exhibit 
10). 

9. The PDS for the project was endorsed by SILC (SMC) on 10 January 2013 and approved by 
COMDT (CG-438) on 6 February 2013 for execution with funds from lighthouse sales 
proceeds as provided by the National Historic Preservation act. (Exhibits 11, 12 and 13 ). 

10. On 30 April 2013, CG-122 (now CG-133) noted the West Chop homes were being 
considered for divestiture and requested deferral of the repairs "'until a review of all options 
including leasing of additional homes on Martha's Vineyard is complete." Given their 
request, the proposed repairs were suspended. (Exhibit 14). 

11. On 05 May 2014, CG-43 fmwarded a Decision Memo recommending the West Chop 
houses be divested. It discussed differences in remediation requirements for the houses 
based on whether the housing was being divested or retained for use by families. In 
paragraph 3.a, it stated, ''The presence of Lead Based Paint (LBP) on the baseboards, doors, 
and window trim, as well as the plaster of some walls makes both buildings unacceptable for 
residential use by children under six and pregnant women." Then paragraph 3b stated, 
"Divestiture of the property would relieve the Coast Guard of the obligation to abate interior 
lead paint hazards, but remediation of lead contaminated soil would be required." Also, 
regarding funding the soil remediation, "The Environmental Liability Project 
Documentation Sheet, dated 05 June 2012 estimated the cost of the required work to be on 
the order of$1,215 for which EC&R funds (the only permissible source of funds) would be 
needed." (Exhibits 16 and 82). 

12. In July 2014, CEU Providence contracted a licensed consultant to perfonn an LBP 
inspection and risk assessment for the two West Chop houses ''to measure the extent of 
remaining lead hazards and determine if the properties are lead-safe." The consultant found, 
"With the exception of limited areas with minor LBP damage and some surfaces with 
elevated lead in dust levels, the housing units are near to a lead-safe condition. Even 
though many of the surfaces have LBP over the regulatory thresholds, the fact that they are 
in sound condition would render them lead-safe." With respect to the soils the consultant's 
Lead Inspection & Risk Assessment Report stated, "Although not an immediate hazard, 
levels of lead in soil over the acceptable thresholds were found around the perimeter of each 
house. The soil is currently not a hazard because of sufficient grass ground cover." (Exhibit 
17). 

13. In December 2014, CEU Providence prepared a PDS for AFC43 funds execution to repair 
and perform LBP abatement at the West Chop Housing. The project purpose was "to enable 
the Coast Guard to utilize these houses for personnel assigned to Station Menemsha 
including families with young children." Page 3 of the Request for Proposal (RFP), 
enclosed with the PDS, stated, '"The lead abatement and control standards utilized for this 
project will be HUD standards, which are used by the Coast Guard and by other Federal 
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agencies." The scope of work addressed interior abatement (including scope items specific 
to both houses), exterior abatement, and final lead testing. The specifications and work 
requirements specified lead abatement products, and the submittals section required the 
contractor to submit a Lead Abatement Plan and Final Lead Testing Survey including a 
HUD standard survey. The RFP included the July 2014 Lead Inspection & Risk Assessment 
Report as a reference. The scope of work and PDS did not include any lead abatement of 
the basements, exterior soil, or other structures on the site. National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) documentation was completed for the project and a Categorical Exclusion 
(CA TEX) was issued. (Exhibits 18, 80, 83 and 84). 

[4. On 8 January 2015, SILC endorsed the PDS and on 11 February 2015, CG-438 approved 
the PDS and project for completion with OE funding. (Exhibits 19 and 20). 

15. On 19 June 2015, a PDS update increased the project cost. (Exhibit 21 ). 

16. On 14 April 2015 the contract to repair the West Chop houses was awarded to TANT ARA 
Corporation. During the course of contract execution, a modification was issued for the 
contractor to perform additional abatement work that was not included in the company's bid 
due to misinterpretation of the contract documents. (Exhibits 22 and 23). 

17. The contractor submitted a Lead Abatement Work Plan in accordance with the contract. 
(Exhibit 24). 

18. The 10 reviewed a random sample of contractor' s daily construction reports, and the reports 
listed performance of abatement activities in both homes. Base Cape Cod Facilities 
Engineering (FE) conducted independent site visits and didn't observe any noteworthy 
discrepancies. {Exhibit 85). 

19. On 2 December 2015 the contract was completed and on 11 December 2015, the contractor 
submitted documentation of final testing by a licensed lead inspector and risk assessor. The 
documentation concluded "properties are now in what C(?Uld be characterized a lead-safe 
condition." {Exhibits 25 and 26). 

20. In 2017, CEU Providence updated the Environmental Project Liability Sheet for the West 
Chop Light Soil remediation project and cost estimate on the EC&R backlog. (Exhibit 27). 

21. On 22 August 2018, HSWL SC se-fo Det Boston assessed potential lead exposure sources at 
the West Chop lighthouse property after a dependent residing in one of the housing units 
tested for elevated blood lead levels (EBLLs) as part of a routine exam. The assessment 
included a visual assessment of all the structures on the property, an interview with housing 
occupants, and dust, paint, soil, and water sampling for lead analysis. The test results 
showed lead concentrations at the Action and Major findings level on the basement floors of 
both houses, in the Fog Signal Building, the Garage, the Paint and Oil Locker, and in the 
soil on the property. Dust wipe samples also revealed actionable concentrations oflead in 
the children's toy box in one of the bedrooms and on their outdoor toy water table. HSWL 
SC se-fo Det Boston concluded that the conditions posed a high risk of lead exposure to 
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residents and the deteriorating LBP dust in the basements, the soil, and the other structures 
on the site were the like)y source of the EBLL in the dependents. (Exhibits 28 and 86). 

Processes 1111d Circumst11nces Surrounding the Reactivation of the West Ch.op Housing 
Units 

1. In the 2000's, one of the West Chop Housing units was diverted from the family housing 
inventory. On 6 May 2009, CG-1223 rescinded the diversion and returned it to the active 
housing inventory effective l July 2009. (Exhibit 30). 

2. On 24 August 2012, CG-13 declared the West Chop housing inadequate based on LBP and 
other factors noted in the Housing Tiger Team Inadequacy Report. In total, 4 Martha's 
Vineyard Housing units were taken out of the family housing inventory. (Exhibit 31). 

3. The FY14, 05 December 2012, C-POP Board Results listed the Repairs to Martha's Vineyard 
Housing (Project Number O 1-5016288) as the top priority for the Mission Readiness Product 
Line. (Exhibit 32). 

4. On 30 April 2013, CG-122 (now CG-133) requested deferral of the West Chop housing 
repairs "until a review of all options including leasing of additional homes on Martha's 

·Vineyard is complete." Their memo stated they were considering ''divestiture of these two 
homes due to their age, condition, and maintenance needs." (Exhibit 33). 

5. In June 2013, CG-1223 (now CG-1333) performed an analysis of alternatives for housing on 
Martha's Vineyard and recommended acquisition of two long-term residential leases in West 
Chop if viable. CG-1223 presented the analysis in a white paper -Martha's Vineyard Family 
Housing R.eview of Alternatives to Renovate Existing, Purchase New, or Lease Family 
Housing- which concluded, ••1 fit is viable, acquisition of two long-tenn residentiaJ leases is 
more economical than continued investment in West Chop Quarters and is the recommended 
alternative. [ftwo leases cannot be acquired, a more detailed review of options to repair West 
Chop Quarters or build/acquire newer homes is recommended." (Exhibit 34). 

6. On September 11, 2013 representatives from CG-1223, CG-43, PSC-PDS-fs, CEU 
Providence, Base Boston Area Housing (AHO), AIRSTA Cape Cod Local Housing (LHO), 
the CEU Oakland Housing Asset Line (HAL). Sector South Eastern New England (SENE) 
and STA Menemsha visited the two West Chop housing units. The group focused 
specifically on the housing units and did not evaluate the other structures or soil on the site. 
The trip report for the visit noted, "Area and local housing staff and the station OIC say that 
they either need these two homes renovated and put back in the family housing inventory or 
else they need two newer homes to replace West Chop Quarters I and 2. The 2011 HMSA 
(Housing Market Survey Analysis) says that the housing rental market on Martha's Vineyard 
is very tight, but that the economy may be able to accommodate a very small reduction in the 
Coast Guard's owned inventory. Discussion with CEU Providence and CG-43 real property 
staff suggest that it may be more economical to renovate these homes and continue to occupy 
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than it would be to remediate them, divest them through National Historic Light House 
Preservation Act authorities and acquire newer housing." (Exhibits 35, 87 and 88). 

7. Between September 2013 and November 2013, e-mails exchanged between the Shore 
Facility Program and CG-1333 discussed preparation of a CG-43 decision memo that would 
recommend divestiture of the West Chop housing units if CG-1333 did not have the need for 
them. At CG-l333's request, PSC-PSD-fs performed a housing analysis and concluded nine 
housing units are needed on Martha's Vineyard. (Exhibits 36, 3 7 and 88), 

8. In April 2014, e-mail is exchanged between Dl(drm) and CG-1223 regarding the status of 
the West Chop Housing project deferral. In reference to the housing situation on Martha's 
Vineyard, CG-1223 stated "renovations to the remaining owned homes have been delayed 
and we now have 4 homes out of inventory. Base Boston has worked diligently to acquire 
leases as an interim measure, but they are hard to find and very expensive." (Exhibit 38). 

9. On 5 May 2014, CG-43 submitted a Decision Memo to DCMS and CGl 1 recommending 
that the·West Chop property be added to the Coast Guard's Five Year Shore Divestiture Plan 
for potential transfer under the National Historic Lighthouse Preservation Act and that two 
new homes be acquired using the Coast Guard direct purchase authority and funds from the 
housing sale account. On 16 June 20 t 4, DCMS and CG-1 approved the CG-43 Decision 
Memo for West Chop divestiture. Comments included that "two new homes or a duplex is 
reasonable and the West Chop houses should be abated to be sold as offsets." CG-1 's 
endorsement acknowledged that the long term lease costs on Martha's Vineyard are 
unsustainably high and requested that nine adequate homes be available for assignment by 
the end of 2015. (Exhibits 39 and 84). 

10. From 30 April 2014 to 14 May 2014, e-mail is exchanged between Sector SENE, DI, AHO, 
CG-1333, CG-43, and CEU Providence with reference to the CG-43 Decision Memo. Sector 
SENE recommended to D1 retaining West Chop housing units and requested intervention 
from DI to "stave off potential divestiture." Sector cited challenging (nearly impossible) 
search for housing meeting the Coast Guard's needs on the island. (Exhibit 40). 

11. On 25 June 2014, DI and Sector SENE visit Martha's Vineyard and the West Chop property. 
(Exhibit 41). 

12. On 26 June 2014 Sector SENE requested a conference call with CEU Providence, Base Cape 
Cod Facilities Engineering (FE), and the AHO to discuss options at West Chop housing. The 
AHO's reply email on 27 June 2014 provided discussion points for the call including 
continued challenges in obtaining leases on Martha's Vineyard. The e-mail included a draft 
copy of the CG-43 Decision Memo as an attachment. (Exhibit 41 ). 

13. On 2 July 2014, Sector SENE, AHO, CEU Providence, and Base Cape Cod FE hold an 
"'alignment" conference call regarding housing challenges on Martha's Vineyard. According 
to the meeting minutes, CEU Providence discussed the lead abatement project completed at 
the West Chop houses in 1993 and that the cost to abate the houses now might be 
significantly less than initially thought. The minutes emphasized to strongly recommend not 
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to divest the West Chop units and renovate them instead. Discussion also included that 
families could be assigned to CG housing with lead paint if they are not pregnant and/or are 
six years of age or greater. CEU Providence then begins further study of how to proceed with 
West Chop Quarters 1 and 2. (Exhibits 42, 43 and 47). 

14. In early September 2014, e-mails exchanged between CEU Providence and the AHO 
discussed support and market research needed to develop a Business Case Analysis (BCA) 
for the West Chop houses. The e-mail substantiated consistent occupancy of the West Chop 
housing up until the inadequacy declaration. (Exhibit 44). 

15. On 16 October 2014, the AHO prepared a report presenting the results ofan infonnal 
housing survey of the STA Menemsha members living on the economy with BAH. The 
survey "validated the continued need for govemment owned (both UPH and housing) on 
Martha's Vineyard." Several members indicated inadequate living conditions and 
arrangements including one living with 6 other people. Others mentioned faulty wiring, and 
water damage. The report noted several UPH rooms were offline due to being used for 
storage while the new STA Menemsha Boathouse was being constructed. (Exhibits 45 and 
46). 

16. On 17 October 2014, CEU Providence submitted a request to CG-1333 "to restore the West 
Chop Housing units to an adequacy standard and return them to the housing inventory until a 
more suitable and economical solution can be identified on Martha's Vineyard. The request 
included a BCA "to justify the need to repair the two West Chop Housing units in lieu of 
divestiture due to excessive lease costs and lack of avai !able housing." The request pointed 
out, "Restoring the two West Chop housing units also provides more flexibility to the First 
Coast Guard District and Housing Management Office to best manage family needs and 
resolve the serious habitability issues recently identified among its single active duty 
members." The BCA compared the options to lease, purchase new, or remediate the existing 
housing. The cost benefit analysis demonstrated the renovation project for the West Chop 
Housing units was the most cost effective option over a 25-year period. Leasing two housing 
units on Martha's Vineyard was shown to be the least cost effective option. The BCA did not 
include costs to remediate the soils or other structures on the site. (Exhibits 48, 49 and 83). 

17. On 21 October 2014 the HAL endorsed the Reactivation Request, but recommended an 
"AC&I solution be pursued to remedy the functional inadequacies within the Martha's 
Vineyard housing inventory." SILC also endorsed the request. (Exhibits 50, 51 and 89). 

18. On 4 February 2015, CG-43 endorsed the Reactivation Request and on 19 February 2015, 
CG-1333 approved the Reactivation Request and requested the renovation project be 
completed under the AFC-43 process and in time for assignment year 2016. (Exhibits 52, 53 
and 87). 

19. At the conclusion of the LBP abatement contract, the contractor submitted documentation of 
final testing by a licensed lead inspector and risk assessor from Environmental Lead 
Detection. The documentation concluded "the properties are now in what could be 
characterized a lead-safe condition." (Exhibit 25). 
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20_ On 9 March 2016, the Base Boston Area Housing Authority (AHA) requested to rescind the 
inadequacy declaration at the West Chop Housing units. The request noted that "The homes 
still contain lead based paint and will require ongoing monitoring." The Environll'!ental Lead 
Detection letter dated December 11. 2015 stating that "these properties are now in what 
could be characterized as a lead safe condition" is included as an enclosure. (Exhibits 54 and 
90). 

21. On IO March 2016, PSC-PSD-fs endorsed the request noting that "both houses should be 
considered to have findings that require a monitoring level observation." On March 21, 2016 
CG-13 rescinded the inadequacy declaration for the West Chop houses. (Exhibits 55 and 88). 

22. In late March 2016, Area Housing works with CEU Providence to identify data required for 
entry in HMIS as a result of the completed abatement. (Ex.hi bits 69). 

Procedures Used in Selecting and Assigning Members to Housing 

1. According to reference (d) Chapter 1.C.4.d and e, the Local Housing Officer is delegated the 
responsibility to manage the housing program in accordance with policies, directives and 
instruction. The Housing Representative manages the housing program in their assigned 
AOR. 

2. According to CH.ID of reference (h), family size, grade/rank, date of detachment from 
previous duty station and date application received generally determines the assignment to 
MH (military housing). 

3. The Local Housing Office (LHO) received applications from the members prior to being 
assigned to the housing, but the applications are not fully populated in the housing office 
section showing the final detenninati9n of eligibility. Applications for only the OINCs were 
available in the records at the time of this report. (Exhibits 56 and 57). 

4. Although per reference (d) and CG-1333 the West Chop housing units are not designated as 
Command Housing, the ST A Menemsha senior leadership was historically assigned there 
with few exceptions. (Exhibits 61, 62, 63, 82, 85, 94 and 95). 

5. The West Chop property is in a high visibility location on Martha's Vineyard and is 
occasionally visited by VIPs and photographers due to being co-located with the lighthouse. 
(Exhibits 85, 94 and 95). 

6. Witness interviews conflict about the specific details of the selection process for the two 
West Chop Housing units after the completion of the abatement project. However, it can be 
concluded that representatives from the AHO, LHO, and ST A Menemsha met in mid-March 
2016 to put together an initial slate of assignments for all the Martha's Vineyard Housing 
that would be coming on line that assignment season. It was decided that the ST A Menemsha 
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OINC and XPO would be assigned to the West Chop units. (Exhibits 58, 59, 65, 85, 91 and 
93). 

7. At the time, the STA Menemsha OINC was amenable to moving from the CG leased housing 
he and his family were residing in to the West Chop housing. (Exhibit 93). 

8. In the Request to Rescind the Inadequacy Declaration, the Area housing authority requested 
that the housing be used for family housing. The request does not ask for the housing to be 
convened for use by unaccompanied personnel. (Exhibits 64 and 65). 

9. With respect to Environmental Risk Assessment (ERA) information, Chapter 4.G.6 of 
reference (d) discusses that "Housing officers must review, evaluate and update the ERA data 
in HMIS." Reference (c) provides additional guidance." (Reference (c) listed in the Housing 
Manual is the Coast Guard Claims and Litigation Manual. This should likely read reference 
(d) Coast Guard Safety and Health Manual.) 

I 0. According to Ch 1.J of reference (h), "the Coast Guard is required to notify residents who 
occupy pre-198 l Coast Guard owned housing of known or suspected asbestos, lead and 
radon environmental health hazards." The reference further explains the procedures for 
notifying the residents of known environmental health risks. Reference (h) does not restrict 
personnel who can be assigned to housing by environmental health risks. 

11. Per Chapter 25. C.2.c of Reference (c), Responsibilities for Chief, Military Personnel 
Housing Division, Coast Guard members with "at risk" family members (small child or 
pregnant women) shaH not be assigned to quarters that have Major or Action Level findings. 

12. On l l December 2015, the West Chop Housing units were declared by a licensed lead 
inspector to be in a lead safe condition. (Exhibit 68). 

13. Records in HMIS did not indicate that LBP at the action or major level existed at the West 
Chop housing units. (Exhibits 91 and 92). 

Findings of Fact (Reports) 

Summary of Lead Based Paint A5scssmco.ts, Testing, and Reports for the Coast Guard 
Housing at West Chop Light 

I. The Coast Guard contracted for nationwide lead, asbestos and radon assessments of Coast 
Guard owned housing in the mid to late 1990's. "The primary components of the assessment 
involved asbestos and lead-based paint surveys of USCG family housing units. Additional 
testing was conducted for lead-in-water, -dust, and -soils at the housing units." The 
assessments were conducted by licensed inspectors. Records of this testing for the West 
Chop Housing units has not been found at the Base Cape Cod Housing office nor on the 
PSC-PSD-fs environmental assessment repository. (Exhibits 70, 92, 94 and 97). 



2. On April 17, 2004, a licensed inspector from Franklin Analytical perfonned a lead inspection 
of the two West Chop Housing units. The Lead Inspection/Risk Assessment Reports provide 
X•Ray Fluorescence readings (XRF) of the architectural components of the houses and list iF 
the surface tested was moveable/impacted (M/1), accessible/mouth-able (AIM), loose (L) or 
not accessible (NA). The report cover page notes "Pb (lead) equal to or greater than l .O 
mg/cm2 with x•ray fluorescence is dangerous." Many surfaces in both houses have XRF 
readings greater than 1.0 mg/cm2

• A Few are also noted as M/1, AIM, or L. No contract or 
procurement records for this service were found, and no records further explaining the 
readings or recommending action items were found. No records were found that Franklin 
Analytical sent samples for laboratory analysis. No records were found that Franklin 
Analytical sampled the soil or other structures on the property for LBP. (Exhibits 71, 8 I, 94, 
96 and 97). 

3. In 2007 CEUP contracted for Phase I/Phase II investigations for more than a dozen First 
District (DI) lighthouse properties considered for divestiture including West Chop. The 
Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) was to determine if Recognized 
Environmental Conditions (RECs) were present on the West Chop Light site. The Phase II 
Limited Site Investigation (LSI) was to sample for common contaminants at lighthouses 
including lead in soil. One REC was documented: "The historic use of lead•based paint on all 
structures within the USCG property represents a REC. Lead•based paint tends to chip from 
buildings in flakes which then causes elevated concentrations of lead within the surrounding 
soils." Results of the Phase II LSI indicated ''the surface soil has been impacted by historic 
use oflead•based paint to an extent significantly above the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) standards." The consultant recommended "additional investigation activities 
be conducted to fully delineate the extent of lead contamination from historic use of lead
based paint on all Site structures.'' The report revealed elevated concentrations of lead in the 
soil with results at the Major~ Action and Monitor levels. No records were available 
demonstrating these results were transferred or communicated to the Housing Office at Base 
Boston or at AIRST A/Base Cape Cod. (Exhibits 72, g I and 91 ). 

4. In July 2012, a Health Risk Assessment Report is prepared following the USCG Housing 
Tiger Team site assessment including representatives From SEHO. the HAL, CG-1223, AHO 
and LHO. The assessment is conducted on 10 July 2012. The West Chop units are 2 of9 
housing units visited on Martha's Vineyard and are part of a nationwide effort to develop a 
strategy for managing the Coast Guard's housing inventory. The report documented 
deficiencies noting paint "behind and/or on the radiators was deteriorated and flaking" in 
both units. Furthennore, in the West Chop 2 unit, the paint on the wall at the entrance 
leading to the basement was deteriorated." The 2004 Franklin Analytical test results were 
referenced. The report recommended that a lead.based paint risk assessor inspect the homes 
to detennine the health risk to occupants and advise of appropriate corrective action. It also 
recommended that the AHO and LHO visually assess known lead and asbestos containing 
areas for disturbances annually. The assessment did not include the condition of the soils or 
the other structures on the site. (Exhibits 73 and 97). 
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5. In October 2012, the "Hazardous Building Material Inspection Report for West Chop 1&2" 
was prepared by H&S Environmental Consultants for CEU Providence. The purpose of the 
inspection was to identify and confirm the presence and/or absence of Asbestos Containing 
Materials (ACMs), Lead Containing Paints (LCPs), and Radon gases in preparation for 
possible site activities including renovation and/or demolition to the West Chop properties." 
A licensed lead inspector found building components that contained dangerous levels of 
lead." Furthermore, many surfaces were found to be M/1, NM, or have 
loose/chipping/peeling/deteriorated. The report recommended the surfaces be replaced, 
covered in encapsulating paint, or made intact. The report did not include an assessment of 
the soils or the other structures on the property. (Exhibit 74). 

6. In July 2014, Rhode Island Analytical prepared the West Chop I/West Chop 2 lBP 
Inspection & Risk Assessment Report. The goal of the evaluation "was to measure the extent 
of remaining lead hazards to detennine if the properties are lead safe." The inspection was 
perfonned by a Massachusetts Licensed Environmental Lead Inspector and Risk Assessor. 
The report's conclusion stated, "There are limited areas with minor to moderate LBP damage 
and some surface·s with elevated lead in dust levels. Even though the surfaces have. LBP over 
the regulatory thresholds, the fact that they are in sound condition would render them lead 
safe. Also, "Although high levels of lead were detected around the perimeter of each house, 
the soil is currently not a hazard because of sufficient ground cover. As long as the covering 
remains in place, the soil will be considered lead-safe." The report included laboratory results 
for paint chip sampling, interior dust sampling and soil sampling. The report did not address 
the condition of other structures on the site. This report was e-mailed from CEU Providence 
to the AHO on 25 January 2016 and as part oflarger attachment of test results and scopes of 
work. (Exhibits 69, 75, 79 and 80). 

7. On December 11, 20 l 3 Environmental Lead Detection prepared a report to the contractor 
that "on August 3, 2015 a licensed Inspector/Risk Assessor had visually surveyed the lead 
abatement work conducted at the West Chop houses and it was determined that all surface 
treatments had been satisfactorily completed as detailed in the Lead Abatement Work Plan." 
On October 21, 2015 and again on October 27, 2015 the inspector conducted post abatement 
clearance dust wipe sampling. The letter concluded, "These properties are now in what could 
be characterized as a lead safe condition. In order that this lead safe condition be maintained, 
surfaces that were covered as an abatement method must remain covered." The letter does 
not address the other structures on the site or the soils. The letter is included with the request 
to rescind CG-13's inadequacy report so is seen by many. (Exhibit 76). 

Opinions 
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This investigation is closed unless otherwise ordered. If additional infonnation is required, 
(b)(6) & (b)(7 )(C),. please contact me at nd (b)(6) & (b)(7)(C) 

# 

Exhibits: 

( 1) Project Drawings: Lead Paint Removal & Miscellaneous Work at Light Keepers 
Quarters, West Chop, MA 
(2) Meeting Minutes: Conference Call-CG Housing on Martha's Vineyard 2 July 2014 
(3) Not used 
(4) Not used 
(5) G-SEC Memo 05090 of 13 Sep 2004 (Lighthouse Property Divestiture Policy) 
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(6) CG-13 Memo lloj~iij (DI Housing Inadequa~~) 
(7) E-mail between JF ; f ~ CGD ONE (drm)) and Pf££ CGD ONE 
(dm) and trailing e-ma1 s. 
(8) U.S. Coast Guard Restoration Project Work 2013 E-POP (Environmental 
Compliance & Restoration) Spend Plan 
(9) CG SlLC Memo 11000 of9 Jan 2013 (2014 AFC-43 C-POP Results) 
( 10) CG CEU Providence Memo 11000 of 07 Jan 2013 (Project Development Submittal 

West Chop Housing Units) 
(11) CG SMC Memo l l000 10 Jan 2013 (PDS Endorsement) 
(12) CG-438 Memo 11000 of6 Feb 2013 (PDS Ap~ ov~ 
(13) E-mail between (CG-438) an(i JPfWl!Jl/CG SILC) of30 Jan 
2013 (Project execution with lighthouse funds) 
(14) CG-122 Memo 11101 of30 Apr 13 (CG-122 Deferral Request) 
(15) Not used 
(16) CG-43 Memo l 1000 of05 May 2014 (CG-43 Decision Memo) 
(17) West Chop 1/West Chop 2 LBP Inspection & Risk Assessment Report (excerpt) 
(18) CG CEU Providence Memo I 1000 of02 Dec 2014 (excerpt)(Project Development 
Subminal) 
(19) CG SILC end I 1000 of08 Jan 2015 (PDS Endorsement) 
(20) CG-438 Memo 11000 of 11 Feb 2015 (PDS Endorsement) 
(21) CG CEU Providence Memo 11000 of 19 Jun 2015 (PDS Update) 
(22) CG CEU Providence Ltr 4280 of 14 Apr 2015 (Contract Award) 
(23) Modification 0001 Scope of Services for Repair West Chop Housing- Martha's 
Vineyard and Amendment of Solicitation/Modification of Contract 
(24) Lead Abatement Work Plan 
(25) Environmental Lead Detection Ltr of 11 Dec 2015 
(26) CGBI Project Detail Report: Repair West Chop Housing 
(27) Real Property Environmental Liability Project Docwnentation Sheet 
(28) CG HSWL SC (se-fo) Det Boston Memo 5100 of04 Dec 2018 (West Chop Lead 
Exposure Health Risk Assessment and Test Results) 
(29) Not Used 
(30) CG-1223 Memo 11 101 of 06 May 2009 (Rescind Diversion of Government 
Housing) 
(31) CG-13 Memo 11101 of24 Aug 2012 (DI Housing Inadequacy Declaration) 
(32) CG SILC Memo l 1000 of9 Jan 2013 (2014 AFC-43 C-POP Results) 
(33) CG-122 Memo 11101 of30 Apr 13 (CG-122 Deferral Request) 
(34) Martha's Vineyard Family Housing: Review of Alternatives to Renovate Existing. 
Purchase New. or Lease Family Housing 

g~~ ~~%a~e6~t'!!;~WfiM~J~-PSD-fs) and (CG-1223) of 20 
Nov 2013 

(b )(6) & (b )(7)(C) 

(37) Table A - Housin Re uirements Analysis - STA Menemsha 21 Oct 2013 
(b )(6) & (b )(7)(C) (38) E-mail between • • ; • (CG-1223) and (CGD One 

(d1111)) documenting 1 1culty mdmg leases 
(39) CG-43 Memo I 1000 of05 May 2014 (CG-43 Decision Memo) 
( 40) E-mail between CAPT Regan and CAPT Kondratowicz (Sector SENE) of 14 May 
2014 documenting challen in housing situation 
(41) E-mail betwee • ~ • • (CG Base Boston Housing) and CAPT Kondratowicz 
(Sector SENE) and ' • · ' CEU Providence) of27 Jun 2014 and trailing e-mails 
documenting Dl visit to West Chop and challenging housing situation) 
(42) Meeting Minute · Call CG Housing on Martha's Vineyard 2 July 2014 
( 43) E-mail between • • • • (CG Sector SENE) and Meeting attendees of 3 Jul 
2014 forwarding the con erence call meeting minutes 
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(b)(6) & (b)(? )(C) (44) E-mail between (CG Base Boston Housing) andFJIWJ41 
(CEU Providence) of03 Sep 2014 and trailing e-mails requesting BcXlupportmg 
infonnation. 
(45) E-mail betweerlJl-iDI.JIBil!Ju,:G Base Boston Housing) andMfPPMfcG Base 
Cape Cod Housing) and~ STA Menemsha) of 16 Oct 2014 
(46) Martha's Vineyard Housing Survey 
(47) AFC43 Project/Real Property Update "Coast Guard Housing Martha's Vineyard, 
MA) 
(48) Business Case Analysis Coast Guard Housing Martha's Vineyard, MA 
(49) CG CEU Providence Memo 11010 of 17 Oct 14 (Request to Reactivate the West 
Chop Housing 
(50) CG CEU Oakland end 110 IO of 21 Oct 2014 (Reactivation Request Endorsement) 
(51) CG SILC end 11010 of 27 Oct 2014 (Reactivation Request Endorsement) 
(52) CG-43 Memo 110 l O of 04 Feb 2015 (Reactivation Request Endorsement) 
(53) CG-1333 Memo 11010 of 19 Feb 2015 (Reactivation Request Approval) 
(54) CG Base Boston Memo 11101 of 09 Mar 2016 (Request to Rescind Inadequacy 
Declaration) 
(55) CG-13 Memo of2 I March 2016 and CG PSC-PSD-fs end l l 101 of 10 Mar 2016 
(Endorsement and Approval of Request to Rescind Inadequacy Declaration) 
(56) Form CG-5267 submitted 18 Dec 2013 
(57) DD Form 1746submitted 04 Dec 2017 
(58) E-mail between (CG Base Cape Cod Housing) and CAPT Pak (CG-
DOL) of05 Mar 2019 

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C) (59) E-mail between CAPT Millican (Base Boston) and CGD One) of-
01 Mar2016 
(60) Not used 

(b)(6) & (b)(?)(C) (61) E-mail between CG Base Cape Cod Housing) and CAPT Pak (CG-
DOL) of O I Mar 2019 re ardin command housing designations 
(62) E-mail between • • • • CG-1333) and CAPT Pak (CG-DOL) of28 Feb 
2019 regarding comman ousmg esignations 
(63) CG Designated Command Housing 
(64) CG Base Boston Memo 11101 of09 Mar 2016 (Request to Rescind Inadequacy 
Declaration) 
(65) CG-13 Memo of21 March 2016 and CG PSC-PSD-fs end 11101 of 10 Mar 2016 
(Endorsements) 
(66) Not used 
(67) Not used 
(68) Environmental ~~~~W Ltr of 11 Dec 2015 -~. -~ 
( 69) E-mai I between • • • • . Providence) anr1 f PlffPW'9ase Ca~ Cod 
Housing) and E-mail between ' • • • (Base Cape Cod Housing) anrf MJPWM 
(BASE Boston Housing) regarding HMIS updates 
(70) Lead, Asbestos, & Radon Assessment Report No. 18 of February 1997 (excerpt) 
and Lead, Asbestos, & Radon Assessment Report #49 of May 1999 
(71) Lead Inspection/Risk Assessment Report by Franklin Analytical Services 13 Apr 
2004 
(72) Phase 1/ll Environmental Site Assessment Report West Chop Light March 2008 
(73) CG HSWL SC (se-fo) Det Boston Memo 5100 of 11 Aug 2012 
(74) Hazardous Building Material Inspection report for West Chop l & 2 October 2012 
(75) Rhode Island Analytical West Chop I/West Chop 2 LBP Inspection & Risk 
Assessment Report 31 Jul 2014 
(76) Environmental Lead Detection Ltr of 11 Dec 2015 
(77)CG HSWL SC (se-fo) Det Boston Memo 5100 of04 Dec 2018 (West Chop Lead 
Exposure Health Risk Assessment) 
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(78) EMSL Analytical Inc. Test R~ ort 22 Aug 2018 
(79) E-mail betweenptm@JMCrcG Base Cape Cod Housing) and CAPT Pak (CG
DOL) of OS Mar 201 
(80) Summary of Interview -
(81) Summary of Interview 

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C) 
(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C) 

(82) Summary of Interview - CAPT Smith II 
(83) Summary oflnterview - CAPT Roschel 
(84) Summary of Interview - • • ; • 
(85) Summary oflnterview - • • . • • 
(86) Summary of Interview · · 
(87) Summary of Interview - • •. ; • 
(88) Summary of Interview ' • · ' 
(89) Summary of Interview - CAPT Gesele 
(90) Summary of Interview - CAPT Millican 
(91) Summary of Interview - · ; . 
(92) Summary of Interview - • ' • • 
(93) Summary oflnterview • 

. , (b)(7)( 

)(6) & (b )(7)(C) 
)(6) & (b)(?)(C) 
)(6 ) & (b)(?)(C) 

(94) Summary of Interview - • 
(95) Summary oflnterview - • 

. )(6) & (b )(7)(C) 
(b)(6) & (b)(?)(C) 

(96) Summary of Interview • 
(97) Summary of Interview 

Copy: DOL 
CGLSC 
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PROJECT SCOPE AND PURPOSE 

PROJECT TITLE:  West Chop Housing Repairs 

PROJECT NUMBER: 4967978

PROJECT LOCATION: Vineyard Haven, Martha’s’ Vineyard, MA 

ESTIMATED COST: $746,000.00

1. Site Description 

The buildings known as West Chop 1 & 2 at West Chop Light (on the island of Martha’s 
Vineyard) were built in approximately 1891. They were designed in the Gothic Revival 
style as light keeper’s residences.  For a century, three generations of the West family 
were keepers on the site. There have been previous lights and residences on the site, 
closer to the water. The current buildings were designed reflecting the romantic themes of 
the day. They were meticulously built and have been well maintained over the ensuing 
years. West Chop 1 and 2 are both three bedroom housing units. 

