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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
New England Field Office

70 Commercial Street, Suite 300
Concord, New Hampshire 03301-5087

http://www.fws.gov/northeastlnewenglandfieldoffice

September 30, 2008
Gregory J. Gould
Chief, Environmental Division
Minerals Management Service
381 Elden Street, Mail Stop 4042
Herndon, VA 20164

Dear Mr. Gould:

We are writing in regard to updating the list of federally-listed threatened or endangered species
that may occur in the area of the proposed Cape Wind Project, the off-shore wind-powered
electric generating facility in Nantucket Sound, Massachusetts. Our letter of November 16, 2007
concurred with the species list provided in your October 9, 2007 letter. Our concurrence at that
time was based on all components of the Cape Wind proposal, i.e., the wind turbine array, the
electrical service platform, the inter-connecting submarine cable system, the trunk line or cable
bringing power to shore, the on-shore, largely underground, electrical transmission system
connecting the project to the NSTAR Electric right-of-way, the potential construction staging
area at Quonset Point, Rhode Island, and the likely shipping route from Quonset Point to
Nantucket Sound. Since our November 2007 letter, the Minerals Management Service (MMS)
provided our office with a Biological Assessment (BA) on the impacts of the proposed Cape
Wind Project and requested initiation of formal Section 7 consultation on May 20, 2008. The
following comments are provided in accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of
1973,asamended(16U.S.C. 1531-1533).

During our review of the written materials provided by MMS, including the BA, the January
2008 Draft Environmental Impact Statement, and Cape Wind Associates’ Reports 4.1.3-1 and
5.2.1-1, we determined that federally-threatened Northeastern beach tiger beetles (Cicindela
dorsalis dorsalis) and their habitat occur on the periphery of the action area and could be
affected by an oil spill originating from the electric service platform, wind turbines or marine
vessel collisions. We do not anticipate any other direct or indirect adverse effects to Northeastern
beach tiger beetles from the Cape Wind energy project.

Report 4.1.3-1 (Knee et al. 2006) identified the trajectory of the spill and changes that occur to
the trajectory as a result of seasonal variations of wind and currents. Small portions of occupied
Northeastern beach tiger habitat on the eastern shore of Martha’s Vineyard have a 1% to 10%

71



-2-

probability of being oiled should a spill occur from March to May. Adult tiger beetles would not
be present during this time; although larval habitat located between the mean high tide line and
the toe of the dune (depending on the time of year) might be affected should a spill coincide with
spring high tides or storms. The predictive model did not consider the amount of oiling that
would occur or whether weather and time would reduce the volume or toxicity of oil actually
reaching land.

Etkin (2006) in Report 5.2.1 -1 analyzed the potential causes of an oil spill from the wind energy
complex (e.g., extreme weather events, earthquakes, accidents, structural failures, oil transfers,
etc.), and the probability that these oil spill-causing events would occur over a 30-year period.
Analysis of a worst-case discharge event concludes that a spill of a maximum 68,000 gallons of
oil has less than a one-in-one-million chance of occurring over the 30-year period. Etkin’s oil
spill probability analysis concluded that over this period, only two spills could be attributed to
the Cape Wind facility. Of the two spills, there is a 90% chance that they would involve
volumes of 50 gallons or less, and a 1% chance that they would involve volumes of 10,000
gallons or more.

We anticipate that adverse effects to Northeastern beach tiger beetles from an oil spill
attributable to the proposed Cape Wind facility are discountable because they are extremely
unlikely to occur. Our conclusion is based on the implausibility of a major spill 1) occurring
during the months of March through May, 2) coinciding with extreme high tides, and 3) being of
sufficient volume that there is a probability of oil actually reaching occupied Northeastern beach
tiger beetle larval habitat We request that MMS review our analysis and submit a letter amending
the BA to include your independent analysis and effects determination.

Thank you for your cooperation and please contact me or Susi von Oettingen at 603-223-2541,
extension 22, if we can be of further assistance.

Sincerely yours,

Michael J. Amaral
Acting Supervisor
New England Field Office

72



-3-

CC: Reading File
Jill Lewandowski, MMS
Anne Hecht, FWS
Scott Melvin, MADFW

ES: SvonOettingen:9/3 0/2008:603-223-2541

73



Literature Cited

Etkin, D.S. 2006. Oil spill probability analysis for the Cape Wind Energy Project in Nantucket
Sound. Environmental Research Consulting, Cortlandt Manor, NY. Unpubl. rep. for
ESS Group, Inc. and Applied Science Associates, Inc. 28 pp.

Knee, K., C. Swanson, T. Isaji, N. Whittier and S. Subbayya. 2006. Simulation of oils spills
from the Cape Wind energy project electric service platform in Nantucket Sound.
Applied Science Associates, Inc. Narragansett, RI. Rep. 4.1.3-1. 34 pp.

74



Commandant 
United States Coast Guard 

2100 Second Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20593-0001 
Staff Svmbol: CG-541 
phone! (202) 372-1 566 
Fax: 1202) 372-1 930 

Dr. Walter D. Cruickshank 
Director, Minerals Management Service 
1849 C Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20240 

Dear Dr. Cruickshank: 

On April 12,2006, the Coast Guard became a cooperating agency with Minerals Management 
Service (MMS), the lead permitting agency, for all EIS processes for the Cape Wind Associates 
proposal to locate an offshore renewable energy installation (OREI) (wind farm) on Horseshoe 
Shoal in Nantucket Sound, Massachusetts. 