The site extends down a long lawn to the waterfront. The houses sitting atop, near the 
road. The light serves as beacon and landmark, greeting sailing vessels entering Vineyard 
Haven. In 1987 the property was listed on the National Register. 
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3. Project Purpose 

The main purpose of the project is to provide habitable residences for USCG families, as 
defined by respective regulations. One main reference document is the lead paint 
regulations for the Commonwealth of MA. The recent test results will guide the design 
phase, room by room, as to the extent of specific work.  

Ongoing continuous maintenance cannot be assured over the long term. Discussions from 
the CEUP Design Brief of 11 Oct 2012 indicated that abatement is preferred to 
encapsulation. Interim controls or Operation and Maintenance (O&M) are temporary 
measures used to reduce major findings / action levels to the monitoring level until 
permanent corrective action can be taken. These temporary measures are not meant to 
take the place of remediation or be continued indefinitely. Therefore abatement is 
recommended.  

4. Project Scope 

The project includes: 
Lead paint abatement at West Chop 1 & 2 
Asbestos  abatement at West Chop 1 & 2 (minor) 
Remove and replace windows at West Chop 1 & 2 
Upgrade electrical at West Chop 1 & 2 
Update kitchen at West Chop 1 

Sustainable Design and Energy Conservation Initiatives:
New energy-efficient windows with insulating glass 
Windows that also meet hurricane-resistance requirements could  reduce 
damages in a severe storm 
Electrical upgrades will deliver loads more efficiently and safely, while 
reducing liability associated with fire 
Proposed appliances can be specified as Energy Star rated 
Preservation is considered a sustainable practice. Buildings are best 
preserved, over the long term, though habitation and maintenance 

5. Impact of Denial 

The houses are technically classified as uninhabitable by current standards. If it were 
possible for the Coast Guard to divest from the house, exterior lead paint abatement 
would be required, prior to the transaction.  If the repairs are not made, the buildings will 
stand empty. The USCG housing department will now have to seek alternative family 
housing leases in a tight real estate market, at premium prices. As high profile landmarks, 
the houses would require some investment for basic upkeep, even as non-functional 
buildings.



RELATED ACTIONS 

PROJECT TITLE:  West Chop Repairs 

PROJECT NUMBER: 4967978

PROJECT LOCATION: Vineyard Haven, Martha’s Vineyard, MA 

1. Funding will be with FY 2013 AFC-43 funds.

2. Any required state and federal environmental permits will be obtained for this project 
as necessary.  

3. There are no real property issues associated with completing the work.  

4. NEPA Documentation has been completed in support of the preferred option.  The 
project is not expected to result in any adverse environmental impacts. A copy of the 
Environmental Analysis Checklist Signature Page is included as Enclosure (8). 

Enclosure (2) 



Enclosure (3) 

1

ARCHITECT’S JUSTIFICATION AND ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 
PSN 4967978    West Chop Housing Repairs, Martha’s Vineyard 

Alternatives

1. Status Quo:  The property would become unoccupied (indefinitely), but would 
likely require some type of regular maintenance. The lawn would need to be cut and 
the buildings checked-in on periodically. Such site visits should keep an eye out for 
pest or rodent infestations, as well as roof leaks etc. The building would have to be 
heated in winter to prevent freezing pipes. Unattended paint surfaces would probably 
peel and chip over time, possibly exacerbating future expenses to repair. The displaced 
residents of West Chop will need to lease a new space at the rate of approximately 
$3K per month (or $36K per year). It is possible the property could be used for Coast 
Guard morale events on the lawn and at the beach. The houses could be used as 
temporary quarters with elevated lead levels. Tourists seem to find the lighthouse 
irresistible. Without deterrence, they could expose the Coast Guard (and their own 
well being) to various risks while trespassing or possibly vandalizing the property.

2. Abatement and Repairs:
Abatement would restore the site to its original function, as well as highest and best 
use. Occupying the site maintains the property physically, within the historical context 
of a maritime life safety tradition. The cultural character of the site is tied to a legacy 
of public service by inhabitants, dating to the earliest settlers of the Commonwealth 
and the nation. Within the neighborhood, the USCG will participate in a good 
neighbor policy, in a highly visible location. Performing timely repairs will serve the 
long-term interests of the Coast Guard community by maintaining quality family 
housing in a fiercely competitive real estate market. Upgrading the electrical reduces 
the risk for fire. Kitchen upgrades fall under quality of life and regular maintenance. 
Windows will save energy and protect from storm damage.  

3.  Divestiture: 
As mentioned in the Scope and Purpose, the land transfer of the property would likely 
require abatement of lead in the soil and the source of chipping paint at the exterior. 
Such action was required at Bakers Island. A much bigger project, those exterior costs 
alone totaled over a million dollars.  
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Architect’s Justification: 
The circumstance of having an older building with lead paint is not extraordinary. Health 
and building science advances have made the public more aware of the dangers 
associated with lead paint. This is now reflected in codes and their enforcement. 
Invariably, this condition causes hardship to property owners. The Massachusetts 
regulations regarding residences with lead, inhabited by children, are quite strict and 
rather clear.

Many times, property owners will look to the least expensive or a middle path that could 
involve encapsulation and various minimalist methods for abatement. This would be 
especially true in a speculative office building, for example. There the investment is short 
term and the liability low. The legacy buildings at West Chop probably fall into the 
opposite category. In addition to the symbolism they hold as landmarks, they have served 
as family homes which, by nature, often have small children. They have been there a 
while and will likely stay there a while longer.

To not take action at West Chop leaves the site under-used, with an open-ended potential 
for work-around responses that could arise. The practical, most reasonable action to be 
taken seems to be to abate. The design phase should research the most effective means to 
achieve a very clearly established scope and budget.





Pr
oj

ec
t

Pa
re

nt
Pr

og
C

on
t C

om
p

N
um

be
r

N
um

be
r

St
at

us
A

w
d 

FY
A

ct
ua

l D
at

e
Pr

oj
ec

t T
itl

e
R

PF
N

Lo
ca

tio
n

A
w

d/
Es

t
I C

os
ts

D
 C

os
ts

M
+A

+C
 C

os
ts

PR
V

M
C

 C
on

tr
ib

49
14

76
3

49
67

97
8

AP
PR

20
13

R
ep

ai
rs

 a
t W

 C
ho

p 
1

9C
A

75
98

$3
73

$0
$1

08
$2

80
$2

30
$2

80
48

99
82

0
49

67
97

8
AP

PR
R

ep
ai

rs
 W

 C
ho

p 
2

9C
D

76
00

$3
73

$0
$1

08
$2

50
$2

30
$2

50

$0
$2

16
$5

30
$5

30

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

24
47

24
5

C
O

M
P

20
11

11
/1

0/
20

11
Ev

al
ua

te
/R

ep
ai

r H
an

ga
r D

oo
rs

 @
 B

ld
g 

12
4

66
87

47
35

1
$7

8
$0

$0
$7

8
$1

0,
62

9
$0

26
03

61
1

IN
PR

G
20

12
R

ep
la

ce
 R

ot
at

in
g 

Be
ac

on
 @

 W
at

er
 T

ow
er

--N
O

N
E-

-
21

4
$8

1
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

45
23

79
1

26
03

61
1

IN
PR

G
D

em
o 

R
ot

at
in

g 
Be

ac
on

 @
 W

at
er

 T
ow

er
68

28
47

35
4

$1
0

$0
$1

0
$0

$1
4

$0
45

25
32

1
26

03
61

1
IN

PR
G

20
12

N
ew

 R
ot

at
in

g 
Be

ac
on

 @
 W

at
er

 T
ow

er
SA

B
81

19
88

$8
1

$8
1

$0
$0

$1
4

$8
1

43
68

95
2

26
66

95
7

C
O

M
P

06
/1

5/
20

12
(M

od
 #

2)
 A

dd
iti

on
al

 A
ba

te
m

en
t

W
N

8
44

55
8

$1
47

$0
$1

47
$0

$5
,7

07
$0

01
-P

61
93

26
66

95
7

C
O

M
P

20
10

06
/1

5/
20

12
C

on
st

ru
ct

io
n-

 D
/B

 T
EM

P 
Q

TR
S 

R
PR

W
N

8
44

55
8

$8
28

$2
65

$1
32

$4
31

$5
,7

07
$2

65
26

66
95

7
C

O
M

P
20

10
06

/1
5/

20
12

Te
m

p 
Q

ua
rte

rs
 R

ep
ai

rs
 (B

ld
g 

52
04

)
W

N
8

44
55

8
$8

28
$2

73
$1

41
$4

14
$5

,7
07

$2
73

42
81

12
7

26
66

95
7

C
O

M
P

06
/1

5/
20

12
(M

od
 #

1)
 E

le
ct

ric
al

 U
pg

ra
de

W
N

8
44

55
8

$7
9

$6
3

$8
$8

$5
,7

07
$6

3
27

18
13

IN
PR

G
20

12
H

an
ga

r P
ai

nt
in

g
VZ

4
52

09
9

$3
12

$0
$0

$3
12

$1
1,

49
0

$0
47

71
40

2
29

36
15

4
IN

PR
G

R
ep

la
ce

 E
le

va
to

r a
nd

 R
ep

ai
r C

on
tro

l T
ow

er
 - 

C
on

st
ru

ct
io

n
66

88
47

35
0

$8
80

$0
$8

8
$7

92
$4

,6
37

$0
48

17
04

9
31

59
61

9
IN

PR
G

20
12

H
ou

si
ng

 E
nd

w
al

ls
 #

56
53

 - 
Ba

se
 B

id
TJ

T
67

39
$2

5
$0

$4
$2

0
$3

93
$0

48
24

70
9

31
59

61
9

IN
PR

G
20

12
Bi

d 
O

pt
io

n 
4 

- U
ni

t 5
65

6
TK

A
67

42
$2

5
$0

$4
$2

0
$4

63
$0

48
24

61
3

31
59

61
9

IN
PR

G
20

12
H

ou
si

ng
 E

nd
w

al
ls

 #
56

71
 - 

Ba
se

 B
id

TK
L

67
53

$2
5

$0
$4

$2
0

$5
52

$0
48

24
63

7
31

59
61

9
IN

PR
G

20
12

H
ou

si
ng

 E
nd

w
al

ls
 #

56
72

 - 
Ba

se
 B

id
TK

O
67

54
$2

5
$0

$4
$2

0
$4

63
$0

48
24

61
6

31
59

61
9

IN
PR

G
20

12
H

ou
si

ng
 E

nd
w

al
ls

 #
56

78
 - 

Ba
se

 B
id

TK
U

67
60

$2
5

$0
$4

$2
0

$2
74

$0
48

24
64

2
31

59
61

9
IN

PR
G

20
12

H
ou

si
ng

 E
nd

w
al

ls
 #

56
80

 - 
Ba

se
 B

id
TL

A
67

62
$2

5
$0

$4
$2

0
$2

74
$0

48
24

69
1

31
59

61
9

IN
PR

G
20

12
Bi

d 
O

pt
io

n 
2 

- U
ni

t 5
68

2
TL

C
67

64
$2

5
$0

$4
$2

0
$2

74
$0

48
24

61
8

31
59

61
9

IN
PR

G
20

12
H

ou
si

ng
 E

nd
w

al
ls

 #
56

84
 - 

Ba
se

 B
id

TL
E

67
66

$2
5

$0
$4

$2
0

$4
63

$0
31

59
61

9
IN

PR
G

20
12

H
ou

si
ng

 E
nd

w
al

ls
TL

E
67

66
$2

46
$0

$0
$0

$4
63

$0
48

24
70

7
31

59
61

9
IN

PR
G

20
12

Bi
d 

O
pt

io
n 

3 
- U

ni
t 5

68
5

TL
F

67
67

$2
5

$0
$4

$2
0

$2
74

$0

To
ta

l:

SE
PA

R
A

TE
 A

N
D

 S
EV

ER
A

B
LE

 C
ER

TI
FI

C
A

TI
O

N
 - 

49
67

97
8 

- R
ep

ai
rs

 W
 C

ho
p 

2
01

-2
01

15
 - 

C
G

 A
IR

ST
A

 C
A

PE
 C

O
D

D
O

LL
A

R
S 

($
K

)

Se
ct

io
n 

1:
PR

O
PO

SE
D

 P
A

R
EN

T/
C

H
IL

D
 W

O
R

K
 O

R
D

ER
S

To
ta

l:

Se
ct

io
n 

2:
PR

O
JE

C
T(

s)
 L

IS
TE

D
 B

EL
O

W
 H

A
VE

 T
H

E 
SA

M
E 

R
PF

N
(s

) A
S 

PA
R

EN
T/

C
H

IL
D

 P
R

O
JE

C
TS

 A
N

D
 A

R
E 

N
O

T 
SE

PA
R

A
TE

 A
N

D
 S

EV
ER

A
B

LE
.  

IN
C

LU
D

E 
A

PP
LI

C
A

B
LE

 C
O

ST
S 

FO
R

 M
IN

O
R

 C
O

N
ST

R
U

C
TI

O
N

 C
O

N
TR

IB
U

TI
O

N
 A

N
D

 
M

+A
+C

 A
N

A
LY

SI
S 

O
N

 T
H

E 
O

E 
C

ER
T.

To
ta

l:

Se
ct

io
n 

3:
TH

E 
FO

LL
O

W
IN

G
 P

R
O

JE
C

T(
s)

 H
A

VE
 D

IF
FE

R
EN

T 
R

PF
N

(s
) A

S 
PA

R
EN

T/
C

H
IL

D
 P

R
O

JE
C

TS
, B

U
T 

A
R

E 
N

O
T 

SE
PA

R
A

TE
 A

N
D

 S
EV

ER
A

B
LE

 B
EC

A
U

SE
 O

F 
TH

EI
R

 R
EL

A
TE

D
 F

U
N

C
TI

O
N

.

Se
ct

io
n 

4:
PR

O
JE

C
TS

 L
IS

TE
D

 B
EL

O
W

 A
R

E 
SE

PA
R

A
TE

 A
N

D
 S

EV
ER

A
B

LE
 B

Y 
TH

EI
R

 U
N

R
EL

A
TE

D
 F

U
N

C
TI

O
N

 T
O

 S
U

B
JE

C
T 

R
PF

N
(s

) O
R

 B
Y 

TH
EI

R
 P

H
YS

IC
A

L 
LO

C
A

TI
O

N
.

Enclosure (5)



Pr
oj

ec
t

Pa
re

nt
Pr

og
C

on
t C

om
p

N
um

be
r

N
um

be
r

St
at

us
A

w
d 

FY
A

ct
ua

l D
at

e
Pr

oj
ec

t T
itl

e
R

PF
N

Lo
ca

tio
n

A
w

d/
Es

t
I C

os
ts

D
 C

os
ts

M
+A

+C
 C

os
ts

PR
V

M
C

 C
on

tr
ib

SE
PA

R
A

TE
 A

N
D

 S
EV

ER
A

B
LE

 C
ER

TI
FI

C
A

TI
O

N
 - 

49
67

97
8 

- R
ep

ai
rs

 W
 C

ho
p 

2
01

-2
01

15
 - 

C
G

 A
IR

ST
A

 C
A

PE
 C

O
D

D
O

LL
A

R
S 

($
K

)

48
24

67
0

31
59

61
9

IN
PR

G
20

12
Bi

d 
O

pt
io

n 
1 

- U
ni

t 5
68

7
TL

H
67

69
$2

5
$0

$4
$2

0
$2

74
$0

34
01

89
7

C
O

M
P

20
11

06
/1

5/
20

12
AS

C
C

 R
oo

f R
ep

la
ce

m
en

ts
--N

O
N

E-
-

39
65

0
$5

41
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

28
30

91
4

34
01

89
7

C
O

M
P

20
11

06
/1

5/
20

12
R

ep
la

ce
 R

oo
f -

 T
he

at
er

W
R

1
44

55
9

$5
41

$0
$5

4
$4

87
$1

,9
35

$0
41

95
29

4
34

55
52

9
IN

PR
G

20
12

In
st

al
l B

at
hr

oo
m

 E
xh

au
st

 F
an

s 
- H

se
 5

76
8

TP
E

51
89

5
$5

$0
$0

$5
$1

84
$0

41
95

29
8

34
55

52
9

IN
PR

G
20

12
In

st
al

l B
at

hr
oo

m
 E

xh
au

st
 F

an
s 

- H
se

 5
76

9
TP

F
51

89
6

$5
$0

$0
$5

$1
84

$0
41

95
29

9
34

55
52

9
IN

PR
G

20
12

In
st

al
l B

at
hr

oo
m

 E
xh

au
st

 F
an

s 
- H

se
 5

74
3

TN
V

51
89

7
$5

$0
$0

$5
$1

77
$0

41
95

30
1

34
55

52
9

IN
PR

G
20

12
In

st
al

l B
at

hr
oo

m
 E

xh
au

st
 F

an
s 

- H
se

 5
74

4
TO

A
51

89
8

$5
$0

$0
$5

$1
84

$0
41

95
30

3
34

55
52

9
IN

PR
G

20
12

In
st

al
l B

at
hr

oo
m

 E
xh

au
st

 F
an

s 
- H

se
 5

74
5

TO
B

51
89

9
$5

$0
$0

$5
$1

77
$0

41
95

30
4

34
55

52
9

IN
PR

G
20

12
In

st
al

l B
at

hr
oo

m
 E

xh
au

st
 F

an
s 

- H
se

 5
74

6
TO

C
51

90
0

$5
$0

$0
$5

$1
84

$0
41

95
30

5
34

55
52

9
IN

PR
G

20
12

In
st

al
l B

at
hr

oo
m

 E
xh

au
st

 F
an

s 
- H

se
 5

74
7

TO
D

51
90

1
$5

$0
$0

$5
$1

77
$0

41
95

30
7

34
55

52
9

IN
PR

G
20

12
In

st
al

l B
at

hr
oo

m
 E

xh
au

st
 F

an
s 

- H
se

 5
74

8
TO

E
51

90
2

$5
$0

$0
$5

$1
84

$0
41

95
30

8
34

55
52

9
IN

PR
G

20
12

In
st

al
l B

at
hr

oo
m

 E
xh

au
st

 F
an

s 
- H

se
 5

74
9

TO
F

51
90

3
$5

$0
$0

$5
$1

77
$0

41
95

31
0

34
55

52
9

IN
PR

G
20

12
In

st
al

l B
at

hr
oo

m
 E

xh
au

st
 F

an
s 

- H
se

 5
75

0
TO

G
51

90
4

$5
$0

$0
$5

$1
84

$0
41

95
31

1
34

55
52

9
IN

PR
G

20
12

In
st

al
l B

at
hr

oo
m

 E
xh

au
st

 F
an

s 
- H

se
 5

75
1

TO
H

51
90

5
$5

$0
$0

$5
$1

77
$0

41
95

31
2

34
55

52
9

IN
PR

G
20

12
In

st
al

l B
at

hr
oo

m
 E

xh
au

st
 F

an
s 

- H
se

 5
75

2
TO

I
51

90
6

$5
$0

$0
$5

$1
84

$0
41

95
31

3
34

55
52

9
IN

PR
G

20
12

In
st

al
l B

at
hr

oo
m

 E
xh

au
st

 F
an

s 
- H

se
 5

75
3

TO
J

51
90

7
$5

$0
$0

$5
$1

84
$0

41
95

31
4

34
55

52
9

IN
PR

G
20

12
In

st
al

l B
at

hr
oo

m
 E

xh
au

st
 F

an
s 

- H
se

 5
75

4
TO

K
51

90
8

$5
$0

$0
$5

$1
84

$0
41

95
31

5
34

55
52

9
IN

PR
G

20
12

In
st

al
l B

at
hr

oo
m

 E
xh

au
st

 F
an

s 
- H

se
 5

75
5

TO
L

51
90

9
$5

$0
$0

$5
$1

84
$0

41
95

31
6

34
55

52
9

IN
PR

G
20

12
In

st
al

l B
at

hr
oo

m
 E

xh
au

st
 F

an
s 

- H
se

 5
75

6
TO

O
51

91
0

$5
$0

$0
$5

$1
77

$0
41

95
31

7
34

55
52

9
IN

PR
G

20
12

In
st

al
l B

at
hr

oo
m

 E
xh

au
st

 F
an

s 
- H

se
 5

75
7

TO
P

51
91

1
$5

$0
$0

$5
$1

77
$0

41
95

31
9

34
55

52
9

IN
PR

G
20

12
In

st
al

l B
at

hr
oo

m
 E

xh
au

st
 F

an
s 

- H
se

 5
75

8
TO

Q
51

91
2

$5
$0

$0
$5

$1
77

$0
41

95
32

0
34

55
52

9
IN

PR
G

20
12

In
st

al
l B

at
hr

oo
m

 E
xh

au
st

 F
an

s 
- H

se
 5

75
9

TO
R

51
91

3
$5

$0
$0

$5
$1

56
$0

41
95

32
1

34
55

52
9

IN
PR

G
20

12
In

st
al

l B
at

hr
oo

m
 E

xh
au

st
 F

an
s 

- H
se

 5
76

0
TO

S
51

91
4

$5
$0

$0
$5

$1
77

$0
41

95
32

2
34

55
52

9
IN

PR
G

20
12

In
st

al
l B

at
hr

oo
m

 E
xh

au
st

 F
an

s 
- H

se
 5

76
1

TO
T

51
91

5
$5

$0
$0

$5
$1

77
$0

41
95

32
3

34
55

52
9

IN
PR

G
20

12
In

st
al

l B
at

hr
oo

m
 E

xh
au

st
 F

an
s 

- H
se

 5
76

2
TO

U
51

91
6

$5
$0

$0
$5

$1
77

$0
41

95
32

5
34

55
52

9
IN

PR
G

20
12

In
st

al
l B

at
hr

oo
m

 E
xh

au
st

 F
an

s 
- H

se
 5

76
3

TO
V

51
91

7
$5

$0
$0

$5
$1

77
$0

41
95

32
7

34
55

52
9

IN
PR

G
20

12
In

st
al

l B
at

hr
oo

m
 E

xh
au

st
 F

an
s 

- H
se

 5
76

4
TP

A
51

91
8

$5
$0

$0
$5

$1
77

$0
41

95
32

8
34

55
52

9
IN

PR
G

20
12

In
st

al
l B

at
hr

oo
m

 E
xh

au
st

 F
an

s 
- H

se
 5

76
5

TP
B

51
91

9
$5

$0
$0

$5
$1

77
$0

41
95

33
0

34
55

52
9

IN
PR

G
20

12
In

st
al

l B
at

hr
oo

m
 E

xh
au

st
 F

an
s 

- H
se

 5
76

6
TP

C
51

92
0

$5
$0

$0
$5

$1
84

$0
41

95
33

2
34

55
52

9
IN

PR
G

20
12

In
st

al
l B

at
hr

oo
m

 E
xh

au
st

 F
an

s 
- H

se
 5

76
7

TP
D

51
92

1
$5

$0
$0

$5
$1

84
$0

41
95

33
3

34
55

52
9

IN
PR

G
20

12
In

st
al

l B
at

hr
oo

m
 E

xh
au

st
 F

an
s 

- H
se

 5
71

9
TM

R
51

92
2

$5
$0

$0
$5

$1
77

$0
41

95
33

5
34

55
52

9
IN

PR
G

20
12

In
st

al
l B

at
hr

oo
m

 E
xh

au
st

 F
an

s 
- H

se
 5

72
0

TM
S

51
92

3
$5

$0
$0

$5
$1

77
$0

41
95

33
8

34
55

52
9

IN
PR

G
20

12
In

st
al

l B
at

hr
oo

m
 E

xh
au

st
 F

an
s 

- H
se

 5
72

1
TM

T
51

92
4

$5
$0

$0
$5

$1
84

$0
36

96
85

7
34

57
30

0
IN

PR
G

20
11

02
/0

4/
20

13
El

ec
t/T

el
 U

pg
ra

de
 H

sg
 U

ni
ts

 1
/2

XS
10

43
59

2
$4

9
$0

$5
$4

4
$6

04
$0

32
96

57
1

34
57

30
0

IN
PR

G
20

11
02

/0
4/

20
13

R
er

ou
te

 E
le

ct
ric

al
 S

er
vi

ce
Q

H
1

77
56

$9
7

$0
$4

8
$4

8
$2

58
$0

32
96

56
4

34
57

30
0

IN
PR

G
20

11
02

/0
4/

20
13

R
er

ou
te

 H
ou

si
ng

 T
el

ep
ho

ne
 S

er
v

Q
T1

A
77

57
$4

5
$0

$2
2

$2
2

$1
24

$0
34

57
31

5
34

57
30

0
IN

PR
G

20
11

02
/0

4/
20

13
R

ep
la

ce
 5

0K
VA

 T
ra

ns
fo

rm
er

Q
X1

A
77

58
$1

7
$0

$4
$1

2
$3

$1
2

34
57

31
6

34
57

30
0

IN
PR

G
20

11
02

/0
4/

20
13

R
ep

la
ce

 2
5K

VA
 T

ra
ns

fo
rm

er
Q

X1
B

77
59

$1
1

$0
$3

$8
$1

$8
36

96
85

8
34

57
30

0
IN

PR
G

20
11

02
/0

4/
20

13
El

ec
t/T

el
 U

pg
ra

de
 H

sg
 U

ni
ts

 3
/4

TE
34

77
82

$4
7

$0
$5

$4
3

$4
18

$0
36

96
85

9
34

57
30

0
IN

PR
G

20
11

02
/0

4/
20

13
El

ec
t/t

el
 U

pg
ra

de
 H

sg
 U

ni
t 5

TE
5S

77
83

$3
2

$0
$3

$2
8

$2
49

$0
36

96
86

0
34

57
30

0
IN

PR
G

20
11

02
/0

4/
20

13
El

ec
t/T

el
 U

pg
ra

de
 H

sg
 U

ni
t 6

TE
6S

77
84

$4
8

$0
$5

$4
3

$2
49

$0
36

96
86

2
34

57
30

0
IN

PR
G

20
11

02
/0

4/
20

13
El

ec
t/T

el
 U

pg
ra

de
 H

sg
 U

ni
ts

 7
/8

TE
78

77
85

$4
9

$0
$5

$4
4

$4
18

$0

Enclosure (5)



Pr
oj

ec
t

Pa
re

nt
Pr

og
C

on
t C

om
p

N
um

be
r

N
um

be
r

St
at

us
A

w
d 

FY
A

ct
ua

l D
at

e
Pr

oj
ec

t T
itl

e
R

PF
N

Lo
ca

tio
n

A
w

d/
Es

t
I C

os
ts

D
 C

os
ts

M
+A

+C
 C

os
ts

PR
V

M
C

 C
on

tr
ib

SE
PA

R
A

TE
 A

N
D

 S
EV

ER
A

B
LE

 C
ER

TI
FI

C
A

TI
O

N
 - 

49
67

97
8 

- R
ep

ai
rs

 W
 C

ho
p 

2
01

-2
01

15
 - 

C
G

 A
IR

ST
A

 C
A

PE
 C

O
D

D
O

LL
A

R
S 

($
K

)

36
96

86
5

34
57

30
0

IN
PR

G
20

11
02

/0
4/

20
13

El
ec

t/T
el

 U
pg

ra
de

 H
sg

 U
ni

ts
 9

/1
0

TE
91

77
86

$4
9

$0
$5

$4
4

$4
18

$0
34

66
09

2
IN

PR
G

20
12

R
ep

ai
r S

pa
lle

d 
C

on
cr

et
e 

on
 H

an
ga

r 3
17

0
--N

O
N

E-
-

17
19

$3
74

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
49

68
31

7
34

66
09

2
IN

PR
G

20
12

C
on

st
ru

ct
io

n 
R

ep
ai

r S
pa

lle
d 

C
on

cr
et

e 
on

 H
an

ga
r 3

17
0

VZ
3

52
09

8
$3

74
$0

$0
$3

74
$1

4,
03

3
$0

38
18

30
7

IN
PR

G
20

12
09

/2
6/

20
12

R
ep

la
ce

 R
ol

l-U
p 

D
oo

r a
t G

SE
 G

ar
ag

e
VQ

2
52

09
2

$1
9

$0
$2

$1
7

$9
03

$0
48

99
64

4
38

18
30

7
IN

PR
G

20
12

09
/2

6/
20

12
U

pg
ra

de
 to

 In
su

la
te

d 
D

oo
r

VQ
2

52
09

2
$3

$0
$0

$3
$9

03
$0

43
47

12
9

39
73

18
3

C
O

M
P

20
12

07
/1

8/
20

12
Fa

m
ily

 R
el

oc
at

io
ns

--N
O

N
E-

-
17

19
$2

4
$0

$2
4

$0
$0

$0
47

75
69

3
39

73
18

3
IN

PR
G

20
12

Ad
di

tio
na

l A
sb

es
to

s 
te

st
in

g
--N

O
N

E-
-

21
4

$1
4

$0
$1

4
$0

$0
$0

39
73

18
3

IN
PR

G
20

11
D

em
o 

ho
us

in
g 

un
its

 a
t A

SC
C

--N
O

N
E-

-
21

4
$2

,3
92

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
47

46
94

9
39

73
18

3
IN

PR
G

20
12

M
od

 1
: A

dd
iti

on
al

 A
sb

es
to

s 
Ab

at
em

en
t

--N
O

N
E-

-
21

4
$1

84
$0

$1
84

$0
$0

$0
30

45
75

7
39

73
18

3
IN

PR
G

20
11

D
em

ol
is

h 
Bl

dg
 5

30
0 

(H
ou

si
ng

)
TA

B
65

55
$8

2
$0

$8
2

$0
$2

74
$0

30
45

90
7

39
73

18
3

IN
PR

G
D

em
ol

is
h 

Bl
dg

 5
30

1 
(H

ou
si

ng
)

TA
C

65
56

$8
2

$0
$8

2
$0

$5
52

$0
30

45
91

0
39

73
18

3
IN

PR
G

D
em

ol
is

h 
Bl

dg
 5

30
6 

(H
ou

si
ng

)
TA

H
65

61
$8

2
$0

$8
2

$0
$3

93
$0

30
45

91
3

39
73

18
3

IN
PR

G
D

em
ol

is
h 

Bl
dg

 5
30

7 
(H

ou
si

ng
)

TA
I

65
62

$8
2

$0
$8

2
$0

$5
52

$0
58

19
48

39
73

18
3

IN
PR

G
20

11
D

em
ol

is
h 

Bl
dg

 5
31

1 
(h

ou
si

ng
)

TA
O

65
69

$8
2

$0
$8

2
$0

$3
93

$0
30

45
91

4
39

73
18

3
IN

PR
G

D
em

ol
is

h 
Bl

dg
 5

31
3 

(H
ou

si
ng

)
TA

Q
65

71
$8

2
$0

$8
2

$0
$5

52
$0

58
19

46
39

73
18

3
IN

PR
G

20
11

D
em

ol
is

h 
Bl

dg
 5

31
4 

(h
ou

si
ng

)
TA

R
65

72
$8

2
$0

$8
2

$0
$4

63
$0

58
19

67
39

73
18

3
IN

PR
G

D
em

ol
is

h 
Bl

dg
 5

32
1 

(h
ou

si
ng

)
TB

D
65

80
$8

2
$0

$8
2

$0
$4

63
$0

30
45

91
5

39
73

18
3

IN
PR

G
D

em
ol

is
h 

Bl
dg

 5
36

9 
(H

ou
si

ng
)

TD
K

66
27

$9
5

$0
$9

5
$0

$2
74

$0
58

19
87

39
73

18
3

IN
PR

G
D

em
ol

is
h 

Bl
dg

 5
40

2 
(h

ou
si

ng
)

TF
B

66
61

$9
5

$0
$9

5
$0

$5
52

$0
30

45
76

1
39

73
18

3
IN

PR
G

D
em

ol
is

h 
Bl

dg
 5

40
3 

(H
ou

si
ng

)
TF

C
66

62
$9

5
$0

$9
5

$0
$4

63
$0

30
45

76
2

39
73

18
3

IN
PR

G
D

em
ol

is
h 

Bl
dg

 5
40

4 
(H

ou
si

ng
)

TF
D

66
63

$9
5

$0
$9

5
$0

$5
52

$0
30

45
76

3
39

73
18

3
IN

PR
G

D
em

ol
is

h 
Bl

dg
 5

40
5 

(H
ou

si
ng

)
TF

E
66

64
$9

5
$0

$9
5

$0
$5

52
$0

30
45

91
6

39
73

18
3

IN
PR

G
D

em
ol

is
h 

Bl
dg

 5
40

6 
(H

ou
si

ng
)

TF
F

66
65

$9
5

$0
$9

5
$0

$5
52

$0
30

45
91

9
39

73
18

3
IN

PR
G

D
em

ol
is

h 
Bl

dg
 5

40
7 

(H
ou

si
ng

)
TF

G
66

66
$9

5
$0

$9
5

$0
$5

52
$0

30
45

77
3

39
73

18
3

IN
PR

G
D

em
ol

is
h 

Bl
dg

 5
43

9 
(H

ou
si

ng
)

TG
S

66
96

$1
11

$0
$1

11
$0

$5
52

$0
30

45
77

6
39

73
18

3
IN

PR
G

D
em

ol
is

h 
Bl

dg
 5

44
2 

(H
ou

si
ng

)
TG

V
66

99
$1

11
$0

$1
11

$0
$4

63
$0

30
45

77
9

39
73

18
3

IN
PR

G
D

em
ol

is
h 

Bl
dg

 5
44

5 
(H

ou
si

ng
)

TH
C

67
02

$1
11

$0
$1

11
$0

$5
52

$0
30

45
88

1
39

73
18

3
IN

PR
G

D
em

ol
is

h 
Bl

dg
 5

44
7 

(H
ou

si
ng

)
TH

E
67

04
$1

11
$0

$1
11

$0
$5

52
$0

30
45

89
3

39
73

18
3

IN
PR

G
D

em
ol

is
h 

Bl
dg

 5
45

2 
(H

ou
si

ng
)

TH
J

67
09

$1
11

$0
$1

11
$0

$4
63

$0
30

45
89

8
39

73
18

3
IN

PR
G

D
em

ol
is

h 
Bl

dg
 5

66
7 

(H
ou

si
ng

)
TK

H
67

49
$7

1
$0

$7
1

$0
$2

74
$0

30
45

90
0

39
73

18
3

IN
PR

G
D

em
ol

is
h 

Bl
dg

 5
66

8 
(H

ou
si

ng
)

TK
I

67
50

$7
1

$0
$7

1
$0

$2
74

$0
30

45
90

3
39

73
18

3
IN

PR
G

D
em

ol
is

h 
Bl

dg
 5

67
5 

(H
ou

si
ng

)
TK

R
67

57
$7

1
$0

$7
1

$0
$5

52
$0

30
45

76
4

39
73

18
3

IN
PR

G
D

em
ol

is
h 

Bl
dg

 5
68

1 
(H

ou
si

ng
)

TL
B

67
63

$7
1

$0
$7

1
$0

$2
74

$0
30

45
76

7
39

73
18

3
IN

PR
G

D
em

ol
is

h 
Bl

dg
 5

68
3 

(H
ou

si
ng

)
TL

D
67

65
$7

1
$0

$7
1

$0
$2

74
$0

30
45

77
0

39
73

18
3

IN
PR

G
D

em
ol

is
h 

Bl
dg

 5
68

6 
(H

ou
si

ng
)

TL
G

67
68

$7
1

$0
$7

1
$0

$2
74

$0
58

20
06

39
73

18
3

IN
PR

G
20

11
D

em
ol

is
h 

Bl
dg

 5
69

0 
(h

ou
si

ng
)

TL
K

67
72

$7
1

$0
$7

1
$0

$4
63

$0
41

28
54

9
IN

PR
G

20
12

R
EP

LA
C

E 
R

O
O

FS
 (P

ar
en

t)
--N

O
N

E-
-

21
4

$7
13

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
01

-P
02

33
2

41
28

54
9

IN
PR

G
20

12
R

EP
LA

C
E 

R
O

O
F 

(A
C

TI
VI

TY
 C

TR
.)

W
TX

44
56

7
$3

90
$8

$7
0

$3
12

$5
,3

98
$8

46
13

54
6

41
28

54
9

IN
PR

G
20

12
R

ep
la

ce
 M

ul
tip

le
x 

R
oo

fs
 (P

h 
2)

TJ
F

67
29

$4
8

$2
$5

$4
1

$2
74

$2
46

13
54

9
41

28
54

9
IN

PR
G

20
12

R
ep

la
ce

 M
ul

tip
le

x 
R

oo
fs

 (P
h 

2)
TK

A
67

42
$6

5
$3

$8
$5

4
$4

63
$3

46
13

55
3

41
28

54
9

IN
PR

G
20

12
R

ep
la

ce
 M

ul
tip

le
x 

R
oo

fs
 (P

h 
2)

TK
B

67
43

$6
5

$3
$8

$5
4

$4
63

$3
46

13
54

7
41

28
54

9
IN

PR
G

20
12

R
ep

la
ce

 M
ul

tip
le

x 
R

oo
fs

 (P
h 

2)
TK

G
67

48
$8

1
$3

$1
0

$6
8

$6
94

$3

Enclosure (5)



Pr
oj

ec
t

Pa
re

nt
Pr

og
C

on
t C

om
p

N
um

be
r

N
um

be
r

St
at

us
A

w
d 

FY
A

ct
ua

l D
at

e
Pr

oj
ec

t T
itl

e
R

PF
N

Lo
ca

tio
n

A
w

d/
Es

t
I C

os
ts

D
 C

os
ts

M
+A

+C
 C

os
ts

PR
V

M
C

 C
on

tr
ib

SE
PA

R
A

TE
 A

N
D

 S
EV

ER
A

B
LE

 C
ER

TI
FI

C
A

TI
O

N
 - 

49
67

97
8 

- R
ep

ai
rs

 W
 C

ho
p 

2
01

-2
01

15
 - 

C
G

 A
IR

ST
A

 C
A

PE
 C

O
D

D
O

LL
A

R
S 

($
K

)

24
96

99
1

41
28

54
9

IN
PR

G
20

12
R

ep
la

ce
 M

ul
tip

le
x 

R
oo

fs
 (P

h 
2)

TK
O

67
54

$6
4

$3
$8

$5
4

$4
63

$3
45

11
39

4
C

O
M

P
20

12
06

/1
5/

20
12

M
ul

tip
le

x 
R

oo
f R

ep
la

ce
m

en
t

--N
O

N
E-

-
39

65
0

$3
03

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
47

38
39

6
45

11
39

4
C

O
M

P
20

12
06

/1
5/

20
12

In
st

al
l a

dd
ito

na
l 3

/4
 in

ch
 s

he
et

 o
f p

ly
w

oo
d

--N
O

N
E-

-
39

65
0

$3
5

$1
$4

$3
0

$0
$3

1
24

96
98

2
45

11
39

4
C

O
M

P
20

12
06

/1
5/

20
12

R
ep

la
ce

 M
ul

tip
le

x 
R

oo
fs

 - 
53

34
TB

R
65

92
$2

9
$1

$3
$2

4
$3

93
$1

35
43

28
2

45
11

39
4

C
O

M
P

20
12

06
/1

5/
20

12
R

ep
la

ce
 M

ul
tip

le
x 

R
oo

fs
 - 

56
02

TE
V

66
59

$6
3

$3
$8

$5
3

$4
63

$3
35

43
34

3
45

11
39

4
C

O
M

P
20

12
06

/1
5/

20
12

R
ep

la
ce

 M
ul

tip
le

x 
R

oo
fs

 - 
54

38
TG

R
66

95
$6

3
$3

$8
$5

3
$5

52
$3

35
43

19
8

45
11

39
4

C
O

M
P

20
12

06
/1

5/
20

12
R

ep
la

ce
 M

ul
tip

le
x 

R
oo

fs
 - 

56
01

TJ
L

67
35

$6
6

$3
$8

$5
5

$6
94

$3
35

43
08

9
45

11
39

4
C

O
M

P
20

12
06

/1
5/

20
12

R
ep

la
ce

 M
ul

tip
le

x 
R

oo
fs

 - 
56

53
TJ

T
67

39
$2

9
$1

$3
$2

4
$3

93
$1

35
43

39
4

45
11

39
4

C
O

M
P

20
12

06
/1

5/
20

12
R

ep
la

ce
 M

ul
tip

le
x 

R
oo

fs
 - 

56
56

TK
A

67
42

$5
4

$2
$6

$4
5

$4
63

$2
45

65
04

0
C

O
M

P
07

/2
7/

20
12

As
be

st
os

 A
ba

te
m

en
t a

t B
ld

g 
52

00
W

TZ
51

86
9

$7
$0

$7
$0

$1
,4

56
$0

49
00

26
2

IN
PR

G
20

12
R

ep
la

ce
 T

ra
ns

fo
rm

er
 (C

AS
R

EP
)

66
89

47
33

4
$4

3
$0

$4
$3

9
$1

98
$0

38
47

90
7

51
14

36
C

O
M

P
20

11
07

/1
3/

20
12

R
ep

ai
rs

 to
 B

ui
ld

in
g 

52
03

 (4
3 

Po
rti

on
)

W
N

5
54

98
8

$5
29

$0
$9

5
$4

34
$5

,0
47

$0
51

14
36

C
O

M
P

20
11

07
/1

3/
20

12
R

ep
ai

rs
 to

 B
ui

ld
in

g 
52

03
 (C

G
 E

xc
ha

ng
e)

W
N

5
54

98
8

$5
29

$0
$9

5
$4

34
$5

,0
47

$0
44

08
29

6
51

14
36

C
O

M
P

07
/1

3/
20

12
(M

od
 #

2)
 c

re
di

t m
od

W
N

5
54

98
8

$7
$0

$1
$6

$5
,0

47
$0

$7
18

D
at

e:

D
ow

nl
oa

d 
10

/2
2/

20
12

C
um

ul
at

iv
e 

"I
" 

w
ith

in
 th

e 
FY

 a
t t

he
 O

PF
A

C
 le

ve
l:

TI
TL

E/
SI

G
N

AT
U

R
E:

R
ev

is
ed

: O
ct

ob
er

 2
01

2

Enclosure (5)

C
o
m
m
a
n
d
i
n
g

O
f
f
i
c
e
r

0
7

J
A
N
2
0
1
3

(b
)(

6)
 &

 (
b)

(7
)(

C
)



























Check 
(X) Item Unit Documentation Requirements Comments

X 1 Cover Memo
Memo should include a brief description (one sentence)  of the project scope, total project costs 
including A/E, other funding sources,  MC contributions, cumulative "I" for the OPFAC, and expected 
contract award date.  

X 2 Project Scope & Purpose Shall include the following: (1) background, (2) project scope, and  (3) purpose. 

X

N/A

X

X 3 Related Actions
Include any other work which effects this project regardless of funding source (i.e., AC&I, EC&R, AFC-
30/34, NAF, etc).  Also, identify real property transactions required as a result of the proposed project 
(i.e., adjusted PRV approvals, corrections to the inventory, etc).

X 4
Engineers Justification & Alternatives 
Considered                                                
(NOT REQUIRED FOR PDS LITE)

Briefly describe any alternatives considered if project scope results in improvements or upgrades.  
Work which is purely maintenance may not require the  consideration of alternatives.   Highlight 
health/safety concerns or operational impacts.    Bottom line, clearly state and provide details to support 
the decision for the scope of work.

X 5 Operating Expense (OE) Certification & 
Cost Estimate Summary Form(s)

OE Cert must be extracted from the SAM Adhoc Tool via the Civil Engineering OE Certification Query 
located at the following site: http://samweb.osc.uscg.mil/   

X

X

X

X

AFC-43 PROJECT DEVELOPMENT SUBMITTAL (PDS) CHECK LIST

Project #/Title: PSN 4967978, West Chop Repairs, Vineyard Haven, Martha's Vineyard, MA

The Cost Estimate Summary Form(s) will not auto populate at this time until a standard estimating tool is implemented in the near future.

Design and Planning costs should be categorized with a work type "DD" as a CWO under the Parent to capture the cost correctly on the OE Cert.

Project scope must detail work on individual RPFNs.  Clearly articulate RPFN improvements (increase capacity, capability & extension of service life).   If the project 
intent is not to increase capacity/capability, but due to obsolescence or is the result of improved reliability, maintainability, and/or reduces maintenance cost the work 
should not be considered as improvements and needs to be documented to justify the classification of work (MAC).

Phases and Options must be broken down in detail and by RPFN/Cost.

Cost detailed in the PDS must match cost on the OE/SS Certs.

The OE Cert will be auto populated based on information extracted from SAM.  This will also include data extracted from SAM for the S&S Cert, which will auto 
populate certain data fields into the OE Cert.  

SAM projects involving more than one RPFN should have be assigned a CWO for each RPFN  under a parent work order (with no cost assigned).  Project costs 
should be assigned at the CWO level.
Complete Replacement of an RPFN is categorized as an "Improvement" and should be assigned an RPFN and tagged with a "Not Ready" status The existing RPFNX

X 6 Separate & Severable (SS) Certification The S&S Cert will be produced at the same time the OE Cert is extracted from the SAM Adhoc Tool via 
the Civil Engineering OE Certification Query located at the following site: http://samweb.osc.uscg.mil/   

X

X

X

X

X

X

X 7

X 8

Complete Replacement of an RPFN is categorized as an Improvement and should be assigned an RPFN and tagged with a Not Ready status. The existing RPFN
should be assigned a separate CWO to account for the demolition work.

S&S Cert is automated based on information in SAM and includes all WOs with a status of INPRG/COMP (excludes COMP projects past the 12 month period if valid 
dates are available).  Projects should not be placed in a "Closed" status until the warranty period expires (normally 12 months after beneficial occupancy).

Section 1: Extracts data from SAM, listing the Parent/CWOs associated with proposed project.

Created:  September 2011

S&S Cert related cost must match the related cost carried forward on the OE Cert. 

Reviewed By:
Date: 12/20/2012

Section 4:  Highlights "Improvement "cost for the evaluation of the cumulative "I" component for the OPFAC within the "current FY".  This is a manual enter on the 
S&S Cert.   Review to document if improvements are related/unrelated when reaching or exceeding the $900K threshold.

Comments:

CATEX/FONSI Cover w/Signature (Only)

Applicable Drawings (NOT REQUIRED FOR PDS LITE)

Section 2:  Extracts CWOs with the same RPFNs as in Section 1 for the MAC analysis.  The MACI data will auto populate on the OE Cert for the "MAC" and "I" 
analysis. 
Section 3: Requires a review of the data automatically extracted under section 4 to determine if any of the work on other RPFNs are related to the proposed project.   
This is a manual enter (cut and past) and must be manually entered on the OE Cert.
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Commanding Officer

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)





Commandant 
United States Coast Guard 

2100 Second St. SW, STOP 7901 
Washington, DC 20593-7901 
Staff Symbol:  CG-43 
Phone: (202) 475-5604 
Fax:     (202) 475-5959 

11000
6 February 2013 

MEMORANDUM

From: , Program Manager 
COMDT (CG-438) 

Reply to
Attn of: 

CG-438
 

 

To: CG CEU Providence 

Subj: PROJECT DEVELOPMENT SUBMITTAL (PDS); HOUSING REPAIRS AT WEST 
CHOP LIGHT, MARTHA’S VINEYARD, MA; PSN 01-4967978 

Ref: (a) CG CEU Providence memo 11000 of 07 Jan 2013
(b) CG SILC endorsement memo 11000 of 10 Jan 2013 
(c) FY2013 Continuing Resolution Act, P.L. 112-175 

(d) ALCOAST 012/11 Interim Financial Guidance for Execution of AFC-43 Funding 

1. The PDS to repair housing units at West Chop Light, Martha’s Vineyard, MA, forwarded via 
reference (a) and endorsed via reference (b), meets criteria established in references (c) and (d) 
for OE funding.  The FY2013 AFC-43 project is approved at the estimated cost of $746K; the 
minor construction contribution is $530K. 

2.  The National Historic Preservation Act allows the Coast Guard to apply lighthouse sale 
proceeds towards maintenance activities of existing light stations.  This project meets the criteria 
and will be funded from a no year account specifically established to capture expenditures 
associated with this program.  The SILC will establish a specific accounting line and funds will 
be transferred as soon as the account has been established.  Please ensure the contracting 
documents refer to this account, which will be under the X01 appropriation code.  

3. If the contract is not awarded prior to expiration of reference (c), the PDS will have to be 
reviewed and re-approved to ensure it meets OE funding criteria in effect at time of construction 
contract award.  In addition, any change in cost throughout the life of the project must be 
evaluated to ensure that the “I” component remains below $50K per housing unit and the project 
remains within the CG-43 minor construction threshold of $900K 

#

Copy: CG SILC (SMC) 

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)
(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)
(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)
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U.S. Department o~· Homeland Security 

United States 
Coast Guard 

MEMORANDUM 

From: C. M. Pak, CAPT 

To: J.M. Vojvodich, RADM 
DCMS-d 

Director of Operational Logistics 
United States Coast Guanf 

300 East Main St, Suite 700 
Norfolk, VA 23510-9110 
Slaff Symbol: OOL-1 
P11one: (757) 628-4488 

5830 
31 Mar 2019 

Subj: INVESTIGATION ll\TO THE USE OF COAST GUARD HOUSING AT WP.ST 
CHOP LIGHT 

Ref: 
(a) Convening Order DTD Dec 2018 
(b) Administrative Investigations Manual, COMDTINST M5830. l A 
(c) Safety and Environmental Health Manual, COMDTJI\ST M5 l 00.47B 
(d) CG Housing Manual, COMDTINST Ml 1101.13G 
(e) Military Justice Manual, COMDTINST M5810. l F 
(f) Manual for Courts-Martial, 20 I 6 Ed. 
(g) Civilian Personnel Actions; Disciplinary, Adverse, and Performance Based 

Actions, COMOTINST M 12750.4A 
(h) Base Cape Cod Housing Manual, BASECCINST M 1110 LI 

1. Per references (a) and (b), I have conducted a Standard Investigation into the facts and 
circumstances surrounding the following: (l) the lead abatement and remediation of the Coast 
Guard housing at West Chop Light; (2) the process and circumstances surrounding its 
reactivation for use as government-owned family housing; and (3) the procedures used in 
selecting and assigning members to that housing, including any conditions and restrictions. In 
accordance with reference (a), no persons were designated as Parties to this investigation, and 
there is no recommendation to designate any Parties at the conclusion of this investigation. 
Access to witnesses and evidence was complicated i he furloJ h of civilian employees from 
22 December 2018 to 28 January 2019. In addition, ~.:. ffl•l@t@former Base Cape Cod 
Local Housing Officer), CAPT Andrew Clyburn (former Base Cape Cod CO), , •• 
(fonner Civil Engineering Cnit (CEU) Providence project design manager), anr &Lb• l/ 
(fonner CEU Providence Technical Director) were not immediately available for interview due 

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C) to retirement. The requirements of the conveninm:der have been met. 
andltDJ ~!~ftQIUK!)Jof the CG Legal Services 

Command (LSC) have also provided advice and assistance in accordance with reference (b). 
(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C) (b)(6) & (b)(7)(C) 

2. Media interest in this investigation includes a local Martha's Vineyard newspaper and 
Freedom of lnfonnation Act rea,ests have been received. Technical advice has been provi~ed 
bv IUJIG)J~l!Dll(!Jlanct 09!Jl9>JPIWl Labor Relations Specialists at CG-121 IWPII 



~ ousing Management Specialist, Detached Duty PSC-PSD-fs-Housing RPPfl/ 
- Housing Management Specialist PSC-PSD-fs, and CAPT Michael Boley, Deputy 
Chief Environmental Safety and Health Division, Health, Safety, Work, Life Service Center 
(HSWL SC). 

3. In summary, the investigation concluded the following: 

a. ln 2015, CEU Providence executed a project to complete lead based paint (LBP) 
abatement and remediation of the living spaces in both West Chop family housing units. The 
project corrected "Action" and "Major" level findings as defined by Environmental Risk 
Assessment (ERA) standards identified in the 2012 Housing Inadequacy Report so that the 
living spaces had only "Monitor" level findings at the conclusion of construction. CEU did 
not complete, and did not intend to complete, abatement and remediation of the basements, 
soils, or exterior structures on the West Chop property which have "Action" and "Major 
Level" findings by ERA standards. CEU Providence's design decisions regarding abatement 
were driven by the 2012 Housing Inadequacy Report, consultant assessments, and their 
application of Coast Guard guidance concerning Housing Urban Development (HUD) and 
State of Massachusetts, and CERCLA standards depending on whether the houses were 
being retained or divested. Constraints for AFC43 and EC&R funding were also factors in 
the abatement decisions. 

b. The exigency with which the West Chop housing was needed, the unsustainable costs of 
leased homes on Martha's Vineyard, and the opportunity for cost savings demonstrated in a 
business case analysis made reactivating the houses with a short tenn, AFC-43 project to 
abate the LBP the preferred solution over a long tenn, AC&l/PC&( project to construct new 
homes or purchasing homes with funds from the housing sale account. 

c. Assignment and selection of Coast Guard members to the West Chop housing was based 
on guidance provided in reference (d) and (h) with preference for assignment being given to 
the STA Menemsha leadership. The high visibility location of the housing required that the 
occupants reflect positively on the Coast Guard and also was a primary factor. The existence 
of lead based paint contamination on the West Chop property was not considered. 

findings of Fact 

On 04 December 2018, the Health, Safety, and Work-Life Service Center, Safety and 
Environmental Health Division Detachment Boston (HSWL SC se-fo Det Boston), prepared 
a West Chop Lighthouse Housing - Lead Exposure Health Risk Assessment Report to 
document an assessment she performed at the site following a dependent's blood lead level 
exceeding prescribed standards. The assessment included a visual inspection of all the 
structures on the property, an interview with housing occupants, and dust paint, soil and 
water sampling. The assessment identified multiple structures on the property with 
deteriorating lead containing paint and lead contamination of the soil. HS\VL SC se-fo Det 
Boston concluded "the conditions posed a high risk of lead exposure to residents and were 
the likely source of the Elevated Blood Lead Levels (EBLLs) in the dependent." The 
dependents' elevated blood lead levels were the catalyst for this investigation. (Exhibits 77, 
78 and 86). 
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Lead Abatement and Remediation of the Coast Guard Housing at West Chop Light 

l. In 1993, Civil Engineering Unit Providence (CEUP) executed a lead paint removal and 
encapsulation contract at Lhe West Chop housing units on Martha's Vineyard. The work 
specified included encapsulating plaster and ceilings with new½" thick gypsum board, 
stripping interior and exterior woodwork of LBP, and replacing the windows (Exhibits I, 2, 
and 80) 

2. On September 13, 2004, G-SEC (now CG-43) issued policy to the Shore Facility Program 
requiring Phase II assessments of lighthouse properties being considered for divestiture. 
The policy discussed the conditions for applying CERCLA or HUD standards depending on 
the status (residential or non-residential) of the lighthouse property to be divested. Under 
this policy, the housing at the West Chop Lighthouse property could be considered Target 
Housing "which requires abatement to a residential standard," and the "more rigorous HUD 
regulations" applied. (Exhibit 5). 

3. Even though LBP sampling conducted by Franklin Analytical in 2004 suggested additional 
testing and abatement may have been warranted, no records or evidence suggested that 
further action was taken in the 2004-2012 timefi-ame. 

4. On 10 July 2012, the Housing Tiger Team performed a condition assessment Qf the West 
Chop houses and on 24 August 2012, CG-13 declared the West Chop housing inadequate 
based on LBP findings and other deficiencies noted in Lhe team's Inadequacy Declaration 
Report. (Exhibit 6 and 73). 

5. When the West Chop houses were declared inadequate, CEU Providence began planning for 
an AFC-43 project to correct the deficiencies. (Exhibit 7) 

6. The 2013 Environmental Compliance and Restoration (EC&R) project backlog records 
listed a project for soil remediation at the West Chop property. Prior to 2013, records were 
not available listing this project on the EC&R backlog. (Exhibit 8, 81) 

7. The FY14, 05 December 2012, C-POP Board Results listed the Repairs to Martha's 
Vineyard Hou sing (Project Number O 1-50162 88) as the top priority for the Mission 
Readiness Product Line. The project included Lhe repairs to the West Chop housing 
deficiencies noted in the Inadequacy Declaration report along with repairs for other 
Martha's Vineyard housing units that were declared inadequate. (Exhibit 9) 

8. On 7 January 2013, CEU Providence prepared a Project Development Submittal (PDS) to 
address the necessary repairs at the West Chop housing units. The overall purpose of the 
project was ''to provide habitable residences for USCG families as defined by respective 
regulations for the Commonwealth of MA." The document stated the following: "the 
presence oflead paint ... makes the buildings unacceptable for use by children under six and 
pregnant women." Additionally, "no future assignments can be made at these units until 
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the deficiencies identified in the (2012) Housing (In)adequacy report have been corrected." 
Regarding the presence of lead in the soil surrounding the buildings it stated, "Remediation 
would be required if the lead paint were to occur at locations where the soil is exposed for 
possible contact. Presently, there are no areas of bare soil at these two locations." (Exhibit 
10). 

9. The PDS for the project was endorsed by SILC (SMC) on 10 January 2013 and approved by 
COMDT (CG-438) on 6 February 2013 for execution with funds from lighthouse sales 
proceeds as provided by the National Historic Preservation act. (Exhibits 11, 12 and 13 ). 

10. On 30 April 2013, CG-122 (now CG-133) noted the West Chop homes were being 
considered for divestiture and requested deferral of the repairs "'until a review of all options 
including leasing of additional homes on Martha's Vineyard is complete." Given their 
request, the proposed repairs were suspended. (Exhibit 14). 

11. On 05 May 2014, CG-43 fmwarded a Decision Memo recommending the West Chop 
houses be divested. It discussed differences in remediation requirements for the houses 
based on whether the housing was being divested or retained for use by families. In 
paragraph 3.a, it stated, ''The presence of Lead Based Paint (LBP) on the baseboards, doors, 
and window trim, as well as the plaster of some walls makes both buildings unacceptable for 
residential use by children under six and pregnant women." Then paragraph 3b stated, 
"Divestiture of the property would relieve the Coast Guard of the obligation to abate interior 
lead paint hazards, but remediation of lead contaminated soil would be required." Also, 
regarding funding the soil remediation, "The Environmental Liability Project 
Documentation Sheet, dated 05 June 2012 estimated the cost of the required work to be on 
the order of$1,215 for which EC&R funds (the only permissible source of funds) would be 
needed." (Exhibits 16 and 82). 

12. In July 2014, CEU Providence contracted a licensed consultant to perfonn an LBP 
inspection and risk assessment for the two West Chop houses ''to measure the extent of 
remaining lead hazards and determine if the properties are lead-safe." The consultant found, 
"With the exception of limited areas with minor LBP damage and some surfaces with 
elevated lead in dust levels, the housing units are near to a lead-safe condition. Even 
though many of the surfaces have LBP over the regulatory thresholds, the fact that they are 
in sound condition would render them lead-safe." With respect to the soils the consultant's 
Lead Inspection & Risk Assessment Report stated, "Although not an immediate hazard, 
levels of lead in soil over the acceptable thresholds were found around the perimeter of each 
house. The soil is currently not a hazard because of sufficient grass ground cover." (Exhibit 
17). 

13. In December 2014, CEU Providence prepared a PDS for AFC43 funds execution to repair 
and perform LBP abatement at the West Chop Housing. The project purpose was "to enable 
the Coast Guard to utilize these houses for personnel assigned to Station Menemsha 
including families with young children." Page 3 of the Request for Proposal (RFP), 
enclosed with the PDS, stated, '"The lead abatement and control standards utilized for this 
project will be HUD standards, which are used by the Coast Guard and by other Federal 
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agencies." The scope of work addressed interior abatement (including scope items specific 
to both houses), exterior abatement, and final lead testing. The specifications and work 
requirements specified lead abatement products, and the submittals section required the 
contractor to submit a Lead Abatement Plan and Final Lead Testing Survey including a 
HUD standard survey. The RFP included the July 2014 Lead Inspection & Risk Assessment 
Report as a reference. The scope of work and PDS did not include any lead abatement of 
the basements, exterior soil, or other structures on the site. National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) documentation was completed for the project and a Categorical Exclusion 
(CA TEX) was issued. (Exhibits 18, 80, 83 and 84). 

[4. On 8 January 2015, SILC endorsed the PDS and on 11 February 2015, CG-438 approved 
the PDS and project for completion with OE funding. (Exhibits 19 and 20). 

15. On 19 June 2015, a PDS update increased the project cost. (Exhibit 21 ). 

16. On 14 April 2015 the contract to repair the West Chop houses was awarded to TANT ARA 
Corporation. During the course of contract execution, a modification was issued for the 
contractor to perform additional abatement work that was not included in the company's bid 
due to misinterpretation of the contract documents. (Exhibits 22 and 23). 

17. The contractor submitted a Lead Abatement Work Plan in accordance with the contract. 
(Exhibit 24). 

18. The 10 reviewed a random sample of contractor' s daily construction reports, and the reports 
listed performance of abatement activities in both homes. Base Cape Cod Facilities 
Engineering (FE) conducted independent site visits and didn't observe any noteworthy 
discrepancies. {Exhibit 85). 

19. On 2 December 2015 the contract was completed and on 11 December 2015, the contractor 
submitted documentation of final testing by a licensed lead inspector and risk assessor. The 
documentation concluded "properties are now in what C(?Uld be characterized a lead-safe 
condition." {Exhibits 25 and 26). 

20. In 2017, CEU Providence updated the Environmental Project Liability Sheet for the West 
Chop Light Soil remediation project and cost estimate on the EC&R backlog. (Exhibit 27). 

21. On 22 August 2018, HSWL SC se-fo Det Boston assessed potential lead exposure sources at 
the West Chop lighthouse property after a dependent residing in one of the housing units 
tested for elevated blood lead levels (EBLLs) as part of a routine exam. The assessment 
included a visual assessment of all the structures on the property, an interview with housing 
occupants, and dust, paint, soil, and water sampling for lead analysis. The test results 
showed lead concentrations at the Action and Major findings level on the basement floors of 
both houses, in the Fog Signal Building, the Garage, the Paint and Oil Locker, and in the 
soil on the property. Dust wipe samples also revealed actionable concentrations oflead in 
the children's toy box in one of the bedrooms and on their outdoor toy water table. HSWL 
SC se-fo Det Boston concluded that the conditions posed a high risk of lead exposure to 
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residents and the deteriorating LBP dust in the basements, the soil, and the other structures 
on the site were the like)y source of the EBLL in the dependents. (Exhibits 28 and 86). 

Processes 1111d Circumst11nces Surrounding the Reactivation of the West Ch.op Housing 
Units 

1. In the 2000's, one of the West Chop Housing units was diverted from the family housing 
inventory. On 6 May 2009, CG-1223 rescinded the diversion and returned it to the active 
housing inventory effective l July 2009. (Exhibit 30). 

2. On 24 August 2012, CG-13 declared the West Chop housing inadequate based on LBP and 
other factors noted in the Housing Tiger Team Inadequacy Report. In total, 4 Martha's 
Vineyard Housing units were taken out of the family housing inventory. (Exhibit 31). 

3. The FY14, 05 December 2012, C-POP Board Results listed the Repairs to Martha's Vineyard 
Housing (Project Number O 1-5016288) as the top priority for the Mission Readiness Product 
Line. (Exhibit 32). 

4. On 30 April 2013, CG-122 (now CG-133) requested deferral of the West Chop housing 
repairs "until a review of all options including leasing of additional homes on Martha's 

·Vineyard is complete." Their memo stated they were considering ''divestiture of these two 
homes due to their age, condition, and maintenance needs." (Exhibit 33). 

5. In June 2013, CG-1223 (now CG-1333) performed an analysis of alternatives for housing on 
Martha's Vineyard and recommended acquisition of two long-term residential leases in West 
Chop if viable. CG-1223 presented the analysis in a white paper -Martha's Vineyard Family 
Housing R.eview of Alternatives to Renovate Existing, Purchase New, or Lease Family 
Housing- which concluded, ••1 fit is viable, acquisition of two long-tenn residentiaJ leases is 
more economical than continued investment in West Chop Quarters and is the recommended 
alternative. [ftwo leases cannot be acquired, a more detailed review of options to repair West 
Chop Quarters or build/acquire newer homes is recommended." (Exhibit 34). 

6. On September 11, 2013 representatives from CG-1223, CG-43, PSC-PDS-fs, CEU 
Providence, Base Boston Area Housing (AHO), AIRSTA Cape Cod Local Housing (LHO), 
the CEU Oakland Housing Asset Line (HAL). Sector South Eastern New England (SENE) 
and STA Menemsha visited the two West Chop housing units. The group focused 
specifically on the housing units and did not evaluate the other structures or soil on the site. 
The trip report for the visit noted, "Area and local housing staff and the station OIC say that 
they either need these two homes renovated and put back in the family housing inventory or 
else they need two newer homes to replace West Chop Quarters I and 2. The 2011 HMSA 
(Housing Market Survey Analysis) says that the housing rental market on Martha's Vineyard 
is very tight, but that the economy may be able to accommodate a very small reduction in the 
Coast Guard's owned inventory. Discussion with CEU Providence and CG-43 real property 
staff suggest that it may be more economical to renovate these homes and continue to occupy 
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than it would be to remediate them, divest them through National Historic Light House 
Preservation Act authorities and acquire newer housing." (Exhibits 35, 87 and 88). 

7. Between September 2013 and November 2013, e-mails exchanged between the Shore 
Facility Program and CG-1333 discussed preparation of a CG-43 decision memo that would 
recommend divestiture of the West Chop housing units if CG-1333 did not have the need for 
them. At CG-l333's request, PSC-PSD-fs performed a housing analysis and concluded nine 
housing units are needed on Martha's Vineyard. (Exhibits 36, 3 7 and 88), 

8. In April 2014, e-mail is exchanged between Dl(drm) and CG-1223 regarding the status of 
the West Chop Housing project deferral. In reference to the housing situation on Martha's 
Vineyard, CG-1223 stated "renovations to the remaining owned homes have been delayed 
and we now have 4 homes out of inventory. Base Boston has worked diligently to acquire 
leases as an interim measure, but they are hard to find and very expensive." (Exhibit 38). 

9. On 5 May 2014, CG-43 submitted a Decision Memo to DCMS and CGl 1 recommending 
that the·West Chop property be added to the Coast Guard's Five Year Shore Divestiture Plan 
for potential transfer under the National Historic Lighthouse Preservation Act and that two 
new homes be acquired using the Coast Guard direct purchase authority and funds from the 
housing sale account. On 16 June 20 t 4, DCMS and CG-1 approved the CG-43 Decision 
Memo for West Chop divestiture. Comments included that "two new homes or a duplex is 
reasonable and the West Chop houses should be abated to be sold as offsets." CG-1 's 
endorsement acknowledged that the long term lease costs on Martha's Vineyard are 
unsustainably high and requested that nine adequate homes be available for assignment by 
the end of 2015. (Exhibits 39 and 84). 

10. From 30 April 2014 to 14 May 2014, e-mail is exchanged between Sector SENE, DI, AHO, 
CG-1333, CG-43, and CEU Providence with reference to the CG-43 Decision Memo. Sector 
SENE recommended to D1 retaining West Chop housing units and requested intervention 
from DI to "stave off potential divestiture." Sector cited challenging (nearly impossible) 
search for housing meeting the Coast Guard's needs on the island. (Exhibit 40). 

11. On 25 June 2014, DI and Sector SENE visit Martha's Vineyard and the West Chop property. 
(Exhibit 41). 

12. On 26 June 2014 Sector SENE requested a conference call with CEU Providence, Base Cape 
Cod Facilities Engineering (FE), and the AHO to discuss options at West Chop housing. The 
AHO's reply email on 27 June 2014 provided discussion points for the call including 
continued challenges in obtaining leases on Martha's Vineyard. The e-mail included a draft 
copy of the CG-43 Decision Memo as an attachment. (Exhibit 41 ). 

13. On 2 July 2014, Sector SENE, AHO, CEU Providence, and Base Cape Cod FE hold an 
"'alignment" conference call regarding housing challenges on Martha's Vineyard. According 
to the meeting minutes, CEU Providence discussed the lead abatement project completed at 
the West Chop houses in 1993 and that the cost to abate the houses now might be 
significantly less than initially thought. The minutes emphasized to strongly recommend not 
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to divest the West Chop units and renovate them instead. Discussion also included that 
families could be assigned to CG housing with lead paint if they are not pregnant and/or are 
six years of age or greater. CEU Providence then begins further study of how to proceed with 
West Chop Quarters 1 and 2. (Exhibits 42, 43 and 47). 

14. In early September 2014, e-mails exchanged between CEU Providence and the AHO 
discussed support and market research needed to develop a Business Case Analysis (BCA) 
for the West Chop houses. The e-mail substantiated consistent occupancy of the West Chop 
housing up until the inadequacy declaration. (Exhibit 44). 

15. On 16 October 2014, the AHO prepared a report presenting the results ofan infonnal 
housing survey of the STA Menemsha members living on the economy with BAH. The 
survey "validated the continued need for govemment owned (both UPH and housing) on 
Martha's Vineyard." Several members indicated inadequate living conditions and 
arrangements including one living with 6 other people. Others mentioned faulty wiring, and 
water damage. The report noted several UPH rooms were offline due to being used for 
storage while the new STA Menemsha Boathouse was being constructed. (Exhibits 45 and 
46). 

16. On 17 October 2014, CEU Providence submitted a request to CG-1333 "to restore the West 
Chop Housing units to an adequacy standard and return them to the housing inventory until a 
more suitable and economical solution can be identified on Martha's Vineyard. The request 
included a BCA "to justify the need to repair the two West Chop Housing units in lieu of 
divestiture due to excessive lease costs and lack of avai !able housing." The request pointed 
out, "Restoring the two West Chop housing units also provides more flexibility to the First 
Coast Guard District and Housing Management Office to best manage family needs and 
resolve the serious habitability issues recently identified among its single active duty 
members." The BCA compared the options to lease, purchase new, or remediate the existing 
housing. The cost benefit analysis demonstrated the renovation project for the West Chop 
Housing units was the most cost effective option over a 25-year period. Leasing two housing 
units on Martha's Vineyard was shown to be the least cost effective option. The BCA did not 
include costs to remediate the soils or other structures on the site. (Exhibits 48, 49 and 83). 

17. On 21 October 2014 the HAL endorsed the Reactivation Request, but recommended an 
"AC&I solution be pursued to remedy the functional inadequacies within the Martha's 
Vineyard housing inventory." SILC also endorsed the request. (Exhibits 50, 51 and 89). 

18. On 4 February 2015, CG-43 endorsed the Reactivation Request and on 19 February 2015, 
CG-1333 approved the Reactivation Request and requested the renovation project be 
completed under the AFC-43 process and in time for assignment year 2016. (Exhibits 52, 53 
and 87). 

19. At the conclusion of the LBP abatement contract, the contractor submitted documentation of 
final testing by a licensed lead inspector and risk assessor from Environmental Lead 
Detection. The documentation concluded "the properties are now in what could be 
characterized a lead-safe condition." (Exhibit 25). 
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20_ On 9 March 2016, the Base Boston Area Housing Authority (AHA) requested to rescind the 
inadequacy declaration at the West Chop Housing units. The request noted that "The homes 
still contain lead based paint and will require ongoing monitoring." The Environll'!ental Lead 
Detection letter dated December 11. 2015 stating that "these properties are now in what 
could be characterized as a lead safe condition" is included as an enclosure. (Exhibits 54 and 
90). 

21. On IO March 2016, PSC-PSD-fs endorsed the request noting that "both houses should be 
considered to have findings that require a monitoring level observation." On March 21, 2016 
CG-13 rescinded the inadequacy declaration for the West Chop houses. (Exhibits 55 and 88). 

22. In late March 2016, Area Housing works with CEU Providence to identify data required for 
entry in HMIS as a result of the completed abatement. (Ex.hi bits 69). 

Procedures Used in Selecting and Assigning Members to Housing 

1. According to reference (d) Chapter 1.C.4.d and e, the Local Housing Officer is delegated the 
responsibility to manage the housing program in accordance with policies, directives and 
instruction. The Housing Representative manages the housing program in their assigned 
AOR. 

2. According to CH.ID of reference (h), family size, grade/rank, date of detachment from 
previous duty station and date application received generally determines the assignment to 
MH (military housing). 

3. The Local Housing Office (LHO) received applications from the members prior to being 
assigned to the housing, but the applications are not fully populated in the housing office 
section showing the final detenninati9n of eligibility. Applications for only the OINCs were 
available in the records at the time of this report. (Exhibits 56 and 57). 

4. Although per reference (d) and CG-1333 the West Chop housing units are not designated as 
Command Housing, the ST A Menemsha senior leadership was historically assigned there 
with few exceptions. (Exhibits 61, 62, 63, 82, 85, 94 and 95). 

5. The West Chop property is in a high visibility location on Martha's Vineyard and is 
occasionally visited by VIPs and photographers due to being co-located with the lighthouse. 
(Exhibits 85, 94 and 95). 

6. Witness interviews conflict about the specific details of the selection process for the two 
West Chop Housing units after the completion of the abatement project. However, it can be 
concluded that representatives from the AHO, LHO, and ST A Menemsha met in mid-March 
2016 to put together an initial slate of assignments for all the Martha's Vineyard Housing 
that would be coming on line that assignment season. It was decided that the ST A Menemsha 
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OINC and XPO would be assigned to the West Chop units. (Exhibits 58, 59, 65, 85, 91 and 
93). 

7. At the time, the STA Menemsha OINC was amenable to moving from the CG leased housing 
he and his family were residing in to the West Chop housing. (Exhibit 93). 

8. In the Request to Rescind the Inadequacy Declaration, the Area housing authority requested 
that the housing be used for family housing. The request does not ask for the housing to be 
convened for use by unaccompanied personnel. (Exhibits 64 and 65). 

9. With respect to Environmental Risk Assessment (ERA) information, Chapter 4.G.6 of 
reference (d) discusses that "Housing officers must review, evaluate and update the ERA data 
in HMIS." Reference (c) provides additional guidance." (Reference (c) listed in the Housing 
Manual is the Coast Guard Claims and Litigation Manual. This should likely read reference 
(d) Coast Guard Safety and Health Manual.) 

I 0. According to Ch 1.J of reference (h), "the Coast Guard is required to notify residents who 
occupy pre-198 l Coast Guard owned housing of known or suspected asbestos, lead and 
radon environmental health hazards." The reference further explains the procedures for 
notifying the residents of known environmental health risks. Reference (h) does not restrict 
personnel who can be assigned to housing by environmental health risks. 

11. Per Chapter 25. C.2.c of Reference (c), Responsibilities for Chief, Military Personnel 
Housing Division, Coast Guard members with "at risk" family members (small child or 
pregnant women) shaH not be assigned to quarters that have Major or Action Level findings. 

12. On l l December 2015, the West Chop Housing units were declared by a licensed lead 
inspector to be in a lead safe condition. (Exhibit 68). 

13. Records in HMIS did not indicate that LBP at the action or major level existed at the West 
Chop housing units. (Exhibits 91 and 92). 

Findings of Fact (Reports) 

Summary of Lead Based Paint A5scssmco.ts, Testing, and Reports for the Coast Guard 
Housing at West Chop Light 

I. The Coast Guard contracted for nationwide lead, asbestos and radon assessments of Coast 
Guard owned housing in the mid to late 1990's. "The primary components of the assessment 
involved asbestos and lead-based paint surveys of USCG family housing units. Additional 
testing was conducted for lead-in-water, -dust, and -soils at the housing units." The 
assessments were conducted by licensed inspectors. Records of this testing for the West 
Chop Housing units has not been found at the Base Cape Cod Housing office nor on the 
PSC-PSD-fs environmental assessment repository. (Exhibits 70, 92, 94 and 97). 



2. On April 17, 2004, a licensed inspector from Franklin Analytical perfonned a lead inspection 
of the two West Chop Housing units. The Lead Inspection/Risk Assessment Reports provide 
X•Ray Fluorescence readings (XRF) of the architectural components of the houses and list iF 
the surface tested was moveable/impacted (M/1), accessible/mouth-able (AIM), loose (L) or 
not accessible (NA). The report cover page notes "Pb (lead) equal to or greater than l .O 
mg/cm2 with x•ray fluorescence is dangerous." Many surfaces in both houses have XRF 
readings greater than 1.0 mg/cm2

• A Few are also noted as M/1, AIM, or L. No contract or 
procurement records for this service were found, and no records further explaining the 
readings or recommending action items were found. No records were found that Franklin 
Analytical sent samples for laboratory analysis. No records were found that Franklin 
Analytical sampled the soil or other structures on the property for LBP. (Exhibits 71, 8 I, 94, 
96 and 97). 

3. In 2007 CEUP contracted for Phase I/Phase II investigations for more than a dozen First 
District (DI) lighthouse properties considered for divestiture including West Chop. The 
Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) was to determine if Recognized 
Environmental Conditions (RECs) were present on the West Chop Light site. The Phase II 
Limited Site Investigation (LSI) was to sample for common contaminants at lighthouses 
including lead in soil. One REC was documented: "The historic use of lead•based paint on all 
structures within the USCG property represents a REC. Lead•based paint tends to chip from 
buildings in flakes which then causes elevated concentrations of lead within the surrounding 
soils." Results of the Phase II LSI indicated ''the surface soil has been impacted by historic 
use oflead•based paint to an extent significantly above the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) standards." The consultant recommended "additional investigation activities 
be conducted to fully delineate the extent of lead contamination from historic use of lead
based paint on all Site structures.'' The report revealed elevated concentrations of lead in the 
soil with results at the Major~ Action and Monitor levels. No records were available 
demonstrating these results were transferred or communicated to the Housing Office at Base 
Boston or at AIRST A/Base Cape Cod. (Exhibits 72, g I and 91 ). 

4. In July 2012, a Health Risk Assessment Report is prepared following the USCG Housing 
Tiger Team site assessment including representatives From SEHO. the HAL, CG-1223, AHO 
and LHO. The assessment is conducted on 10 July 2012. The West Chop units are 2 of9 
housing units visited on Martha's Vineyard and are part of a nationwide effort to develop a 
strategy for managing the Coast Guard's housing inventory. The report documented 
deficiencies noting paint "behind and/or on the radiators was deteriorated and flaking" in 
both units. Furthennore, in the West Chop 2 unit, the paint on the wall at the entrance 
leading to the basement was deteriorated." The 2004 Franklin Analytical test results were 
referenced. The report recommended that a lead.based paint risk assessor inspect the homes 
to detennine the health risk to occupants and advise of appropriate corrective action. It also 
recommended that the AHO and LHO visually assess known lead and asbestos containing 
areas for disturbances annually. The assessment did not include the condition of the soils or 
the other structures on the site. (Exhibits 73 and 97). 
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5. In October 2012, the "Hazardous Building Material Inspection Report for West Chop 1&2" 
was prepared by H&S Environmental Consultants for CEU Providence. The purpose of the 
inspection was to identify and confirm the presence and/or absence of Asbestos Containing 
Materials (ACMs), Lead Containing Paints (LCPs), and Radon gases in preparation for 
possible site activities including renovation and/or demolition to the West Chop properties." 
A licensed lead inspector found building components that contained dangerous levels of 
lead." Furthermore, many surfaces were found to be M/1, NM, or have 
loose/chipping/peeling/deteriorated. The report recommended the surfaces be replaced, 
covered in encapsulating paint, or made intact. The report did not include an assessment of 
the soils or the other structures on the property. (Exhibit 74). 

6. In July 2014, Rhode Island Analytical prepared the West Chop I/West Chop 2 lBP 
Inspection & Risk Assessment Report. The goal of the evaluation "was to measure the extent 
of remaining lead hazards to detennine if the properties are lead safe." The inspection was 
perfonned by a Massachusetts Licensed Environmental Lead Inspector and Risk Assessor. 
The report's conclusion stated, "There are limited areas with minor to moderate LBP damage 
and some surface·s with elevated lead in dust levels. Even though the surfaces have. LBP over 
the regulatory thresholds, the fact that they are in sound condition would render them lead 
safe. Also, "Although high levels of lead were detected around the perimeter of each house, 
the soil is currently not a hazard because of sufficient ground cover. As long as the covering 
remains in place, the soil will be considered lead-safe." The report included laboratory results 
for paint chip sampling, interior dust sampling and soil sampling. The report did not address 
the condition of other structures on the site. This report was e-mailed from CEU Providence 
to the AHO on 25 January 2016 and as part oflarger attachment of test results and scopes of 
work. (Exhibits 69, 75, 79 and 80). 

7. On December 11, 20 l 3 Environmental Lead Detection prepared a report to the contractor 
that "on August 3, 2015 a licensed Inspector/Risk Assessor had visually surveyed the lead 
abatement work conducted at the West Chop houses and it was determined that all surface 
treatments had been satisfactorily completed as detailed in the Lead Abatement Work Plan." 
On October 21, 2015 and again on October 27, 2015 the inspector conducted post abatement 
clearance dust wipe sampling. The letter concluded, "These properties are now in what could 
be characterized as a lead safe condition. In order that this lead safe condition be maintained, 
surfaces that were covered as an abatement method must remain covered." The letter does 
not address the other structures on the site or the soils. The letter is included with the request 
to rescind CG-13's inadequacy report so is seen by many. (Exhibit 76). 

Opinions 
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This investigation is closed unless otherwise ordered. If additional infonnation is required, 
(b)(6) & (b)(7 )(C),. please contact me at nd (b)(6) & (b)(7)(C) 

# 

Exhibits: 

( 1) Project Drawings: Lead Paint Removal & Miscellaneous Work at Light Keepers 
Quarters, West Chop, MA 
(2) Meeting Minutes: Conference Call-CG Housing on Martha's Vineyard 2 July 2014 
(3) Not used 
(4) Not used 
(5) G-SEC Memo 05090 of 13 Sep 2004 (Lighthouse Property Divestiture Policy) 

16 



(6) CG-13 Memo lloj~iij (DI Housing Inadequa~~) 
(7) E-mail between JF ; f ~ CGD ONE (drm)) and Pf££ CGD ONE 
(dm) and trailing e-ma1 s. 
(8) U.S. Coast Guard Restoration Project Work 2013 E-POP (Environmental 
Compliance & Restoration) Spend Plan 
(9) CG SlLC Memo 11000 of9 Jan 2013 (2014 AFC-43 C-POP Results) 
( 10) CG CEU Providence Memo 11000 of 07 Jan 2013 (Project Development Submittal 

West Chop Housing Units) 
(11) CG SMC Memo l l000 10 Jan 2013 (PDS Endorsement) 
(12) CG-438 Memo 11000 of6 Feb 2013 (PDS Ap~ ov~ 
(13) E-mail between (CG-438) an(i JPfWl!Jl/CG SILC) of30 Jan 
2013 (Project execution with lighthouse funds) 
(14) CG-122 Memo 11101 of30 Apr 13 (CG-122 Deferral Request) 
(15) Not used 
(16) CG-43 Memo l 1000 of05 May 2014 (CG-43 Decision Memo) 
(17) West Chop 1/West Chop 2 LBP Inspection & Risk Assessment Report (excerpt) 
(18) CG CEU Providence Memo I 1000 of02 Dec 2014 (excerpt)(Project Development 
Subminal) 
(19) CG SILC end I 1000 of08 Jan 2015 (PDS Endorsement) 
(20) CG-438 Memo 11000 of 11 Feb 2015 (PDS Endorsement) 
(21) CG CEU Providence Memo 11000 of 19 Jun 2015 (PDS Update) 
(22) CG CEU Providence Ltr 4280 of 14 Apr 2015 (Contract Award) 
(23) Modification 0001 Scope of Services for Repair West Chop Housing- Martha's 
Vineyard and Amendment of Solicitation/Modification of Contract 
(24) Lead Abatement Work Plan 
(25) Environmental Lead Detection Ltr of 11 Dec 2015 
(26) CGBI Project Detail Report: Repair West Chop Housing 
(27) Real Property Environmental Liability Project Docwnentation Sheet 
(28) CG HSWL SC (se-fo) Det Boston Memo 5100 of04 Dec 2018 (West Chop Lead 
Exposure Health Risk Assessment and Test Results) 
(29) Not Used 
(30) CG-1223 Memo 11 101 of 06 May 2009 (Rescind Diversion of Government 
Housing) 
(31) CG-13 Memo 11101 of24 Aug 2012 (DI Housing Inadequacy Declaration) 
(32) CG SILC Memo l 1000 of9 Jan 2013 (2014 AFC-43 C-POP Results) 
(33) CG-122 Memo 11101 of30 Apr 13 (CG-122 Deferral Request) 
(34) Martha's Vineyard Family Housing: Review of Alternatives to Renovate Existing. 
Purchase New. or Lease Family Housing 

g~~ ~~%a~e6~t'!!;~WfiM~J~-PSD-fs) and (CG-1223) of 20 
Nov 2013 

(b )(6) & (b )(7)(C) 

(37) Table A - Housin Re uirements Analysis - STA Menemsha 21 Oct 2013 
(b )(6) & (b )(7)(C) (38) E-mail between • • ; • (CG-1223) and (CGD One 

(d1111)) documenting 1 1culty mdmg leases 
(39) CG-43 Memo I 1000 of05 May 2014 (CG-43 Decision Memo) 
( 40) E-mail between CAPT Regan and CAPT Kondratowicz (Sector SENE) of 14 May 
2014 documenting challen in housing situation 
(41) E-mail betwee • ~ • • (CG Base Boston Housing) and CAPT Kondratowicz 
(Sector SENE) and ' • · ' CEU Providence) of27 Jun 2014 and trailing e-mails 
documenting Dl visit to West Chop and challenging housing situation) 
(42) Meeting Minute · Call CG Housing on Martha's Vineyard 2 July 2014 
( 43) E-mail between • • • • (CG Sector SENE) and Meeting attendees of 3 Jul 
2014 forwarding the con erence call meeting minutes 
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(b)(6) & (b)(? )(C) (44) E-mail between (CG Base Boston Housing) andFJIWJ41 
(CEU Providence) of03 Sep 2014 and trailing e-mails requesting BcXlupportmg 
infonnation. 
(45) E-mail betweerlJl-iDI.JIBil!Ju,:G Base Boston Housing) andMfPPMfcG Base 
Cape Cod Housing) and~ STA Menemsha) of 16 Oct 2014 
(46) Martha's Vineyard Housing Survey 
(47) AFC43 Project/Real Property Update "Coast Guard Housing Martha's Vineyard, 
MA) 
(48) Business Case Analysis Coast Guard Housing Martha's Vineyard, MA 
(49) CG CEU Providence Memo 11010 of 17 Oct 14 (Request to Reactivate the West 
Chop Housing 
(50) CG CEU Oakland end 110 IO of 21 Oct 2014 (Reactivation Request Endorsement) 
(51) CG SILC end 11010 of 27 Oct 2014 (Reactivation Request Endorsement) 
(52) CG-43 Memo 110 l O of 04 Feb 2015 (Reactivation Request Endorsement) 
(53) CG-1333 Memo 11010 of 19 Feb 2015 (Reactivation Request Approval) 
(54) CG Base Boston Memo 11101 of 09 Mar 2016 (Request to Rescind Inadequacy 
Declaration) 
(55) CG-13 Memo of2 I March 2016 and CG PSC-PSD-fs end l l 101 of 10 Mar 2016 
(Endorsement and Approval of Request to Rescind Inadequacy Declaration) 
(56) Form CG-5267 submitted 18 Dec 2013 
(57) DD Form 1746submitted 04 Dec 2017 
(58) E-mail between (CG Base Cape Cod Housing) and CAPT Pak (CG-
DOL) of05 Mar 2019 

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C) (59) E-mail between CAPT Millican (Base Boston) and CGD One) of-
01 Mar2016 
(60) Not used 

(b)(6) & (b)(?)(C) (61) E-mail between CG Base Cape Cod Housing) and CAPT Pak (CG-
DOL) of O I Mar 2019 re ardin command housing designations 
(62) E-mail between • • • • CG-1333) and CAPT Pak (CG-DOL) of28 Feb 
2019 regarding comman ousmg esignations 
(63) CG Designated Command Housing 
(64) CG Base Boston Memo 11101 of09 Mar 2016 (Request to Rescind Inadequacy 
Declaration) 
(65) CG-13 Memo of21 March 2016 and CG PSC-PSD-fs end 11101 of 10 Mar 2016 
(Endorsements) 
(66) Not used 
(67) Not used 
(68) Environmental ~~~~W Ltr of 11 Dec 2015 -~. -~ 
( 69) E-mai I between • • • • . Providence) anr1 f PlffPW'9ase Ca~ Cod 
Housing) and E-mail between ' • • • (Base Cape Cod Housing) anrf MJPWM 
(BASE Boston Housing) regarding HMIS updates 
(70) Lead, Asbestos, & Radon Assessment Report No. 18 of February 1997 (excerpt) 
and Lead, Asbestos, & Radon Assessment Report #49 of May 1999 
(71) Lead Inspection/Risk Assessment Report by Franklin Analytical Services 13 Apr 
2004 
(72) Phase 1/ll Environmental Site Assessment Report West Chop Light March 2008 
(73) CG HSWL SC (se-fo) Det Boston Memo 5100 of 11 Aug 2012 
(74) Hazardous Building Material Inspection report for West Chop l & 2 October 2012 
(75) Rhode Island Analytical West Chop I/West Chop 2 LBP Inspection & Risk 
Assessment Report 31 Jul 2014 
(76) Environmental Lead Detection Ltr of 11 Dec 2015 
(77)CG HSWL SC (se-fo) Det Boston Memo 5100 of04 Dec 2018 (West Chop Lead 
Exposure Health Risk Assessment) 
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(78) EMSL Analytical Inc. Test R~ ort 22 Aug 2018 
(79) E-mail betweenptm@JMCrcG Base Cape Cod Housing) and CAPT Pak (CG
DOL) of OS Mar 201 
(80) Summary of Interview -
(81) Summary of Interview 

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C) 
(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C) 

(82) Summary of Interview - CAPT Smith II 
(83) Summary oflnterview - CAPT Roschel 
(84) Summary of Interview - • • ; • 
(85) Summary oflnterview - • • . • • 
(86) Summary of Interview · · 
(87) Summary of Interview - • •. ; • 
(88) Summary of Interview ' • · ' 
(89) Summary of Interview - CAPT Gesele 
(90) Summary of Interview - CAPT Millican 
(91) Summary of Interview - · ; . 
(92) Summary of Interview - • ' • • 
(93) Summary oflnterview • 

. , (b)(7)( 

)(6) & (b )(7)(C) 
)(6) & (b)(?)(C) 
)(6 ) & (b)(?)(C) 

(94) Summary of Interview - • 
(95) Summary oflnterview - • 

. )(6) & (b )(7)(C) 
(b)(6) & (b)(?)(C) 

(96) Summary of Interview • 
(97) Summary of Interview 

Copy: DOL 
CGLSC 
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Copy: CGD ONE (dm)
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PROJECT SCOPE AND PURPOSE 

PROJECT TITLE:  West Chop Housing Repairs 

PROJECT NUMBER: 4967978

PROJECT LOCATION: Vineyard Haven, Martha’s’ Vineyard, MA 

ESTIMATED COST: $746,000.00

1. Site Description 

The buildings known as West Chop 1 & 2 at West Chop Light (on the island of Martha’s 
Vineyard) were built in approximately 1891. They were designed in the Gothic Revival 
style as light keeper’s residences.  For a century, three generations of the West family 
were keepers on the site. There have been previous lights and residences on the site, 
closer to the water. The current buildings were designed reflecting the romantic themes of 
the day. They were meticulously built and have been well maintained over the ensuing 
years. West Chop 1 and 2 are both three bedroom housing units. 

The site extends down a long lawn to the waterfront. The houses sitting atop, near the 
road. The light serves as beacon and landmark, greeting sailing vessels entering Vineyard 
Haven. In 1987 the property was listed on the National Register. 
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3. Project Purpose 

The main purpose of the project is to provide habitable residences for USCG families, as 
defined by respective regulations. One main reference document is the lead paint 
regulations for the Commonwealth of MA. The recent test results will guide the design 
phase, room by room, as to the extent of specific work.  

Ongoing continuous maintenance cannot be assured over the long term. Discussions from 
the CEUP Design Brief of 11 Oct 2012 indicated that abatement is preferred to 
encapsulation. Interim controls or Operation and Maintenance (O&M) are temporary 
measures used to reduce major findings / action levels to the monitoring level until 
permanent corrective action can be taken. These temporary measures are not meant to 
take the place of remediation or be continued indefinitely. Therefore abatement is 
recommended.  

4. Project Scope 

The project includes: 
Lead paint abatement at West Chop 1 & 2 
Asbestos  abatement at West Chop 1 & 2 (minor) 
Remove and replace windows at West Chop 1 & 2 
Upgrade electrical at West Chop 1 & 2 
Update kitchen at West Chop 1 

Sustainable Design and Energy Conservation Initiatives:
New energy-efficient windows with insulating glass 
Windows that also meet hurricane-resistance requirements could  reduce 
damages in a severe storm 
Electrical upgrades will deliver loads more efficiently and safely, while 
reducing liability associated with fire 
Proposed appliances can be specified as Energy Star rated 
Preservation is considered a sustainable practice. Buildings are best 
preserved, over the long term, though habitation and maintenance 

5. Impact of Denial 

The houses are technically classified as uninhabitable by current standards. If it were 
possible for the Coast Guard to divest from the house, exterior lead paint abatement 
would be required, prior to the transaction.  If the repairs are not made, the buildings will 
stand empty. The USCG housing department will now have to seek alternative family 
housing leases in a tight real estate market, at premium prices. As high profile landmarks, 
the houses would require some investment for basic upkeep, even as non-functional 
buildings.



RELATED ACTIONS 

PROJECT TITLE:  West Chop Repairs 

PROJECT NUMBER: 4967978

PROJECT LOCATION: Vineyard Haven, Martha’s Vineyard, MA 

1. Funding will be with FY 2013 AFC-43 funds.

2. Any required state and federal environmental permits will be obtained for this project 
as necessary.  

3. There are no real property issues associated with completing the work.  

4. NEPA Documentation has been completed in support of the preferred option.  The 
project is not expected to result in any adverse environmental impacts. A copy of the 
Environmental Analysis Checklist Signature Page is included as Enclosure (8). 
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ARCHITECT’S JUSTIFICATION AND ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 
PSN 4967978    West Chop Housing Repairs, Martha’s Vineyard 

Alternatives

1. Status Quo:  The property would become unoccupied (indefinitely), but would 
likely require some type of regular maintenance. The lawn would need to be cut and 
the buildings checked-in on periodically. Such site visits should keep an eye out for 
pest or rodent infestations, as well as roof leaks etc. The building would have to be 
heated in winter to prevent freezing pipes. Unattended paint surfaces would probably 
peel and chip over time, possibly exacerbating future expenses to repair. The displaced 
residents of West Chop will need to lease a new space at the rate of approximately 
$3K per month (or $36K per year). It is possible the property could be used for Coast 
Guard morale events on the lawn and at the beach. The houses could be used as 
temporary quarters with elevated lead levels. Tourists seem to find the lighthouse 
irresistible. Without deterrence, they could expose the Coast Guard (and their own 
well being) to various risks while trespassing or possibly vandalizing the property.

2. Abatement and Repairs:
Abatement would restore the site to its original function, as well as highest and best 
use. Occupying the site maintains the property physically, within the historical context 
of a maritime life safety tradition. The cultural character of the site is tied to a legacy 
of public service by inhabitants, dating to the earliest settlers of the Commonwealth 
and the nation. Within the neighborhood, the USCG will participate in a good 
neighbor policy, in a highly visible location. Performing timely repairs will serve the 
long-term interests of the Coast Guard community by maintaining quality family 
housing in a fiercely competitive real estate market. Upgrading the electrical reduces 
the risk for fire. Kitchen upgrades fall under quality of life and regular maintenance. 
Windows will save energy and protect from storm damage.  

3.  Divestiture: 
As mentioned in the Scope and Purpose, the land transfer of the property would likely 
require abatement of lead in the soil and the source of chipping paint at the exterior. 
Such action was required at Bakers Island. A much bigger project, those exterior costs 
alone totaled over a million dollars.  
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Architect’s Justification: 
The circumstance of having an older building with lead paint is not extraordinary. Health 
and building science advances have made the public more aware of the dangers 
associated with lead paint. This is now reflected in codes and their enforcement. 
Invariably, this condition causes hardship to property owners. The Massachusetts 
regulations regarding residences with lead, inhabited by children, are quite strict and 
rather clear.

Many times, property owners will look to the least expensive or a middle path that could 
involve encapsulation and various minimalist methods for abatement. This would be 
especially true in a speculative office building, for example. There the investment is short 
term and the liability low. The legacy buildings at West Chop probably fall into the 
opposite category. In addition to the symbolism they hold as landmarks, they have served 
as family homes which, by nature, often have small children. They have been there a 
while and will likely stay there a while longer.

To not take action at West Chop leaves the site under-used, with an open-ended potential 
for work-around responses that could arise. The practical, most reasonable action to be 
taken seems to be to abate. The design phase should research the most effective means to 
achieve a very clearly established scope and budget.
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Check 
(X) Item Unit Documentation Requirements Comments

X 1 Cover Memo
Memo should include a brief description (one sentence)  of the project scope, total project costs 
including A/E, other funding sources,  MC contributions, cumulative "I" for the OPFAC, and expected 
contract award date.  

X 2 Project Scope & Purpose Shall include the following: (1) background, (2) project scope, and  (3) purpose. 

X

N/A

X

X 3 Related Actions
Include any other work which effects this project regardless of funding source (i.e., AC&I, EC&R, AFC-
30/34, NAF, etc).  Also, identify real property transactions required as a result of the proposed project 
(i.e., adjusted PRV approvals, corrections to the inventory, etc).

X 4
Engineers Justification & Alternatives 
Considered                                                
(NOT REQUIRED FOR PDS LITE)

Briefly describe any alternatives considered if project scope results in improvements or upgrades.  
Work which is purely maintenance may not require the  consideration of alternatives.   Highlight 
health/safety concerns or operational impacts.    Bottom line, clearly state and provide details to support 
the decision for the scope of work.

X 5 Operating Expense (OE) Certification & 
Cost Estimate Summary Form(s)

OE Cert must be extracted from the SAM Adhoc Tool via the Civil Engineering OE Certification Query 
located at the following site: http://samweb.osc.uscg.mil/   

X

X

X

X

AFC-43 PROJECT DEVELOPMENT SUBMITTAL (PDS) CHECK LIST

Project #/Title: PSN 4967978, West Chop Repairs, Vineyard Haven, Martha's Vineyard, MA

The Cost Estimate Summary Form(s) will not auto populate at this time until a standard estimating tool is implemented in the near future.

Design and Planning costs should be categorized with a work type "DD" as a CWO under the Parent to capture the cost correctly on the OE Cert.

Project scope must detail work on individual RPFNs.  Clearly articulate RPFN improvements (increase capacity, capability & extension of service life).   If the project 
intent is not to increase capacity/capability, but due to obsolescence or is the result of improved reliability, maintainability, and/or reduces maintenance cost the work 
should not be considered as improvements and needs to be documented to justify the classification of work (MAC).

Phases and Options must be broken down in detail and by RPFN/Cost.

Cost detailed in the PDS must match cost on the OE/SS Certs.

The OE Cert will be auto populated based on information extracted from SAM.  This will also include data extracted from SAM for the S&S Cert, which will auto 
populate certain data fields into the OE Cert.  

SAM projects involving more than one RPFN should have be assigned a CWO for each RPFN  under a parent work order (with no cost assigned).  Project costs 
should be assigned at the CWO level.
Complete Replacement of an RPFN is categorized as an "Improvement" and should be assigned an RPFN and tagged with a "Not Ready" status The existing RPFNX

X 6 Separate & Severable (SS) Certification The S&S Cert will be produced at the same time the OE Cert is extracted from the SAM Adhoc Tool via 
the Civil Engineering OE Certification Query located at the following site: http://samweb.osc.uscg.mil/   

X

X

X

X

X

X

X 7

X 8

Complete Replacement of an RPFN is categorized as an Improvement and should be assigned an RPFN and tagged with a Not Ready status. The existing RPFN
should be assigned a separate CWO to account for the demolition work.

S&S Cert is automated based on information in SAM and includes all WOs with a status of INPRG/COMP (excludes COMP projects past the 12 month period if valid 
dates are available).  Projects should not be placed in a "Closed" status until the warranty period expires (normally 12 months after beneficial occupancy).

Section 1: Extracts data from SAM, listing the Parent/CWOs associated with proposed project.

Created:  September 2011

S&S Cert related cost must match the related cost carried forward on the OE Cert. 

Reviewed By:
Date: 12/20/2012

Section 4:  Highlights "Improvement "cost for the evaluation of the cumulative "I" component for the OPFAC within the "current FY".  This is a manual enter on the 
S&S Cert.   Review to document if improvements are related/unrelated when reaching or exceeding the $900K threshold.

Comments:

CATEX/FONSI Cover w/Signature (Only)

Applicable Drawings (NOT REQUIRED FOR PDS LITE)

Section 2:  Extracts CWOs with the same RPFNs as in Section 1 for the MAC analysis.  The MACI data will auto populate on the OE Cert for the "MAC" and "I" 
analysis. 
Section 3: Requires a review of the data automatically extracted under section 4 to determine if any of the work on other RPFNs are related to the proposed project.   
This is a manual enter (cut and past) and must be manually entered on the OE Cert.

Enclosure (9)

Commanding Officer
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Commandant 
United States Coast Guard 

2100 Second St. SW, STOP 7901 
Washington, DC 20593-7901 
Staff Symbol:  CG-43 
Phone: (202) 475-5604 
Fax:     (202) 475-5959 

11000
6 February 2013 

MEMORANDUM

From: , Program Manager 
COMDT (CG-438) 

Reply to
Attn of: 

CG-438
 

 

To: CG CEU Providence 

Subj: PROJECT DEVELOPMENT SUBMITTAL (PDS); HOUSING REPAIRS AT WEST 
CHOP LIGHT, MARTHA’S VINEYARD, MA; PSN 01-4967978 

Ref: (a) CG CEU Providence memo 11000 of 07 Jan 2013
(b) CG SILC endorsement memo 11000 of 10 Jan 2013 
(c) FY2013 Continuing Resolution Act, P.L. 112-175 

(d) ALCOAST 012/11 Interim Financial Guidance for Execution of AFC-43 Funding 

1. The PDS to repair housing units at West Chop Light, Martha’s Vineyard, MA, forwarded via 
reference (a) and endorsed via reference (b), meets criteria established in references (c) and (d) 
for OE funding.  The FY2013 AFC-43 project is approved at the estimated cost of $746K; the 
minor construction contribution is $530K. 

2.  The National Historic Preservation Act allows the Coast Guard to apply lighthouse sale 
proceeds towards maintenance activities of existing light stations.  This project meets the criteria 
and will be funded from a no year account specifically established to capture expenditures 
associated with this program.  The SILC will establish a specific accounting line and funds will 
be transferred as soon as the account has been established.  Please ensure the contracting 
documents refer to this account, which will be under the X01 appropriation code.  

3. If the contract is not awarded prior to expiration of reference (c), the PDS will have to be 
reviewed and re-approved to ensure it meets OE funding criteria in effect at time of construction 
contract award.  In addition, any change in cost throughout the life of the project must be 
evaluated to ensure that the “I” component remains below $50K per housing unit and the project 
remains within the CG-43 minor construction threshold of $900K 

#

Copy: CG SILC (SMC) 
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(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)
(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)
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Conference Call – CG Housing on Martha’s Vineyard 

2 July 2014 

(1000 – 1130) 

 

PURPOSE:  A conference call was developed to ensure all responsible parties were 

aligned on the housing challenges on Martha’s Vineyard.  Numerous entities have stake 

in the process and continued alignment sessions are necessary on status updates. 

 

 

ATTENDEES: 

, Sector SENE Deputy 

, Sector SENE Logistics 

, Sta Menemsha 

Capt Smith, CO CEU Providence 

, CEU Providence Architect 

, CEU Providence Technical Director 

, Base Boston Housing 

, Base Boston Housing 

, Joint Base Cape Cod Facilities 

, AirSta Cape Cod Housing Manager 

 

THREE ISSUES FOR DISCUSSION: 

1. Immediate need to move incoming BM2 into adequate housing – SECTOR/STA 

2. Future and updated plan to renovate CG housing – CEU/HOUSING 

3. West Chop units (#1 and #2) divestiture – CEU/HOUSING 

 

1. Immediate need to move incoming BM2 into adequate housing: 

All agreed that the best course of action was to move the incoming BM2 and family into 

one of the soon to be vacated CG owned homes (Painter Way).  The main concern is 

there is a short turnaround time to do work on the house between outgoing XPO and 

incoming BM2.   (JBCC) took for action and indicated they would enhance 

the timeline to meet needs of unit and member’s family.  If turnaround time takes more 

than one week, the incoming BM2 and family will require temporary quarters or make 

temporary arrangements w/their families.  Option is if necessary some of the work  

conducted while unit is occupied.  [Note: Painter Way house has asbestos (in popcorn 

ceiling) that is being managed in place; outgoing and incoming occupants are aware]. 

 

2. Plans to renovate CG housing: 

All seven units (excluding West Chop #1 and #2), will be renovated by the end of next 

transfer season (2015).  To affect a complete plan and successful renovations, an 

independent evaluation of each unit is being commissioned.  Currently, CEU is still 

conducting some cost negotiations and hopes the independent housing evaluations begins 

in August/September 2014.  Once the housing evaluations are completed, the initial plan 

is to renovate three vacant homes (33 Bernard Circle, 62 Pontiac Street, 2 Old 

Schoolhouse Rd).  This will enable permanent movement into these homes for AY15 

personnel or relocation for members currently under CG leases.  This will be developed 

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)
(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)
(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)



between Sector/Station and JBCC Housing in FY15 after updates to project and approved 

incoming/outgoing PCS slate. 

 

3. West Chop units (#1 and #2) divestiture: 

Opening discussion by  (Area Housing Manager) and  (JBCC 

Housing) on the (1) challenges of obtaining leases and availability of inventory/prices on 

island (2) overall good condition of WC (3) renovation costs.   (CEU 

Prov) was completely surprised that the West Chop units were not occupied and were 

being considered for divestiture.   indicated that she led a lead paint removal 

project of the two WC units in 1993.  She proceeded to brief on the technical aspects of 

the project and how it was performed by using lead encapsulating paint and paint 

stripping procedures on wood surfaces during the lead paint removal project.   

also indicated that if any subsequent lead inspections/studies were to be conducted 

following the 1993 lead abatement project, the inspector would need to know that 

information in order to use the proper lead detection techniques and equipment.  For 

more details, please read  emails (2) dated 2 July 2014.  All parties agreed 

that with new information, the timetable to turnaround of the two WC properties would 

be quicker and the $800k estimate for renovations would also be significantly less (est. 

<$400k for both units).  Subsequently, discussions ensued to provide this information up 

the chain to CG-13 and strongly recommend not to divest the West Chop units and 

renovate them instead.  Additionally, CEU Providence suggested conducting an 

independent detailed lead paint study, with this new background and 1993 lead paint 

removal project information provided. [Note: occupant inadequacy triggered by the lead 

based paint.] 

 

Other conversations: 

1. INADEQUATE HOUSING CLASSIFICATION:  Another conversation ensued 

regarding possibility of assigning members into housing deemed “inadequate”.  

Once CG quarters are deemed “inadequate” occupancy is not authorized until 

repairs have been conducted and inspected by officials.  However, families can be 

assigned to CG Housing with lead paint if children are six years of age or greater 

and family does not have anyone that is pregnant. 

 

2. Sector SENE indicated that any plan involving temporary quarters of Station 

Menemsha personnel at JBCC is unacceptable.  Also, indicated not a “badge of 

honor” to have the highest leases in the CG.  Goal is to reduce leases and the 

exuberant amount of monies for the leases and utilities combine and occupy CG 

owned quarters on the island.   

 

 

Summary / Actions: 

1. Incoming BM2 (21 Jul) will be moving into CG owned housing (Painter Way) 

and JBCC will conduct necessary repairs week of 14 July following XPO 

departure.   (JBCC) and  (STA Men) are 

coordinating to workout timeline. 

 

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C) (b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)
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2. PHASE I: CEU Providence to conduct an independent evaluation of the seven CG 

owned housing starting with the three vacant homes (33 Bernard Circle, 62 

Pontiac Street, 2 Old Schoolhouse Rd).  Renovations of the three will follow.  

CEU Providence will then turn over homes to JBCC and coordinate efforts 

w/station made to occupy. 

 

3. PHASE II: CEU Providence will then renovate the remaining four houses (not 

including West Chop #1 and #2).  Renovation of seven houses would be 

completed by the end of transfer season 2015. 

 

4. CEU Providence committed to a independent evaluation (detailed lead paint 

study) of West Chop #1 and #2.  This will provide a better estimate to renovation 

costs and future scope of work.   

 

5. All parties agreed that retaining WC 1&2 is preferred; cost efficient and time 

saving to renovate and establish the needed nine homes on Martha’s Vineyard.   
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Pak, Colleen M CAPT

From:
Sent: Friday, March 8, 2019 1:36 PM
To: Pak, Colleen M CAPT
Subject: FW: 
Attachments: MV Housing_Conf Call_2Jul2014_sent to D1 Cdr.docx

Captain 
 
Yes It looks like both   & I received the minutes 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From:   < >  
Sent: Thursday, July 3, 2014 3:53 PM 
To: Smith II, William G CAPT < >;   < >;   

 < >;   < >;   
< >;   < >;   
< > 
Cc: Kondratowicz, John T CAPT < >;   < >; 

 < > 
Subject:  
 
Attached are notes from the Martha's Vineyard housing conference call we had yesterday, and that went to RDML Fagan 
today. 
 
RDML Fagan requested and wanted this information today in short order, otherwise I would have sent out to you for 
review.  If there is anything that is incorrect or should be added, please let me know and I will adjust it for the Admiral. 
 
Thank you again for your time on the very informative and productive call yesterday. 
 
v/r, 

 
Deputy Sector Commander 
Sector Southeastern New England 
wk:   
cell:   
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reduced.  I’ll need to pull the manual records to document time of diversion. I don’t think 
this time should be counted as vacancy, since it was an approved temp diversion.  
 
 
Will provide lease cost info and general rental market information separately.  I think we 
should also review recent HMSAs (although several years old) may provide some useful 
information.  Will also check to see if there are any recent HUD, State of Mass Housing and 
Local Town info incl any Cape Cod Commission studies.  Lastly I think it would be useful to 
query local real estate professionals in the area too irt to their assessment of market 
conditions.          
.     
 
 
 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From:    
Sent: Wednesday, September 03, 2014 11:03 AM 
To:   
Cc:  ;  ;   
Subject: FW: West Chop Issue Paper 
 
Good morning  , 
Request your help with the following info/data needed to develop a Business Case Analysis 
(BCA) for retaining West Chop housing: 
 
Occupancy rates for the last 10‐15 years (more or less data if needed to support BCA?) Lease 
costs in MV Current BAH rates for MV Current availability/affordability of the lease market 
on MV 
 
Your assistance is greatly appreciated and any added data/info that you feel will support the 
BCA, thanks in advance. 
 
V/r 
 

 
CEU Providence 
Planning & Real Property 
Work:   
Cell:   
 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From:   
Sent: Wednesday, September 03, 2014 10:44 AM 
To:  ;   
Cc:  ;   
Subject: RE: West Chop Issue Paper 
 
I agree with  ..the most important information in building this paper will be occupancy 
rates over the years...maintenance  cost from Base Boston.... actual lease cost in lieu of 
utilizing this housing....current BAH rates for MV and current availability/affordability of 
the lease market on MV ...  would have all this information except for the 
maintenance costs.... 
 

, MPA 
Real Property Specialist 
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USCG CEU Providence 
475 Kilvert Street 
Suite 100 
Warwick, RI   02886 
Telephone:   
Fax: (401) 736‐1703 
Email:   
 
 
 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From:   
Sent: Wednesday, September 03, 2014 10:38 AM 
To:   
Cc:  ;  ;   
Subject: RE: West Chop Issue Paper 
 

...have you requested info from   and Base Cape Cod housing? 
 

 
Senior Field Planner 
Engineering Services Division 
USCG Shore Infrastructure Logistics Center (SILC) Detached Duty, USCG CEU Providence 
475 Kilvert Street, Suite 100 
Warwick, Rhode Island 02886 

 
 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From:   
Sent: Wednesday, September 03, 2014 10:33 AM 
To:  ;  ;   
Cc:   
Subject: FW: West Chop Issue Paper 
 
Good day, 
Request any information (most current) to help develop a Business Case Analysis (BCA) for 
retain West Chop housing.  Any guidance and information will be helpful.  And if a boiler 
plate BCA template has been develop/used by CEUP please forward as well, thank you! 
 
I will need this information as soon as possible.... 
 
V/r  
 

 
CEU Providence 
Planning & Real Property 
Work:   
Cell:   
 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From:   
Sent: Wednesday, September 03, 2014 7:23 AM 
To:   
Subject: FW: West Chop Issue Paper 
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Pak, Colleen M CAPT

From:
Sent: Friday, March 1, 2019 3:08 PM
To: Pak, Colleen M CAPT
Subject: FW: MV survey data
Attachments: MV Survey Results.xlsx; Martha's Vineyard Housing Survey Report16OCT14.docx

Some comments irt single members 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From:    
Sent: Thursday, October 16, 2014 1:28 PM 
To:   < >;   < > 
Cc:   < >;   < >;   

 < >;   < > 
Subject: FW: MV survey data 
 
BMCS/  
 
Attached is a summary of all the responses  received from the recent  Sta Menemsha housing survey. I've also include 
some of my thoughts.  Which include: 
 
1.  Need to focus on the housing situation of single members. Although their BAH generally covers housing cost, it 
appear many are living in less than ideal rental properties.  
 
2.  I'm somewhat optimistic, in that  more rental listings were identified for the upcoming CY15 BAH rates.  This should 
work to the benefit on MV personnel residing on economy.   
 
3.  Housing referral is paramount.  One individual mentioned incurring the cost of a house hunting flight from the West 
Coast to look at a possible rental, only to find the housing was not available upon his arrival. 
 
4.  Base Cape cod has instituted new work order/maintenance process. 
 
5.  Lastly, comments from respondents confirm the essentiality of all existing govt housing assets.   
 
 

 
Area Housing Officer 
USCG Base Boston 
427 Commercial Street 
Boston, MA 02110 

  (Phone) 
  (Cell) 

617 557 9072 (Fax)  
 
How is my service? Please feel free to complete the attached survey.  www.uscg.mil/dol/survey 
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Martha’s Vineyard Housing Survey 
Prepared by Area Housing Office Boston MA 
 
16 October 2014 
 
 
Background:  In August 2012 a Housing Adequacy Report was issued based on the National Housing 
Assessment Survey.  The findings report listed 20 housing units in District One that were determined to be 
inadequate for occupancy.  Included in these 20 units were four (4) units located on Martha’s Vineyard: 
West Chop, Units 1 and 2, 33 Bernard Circle and 62 Pontiac Street. The inadequacy report was based on 
findings of lead based paint deterioration, moisture and mildew problems, and deficient wiring and 
foundation issues. With this declaration of inadequacy it became necessary to relocate some families, 
obtain government leases and wait for natural attrition in some cases, then declare the unit as no longer 
eligible for occupancy.  Since that time the Boston Area Housing office has acquired four (4) family leases 
to accommodate members assigned to the Station.   
 
The Station suffered a boat house fire in July 2010 necessitating the use of some of the Unaccompanied 
Personnel Housing (UPH) spaces to be used as storage for gear.  The groundbreaking for the new boat 
house began in November 2013; however valuable UPH space is still being utilized for storage. 
 
 
Survey Process:  On 8 July 2014 a survey was forwarded to Station Menemsha OIC, , for 
distribution to the 21 members currently assigned to Station Menemsha.  The survey was to be completed 
anonymously, and asked for input in regard to members rank, marital status, number of dependents and 
current living arrangements, whether in government owned quarters, (family or UPH), government leased 
quarters, rent on their own, room with another etc.  Questions were also directed toward the adequacy of 
their Basic Allowance for Housing (BAH) as well as the adequacy of the quarters.  Members were solicited 
for any comments or issues they thought would be beneficial as well.  20 completed surveys were returned 
to the Area Housing office on 8 August 2014.   
 
Synopsys of survey results:  Respondents to the survey have various living arrangements.  As mentioned 
earlier there are four (4) families currently residing in government leases.  In addition, there are four (4) 
families residing in government owned housing, one (1) member currently lives in the UPH as well as one 
(1) member who owns their own home.  The remainder of the members rent on the economy. 
 
Government Lease Government 

Owned 
UPH Own Rent on the 

Economy 
4 5 1 1 9 

 
 
The general consensus of members who reside in the government owned housing is the need for more 
oversight of routine maintenance on the housing units.  There is mention of one unit showing exposed 
asbestos containing material (ACM).  Another comment in regard to maintenance of the owned housing 
units is the lack of response/and or long delays in responding to requests for maintenance via work orders 
from residents. 
 
Members residing in government leases have complaints about a dryer not working and roadways being 
poorly maintained.  These issues have been addressed.   When there are maintenance concerns with lease 
housing, the CG residents should work directly with the Local Housing Office for resolution.   
 
The question of adequacy of the BAH rate varies.  Four (4) members replying it is adequate while 7 others 
responded it is not adequate.  However, one (1) of the members responding that it is not adequate is living 
in a government lease and one (1) also indicated the BAH is enough to cover their rent, utilities and renter’s 
insurance but not adequate. 
 

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)



Answers to if the members believe their living arrangements are adequate, when residing on the economy, 
were disquieting.  Several members mention small living quarters, small rooms and one mentioned living 
with six (6) other people.  Another mentions that they are currently renting with a roommate, however, the 
concern lies when the roommate is transferred.  The person will be left with the rent and the very real 
likelihood that they will not be able to afford the rent on their own.  Several members made note of the 
conditions of their living arrangements.  There is faulty wiring, water damage, only one egress and lack of 
smoke detectors.   
 
Several members mentioned the lack of available year round rentals. 
 
 
Action Items: 
There are several measures that will be taken to address the member’s concerns. 
 
Base Cape Cod has changed the process/procedures for processing housing maintenance issues for 
Martha’s Vineyard.  The plan is to have all work order requests and general maintenance come through the 
housing maintenance supervisor, who will in turn assign maintenance personnel to perform the work.  The 
issue of visible ACM will be addressed by the Local housing Officer in conjunction with the Facilities 
Engineer. 
 
Another item to address is the status of the UPH.  Some of the UPH rooms are off line as a result of the 
boat house fire a number of years ago.  Some of these rooms are being used for storage as a result of the 
fire.  Once the boathouse project is completed the station should have additional rooms that can be made 
available for permanent party unaccompanied personnel.  This may help alleviate members living in 
substandard, and oftentimes, unsafe apartments/houses.  This is a significant issue, based on responses it 
appears that many single members have secured leases on the local economy that fail to meet basic 
adequacy standards.   
 
The housing referral program should be strengthened during the upcoming assignment season.   Although 
the CG/DoD AHRN referral contract was recently terminated, we do have some new referral tools coming 
on line, and should use them to the maximum extent possible.   There are historically a very limited number 
of adequate, available year round rentals in this market.  However, once they are identified it will be 
necessary to work closely with the real estate professionals on island to make listings available to our 
incoming members. 
 
Adequacy of BAH on MV is still problematic.  The BAH rate establishment process is dependent on 
locating multiple data points (rental listings) for each of the housing profiles.  Unfortunately the nature of 
the MV rental market is so limited that we often unsuccessful in locating rental properties.  On a positive 
note,  I do believe we were able to provide more data than in previous years and the new DoD BAH 
contractor was very accommodating in working with the CG.  This included both offering an early start to 
data gathering, as well as granting an extension to the normal end date for survey.  
 
On a positive note the need to secure government leasing on MV, has increased our visibility with local 
landlords and real estate agents in the area.  We should continue these efforts and contacts in the coming 
assignment season.      
 
This survey also validates the continued need for government owned (both UPH and housing) on Martha’s 
Vineyard.  Completion of the planned project to renovate seven homes as well as return of the two West 
Chop homes to active housing status is critical for our ability to address long term housing needs of CG 
members assigned to Station Menemsha.   
 
 
 
 
 



 

                                                                                                                          

AFC-43 Project/Real Property Update 
Coast Guard Housing – Martha’s Vineyard, MA  

 

 
 
Background:  The Coast Guard owns nine homes on Martha's Vineyard.  Four homes were declared "inadequate" 
in August 2012 based on findings from the National Housing Assessment and recommendations from a multi-
discipline tiger team.  In follow up to these findings, Project Number 5016288 was created and approved for FY14 
AFC-43 C-POP funding to renovate and repair the nine homes.  The project included an estimate of $720K to 
renovate West Chop Quarters 1 and 2.  Since the quarters are more than 120 years old and were perceived to be 
in need of significant repairs, CG-133 in a memo dated 30 April 2013 requested deferral of the West Chop repairs 
"until a review of all options, including leasing of additional homes in Martha's Vineyard, is complete".  The 
renovation and repair project then proceeded for the seven remaining homes as Project Number 5201254, but 
due to an architect termination at CEU Providence the project has slipped to FY15. 
 
Discussion:   Recently a decision memo dated 05 May 2014 recommended adding the two "inadequate" West 
Chop homes to the CG's Five-Year Shore Divestiture Plan for potential transfer under the NHLPA and acquiring 
two new homes using the CG direct purchase authority.  This memo, the delay in the repair project, and high cost 
of living on Martha's Vineyard forced a review of CG-122's (now CG-133) previous recommendations.  At this 
point the CG is spending over $13K per month to lease four homes on Martha's Vineyard; one lease is believed to 
be the most expensive residential lease the CG has in its nationwide portfolio at over $4K per month.  Additional 
discussions and research identified the completion of Project Number 43-0050 to partially remediate the lead at 
the West Chop Quarters in 1993.  The method of remediation for this project was encapsulation.  Several wall 
and trim sections not addressed as part of the project are now in a deteriorated condition.   The environmental 
work needed is a combination of maintenance of the already encapsulated interior areas and new encapsulation 
of the interior areas where paint is largely failing.  Both West Chop units also have areas of deteriorating and 
cracked plaster work. 

 
Current Status: 

 CEU Providence awarded an AE Design Task Order on 11 July 2014 for the design to renovate and repair 
the seven homes on Martha's Vineyard.   

 There will be a modification to the Task Order to include the appropriate lead testing of West Chop 
Quarters 1 and 2. 

 
Recommendations and Way Forward:   

 Based on the lead testing results and overall condition of the housing units, CEU Providence will work 
with the Product Line and Regional Units to provide a recommendation on how to proceed with West 
Chop Quarters 1 and 2. 

 

      
                  Figure 1: West Chop, Quarters 1                           Figure 2: West Chop, Quarters 2 



 

 

 

Figure 3: West Chop Interior Finishes 
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Pak, Colleen M CAPT

From: Millican, Brett CAPT
Sent: Wednesday, January 9, 2019 4:03 PM
To: Pak, Colleen M CAPT
Subject: West Chop and other Martha's Vineyard Housing 

 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Millican, Brett CAPT  
Sent: Tuesday, March 1, 2016 12:36 PM 
To: Davenport, Jerry W CAPT   
Cc:  ;  ; 

; Clyburn, Michael A CAPT   
Subject: West Chop and other Martha's Vineyard Housing  
 
Jerry ‐ to follow up from today's brief to Admiral Fagan, Base Cape Cod needs to complete interior painting, floor 
maintenance and follow on cleaning to make the two West Chop units ready for occupancy.  Based on conversation with 
the local housing officer, my current estimate for availability is the first week of April.   
 
The LHO has scheduled a meeting with the Station OIC on March 15th to develop a plan for occupancy taking into 
account current leases, renovation project, incoming personnel, and other relevant factors.  My understanding is that 

 (my AHO) is also scheduled to attend that meeting as well. 
 
Please let me know if you have any additional questions or concerns at this time.  Brett   
 
 

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)
(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C) (b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C) (b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(
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1

Pak, Colleen M CAPT

From:
Sent: Thursday, February 28, 2019 1:56 PM
To: Pak, Colleen M CAPT
Subject: Designated Housing List
Attachments: Designated Housing Listing 03272018.xlsx

Hi Colleen.  As a follow‐up to our discussion yesterday, please be advised that the two West Chop homes are not 
officially designated for command cadre.  Attached is a list of the designated houses. 
 
Just got back on line, and will look for WC e‐mails as time permits. 
 
V/r, 

 
 
 

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)

(b)(6) & (b
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(b)(5), (b)(6), & (b)(7)(C)



Owned Housing Maintenance Coordinator
USCG Base Boston

 (cell)

-----Original Message-----
From: 
Sent: Tuesday, March 15, 2016 1:46 PM
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: RE: West Chop I and II Repair Documentation

,

You could probably just split it 60/40. The only difference is we replaced
the
Boiler and kitchen cabinets in 917, and replaced upstairs tub enclosure
w/vinyl floor and front concrete slab in 921. There were a few minor repairs

here and there but nothing significant enough for documentation in HMIS. I
have provided the SOW just in case you want to determine for yourself.
I'm here if you have questions.

Cheers!

-----Original Message-----
From: 
Sent: Tuesday, March 15, 2016 1:28 PM
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: RE: West Chop I and II Repair Documentation

Thanks for the catch .

I see the independent govt estimate on the CGBI project detail that
 sent me in her email. Do you have the final cost of the

"abatement" for each unit?

Thanks!

-

V/r,

Owned Housing Maintenance Coordinator
USCG Base Boston

 (cell)

-----Original Message-----
From: 

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)
(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)

(b)(6) & (b)(7

(b)(6) & (b

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)
(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)

(b)(6) & (b

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)

(b)(6) & (b)(7

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)



Sent: Tuesday, March 15, 2016 1:23 PM
To: 
Cc: ; 
Subject: RE: West Chop I and II Repair Documentation

,

Sorry for the confusion, but in my shuffling of documentation I placed the
newest version of the final clearance letter in a separate location, unknown
to . My bad.
Attached is the final revised final final revised, latest greatest .......
This was revised as per a request from  to appease the powers
that be and ultimately get approval on your end. The intent of the project
was never a total abatement. Due to funding restrictions we opted out of
total removal and replacement of all wall coverings, window casings,
etc...anything that had lead paint on it, and instead covered up the bad
stuff to make it "not accessible". Encapsulation is even an incorrect term.
With that said, we needed documentation in the final letter to say what the
process was. The end result is that LBP still exist, however, it is not
accessible.
Also, there are areas where we did remove the LBP or remove/replace that
particular item if not historic, and that information is in the work plan.
My assumption is the local housing office will still need to provide a
disclosure letter.

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions

Cheers!

Const. Project Manager
CEU Providence

 (o)
 (c)

-----Original Message-----
From: 
Sent: Tuesday, March 15, 2016 11:48 AM
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: West Chop I and II Repair Documentation

Hi :

The attached documentation on the West Chop Housing Repair project should be
what you need to make your updates.  was the CPM on the job and
can provide you with any additional specifics you need that's not already
attached.

v/r,

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)
(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C) (b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)

(b)(6) & (b)(7

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)

(b)(6) & (b

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)
(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)

(b)(6) & (b)(7

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)



Facility Asset Manager
USCG CEU Providence
475 Kilvert St. Suite 100
Warwick, RI 02886
Office: 
Cell: 
https://cg.portal.uscg mil/units/ceuprovidence

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)



From:
To:
Cc: ; 
Subject: RE: WC Homes
Date: Monday, March 28, 2016 4:11:38 PM

,

I entered the abatement project and updated each of the findings to
"Educate/Monitor."

I spoke with  (CEU) to clarify some discrepancies between the
scope of work and the final report. He said that they removed any trim or
fittings that weren't historical, stripped and repainted anything that was
historical and the only lead left is on the walls, ceilings, baseboards and
window sills. All of these areas were covered by 1/4" sheetrock, 1/4" birch,
and aluminum sheet stock respectively so that no lead is accessible to
humans.

Should be clear to return the units to active status.

V/r,

Owned Housing Maintenance Coordinator
USCG Base Boston

 (cell)

-----Original Message-----
From: 
Sent: Monday, March 28, 2016 2:27 PM
To: 
Subject: WC Homes

  whets the status of the ERA report data entry? 

Area Housing Officer
USCG Base Boston
427 Commercial Street
Boston, MA 02110

 (cell)

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)
(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)
(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C) (b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)

(b)(6) & (b)(7)

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)

(b)(6) & (b)(7

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)
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1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1.1 SCOPE OF SERVICES

The primary components of the assessment involved asbestos and lead-based paint surveys of
USCG family housing units for Siasconset/Nantucket, Gloucester and Harwich and
Woodshole in Massachusetts.  Additional testing was conducted for lead-in-water, -dust, and
-soils at the housing units.  Also included in the scope of services was a short-term screening
for radon gas at each unit. The assessment procedures are outlined as follows:

 Water source identification and compliance of the identified source with the Safe Drinking
Water Act was investigated .

 One preliminary screening radon canister was placed in the basement/living area of each
unit.  Long-term alpha track radon canisters were placed if initial test results indicated
concentrations exceeded state, federal or USCG limits.

 Playground soil and equipment were assessed for asbestos and lead.
 Lead-in-paint testing was accomplished utilizing a X-Ray Fluorescence (XRF) Spectrum

Analyzer in communication with confirmatory bulk paint chip sampling for inconclusive
XRF results.

 A total of three composite surface lead dust wipes were collected from window and floor
components within each unit.  Where carpeted surfaces were present a fourth sample was
collected from the carpeted surface.

 A composite soil sample, from the perimeter of each unit was analyzed for lead-in-soil.
 A single, first draw water sample was taken from a primary faucet at each unit for lead-in-

water testing.
 Asbestos testing involved visual inspection, bulk sampling and laboratory analysis of

suspect asbestos containing building materials.  Roofing materials and flooring materials
were assumed asbestos-containing pursuant to the Scope of Services for this task.

1.1.1 LIMITATIONS OF ASSESSMENT

The assessment was undertaken to determine what health-based risks, if any, might be
present in the housing units.  In general, the sampling protocol did not include any
destructive sampling or sampling of hidden or inaccessible materials. For the asbestos
portion of the assessment, roofing and flooring materials were assumed as asbestos
containing.

1.1.2 DATES OF ASSESSMENT

The assessment started at the Siasconset/Nantucket facility on November 4, 1996 and
ended on November 15, 1996 at the Harwich and Woodshole facilities.



Family Housing & UPH Located at Glouster, MA, Harwich, MA
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1.1.3 PERSONNEL

The primary personnel for the on-site activities of the assessment were:

Christine  Marshall
RMD, LPA-1 Lead Paint Inspection System Certification Date:  4/25/95
Massachusetts Department of Labor and Industries Lead Inspector Certificate
Number:  M1820

Samuel D. Syrotynski
EPA/AHERA Asbestos Inspector Certification Number: 5PSI 61021 IR
Massachusetts Department of Labor and Industries Asbestos Inspector Certificate
Number: AI70623
RMD, LPA-1 Lead Paint Inspection System Certificate Date:  6/7/96

Scott Charlebois
EPA/AHERA Asbestos Inspector Certification Number: 5PSI 61397 IR

1.2 RECOMMENDATION DEFINITION AND DECISION MAKING

The health risks, if any, found during this assessment can be addressed through an Operations
and Maintenance Plan (O&M Plan), encapsulation, or abatement.  An O&M Plan is developed
to first clean up or address previously released material.  The O&M Plan should then outline
procedures to prevent new releases and monitor the effectiveness of the procedures.  If a
material or component is to be encapsulated, a covering will be placed between the material
and the environment.  Abatement refers to the permanent removal of the hazard from the unit.
These definitions and others are presented in Section 1.11.

The process of determining appropriate action to undertake in a particular unit is dependent
upon many variables including condition of material, age of material, location, accessibility,
susceptibility to damage, percent of regulated substance within the material, as well as other
physical characteristics.  The following matrix is an example of possible actions to be taken in
response to discovering elevated lead concentrations in painted surfaces at the site.  The
correct action to minimize the potential health risk should be chosen based upon the particular
circumstances of the material within the unit.  To help “choose” the best action to take, risk
matrices and algorithms have been developed by various government and private sources.
The algorithms attempt to use a number to represent a site variable.  The matrix and algorithm
used for this assessment are presented in Sections 1.2.1 and 1.2.2.
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1.2.2 Asbestos

The theory of exposure potential is to determine, based on quantifiable numerical
variables, the likelihood of exposure to asbestos within a specific area.  Exposure
potential indicates the potential for a worker or building occupant to be accidentally
exposed to a sudden peak dose of fibers released from the material.  An exposure
potential is to be calculated for each area of each facility which contains friable
materials with an asbestos content of more than one percent.  One of the most
frequently used guidelines for the evaluation of asbestos exposure potentials was
developed by Dr. Robert Sawyer, a professor at Yale University, during the late
1970s, and is recommended by the United States Environmental Protection Agency
(USEPA) for evaluating the asbestos potential in public schools.

Material Condition (MC)

This is the condition of the material at the time of the inspection.  Factors to look for
include the quality of installation, adhesion of the material to the underlying substrate,
deterioration of the outer covering, delamination, contact damage, and material
disintegration.  The numerical range is 0 - 5:

0 = No damage, excellent condition
1 = Very minor damage, no visible debris
2 = Damage is evident, small area
3 = Damage is easily seen, some debris
4 = Damage is widespread, debris is common
5 = Most or all material is damaged, hanging, and/or found as debris 

throughout the area

Water Damage (WD)

This factor relates to the potential for water to dislodge, delaminate, and disturb
materials.  Water damage weakens the binding matrix of the material and can carry
fibers in a slurry to other areas in the building where they can become airborne.  The
rating for this variable ranges from 0-2:

0 = No water damage at all
1 = A small amount of damage can be seen; damage is localized rather

than widespread
2 = Damage is widespread rather than localized
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Exposed Surface Area (ESA)

The exposed surface area of friable material has an effect on potential fiber fallout levels
and the possibility for contact and damage.  A useful criterion in determining ESA is
whether or not the friable asbestos material is visible.  Materials usually fall in one of the
following categories: out in the open (fully exposed); above or behind a semi-permanent
enclosure such as a wall, ceiling or floor; or above or behind a permanent enclosure.
Areas with louvers, grids, or other open ceiling systems are considered exposed.  The
range of this variable is 0-4:

0 = Material is behind some type of permanent enclosure
2 = Material is behind a lay-in ceiling or in an open tunnel
4 = Material is exposed

Accessibility (AC)

If the material can be reached, it is accessible and subject to accidental or intentional
contact and damage.  The range of this variable is 0-4:

0 = Totally inaccessible
1 = Can reach it only with hands (e.g. pipe chase with small access

door)
2 = An open tunnel or above a drop ceiling
3 = Exposed overall, but can’t reach it, material height > 10 feet
4 = Material is out in the open and < 10 feet high

Activity and Movement (A/M)

Occupancy and mechanical vibrations are two important factors to consider.  The
higher the occupancy, the more vibration from noise and physical movement, and the
greater the ambient fiber release.  It also plays an important role in determining
abatement priority.  Mechanical vibrations, especially in boiler and mechanical rooms,
not only create ongoing ambient fiber release but, when the system is turned on or off,
there is a sudden burst of mechanical and air movement which creates a mini-peak
exposure.  The range of this variable is 0-2:

0 = No occupants enter the area (e.g. behind permanent wall)
1 = The area is accessed infrequently (e.g. a tunnel, boiler room, storage

room)
2 = The area is accessed frequently (e.g. offices and classrooms)
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Air Plenum/Air Stream (AP)

A direct air stream flowing across a material erodes the material and thereby releases
fibers into the air.  If the area in question is forming a supply air plenum, there is
usually a great deal of exposure to building occupants since the contaminated air is
blown directly into the rooms of the building.  Return air plenums do not create quite
as high an exposure potential as supply air plenums, but do contribute to the exposure
of maintenance and mechanical workers accessing those areas.

This variable indicates the existence of, or potential for, an air stream.  An example of
a potential air stream would be a fan present, but not in use, at the time of the survey.
The range of this variable is 0-1:

0 = No air plenum or air flow exists
1 = An air plenum or air flow potential exists.

Friability (F)

Friability is the ease with which a material can be crumbled, pulverized, or reduced to
powder, when dry, by hand pressure.  The more friable the material, the greater the
potential for fiber release and contamination.   Since friability is a multiplicative
variable in the algorithm, a material with a friability value is zero (0) will have a final
exposure value of zero (0).  An exposure potential number of zero (0) indicates there
is no potential for exposure in that area.  This is never the case, therefore a default
value of one (1) has been substituted for all non-friables.  If asbestos is present in any
form then there is always the potential for exposure.  Friability has a numerical range
of 1-3:

1 = Indicative of material that is very hard to crumble under hand
pressure  (e.g. mechanical insulations in good condition;
encapsulated  acoustical plaster).

2 = Indicative of material that will crumble under a little hand pressure
or of material that releases fibers onto your hand when it is run
gently across the material.

3 = Indicative of material that is extremely easy to dislodge.  It will
crumble under light hand pressure or when exposed to a gentle air
current.  A friability value of  3 indicates a very serious situation.

Asbestos Content (ASB)

The asbestos content will be the mean value of all samples analyzed from a
homogeneous area.  With a high percentage of asbestos, there are more fibers that can
be released and contaminate the building environment per unit of material.  The value
of this variable is determined through laboratory analysis of samples.  It is useful to the
field inspector, however, to estimate the probable asbestos content so that an
approximate exposure number can be calculated and checked for accuracy during the
survey.
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URS Greiner Woodward Clyde Federal Services (URSGWCFS) was retained by United States Coast
Guard (USCG) Facilities Design and Construction Center, Atlantic (FDCC-LANT) under contract
DTCG47-97-D-3EFK09, Task Order Number TOK09-0014 to perform Lead, Asbestos, and Radon
Assessment Services in various locations.  The subject of this report is site surveys conducted in
District 1.  The assessments in this report were conducted in Maine, New Hampshire and
Massachusetts from March 22 through April 9, 1999.

The purpose of this task order was to locate and quantify radon, lead-based paint (LBP), lead in
dust, soil, and drinking water, and asbestos-containing materials (ACM) in USCG family housing,
unaccompanied personnel housing (UPH), child development centers (CDCs), and associated
playgrounds.  Housing units in the following areas were assessed:

 Bath, Maine

 Boothbay Harbor, Maine

 Cape Elizabeth, Maine

 Base South Portland, Maine

 Owls Head, Maine

 Rockland, Maine

 Newcastle, NH

 Hull, Massachusetts

 Randolph, Massachusetts

 Wakefield, Massachusetts

 Boston, Massachusetts

Three playgrounds were identified (Cape Elizabeth, ME, Wakefield, MA, and Randolph, MA) and
assessed.  Two of the playgrounds did not contain equipment with painted surfaces and were not
assessed for lead-based paint.  There were no sandboxes present, therefore, no playgrounds were
assessed for asbestos.

Survey Results and Recommendations
Radon

 Radon levels detected at all units surveyed were below the Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) and State action level (AL) of 4.0 picoCuries per liter (pCi/L) with the following
exceptions:  two housing units in Wakefield, MA and six housing units in Randolph, MA.
Long term testing is recommended at these units.

Lead in Paint

 Painted surfaces at several family housing units exceeded the United States Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD), USCG and State action levels (ALs) for lead in
paint of 1.0 milligrams per square centimeter (mg/cm2) as measured by an X-ray fluorescence
(XRF) analyzer.  Surface conditions ranged from intact to poor.
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 It is recommended that painted components in intact condition be included in a Lead Hazard
Management Plan.  The Management Plan should address the maintenance of intact painted
surfaces and substrates and should remain in place until abatement of lead from components
or removal of painted components from the building has been completed.  Surfaces in fair
condition should be stabilized and included in the Lead Hazard Management Plan.  Surfaces in
poor condition should be abated by removing the lead-containing paint or component and the
surface should be repainted with lead-free paint.  At locations in Massachusetts, where
children under the age of six reside regulations require that all lead-containing mouthable
surfaces and window friction surfaces be abated regardless of condition.

Lead in Dust

 Lead in dust did not exceed the HUD, USCG, and State ALs for floors (100 micrograms per
square foot (g/ft2)), window sills (500 g/ft2), or window troughs (800 g/ft2) with the
exception of locations in Bath, ME and Randolph, MA.  It is recommended that the affected
areas be cleaned using a phosphate-based detergent and all surfaces in the units should be
cleaned using a HEPA filtered vacuum.   In addition, several units had relatively high dust
levels, although they did not exceed the applicable standard.  Consideration should be given to
cleaning the affected areas or monitoring dust levels in these units.

Soil

 Soil lead levels at units surveyed were below HUD, USCG, and State ALs.  Several soil
samples had relatively high lead in soil concentrations. Although the lead concentration is less
than the applicable criteria for building perimeters and yards (2,000 mg/kg), consideration
should be given to limiting access to young children because the lead concentrations are
greater than the criteria for play areas and high contact areas for children (400 mg/kg).

Water

 Lead in drinking water first draw samples were below the EPA National Primary Drinking
Water Standard and State ALs of 15 micrograms per liter (g/L), and the USCG AL of 50
g/L at all assessed units with the following exceptions:  Owls Head, ME, South Portland,
ME, and Randolph, ME (9 Army Street).  Residents at these locations should be educated to
let the tap water run for a period of several minutes prior to consumption.  Sampling should
be conducted twice a year to monitor lead in drinking water levels.  In addition, the flush
water sample collected at Hull, MA, 1153 Nantasket Avenue exceeded the EPA National
Primary Drinking Water Standard of 15 g/L.   The water at this location should be re-
sampled to confirm the results.

Asbestos

 Roofing materials, cove base and mastic, stair tread mastic, vinyl floor tile and mastic,
linoleum and mastic, carpet mastic, and caulking were not sampled and are assumed to be
ACM for purposes of this report.  Assumed materials were observed in all housing units
surveyed.

 Sample results indicate ACMs are present in housing units surveyed.  Sample results confirm
the presence of ACM in friable joint compound (Boothbay Harbor, ME, New Castle, NH and
Wakefield, MA, Randolph, MA, and Hull, MA and fissured ceiling tile (South Portland, ME).
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 Materials were in good to damaged conditions.  It is recommended that intact materials be
included in an Asbestos Management Plan.  Damaged materials should be abated through
removal, proper disposal, and replacement.

Playgrounds

 Three playgrounds were identified (Cape Elizabeth, ME, Wakefield, MA, and Randolph, MA)
and assessed.  Two of the playgrounds did not contain equipment with painted surfaces and
were not assessed for lead-based paint.  Painted surfaces tested at one playground located in
Randolph, MA were above the HUD and USCG action level of 1.0 mg/cm2 for lead in paint.
Lead concentrations in soil at the three playgrounds containing bare soil were below the HUD
and State action levels.  There were no sandboxes present, therefore, no playgrounds were
assessed for asbestos.

Recommended Action Cost Estimate Summary
Cost estimates were developed for recommended actions based on RS Means Building
Construction Cost Data, 1999 and ECHOS Environmental Remediation Cost Data, 1998.

Cost estimates for recommended actions are presented on tables for each sample matrix (radon,
lead in paint, lead in dust, lead in soil, lead in water, and asbestos), where applicable.  The total
cost for each sample matrix is presented in the following table:

Matrix Maine New Hampshire Massachusetts

Radon $0 $0 $4839

Lead in Paint $12,307 $586 $58,163

Lead in Dust $1,260 $0 $20,534

Lead in Soil $0 $0 $0

Lead in Water $1,285 $0 $1,610

Asbestos $5,367 $1,828 $24,592

Playgrounds $0 $0 $0















































































































































































Commanding Officer 
United States Coast Guard 
Health, Safety and Work-Life 
Service Center 

427 Commercial St 
Boston, MA  02109-1027 
Staff Symbol:  se-fo 
Phone: (617) 223-3202 
Fax: (617) 223-3242  
Email: 

 
5100 
11 Aug 2012 

MEMORANDUM 
  
From:  

CG HSWL SC (se-fo) DET BOSTON 
  

 
 
To: CG CEU Oakland  
 
Subj: 

 
HOUSING TIGER TEAM ASSESSMENT 

 
Ref: 

 
(a) Safety and Environmental Health Manual, COMDTINST M5100.47 

 
1. On 26 Jun 2012, CEU Oakland requested support from the Health, Safety, and Work-life 
Service Center (HSWL SC) to assist a housing tiger team with a National Housing Assessment.  
As part of the assessment, on 10 Jul 2012, I conducted an evaluation of Coast Guard-owned 
housing located in Martha’s Vineyard, MA.  The site visit, led by  of your office and 
CG-1223, was also attended by representatives from CG Station Menemsha, the area and local 
housing office, and housing maintenance personnel.  Recommendations for addressing health and 
safety issues noted during the evaluation are included in Enclosure (1).    
 
2. We look forward to continuing to provide safety and environmental health services in support 
of your unit.  If you have any questions or the need arises for future support, please contact our 
office.   
 
3. DON’T LET YOUR “GUARD” DOWN.  

# 
 
Enclosure(s):   (1) USCG Station Menemsha Housing Tiger Team Assessment 
 
Copy:    CG-1223 
 CG HSWL SC (se) 
 CG Base Boston (p) 
 CG Sector Southeastern New England (sl) 
 CG Station Menemsha

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)



 

Enclosure (1) 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

UNITED STATES COAST GUARD  
HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT REPORT 

 
 
 
 
 
 

USCG Station Menemsha Housing 
Martha’s Vineyard, MA 
 
Housing Tiger Team Assessment for 
Station Menemsha Housing, MA 
 
July, 2012 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Health, Safety, and Work-life Service Center 
Safety and Environmental Health Division 
300 E. Main Street, Suite 1000 
Norfolk, Virginia 23510 



 

Enclosure (1) 2

PREFACE 
 
The Health, Safety, and Work-life Service Center (HSWL SC), Safety and Environmental Health 
Division (se), Environmental and Occupational Health Branch (eh) conducts field investigations 
of possible health hazards in the workplace in accordance with the Safety and Environmental 
Health Manual, COMDTINST M5100.47.  
 
Mention of company names or products within this report does not constitute endorsement by 
Department of Homeland Security or the U.S. Coast Guard. 
 
 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS AND AVAILABILITY OF REPORT 
                    

 from the HSWL SC (se-eh) District 1 Detached SEH office conducted 
this assessment and prepared this report. 
 
An electronic copy of this report has been sent to the CG Station Menemsha.  Contact the phone 
number or write the address below to request a copy: 
 
 

Health, Safety, and Work-life Service Center 
District 1 Detached SEH Office 

USCG Base Boston Medical Clinic 
427 Commercial St 

Boston, MA  02109-1027 
Phone: (617) 223-3202 
Fax: (617) 223-3242 

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)
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USCG Station Menemsha 
Housing Tiger Team Assessment 

 
Introduction 

 
On 10 Jul, 2012,  from Health Safety and Work-Life Service Center (HSWL SC) 
Detachment Boston attended site visits to Coast Guard-owned housing units at Martha’s Vineyard, MA as 
part of a national housing assessment adequacy evaluation.  The evaluation was led by  
from CEU Oakland and  from CG-1223.  Site visits were also attended by 
representatives from the area and local housing office, Station Menemsha, and maintenance staff.  Sites 
were evaluated using the criteria of references (1) and (2). 

 
Findings and Recommendations 

 
Seven housing sites in Martha’s Vineyard were assessed.  The housing units are used by CG Station 
Menemsha personnel and their families. 
 
1. West Chop Light.  There are 2 homes located at this site, built around 1891.  Only one home is 

currently occupied; it is also an active 
lighthouse.  An item of concern at both sites 
was the condition of several painted 
surfaces.  A family, including two small 
children under the age of seven, currently 
resides in West Chop 1.  In the West Chop 2 
unit, the paint on the wall at the stairway 
entrance leading to the basement was 
deteriorated; large flakes of paint were 
visible on the floor.  Lead testing conducted 
in 2004 using X-Ray Fluorescence (XRF) at 
this location found lead exceeding 1.0 
mg/cm2, per reference  (3).  In both units, 

the paint behind and/or on the radiators was deteriorated and flaking.  The 2004 test found lead 
exceeding 1.0 mg/cm2 on the radiator in the upstairs bathroom in West Chop 1.    
 

   
 

While the 2004 lead testing report was located, there were no records that a risk assessment had been 
conducted, as these properties were not included in the 1999 ERA.  It’s recommended that a certified 
lead-based paint risk assessor inspect the home to determine the health risk to occupants and 
appropriate corrective action, per reference (4). 
 

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)
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In both homes, the top of the handrail for the spiral staircase was located a distance of 28 inches 
above the floor.  This condition could present a serious fall hazard, especially for children when 
standing at the top of the stairs.  Reference (5) prescribes a handrail height of 34-38 inches. 

 
Mold was observed on the bathroom ceiling in the occupied home.  There are no installed exhaust 
fans in the bathrooms in either home, causing the accumulation of moisture and resulting 
mold/mildew growth.  If possible given the age and construction of the home, it’s recommended that 
exhaust fans be installed in the bathrooms.  In the interim, residents have been cleaning the mold with 
disinfectant. 
 

2. 12 Painters Way.  The home contained an acoustic, or “popcorn” ceiling, which may contain asbestos.  
As environmental risk assessment baseline survey data was not available for this property, it’s 
unknown whether the ceiling contained asbestos.  The ceiling was damaged or had been disturbed in 
several places, including where the present owners had installed a ceiling fan.  It’s recommended that 
residents be prohibited from disturbing the ceiling until a licensed asbestos inspector has determined 
that it is free of asbestos or a past report can confirm the absence of asbestos.   Once the ceiling has 
been confirmed to be free of asbestos-containing material, the fan should be removed by the tenants, 
as it appeared to present an unsafe condition.    
 

     
 
 Several potential sources of moisture were identified that could foster mold and mildew growth.  

There is no installed exhaust fan in the bathroom; mold was observed on the ceiling, and a resident 
reported frequently cleaning mold from the bathroom.  There was no insulation gap in the attic, which 
could cause condensation and moisture accumulation; it’s recommended that the insulation be 
adjusted to provide a gap.  The drain piping beneath the sink had been repaired with duct tape; local 
maintenance personnel noted the issue for correction.  Residents had installed a window A/C unit 
using a shirt and card-board to seal the area around the unit.  These items can absorb moisture and 
should be removed and replaced with plywood or other suitable material. 
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 The screen was missing on an attic vent and should be replaced to prevent the entry of pests; mouse 
droppings were observed in the attic.  It’s recommended that the screen be replaced, the excrement be 
properly cleaned, and rodent traps be deployed. 

 
3. 33 Bernard St.  The house is currently occupied.  The exterior condition of the home appeared to be 

deteriorating.  The external siding showed signs of rot and damage, which could lead to water 
intrusion and mold/fungi growth.  It’s recommended that a structural engineer evaluate the exterior 
condition of the home and, if warranted, the siding and porch be repaired or replaced.  Vegetation was 
growing from the gutters, which could impair drainage and further lead to moisture intrusion, 
structural damage, and mold/fungi growth; the gutters should be cleaned.    Mold growth was 
observed in the window sills.  The basement had a musty odor.  At a point in the recent past, oil had 
leaked onto the top of the home heating oil tank, located in the basement/crawl space under the home; 
the source of spill could not be determined.  It’s recommended that maintenance personnel evaluate 
the system. 
 

           
 
 
4. 62 Hazelwood Avenue.  The home is currently vacant.  One GFCI in the kitchen failed a test and 

should be replaced.  An electrical cover was missing from an outlet in the living room and should be 
replaced.  The motor to the exhaust fan in the secondary bathroom does not operate and should be 
repaired or replaced.  The exhaust fans in both bathrooms in the home were very dirty and should be 
cleaned prior to occupancy.  A check of the crawl space revealed that one of the exhaust fans was not 
properly vented.  A cardboard box had been placed over the top of the duct.  Mold was growing on 
the insulation surrounding the duct.  The moldy insulation should be replaced.  The box should be 
removed, and the exhaust fan should be checked for proper operation and repaired as necessary.  The 
exhaust fan should be properly ventilated through the roof.  A woodstove located in the basement that 
was in poor condition should be removed from the house. 
 

5. 2 Old Schoolhouse Road.  A smoke detector that had been disconnected was re-installed on site.   
 

6. 12 Forrest Avenue.  A window in the basement was broken and should be replaced.  There were signs 
of past water or fire damage to the boiler; it’s recommended that the unit be evaluated by a boiler 
technician.  There were several cracks in the basement, which could serve as an entry point for radon 
gas; past records of any radon testing that may have been conducted could not be located. 

 
7. 62 Hazelwood Avenue.  Multiple safety and environmental health issues were observed, as the house 

had recently been vacated and had not yet been prepared for re-occupancy.  The kitchen window was 
cracked and requires replacement.  The storm windows did not fit securely into the window frames, 
leaving gaps where moisture could enter and heat could escape.  Mold was observed growing in the 
window frames.  Rodent droppings were found in the attic; the fecal material should be properly 
removed.  Mold growth was present in the bathroom, and the exhaust fan and vent were dirty.  Wild 
game, left behind by the previous tenant, was discovered in the freezer; had there been a power loss, 
this could have ruined the appliance and posed a health and safety threat. 
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General Recommendations 
 
1.  The Area or Local Housing Officer should continue to visually assess areas known to contain asbestos 

and lead annually to ensure conditions have not changed and occupants or maintenance workers have 
not disturbed these surface areas, per reference (3).  Document annual visual reassessments.   
 

2. The smoke detectors in some homes had been removed or were missing batteries.  All units must be 
equipped with at least one hard-wired smoke detector with battery backup on each living floor, 
including basements with gas hot water heaters or furnaces, per reference (3).  A fire extinguisher was 
observed in one home under the sink and would be difficult to access in an emergency due to clutter.  
When provided, fire extinguishers shall be properly maintained, inspected, and mounted.  Placards 
shall be placed in plain view indicating proper use and members shall be given an orientation at the 
time of check in. 

 
3. Carbon monoxide detectors must be installed on all levels of housing with living areas, per reference 

(2); in owned housing, CO detectors shall be installed in accordance with reference (6).  CO detectors 
must be centrally located outside sleeping areas when houses contain appliances using fossil fuels; 
wood burning fireplaces or stoves; utility rooms that contain fossil fuel burning appliances; or 
attached garages with direct entry into living areas.  
 

4. Many bathroom exhaust fans were dirty and did not function properly.  Exhaust fans should be 
cleaned and repaired prior to occupancy.  In occupied homes, tenants should be held responsible for 
maintaining cleanliness to help prevent moisture/mold issues. 
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1.0 PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF WORK 
 
H&S Environmental, Inc. (H&S) performed a Hazardous Building Materials (HBM’s) Inspection of 
the West Chop 1 & 2 properties located at 917 and 921 East Main Street (the Site) in Vineyard 
Haven, Massachusetts.  The purpose of the inspection was to identify and confirm the presence 
and/or absence of Asbestos-Containing Materials (ACMs), Lead-Containing Paints (LCPs), and 
Radon Gases in preparation for possible Site activities including renovations and/or demolition to 
the West Chop 1 & 2 properties. 
 
The HBM inspection was conducted on September 17, 2012 and September 20, 2012 in all 
accessible areas at the Site.  H&S used experienced and accredited inspectors and laboratories to 
perform the HBM inspection and analysis of samples.  Specific inspection methods, procedures, 
inspection findings and recommendations can be found in Section 3.0. 
 
2.0 SITE DESCRIPTION 
 
The Site is comprised of two wood framed houses and a garage. Each house is two floors with full 
basement and is approximately 1,800 square foot. Basements are a combination of field stone and 
brick. The roofs are pitched wood framed structures and covered with three-tab asphalt roof 
shingles. Interior walls and ceilings are combination plaster and drywall. The wood subfloors are 
covered with combination of hardwood and resilient floor sheeting and vinyl-composite floor tiles. 
Windows are wood-cased, double hung units. Heat is provided by oil fired furnaces in the 
basements and delivered to the individual spaces by room radiators. The house at 921 Main Street is 
presently occupied and the house at 917 Main Street is vacant. 
 
The two car garage is free standing; wood framed, slab-on-grade, single story structure, with a 
pitched roof that is covered with the same shingles as the two houses. The only interior finishes 
were Masonite wall panels over the wall stringers. The front door is a bay door typically seen on 
garages. Two wood-cased, double hung window units were also noted.  
 
  
3.0 HAZARDOUS BUILING MATERIAL INSPECTIONS, FINDINGS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
3.1 Inspection Personnel and Process 
 
3.1.1 Inspection Personnel 
 
The investigative survey was conducted on September 17, 2012 and September 20, 2012 by trained 
and certified Massachusetts licensed Asbestos Inspector, Peter A. Del Sette, Jr. (MA License 
Number ), Master Lead Inspector, David Pesce (MA License Number ), and 
Gregory Birch (EPA/AHERA Building Inspector) – All experienced HBM inspectors.    
 
3.1.2 Inspection Process 
 
The inspection for hazardous building materials was conducted in a systematic manner using H&S’s 
standard safety procedures and inspection protocol including: 
 

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C) (b)(6) & (b)(7)
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1. Interviews with individuals knowledgeable about the building and existing written 
documentation / information regarding the presence and/or absence of hazardous 
building materials.  

 
2. A visual inspection of accessible areas of the Site to locate, quantify, and assess the 

condition of materials/areas suspected to contain ACM, LCP, and Radon Gases.   
 
3. Collection and analysis of materials as described herein to determine composition. 

 
 

3.2 Asbestos Containing Material Inspection 
 

3.2.1 ACM Introduction 

Asbestos is a mineral fiber that has been used commonly in a variety of building construction 
materials for insulation and as a fire-retardant. Because of its fiber strength and heat resistant 
properties, asbestos has been used for a wide range of manufactured goods, mostly in building 
materials (roofing shingles, ceiling and floor tiles, paper products, and asbestos cement 
products), friction products (automobile clutch, brake, and transmission parts), heat-resistant 
fabrics, packaging, gaskets, and coatings. 

When asbestos-containing materials are damaged or disturbed by repair, remodeling or 
demolition activities, microscopic fibers become airborne and can be inhaled into the lungs, 
where they can cause significant health problems. 

 
Most Common Sources of Asbestos Exposure: 

 Workplace exposure to people that work in industries that mine, make or use asbestos 
products and those living near these industries, including: 

 the construction industry (particularly building demolition and renovation 
activities), 

 the manufacture of asbestos products (such as textiles, friction products, 
insulation, and other building materials),  

 and during automotive brake and clutch repair work 
 Deteriorating, damaged, or disturbed asbestos-containing products such as insulation, 

fireproofing, acoustical materials, and floor tiles. 

3.2.2 ACM Inspection 
 
The inspection for suspect ACMs included: 
 

1. Conduct a visual inspection of accessible areas of the Site to locate, quantify, and 
assess the condition of materials suspected to contain ACM.   
 

2. Collection of representative bulk samples of each homogeneous area or application 
of suspect material in sufficient numbers to comply with the Environmental 
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 Carpeting, Curtains, Wallpaper, or Other Paper/Natural 
Fabric/Synthetics 

 
2. Homogeneous Applications or Areas:  Suspect materials which serve the same 

function or purpose (e.g., floor or ceiling tiles), have similar color and texture 
and were likely installed at or near the same time.  Homogeneity is a 
determining factor in calculating the number of bulk samples collected for a 
particular material.   

 
3. Friable Materials:  Suspect materials that may be easily reduced to a powder by 

applying hand pressure, (e.g., sprayed-on fireproofing as opposed to a non-
friable material such as vinyl floor tile).    

 
4. Inaccessible Building Areas:  Building areas, systems, structural components, or 

surfaces which could not be observed because it was unsafe or impractical to 
demolish, disassemble, or remove systems or coverings, or because a human 
being cannot physically enter or observe the area or component.  Inaccessible 
areas could include areas such as below grade building foundations, pipe 
trenches and utility vaults/corridors, electrical equipment/wire, pipe gaskets, in-
filled window openings, fire doors and enclosed wall and ceiling cavities.   

 
5. Asbestos Containing Material (ACM):  Suspect materials where at least one (1) 

of the collected bulk samples contained an asbestos concentration of 1% or 
more.  According to EPA’s AHERA criteria, all bulk samples of a homogeneous 
area of suspect ACM must be found to contain less than 1% asbestos to conclude 
that the material is not regulated as an ACM by OSHA or EPA under the 
National Emissions Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutants regulation 
(NESHAPs).   

 
3.2.4 ACM Bulk Sample Analysis 
 
Bulk samples collected during the inspection were submitted to EMSL Analytical Services, Inc. 
(EMSL) located in Woburn, Massachusetts and International Asbestos Testing Laboratories (IATL) 
in Cherry Hill, New Jersey for analysis.  EMSL and IATL are fully accredited for bulk sample 
analysis under the National Voluntary Laboratory Accreditation Program (NVLAP) administered 
by the National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST).  Bulk samples were analyzed for 
asbestos content using EPA Method 600/R-93/116.  The Laboratory Analytical Results can be 
found in Appendix A. 
 
3.2.5 ACM Analytical QC Program 
 
The EMSL and IATL quality assurance and control programs were developed in strict compliance 
with NIST/NVLAP requirements.  
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LOCATION MATERIAL 
White Floor Sheeting Kitchen 

Mastic Paper of White Floor Sheeting Entryway At Radiator 
astic Paper on Beige Peel and Stick Floor Tiles Bathroom 

Mastic Paper on Beige Peel and Stick Floor Tiles Bathroom 
Beige Peel and Stick Floor Tiles Bathroom 
Beige Peel and Stick Floor Tiles Bathroom 

Loose Fill Insulation Attic Spaces 
Loose Fill Insulation Attic Spaces 
Loose Fill Insulation Attic Spaces 

Mastic on Red Brick Pattern Floor Sheeting Closet In Childs Bedroom 
Mastic on Red Brick Pattern Floor Sheeting Closet In Childs Bedroom 

Exterior Window Glazing Six Over Nine Double Hung Units 
Exterior Window Glazing Six Over Nine Double Hung Units 
Exterior Window Glazing Four over Nine Double Hung Units 

 
Confirmed Non-Asbestos Containing Materials, 921 E. Main Street, Vineyard Haven, MA 

 
LOCATION MATERIAL 

Mastic on 12” x 12” Brown Floor Tile First Floor Bathroom 
Mastic on 12” x 12” Brown Floor Tile First Floor 

12” x 12” Brown Floor Tile First Floor Bathroom 
12” x 12” Brown Floor Tile First Floor 
White Sink Undercoating Kitchen Sink 
White Sink Undercoating Kitchen Sink 

Gypsum Board Laundry Area 
Gypsum Board Second Floor Middle Bedroom 

Joint Compound w/Sample #14A Laundry Area 
Wall and Ceiling Plaster Chase in Second Floor Middle Bedroom 
Wall and Ceiling Plaster Basement 
Wall and Ceiling Plaster Basement 
Wall and Ceiling Plaster Attic 
Wall and Ceiling Plaster Attic 

Mastic on Beige Floor Tiles Second Floor Bath 
Mastic on Beige Floor Tiles Second Floor Bath 

Beige Floor Tiles Second Floor Bath 
Beige Floor Tiles Second Floor Bath 

Loose Fill Insulation Attic Floor 
Loose Fill Insulation Attic Floor 
Loose Fill Insulation Attic Floor 

Exterior Window Glazing Compound Six Over Four Double Hung Units 
Exterior Window Glazing Compound Four Over Four Double Hunt Units 
Exterior Window Glazing Compound Six Over Nine Double Hung Units 
Exterior Window Glazing Compound Garage Six Over Six Double Hung Units
Exterior Window Glazing Compound Garage Six Over Six Double Hung Units
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The mere presence of asbestos in a building does not mean that the health of building occupants is 
necessarily at risk.  As long as the ACMs remain in good condition and are not disturbed, exposure 
is unlikely.  However, when building maintenance, repair, renovation, demolition or other activities 
disturb ACMs, or if ACMs are damaged, asbestos fibers can be released creating a potential hazard 
to building occupants. Contractors and employees performing demolition, construction or 
renovation activities must be informed of the presence of ACMs if the activities may impact these 
materials.  
 
It is H&Ss’ understanding that the Site is to be renovated in the near future. H&S recommends that 
the above Confirmed ACMs be removed (asbestos abatement) prior to the demolition/renovation 
work by a Massachusetts Licensed Asbestos Contractor prior to demolition or renovation of the 
Site.  
 
Until all Confirmed ACMs are removed, they should be managed according to governing 
regulations.  All ACMs in each of the buildings should be included in a site-specific asbestos 
operations and maintenance (O&M) program designed at a minimum to comply with 29 CFR 
1910.1001 and 1926.1101, incorporating the basic components outlined in the EPA’s Guide to 
Managing Asbestos in Buildings.  
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3.3 Lead Containing Paint Inspection  
 

3.3.1 LCP Introduction 

Lead is a toxic metal that was used for many years in paint and other products found in and around 
our homes. Lead also can be emitted into the air from industrial sources and leaded aviation 
gasoline, and lead can enter drinking water from plumbing materials. Lead may cause a range of 
health effects, from behavioral problems and learning disabilities, to seizures and death. Children 
six years old and under are most at risk. 

Most Common Sources of Lead Poisoning: 

 Deteriorating lead-based paint 
 Lead contaminated dust 
 Lead contaminated residential soil 

 
Historically, lead was added to paint because its color stability properties made it a desirable 
pigment and because it enhances durability.  Lead-containing paint becomes harmful when 
inhaled as dust or fumes or when ingested.  Once lead pigment was proven to be a health hazard, 
it was officially banned in 1978 from paint applied in residences. 

 
In an occupational or industrial setting, if lead-containing painted surfaces are to be impacted by 
renovation or demolition activities, contractor personnel exposure (per OSHA compliance) and 
waste disposal (per EPA compliance) issues must be addressed and factored into the cost of the 
project.  Specifically, contractors are required to comply with all applicable OSHA regulations 
including 29 CFR 1926.62 Lead Exposure on Contractors Interim Final Rule and 29 CFR 
1926.59 Hazard Communication for the Construction Industry.  These regulations are applicable 
for all construction workers that are involved in activities that impact lead containing paint 
and/or generate airborne lead.   
 
 
 3.3.2 LCP Inspection 
 
The XRF testing was performed to evaluate the lead content on painted surfaces for interior and 
exterior surfaces in housing, and determine the presence of lead hazards as defined by the 
Massachusetts Lead Law (105 CMR 460.000 – Lead Poisoning Prevention and Control).  
Surfaces tested included: walls, ceilings, floors, shelving, closet features, window systems, door 
systems, exterior siding, exterior trim, porch trim and features, garage exterior components, and 
any other component with a surface coating that was visible and reachable during the inspection. 
 
The inspection for suspect LCP included: 
 

1. Conduct a visual inspection of accessible areas of the Site to identify, quantify, and 
assess the condition of materials suspected to contain LCP.   
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2. Analysis of painted surfaces using a Niton Xli 300 Series X-Ray Fluorescence 
(XRF) Gun. The XRF Gun is a direct read instrument that can detect the presence 
and/or absence of LCP.    

 
 

3.  If analysis of LCP is inconclusive with the XRF Gun, Then collect bulk paint chip 
samples for laboratory analysis. 
 

4.  Analysis of bulk paint chip samples at an Accredited Laboratory using Atomic 
Absorption methodology. 
 

5. A review of the inspection findings to ensure proper and consistent identification 
and characterization of all confirmed LCP.  
 

3.3.3 LCP Inspection Findings and Recommendations 
 
Most of the materials throughout the Site were painted surfaces.  All of the surfaces were 
analyzed with the XRF Gun and either identified as LBP or Paint not containing lead.  Therefore, 
no bulk paint samples were collected or analyzed for lead content.   
 
Lead paint content of components was not consistent or representative from one area to another; 
this is likely due to previous work that has been performed to the property from over the years of 
maintenance and updates.  The following building components were commonly found to contain 
dangerous levels of lead (see individual reports for exact results):  

 
 Plaster walls and ceilings 
 Baseboards 
 Doors, door casings, and door jambs 
 Window sills, casings, interior stop edges, aprons, exterior sills, blind stops, and 

exterior casings. 
 Stair risers, treads, stringers, floor edges, and floor casings 
 Shelves and shelf supports 
 Garage exterior components 

 
Less commonly found to contain lead, but still having at least some locations which are 
considered to have dangerous amounts of lead are: 

 
 Door thresholds and kickplates 
 Exterior Cornerboards 
 Porch columns 
 

In addition to these components containing dangerous levels of lead, many of these 
components present one or more lead hazards as defined by 105 CMR 460.000.  These 
hazards are either: accessible/mouthable surfaces, moveable/impact surfaces, and/or 
loose/chipping/peeling/deteriorated paint. 
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Anyone who performs work to correct lead hazards must be authorized and licensed according to 
105 CMR 460.00 – Lead Poisoning Prevention and Control and 454 CMR 22.00 – Deleading 
and Lead Safe Renovation Regulations. 

 
Additionally, the employer of workers who disturb or remove lead paint must comply with 
OSHA Standard 29 CFR 1926.62 - Lead.  This applies to all construction work, alteration, or 
repair, including painting, where an employee may be occupationally exposed to lead. 
 
Many of the painted surfaces did test positive for LBP and some of those surfaces are loose, 
therefore, further action is required regarding the LCP Inspection and Findings. An Executive 
Summary (see Attachment B) has been prepared to provide the field documentation and 
recommendations regarding the LBP. 
 
 Although the HUD(1) lead paint standard classifies lead-based paint ( LBP) as that having >0.5% of 
lead by weight as analyzed by Atomic Absorption.  For the purposes of renovation and/or 
demolition work, OSHA defines lead-containing paint (LCP) as any paint containing detectable 
amounts of lead.   
 
The current interpretation of the EPA’s Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) requires 
that waste generated during projects where LCPs are present and will be disposed of is tested for the 
toxicity characteristic of lead in the waste stream.  Toxicity Characteristic Leachate Procedure 
(TCLP) testing is performed to determine whether the waste (construction debris) must be classified 
as hazardous because of its lead content or if it can be disposed in a conventional construction and 
demolition (C&D) landfill.  The regulatory limit for lead toxicity is 5.0 milligrams per liter (mg/L) 
using the EPA reference Method SW846-7420 for Atomic Absorption Spectroscopy (AAS). 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
(1)

 U.S Department of Housing and Urban Development 
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3.4 Radon  
 

3.4.1 Radon Introduction 
 

The EPA estimates that about 20,000 lung cancer deaths each year in the U.S. are radon-related. 
Exposure to radon is the second leading cause of lung cancer after smoking. Radon is an odorless, 
tasteless and invisible gas produced by the decay of naturally occurring uranium in soil and water. 
Radon is a form of ionizing radiation and a proven carcinogen. Lung cancer is the only known effect on 
human health from exposure to radon in air. Thus far, there is no evidence that children are at greater 
risk of lung cancer than are adults. 
 
Radon in air is ubiquitous. Radon is found in outdoor air and in the indoor air of buildings of all kinds. 
EPA recommends homes be fixed if the radon level is 4 pCi/L (picocuries per liter) or more. Because 
there is no known safe level of exposure to radon, EPA also recommends that Americans consider fixing 
their home for radon levels between 2 pCi/L and 4 pCi/L. The average radon concentration in the indoor 
air of America's homes is about 1.3 pCi/L. It is upon this level that EPA based its estimate of 20,000 
radon-related lung cancers a year upon. It is for this simple reason that EPA recommends that Americans 
consider fixing their homes when the radon level is between 2 pCi/L and 4 pCi/L. The average 
concentration of radon in outdoor air is .4 pCi/L or 1/10th of EPA's 4 pCi/L action level. 
 
For smokers the risk of lung cancer is significant due to the synergistic effects of radon and smoking. 
For this population about 62 people in a 1,000 will die of lung-cancer, compared to 7.3 people in a 1,000 
for never smokers. Put another way, a person who never smoked (never smoker) who is exposed to 1.3 
pCi/L has a 2 in 1,000 chance of lung cancer; while a smoker has a 20 in 1,000 chance of dying from 
lung cancer. Figure A compares the risks between smokers and never smokers; smokers are at a much 
higher risk than never smokers, e.g., at 8 pCi/L the risk to smokers is six times the risk to never smokers. 
 
The radon health risk is underscored by the fact that in 1988 Congress added Title III on Indoor Radon 
Abatement to the Toxic Substances Control Act. It codified and funded EPA's then fledgling radon 
program. Also that year, the Office of the U.S. Surgeon General issued a warning about radon urging 
Americans to test their homes and to reduce the radon level when necessary (U.S. Surgeon General). 
 
Unfortunately, many Americans presume that because the action level is 4 pCi/L, a radon level of less 
than 4 pCi/L is "safe". This perception is altogether too common in the residential real estate market. In 
managing any risk, we should be concerned with the greatest risk. For most Americans, their greatest 
exposure to radon is in their homes; especially in rooms that are below grade (e.g., basements), rooms 
that are in contact with the ground and those rooms immediately above them. 
 
3.4.2 Radon Sampling 
 
Basement level locations were tested in both houses because radon enters through building 
foundations.  The radon collection device used for this indoor air quality testing were charcoal 
canisters placed in the basement of both buildings for a period of approximately 48 hours. For quality 
control purposes trip blanks were also summited and analyzed. 
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October 17, 2012 

Via E-Mail 
United States Coast Guard 
CEU Providence       
300 Metro Center Boulevard 
Warwick, RI 02886-1747 
Attn:  
 
Re: Executive Summary for Lead Based Paint, Martha’s Vineyard Housing West Chop #1 & 
#2,  Vineyard Haven, Massachusetts,  Contract No. HSCGG1-08-D-3RX001 / 01010770714901 
 
Dear ; 
 
H&S Environmental, Inc. (H&S) conducted lead based paint inspections for the USCG at 917 & 
920 East Main Street, Vineyard Haven, MA 02568 (also known as West Chop #1 and #2) on 
September 20, 2012. .  An executive summary of the lead based paint inspections are below: 
 
Executive Summary for 917 East Main Street (West Chop #1) 
 
Site Location and Description 
 
The Site (917 East Main Street) is comprised of a wood framed house and a garage. The house is 
two floors with a full basement and is approximately 1,800 square foot. The basement is a 
combination of field stone and brick. The roof is a pitched wood framed structure and covered 
with three-tab asphalt roof shingles. Interior walls and ceilings are combination plaster and 
drywall. The wood subfloors are covered with a combination of hardwood and resilient floor 
sheeting and vinyl-composite floor tiles. Windows are wood-cased, double hung units. Heat is 
provided by an oil fired furnace in the basement and is delivered to the individual spaces by 
room radiators. The house at 917 Main Street is vacant. 
 
Findings and Results 
 
This summary presents the results of testing for the presence of lead by X-Ray Fluorescence 
(XRF) analysis on interior and exterior painted surfaces at the Site. The lead testing was 
performed on September 20, 2012, by Mr. David Pesce, Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Licensed Master Lead Inspector (License No. ).  Mr. Pesce is trained in the proper use and 
interpretation of results of the XRF Spectrum Analyzer. 
 

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)

(b)(6) & (b)(7)



 

 
 

The XRF testing was performed to evaluate the lead content on painted surfaces for interior and 
exterior surfaces in housing, and determine the presence of lead hazards as defined by the 
Massachusetts Lead Law (105 CMR 460.000 – Lead Poisoning Prevention and Control).  
Surfaces tested included: walls, ceilings, floors, shelving, closet features, window systems, door 
systems, exterior siding, exterior trim, porch trim and features, garage exterior components, and 
any other component with a surface coating that was visible and reachable during the inspection. 
 
Lead paint content of components was not consistent or representative from one area to another; 
this is likely due to previous work that has been performed to the property from over the years of 
maintenance and updates.  The following building components were found to contain dangerous 
levels of lead (see individual reports for exact results):  
 
 Plaster walls and ceilings 
 Baseboards 
 Doors, door casings, and door jambs 
 Window sills, casings, interior stop edges, aprons, exterior sills, blind stops, and exterior 

casings. 
 Stair risers, treads, stringers, floor edges, and floor casings 
 Shelves and shelf supports 
 Garage exterior components 
 
Less commonly found to contain lead, but still having at least some locations which are 
considered to have dangerous amounts of lead are: 
 
 Door thresholds and kickplates 
 Exterior Cornerboards 
 Porch columns 
 
In addition to these components containing dangerous levels of lead, many of these components 
present one or more lead hazards as defined by 105 CMR 460.000.  These hazards are either:  
 
 accessible/mouthable surfaces 
 moveable/impact surfaces, and/or 
 loose/chipping/peeling/deteriorated paint. 
 
Anyone who performs work to correct lead hazards must be authorized and licensed according to 
105 CMR 460.00 – Lead Poisoning Prevention and Control and 454 CMR 22.00 – Deleading 
and Lead Safe Renovation Regulations. 
 
Additionally, the employer of workers who disturb or remove lead paint must comply with 
OSHA Standard 29 CFR 1926.62 - Lead.  This applies to all construction work, alteration, or 
repair, including painting, where an employee may be occupationally exposed to lead.  
 



 

 
 

Although the HUD1 lead paint standard classifies Lead-Based Paint (LBP) as having >0.5% of 
lead by weight as analyzed by Atomic Absorption, for the purposes of renovation and/or 
demolition work, OSHA defines LCP’s as any paint containing detectable amounts of lead.  The 
condition of the lead containing paint listed in Appendix B ranges from good to damage.   

 
The findings of this inspection are included in Attachment A. 
 
Recommendations for Deleading In Massachusetts 
 
A comprehensive lead paint inspection was performed at the Site by a licensed lead paint 
inspector which included information regarding the lead paint content of every accessible surface 
by location for that property.  In addition, if a dangerous level of lead is detected on a surface 
(equal to or greater than 1.0 milligrams per square centimeter) then the inspector will also 
indicate if any lead hazards are associated with that surface. 
 
The Massachusetts Lead Law requires that a property where a child under six years of age 
resides be free of any lead hazards.  Lead hazards cannot exist inside the living space of the unit, 
on the exterior of any accessible building on the lot line, or in any common areas if there are any.  
This can only be determined after a comprehensive lead inspection is performed.   
 
If no lead hazards are found at the time of the initial inspection, a Letter of Full Initial Lead 
Inspection Compliance may be issued for the property.  If lead hazards are found, then all lead 
hazards must be deleaded in order to make the property lead-safe. 
 
Lead Hazards fall into one of three categories in Massachusetts: 
 

 Accessible/Mouthable (A/M) – A surface that is 5 feet or less from the floor, ground, 
or stair tread that protrudes more a ½ inch or more, or forms an outside corner.  All 
metal surfaces are not considered A/M except for handrails, railing caps, and window 
sills. 
 

 Moveable/Impact (M/I) – A frictional piece in a window system in which that 
window system has a sill located 5 feet or less from the floor, ground, or stair tread.  
Also storm window frames must be removed if there is lead paint on the exterior 
window sill or blind stop so lead chips will not build up inside. 

 
 Loose (L) – A surface that is loose, chipping, peeling, flaking, damaged, or otherwise 

deteriorated. 
 
Therefore a typical lead abatement job will require that all moveable/impact parts of windows be 
completely abated, all accessible/mouthable surfaces are abated to a minimum height of 5 feet, 
and all other remaining loose lead paint is stabilized and made intact.  All work performed for 
these purposes MUST be performed by a licensed or authorized person.   
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Authorization of workers in Massachusetts is broken into three categories determined by the risk 
of the lead abatement task.  Authorization comes from either the Childhood Lead Poisoning 
Prevention Program (CLPPP) or the Department of Labor Standards (DLS).  These are described 
in Table 1. 
 

Table 1 
Massachusetts Deleading Authorization Levels 

Low Risk Moderate Risk High Risk 
Reserved for owners and their 
agents. 
 
Low risk deleading requires 
the person to read two 
informational pamphlets and 
submit two quizzes (located in 
the pamphlets) to CLPPP. 

Two ways of authorization. 
 
For owners and their agents, 
they may take a one day 
approved by CLPPP called 
Moderate Risk Owner/Agent.  
CLPPP mails a person who 
completes the course a quiz, 
which is mailed back to 
CLPPP upon completion. 
 
Contractors may take the one 
day RRP course followed by a 
4-hour Moderate Risk Option 
for Lead-Safe Renovators 
course which is approved by 
DLS.  Upon course 
completion DLS/CLPPP will 
provide an authorization 
number. 

Deleading Contractors, 
Deleading Supervisors, and 
Deleading Workers. 
 
A 3-day course for workers, 
and a 4-day course for 
supervisors/contractors is 
required. Highly regulated by 
DLS through strict 
enforcement, including blood 
monitoring of employees. 
 
Requires an annual one day 
refresher. 

 
An appropriately authorized person may then perform some or all of the lead abatement 
necessary for the property to gain a Letter of Full Deleading Compliance.  Each of the previously 
described lead hazards has multiple ways of being remediated.  Table 2 describes how each lead 
be hazard may be deleaded. 
 

Table 2 
Deleading Methods 

 
Type of Lead Hazard Deleading Method 

Accessible/Mouthable 
 
 

Coating Removal (High Risk) – Surface is wet scrapped or stripped 
to bare substrate to a minimum height of 5 feet.  If it is an outside 
corner, then it is scraped to a minimum of 5 feet high and 4 inches 
back from all edges. 
 
Replacement (Moderate Risk) – Component is removed in a piece-
by-piece manner and replaced with a new component which is 
appropriately installed.  Replacement of walls and ceilings is 



 

 
 

considered High Risk Deleading. 
 
Encapsulating Paint (Low Risk) – Surface is painted with a 
specialized paint called an encapsulant.  Encapsulants are designed 
specifically to cover A/M lead painted surfaces.  The surface must be 
in good condition.  If marked loose on the inspection report, a 
Moderate or High Risk Deleader must make the surface intact first.  
Good for historical preservation.   
 
Covering (Low Risk) – Some surfaces may be covered to block 
access to a surface that is considered A/M.  Typically these surfaces 
are on the outside corners of walls or ceiling/walls, or may be in an 
uncommon location.  Covering may also be used for other reasons as 
well. 
 
Dipping (Various) – A component is removed and taken to an off-site 
dipping facility to remove all coatings, and then reinstalled by the 
appropriately authorized person.  This is usually done for doors, but 
can be used for other components if desired. 
 

Moveable/Impact 
 

Window Replacement (Moderate Risk) - Window system is 
removed and replaced with a new self-contained system that does not 
rub on any part of the existing window trim.  This is usually done with 
a vinyl replacement window. 
 
Covering (Low Risk) – In some cases where windows have been 
previously partially modernized, covering of specific surfaces may be 
enough to remove any lead hazards from the window.  In this 
situation, only the exterior sill and/or blind stop have lead paint on 
them.  Aluminum sheet metal may be used to cover the exterior sill 
and blind stop, but must be done so that all edges are caulked and 
wrap into the storm window frame if there is one. 
 
Coating Removal (High Risk) – This method is chosen for historical 
preservation applications.  The window sash is typically wet scrapped 
or dipped off-site if it has lead paint.  All putty must be scrapped out 
of the sash as well.  The rest of the window parts should be wet 
scrapped or stripped to bare substrate.  Partial replacement may be 
used with replica components if necessary or desired. 

Loose 
 

Make Intact (High Risk) - Loose paint is flaked and spot-primed in 
order to stabilize it.  Surface cracks and imperfections are repaired 
using spackle, wood putty, or other appropriate materials.  Severely 
damaged or rotted components may need partial or full replacement. 
 
Moderate Risk Make Intact (Moderate Risk) – Loose paint is 
flaked and spot-primed in order to stabilize it.  Surface cracks and 



 

 
 

imperfections are repaired using spackle, wood putty, or other 
appropriate materials.  Severely damaged or rotted components may 
need partial or full replacement.  Moderate Risk Make Intact is limited 
to 2 sq. ft. per interior room or 10 sq. ft. for the entire exterior.  
Exceeding this limit becomes High Risk. 
 
Covering (Low Risk) - Surface is covered with an appropriate 
material for the application.  The component should be completed 
covered, and the covering be mechanically fastened to the surface by 
screws, nails, or construction adhesive.  All edges and seams should 
be caulked so no loose paint chips or dust can be released.  The 
surface below does not need to be made intact before being covered.  
Covering may also be used for other reasons as well. 
 
Replacement (Moderate Risk) - Component is removed in a piece-
by-piece manner and replaced with a new component which is 
appropriately installed.  Replacement of walls and ceilings is 
considered High Risk Deleading. 
 
 

 
 
H&S Recommends the following actions for 917 East Main Street: 
 

1) All Accessible/Mouthable Surfaces be either be replaced (Moderate Risk) or covered 
using an encapsulating paint (Low Risk) 

2) All Moveable/Impactable Surfaces (i.e. windows) be replaced (Moderate Risk) or the 
coating removed (High Risk) 

3) All Loose Surfaces be made intact (Moderate Risk) or be replaced (Moderate Risk) 
 
 
Rough Order of Magnitude (ROM) Cost Estimate 
 
The Rough Order of Magnitude Costs for the deleading of the property (including all labor, 
material, and equipment) associated with this ROM Cost Estimate is as follows: 
 
917 East Main Street (Including Garage)    $30-$45/per square foot 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 

Executive Summary for 920 East Main Street (West Chop #2) 
 
Site Location and Description 
 
The Site (920 East Main Street) is comprised of a wood framed house and a garage. The house is 
two floors with a full basement and is approximately 1,800 square foot. The basement is a 
combination of field stone and brick. The roof is a pitched wood framed structure and covered 
with three-tab asphalt roof shingles. Interior walls and ceilings are combination plaster and 
drywall. The wood subfloors are covered with a combination of hardwood and resilient floor 
sheeting and vinyl-composite floor tiles. Windows are wood-cased, double hung units. Heat is 
provided by an oil fired furnace in the basement and is delivered to the individual spaces by 
room radiators. The house at 920 Main Street is currently occupied and has two (2) children 
under the age of 6. 
 
Findings and Results 
 
This summary presents the results of testing for the presence of lead by X-Ray Fluorescence 
(XRF) analysis on interior and exterior painted surfaces at the Site. The lead testing was 
performed on September 20, 2012, by Mr. David Pesce, Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Licensed Master Lead Inspector (License No. ).  Mr. Pesce is trained in the proper use and 
interpretation of results of the XRF Spectrum Analyzer. 
 
The XRF testing was performed to evaluate the lead content on painted surfaces for interior and 
exterior surfaces in housing, and determine the presence of lead hazards as defined by the 
Massachusetts Lead Law (105 CMR 460.000 – Lead Poisoning Prevention and Control).  
Surfaces tested included: walls, ceilings, floors, shelving, closet features, window systems, door 
systems, exterior siding, exterior trim, porch trim and features, garage exterior components, and 
any other component with a surface coating that was visible and reachable during the inspection. 
 
Lead paint content of components was not consistent or representative from one area to another; 
this is likely due to previous work that has been performed to the property from over the years of 
maintenance and updates.  The following building components were found to contain dangerous 
levels of lead (see individual reports for exact results):  
 
 Plaster walls and ceilings 
 Baseboards 
 Doors, door casings, and door jambs 
 Window sills, casings, interior stop edges, aprons, exterior sills, blind stops, and exterior 

casings. 
 Stair risers, treads, stringers, floor edges, and floor casings 
 Shelves and shelf supports 
 Garage exterior components 
 
Less commonly found to contain lead, but still having at least some locations which are 
considered to have dangerous amounts of lead are: 
 

(b)(6) & (b)(7)



 

 
 

 Door thresholds and kickplates 
 Exterior Cornerboards 
 Porch columns 
 
In addition to these components containing dangerous levels of lead, many of these components 
present one or more lead hazards as defined by 105 CMR 460.000.  These hazards are either:  
 
 accessible/mouthable surfaces 
 moveable/impact surfaces, and/or 
 loose/chipping/peeling/deteriorated paint. 
 
Anyone who performs work to correct lead hazards must be authorized and licensed according to 
105 CMR 460.00 – Lead Poisoning Prevention and Control and 454 CMR 22.00 – Deleading 
and Lead Safe Renovation Regulations. 
 
Additionally, the employer of workers who disturb or remove lead paint must comply with 
OSHA Standard 29 CFR 1926.62 - Lead.  This applies to all construction work, alteration, or 
repair, including painting, where an employee may be occupationally exposed to lead.  
 
Although the HUD2 lead paint standard classifies Lead-Based Paint (LBP) as having >0.5% of 
lead by weight as analyzed by Atomic Absorption, for the purposes of renovation and/or 
demolition work, OSHA defines LCP’s as any paint containing detectable amounts of lead.  The 
condition of the lead containing paint listed in Appendix B ranges from good to damage.   

 
The findings of this inspection are included in Attachment B. 
 
 
Recommendations for Deleading In Massachusetts 
 
A comprehensive lead paint inspection was performed at the Site by a licensed lead paint 
inspector which included information regarding the lead paint content of every accessible surface 
by location for that property.  In addition, if a dangerous level of lead is detected on a surface 
(equal to or greater than 1.0 milligrams per square centimeter) then the inspector will also 
indicate if any lead hazards are associated with that surface. 
 
The Massachusetts Lead Law requires that a property where a child under six years of age 
resides be free of any lead hazards.  Lead hazards cannot exist inside the living space of the unit, 
on the exterior of any accessible building on the lot line, or in any common areas if there are any.  
This can only be determined after a comprehensive lead inspection is performed.   
 
If no lead hazards are found at the time of the initial inspection, a Letter of Full Initial Lead 
Inspection Compliance may be issued for the property.  If lead hazards are found, then all lead 
hazards must be deleaded in order to make the property lead-safe. 
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Lead Hazards fall into one of three categories in Massachusetts: 
 

 Accessible/Mouthable (A/M) – A surface that is 5 feet or less from the floor, ground, 
or stair tread that protrudes more a ½ inch or more, or forms an outside corner.  All 
metal surfaces are not considered A/M except for handrails, railing caps, and window 
sills. 
 

 Moveable/Impact (M/I) – A frictional piece in a window system in which that 
window system has a sill located 5 feet or less from the floor, ground, or stair tread.  
Also storm window frames must be removed if there is lead paint on the exterior 
window sill or blind stop so lead chips will not build up inside. 

 
 Loose (L) – A surface that is loose, chipping, peeling, flaking, damaged, or otherwise 

deteriorated. 
 
Therefore a typical lead abatement job will require that all moveable/impact parts of windows be 
completely abated, all accessible/mouthable surfaces are abated to a minimum height of 5 feet, 
and all other remaining loose lead paint is stabilized and made intact.  All work performed for 
these purposes MUST be performed by a licensed or authorized person.   
 
Authorization of workers in Massachusetts is broken into three categories determined by the risk 
of the lead abatement task.  Authorization comes from either the Childhood Lead Poisoning 
Prevention Program (CLPPP) or the Department of Labor Standards (DLS).  These are described 
in Table 1. 
 

Table 1 
Massachusetts Deleading Authorization Levels 

Low Risk Moderate Risk High Risk 
Reserved for owners and their 
agents. 
 
Low risk deleading requires 
the person to read two 
informational pamphlets and 
submit two quizzes (located in 
the pamphlets) to CLPPP. 

Two ways of authorization. 
 
For owners and their agents, 
they may take a one day 
approved by CLPPP called 
Moderate Risk Owner/Agent.  
CLPPP mails a person who 
completes the course a quiz, 
which is mailed back to 
CLPPP upon completion. 
 
Contractors may take the one 
day RRP course followed by a 
4-hour Moderate Risk Option 
for Lead-Safe Renovators 
course which is approved by 
DLS.  Upon course 
completion DLS/CLPPP will 

Deleading Contractors, 
Deleading Supervisors, and 
Deleading Workers. 
 
A 3-day course for workers, 
and a 4-day course for 
supervisors/contractors is 
required. Highly regulated by 
DLS through strict 
enforcement, including blood 
monitoring of employees. 
 
Requires an annual one day 
refresher. 



 

 
 

provide an authorization 
number. 

 
An appropriately authorized person may then perform some or all of the lead abatement 
necessary for the property to gain a Letter of Full Deleading Compliance.  Each of the previously 
described lead hazards has multiple ways of being remediated.  Table 2 describes how each lead 
be hazard may be deleaded. 
 

Table 2 
Deleading Methods 

 
Type of Lead Hazard Deleading Method 

Accessible/Mouthable 
 
 

Coating Removal (High Risk) – Surface is wet scrapped or stripped 
to bare substrate to a minimum height of 5 feet.  If it is an outside 
corner, then it is scraped to a minimum of 5 feet high and 4 inches 
back from all edges. 
 
Replacement (Moderate Risk) – Component is removed in a piece-
by-piece manner and replaced with a new component which is 
appropriately installed.  Replacement of walls and ceilings is 
considered High Risk Deleading. 
 
Encapsulating Paint (Low Risk) – Surface is painted with a 
specialized paint called an encapsulant.  Encapsulants are designed 
specifically to cover A/M lead painted surfaces.  The surface must be 
in good condition.  If marked loose on the inspection report, a 
Moderate or High Risk Deleader must make the surface intact first.  
Good for historical preservation.   
 
Covering (Low Risk) – Some surfaces may be covered to block 
access to a surface that is considered A/M.  Typically these surfaces 
are on the outside corners of walls or ceiling/walls, or may be in an 
uncommon location.  Covering may also be used for other reasons as 
well. 
 
Dipping (Various) – A component is removed and taken to an off-site 
dipping facility to remove all coatings, and then reinstalled by the 
appropriately authorized person.  This is usually done for doors, but 
can be used for other components if desired. 
 

Moveable/Impact 
 

Window Replacement (Moderate Risk) - Window system is 
removed and replaced with a new self-contained system that does not 
rub on any part of the existing window trim.  This is usually done with 
a vinyl replacement window. 
 
Covering (Low Risk) – In some cases where windows have been 



 

 
 

previously partially modernized, covering of specific surfaces may be 
enough to remove any lead hazards from the window.  In this 
situation, only the exterior sill and/or blind stop have lead paint on 
them.  Aluminum sheet metal may be used to cover the exterior sill 
and blind stop, but must be done so that all edges are caulked and 
wrap into the storm window frame if there is one. 
 
Coating Removal (High Risk) – This method is chosen for historical 
preservation applications.  The window sash is typically wet scrapped 
or dipped off-site if it has lead paint.  All putty must be scrapped out 
of the sash as well.  The rest of the window parts should be wet 
scrapped or stripped to bare substrate.  Partial replacement may be 
used with replica components if necessary or desired. 

Loose 
 

Make Intact (High Risk) - Loose paint is flaked and spot-primed in 
order to stabilize it.  Surface cracks and imperfections are repaired 
using spackle, wood putty, or other appropriate materials.  Severely 
damaged or rotted components may need partial or full replacement. 
 
Moderate Risk Make Intact (Moderate Risk) – Loose paint is 
flaked and spot-primed in order to stabilize it.  Surface cracks and 
imperfections are repaired using spackle, wood putty, or other 
appropriate materials.  Severely damaged or rotted components may 
need partial or full replacement.  Moderate Risk Make Intact is limited 
to 2 sq. ft. per interior room or 10 sq. ft. for the entire exterior.  
Exceeding this limit becomes High Risk. 
 
Covering (Low Risk) - Surface is covered with an appropriate 
material for the application.  The component should be completed 
covered, and the covering be mechanically fastened to the surface by 
screws, nails, or construction adhesive.  All edges and seams should 
be caulked so no loose paint chips or dust can be released.  The 
surface below does not need to be made intact before being covered.  
Covering may also be used for other reasons as well. 
 
Replacement (Moderate Risk) - Component is removed in a piece-
by-piece manner and replaced with a new component which is 
appropriately installed.  Replacement of walls and ceilings is 
considered High Risk Deleading. 
 
 

 
 
H&S Recommends the following actions for 920 East Main Street: 
 

4) All Accessible/Mouthable Surfaces be either be replaced (Moderate Risk) or covered 
using an encapsulating paint (Low Risk) 





 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Attachment A 
Lead Inspection Report/Field Notes 

917 East Main Street (Including Garage) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 













































































 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Attachment B 
Lead Inspection Report/Field Notes 

920 East Main Street 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 















































































 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Attachment C 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts  
Residential Deleading Advisory 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 









 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Attachment D 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts  

Tenant’s Rights and Responsibilities 













 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX C 
Radon Laboratory Analysis Results 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 



























































































































































Commanding Officer
United States Coast Guard 
Health, Safety, and Work-Life Service
Center

427 Commercial St
Boston, MA  02109 
Staff Symbol: (se-fo) 
Phone:  
Email

5100 
2018 

MEMORANDUM 

From:
CG HSWL SC (se-fo) Det Boston 

To: CG Base Cape Cod

Subj: WEST CHOP LEAD EXPOSURE HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT (HRA) 

Ref: (a) Medical Manual COMDTINST M6000.1 (series)

(b) Safety and Environmental Health Manual COMDTINST M5100.47(series)

On 20 August 2018, the Health, Safety, and Work-Life Service Center, Safety and
Environmental Health Division, Detached Boston (HSWL SC se-fo Det Boston) office received
notification a dependent's blood lead level exceeded prescribed standards outlined in 
reference (a); the dependent resides at , a CG-owned housing unit, and received 
blood lead screening as part of a routine exam. Results of the sampling revealed the child's BLL 
to be 8.0 ug/dL, any value over 5.0 ug/dL is considered elevated blood lead (EBL ). Upon 
receipt of these results all other family members were screened for EBL and HSWL SC (se-fo) 
Det Boston completed an EBL assessment in accordance with reference (b).

On 22 August 2018 HSWL SC se-fo Det Boston assessed potential lead exposure sources at
the West Chop Lighthouse property, located in Tisbury, MA (Martha’s Vineyard). The
assessment included a visual assessment of all structures on the 2.17 acre premises, an interview
with housing occupants, and dust, paint, soil, and water sampling for lead analysis.

The assessment identified multiple structures on the property with deteriorating lead
containing paint and lead contamination of the soil. The conditions posed a high risk of lead
exposure to residents and were the likely source of the EBL in the dependent. Enclosure (1)
contains a detailed report of the assessment.

Please contact  with questions or concerns regarding this assessment.

# 

Enclosure: (1) West Chop Lighthouse Housing – Lead Exposure HRA
Copy: CG HSWL SC (se) 

CG SECTOR Southeast New England 
CG STA Menemsha

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)
(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)
(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)

(b)(6) & (b)(7)(C)
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Results 
(Continued)

Potable Water Analysis: 

Results revealed the presence of lead in water collected from the 2nd floor bathroom 
sink in both residences; however, the concentrations were below the Action Level.
Testing showed that the pH was acceptable, but disinfectant residual was not adequate. 

Appendix C provides detailed tables summarizing all laboratory results and Appendix D 
illustrates pictures taken from the assessment. 

Discussion Lead contamination at the West Chop Lighthouse property primarily stems from 
deteriorating lead-containing paint (LCP) on the lighthouse exterior and in the 
residences. A review of historical records, staff observations, occupant interviews  and 
samples of soil, water, surface dust  and paint support this conclusion. Observations 
revealed multiple locations on the property with flaking paint deposited on the grounds. 
Soil samples collected throughout the property demonstrated an accumulation of lead in 
the soil attributed to paint chip deposits over time. Occupant interviews revealed 
dependent children spend substantial time outside playing throughout the property, 
which prompted the assessment team to apply the outdoor play area criteria in reference 
(e) for lead soil concentrations. Twenty of the 30 soil samples had lead concentrations
that resulted in classification as Major Findings per reference (e). Major Findings
warrant immediate action to correct the hazard and minimize exposure risks.

Household lead dust is most commonly the result of LCP disturbance via vibration, 
surface contact, wear and tear  and home repair activities. Lead dust and paint chips can 
get on surfaces and objects that people touch. Settled lead dust can re-enter the air 
during cleaning activities and when disturbed by foot traffic.  

The team evaluated several sources of potential lead exposure in the residences. Samples 
including paint, surface dust and water all revealed at least trace amounts of lead. Bulk 
sampling of various deteriorated painted surfaces confirmed the presence of lead in all 
samples with ten samples exceeding the Action Level. Additionally, lead was detected 
in more than 50% of the wipe samples and 27.5 % of the wipe samples exceeded the 
Action Level of 40 µg/ft2. It is important to note that both families thoroughly cleaned 
the housing units after receiving the EBLL notification and prior to our visit, which is 
clearly supported by our surface wipe sample results. Therefore, the surface lead dust 
concentrations inside the housing units was likely higher before the cleaning. 

Surface dust serves as a contamination indicator for all possible lead sources in the 
residence except for the potable water. The results demonstrate that deteriorated interior 
LCP and outdoor lead sources such as soil and paint chips are contributing to lead dust 
contamination in the housing units. Furthermore, lead contamination within the 
residence was not isolated to one area. Surface wipe samples showed that toys, a room 
with a crib  and the basement floor all exceeded the Action Level. 

Water samples collected revealed detectable concentrations of lead in the water system; 
however, results were below the Action Level outlined in reference (e). Additionally, 
sampling of the drinking water pH showed the water was not corrosive and not at risk 
for contributing lead to the water. 

Continued on next page 
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Recommended 
Actions
(Continued) 

5. Clean all interior surfaces.

6. Carefully clean up paint chips near high children and pet activity areas
immediately without creating dust, wet the area first to avoid creating dust.

7. Wash your hands and your children’s hands often with soap and water, especially
before they eat and before nap time and bed time.

8. Machine-wash any dirty or dusty linens and clothing with general detergent.

9. Ensure all results and information from this report are reflected in the lead
management program inventory of Base Cape Cod and STA Menemsha.

10. Ensure all results and information from this report are reflected in HMIS.

11. Implement the following measures to minimize lead contamination of the potable
water; continue flushing potable water sources for drinking, eating, and food
preparations for 10 seconds prior to consumption, continue to monitor pH and
halogen residual meet acceptable conditions in alignment with reference (c)

Limitations The observations, results, and potential health risks identified in this report are only 
representative of the conditions that existed at the time that our assessment was 
conducted. This assessment was not comprehensive and did not include evaluations of 
all areas for lead dust or condition assessment of all lead paint. The sampling 
conducted during this assessment was conducted to evaluate immediate human health 
risk posed by recognized lead hazards. The professionals conducting the assessment 
do not maintain state certifications for lead risk assessment. Therefore, the sample 
data in this report cannot be used to scope contract abatement projects.  



Health, Safety, and Work-Life Service Center 
Safety & Environmental Health Division

Appendix A- Elevated Blood Lead Assessment Protocol 

Scope This protocol provides guidance for investigating lead exposure in response to an elevated 
blood lead (EBL) screening of Coast Guard member(s) and/or dependent(s) occupying
Coast Guard housing. Assessment includes literature review of all pertinent 
documentation, occupant interviews, walkthrough, dust and paint sampling for lead 
analysis, soil sampling for lead analysis, and water sampling for lead analysis.  

Equipment The following supplies will be needed for dust sampling: 

Ghost Wipes®

Wipe Sample template(s)  (1’ x 1’)
Tape measure and masking tape

Wipes for cleaning tools, etc.
Rigid plastic screw-top containers for samples

The following supplies will be needed for bulk paint sampling:  

Paint sample template:
(4x4”or 25 cm2)
Tape measure and masking tape
Cutting/scraping tool (stainless steel
scraper, chisel, knife) and hammer

Sample collection device (clean paper)
Disposable wipes for tool cleaning
Rigid plastic screw-top containers or thick
plastic bags for samples

The following supplies will be needed for soil sampling:  

Shovel or similar digging device
Thick quart to gallon size plastic bag
for samples

Disposable wipes for tool cleaning

The following supplies will be needed for water sampling:  

Sterilized sample bottles obtained
from the analyzing laboratory

Colorimeter test kit with pH, total, and free
available chlorine reagents and buffer solution

Additional equipment include permanent marker, camera, flashlight, chain of custody forms, and 
trash bags for waste disposal.  

Personal 
Protective 
Equipment 
(PPE) 

At minimum, disposable nitrile gloves (non-sterilized, non-powdered) should be used 
during sample collection and must be changed between each sample. Also, there may be 
times when conditions may necessitate use of respiratory and clothing protection. This 
will largely be left to the sample collectors discretion, but the primary considerations 
should be the surface dust loading, confined nature of the space, and anytime that the 
collector believes that an exposure may occur, for any reason.

Admin & 
Literature 
Review 

Literature Review

HSWL staff must conduct literature review of all available documents pertaining to the 
safety and environmental health history of the housing unit(s) being investigated. Sources 
of information include, but are not limited to, HSWL SC Safety and Environmental Health 
Paperless Filing System, Hazardous Conditions Management System (HCMS), Housing 
Management Information System (HMIS), as well as from Base Facility Engineering and 
Civil Engineering Unit staff that maintain or oversee the property. 

Continued on next page 

Appendix A

A-1



Health, Safety, and Work-Life Service Center 
Safety & Environmental Health Division

Appendix A- Elevated Blood Lead Assessment Protocol 

Admin & 
Literature 
Review 
(continued) 

Occupant Interviews

HSWL must conduct occupant interviews to gather general information about the living 
environment, occupant routine, potential sources of lead hazards in the home 
environment, potential sources of lead hazards due to occupation or hobbies, and child 
behavior risk factors. It is recommended that the HSWL staff utilize the U.S. Department 
of Housing and Urban Development’s “Resident Questionnaire for Investigation of 
Children with EBLL”. 

Surface Dust Dust Sampling and Analysis

Collect surface wipe samples to evaluate lead in settled dust on surfaces personnel likely 
contact and other select areas as determined necessary by the assessment team. Collect all 
samples from horizontal surfaces and preferably from surfaces containing visible dust. 
Follow NIOSH Method 9102/EPA Method SW846 6010C and analyzed using NIOSH 
Method 7300-Modified for lead in surface dust concentrations. The method highlights are 
below: 

a) Sample Media: Ghost Wipes®
b) Sample Area: One (1) square foot (ft2)
c) Analysis: Inductively Coupled Plasma-Mass Spectrometry
d) Applicability: Not compound specific; detects all elemental lead including fume

and other aerosols containing lead
e) Interferences: None reported for field sample collection

Lead Contaminated Surface Dust Evaluation Criteria 

Evaluation of Surface Cleanliness (“Level of Acceptable Decontamination”) 
Hygienic Areas (i.e. change areas, classrooms, offices, berthing spaces, messing
facilities, and lunchrooms/eating areas): 40 micrograms per square feet (µg/ft2)
Non-Hygienic Areas (i.e. ship bilges; firing ranges, armory, and engine rooms):
200 micrograms per square feet (µg/ft2)

Residential – Monitoring Level
Floors: Normally occupied interior areas found to contain lead dust less than 40
µg/ft2.

Residential – Action Level 
Floors: Normally occupied interior areas found to contain lead dust greater than or
equal to 40 µg/ft2.

Residential – Major Finding  
Floors: Normally occupied interior areas found to contain lead dust greater than or equal 
to 40 µg/ft2 AND the paint is in an area used by a pregnant woman and/or a small child 
(under the age of seven years old). 
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Appendix A- Elevated Blood Lead Assessment Protocol 

Lead 
Containing 
Paint (Bulk 
Method) 

Bulk Paint Sampling and Analysis

Paint must be sampled to ensure that all layers of the paint down to the substrate are 
collected from each location. Target areas of damaged/failed coatings and avoid intact 
coatings that would require repair, when possible. Avoid collecting paint samples on 
substrates that present a hazard to the assessor (i.e. electrical systems) and on substrates 
that might be damaged during sample collection (i.e. hull). Paint chip sample collection 
often requires an implement to effectively capture the scrapings such as a clean piece of 
paper or cleanable tray, which must be changed out/or cleaned between each sample.

Bulk paint samples are collected and submitted to a National Lead Laboratory 
Accreditation Program (NLLAP) certified laboratory. Follow the sample collection and
analysis method including EPA Mod. SW 846 6010C/6020A/7000B, and Mod. OSHA 
125G, that utilize ICP and AAS analysis following the criteria listed below: 

a) Sample Media: Bulk paint, all layers without substrate
b) Sample Area: Approximate 4”x4” area of paint needed for analysis
c) Analysis: EPA 6010C/6020A/7000B or OSHA 125G
d) Applicability: Analysis of multiple metals/metalloids in paint
e) Interferences: None reported for field sampling

Lead Containing Paint Evaluation Criteria 

Lead Containing Paint (LCP) is paint that contains any concentration of detectable lead. 
Coast Guard units must make every effort to only use non-lead paint. When non-lead 
paint is an absolute non-feasible option, units must use paints, coatings systems, 
adhesives etc. containing less than 0.009 percent lead by dry weight (% W/W). 
Monitoring Level

Interior or exterior paint with lead content greater than or equal to 0.5% W/W by
lab analysis and the entire surface is intact.

Action Level 
Interior or exterior paint with lead content greater than or equal to 0.5% W/W by
lab analysis and the paint surface is in fair or poor condition.

Major Finding 
Interior or exterior paint with lead content greater than or equal to 0.5% W/W by
lab analysis, paint surface is in fair or poor condition, AND the paint is in an area
used by a pregnant woman and/or a small child (under the age of seven years
old).

Soil 
Containing 
Lead 

Soil Sampling and Analysis

Collect soil samples in areas of interest in accordance to EPA’s SW-846 Test Method 
7000B: Flame Atomic Absorption Spectrophotometry. Areas of interest include, but are 
not limited to, areas in close proximity to deteriorating paint sources, high traffic and use 
areas, and areas of child play. 

Continued on next page
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Appendix B- Previous Report Summary

Previous 
Reports 

2006 – 2008: Phase I/II Environmental Site Assessment Report
A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment was initiated by Civil Engineering Unit 
(CEU) Providence to support the lighthouse divestiture program. A Phase II Limited 
Site Investigation targeting common contaminants around lighthouses ran concurrently 
to the Phase I. The firm hired to complete the assessment evaluated several 
environmental contaminants. Part of the assessment included soil sampling around 
current and former structures throughout the West Chop property to assess the potential 
impacts from historic lead-based paint use on surface soils. Results indicated that the 
surface soil has been impacted by historic use of lead-based paint.   

13 August 2012:  HSWL SC (se-fo) Housing Tiger Team Assessment Report
On 10 July 2012, CEU Oakland and HSWL SC (se-fo) staff, accompanied other CG 
stakeholders, conducted site visits at Coast Guard-owned housing units in Martha’s 
Vineyard as part of the CG National Housing Assessment to determine CG-wide 
housing adequacy. During the West Chop Lighthouse housing unit assessments, 
HSWL SC (se-fo) staff identified interior paint in poor condition and cited a 2004 
assessment report that positively identified lead-containing paint on housing interior 
surfaces.  
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