In compliance with Section 414(a) of the Coast Guard and Maritime Transportation Act of 2006, 
the Commandant of the Coast Guard, in August 2007, specified the reasonable terms and 
conditions necessary to provide for navigational safety with respect to the proposed lease. We 
note that our terms and conditions were included in their entirety in your Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS). 

As a cooperating agency, the Coast Guard reviewed the DEIS and the associated public 
comments submitted to MMS' docket that addressed either safety of navigation, impacts to other 
Coast Guard missions, or the terms and conditions. Enclosure (1) to this letter provides our 
assessment of the DEIS and our responses to public comments that address the potential impacts 
the proposed OREI may have on navigation safety. It also contains changes to our terms and 
conditions. Enclosure (2) provides our assessment of the proposed wind farm on Coast Guard 
missions. Our assessments find, in general, that the proposed OREI will: (1) have a moderate 
impact on navigation safety, but sufficient mitigation measures are available to reduce risk to an 
acceptable level, and (2) have a negligible or no adverse impact on Coast Guard missions, and 
may in some circumstances actually facilitate the prosecution of certain missions. 

One issue involving mitigation measures remains outstanding. Several comments to the docket 
expressed concern that the wind turbine generators may impact marine radars on vessels 
operating in the vicinity of the wind farm. We share this concern. In order to better address and 
understand potential wind farm impacts on marine radar we hosted a workshop in early October 
to examine and discuss this issue with various user groups and individuals who operate vessels in 
Nantucket Sound. In addition, the Coast Guard contracted with an independent third party to 
evaluate and report on the impact of wind turbine generators on typical marine radars in 
navigation scenarios that would likely occur in Nantucket Sound in the vicinity of the proposed 
wind farm. The contractor is also conducting an independent assessment of two radar studies 
submitted to the docket; one on behalf of the Alliance to Protect Nantucket Sound and the other 
submitted by Cape Wind. Further, the contractor is to recommend mitigation measures to lessen 
the impact of the wind turbines on marine radars, assuming some are found. We anticipate the 
contracted study to be completed in early December, 2008. The Coast Guard will review the 
study and provide any additional information at that time and requests that the information 
provided be addressed in the Record of Decision (ROD). 
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Members of my staff are available to discuss the potential impacts to navigation safety and Coast 
Guard missions with MMS' project officer as necessary. Our point of contact is Mr. George 
Detweiler who can be reached at the phone numbers or email address provided above. 

Thank you, and thanks to your staff as well, for the expert assistance and tremendous 
cooperation they've provided throughout this project. I trust that our fruitful partnership will 
continue throughout the Nantucket Sound Project, and look forward to working with you and 
your staff on future projects. 

Rear Admiral, U. S. Coast Guard 
Assistant Commandant for Safety, Security 

and Stewardship 

Enclosures: (1) Assessment of Potential Impacts to Navigation Safety 
(2) Assessment of Potential Impacts to Coast Guard Missions 

Copy: The Honorable Dirk Kempthorne 
Secretary of the Interior 
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U.S. COAST GUARD 
ASSESSMENT OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS T O  NAVIGATION SAFETY 

OF THE NANTUCKET SOUND WIND FARM 
AS PROPOSED BY CAPE WIND, LLC 

NOVEMBER 2008 

1. Background: The Coast Guard, serving as a cooperating agency providing input in our areas 
of expertise to the lead Federal permitting agency, the Minerals Management Service 
(MMS), reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and applicable public 
comments submitted to the docket. The Coast Guard submits this assessment which 
discusses the potential impacts to navigation safety and provides our responses to the 
comments. The following references were used in the development of this assessment: 

(a) Navigation and Vessel Inspection Circular (NVIC) No. 02-07, Guidance on the Coast 
Guard's Roles and Responsibilities for Offshore Renewable Energy Installations (OREI), 
COMDTPUB P 16700.4 

(b) Commandant (CG-ACO) ltr of 2Aug07, Cape Wind Navigation Terms and Conditions 
(c) Cape Wind Revised Navigational Risk Assessment dtd 16Nov06 
(d) Captain of the Port Southeastern New England memo 16670 of 29Sep08, Assessment of 

Potential Impacts to Coast Guard Missions of the Nantucket Sound Wind Facility as 
Proposed by Cape Wind, LLC 

(e) CG AIRSTA Cape Cod memo 16670 of 21Apr08, Cape Wind Impact on Aviation 
OperationsIMitigation Strategies 

(f) COMDTINST M 16 130.2D of 29Apr04, Coast Guard Search and Rescue (SAR) Manual 
(g) Coast Guard Marine Safety Office ltr 16670 of 10Feb03 (Letter to the Corps of Engineers 

regarding analysis requirements for the Cape Wind proposal) 

2. Statistics: The following Nantucket Sound Wind Facility statistics were used in the 
development of this assessment: 

1 Enclosure ( 1 ) 

130 turbines 
277.5': Height of towers above sea level 

341 ': Blade diameter 
440': Highest point of blade above sea 
level 
5.6 miles: Closest point of land (Cotuit, MA) 

1166 yards: Closest point of wind farm to the 
centerline of a marked channel 
(Tower 1- 16 & Cross Rip Shoals 
Federal Channel) 

24 square miles: Area of wind facility 
16.75': Diameter of tower at sea level in 

water less than 40' deep 
18': Diameter of tower at sea level in water 

40' deep or greater 
75': Lowest point of blade to sea level 
Visibility in fog <2NM 10- 18% of the time 

.34 x .54 nautical miles: Spacing between 
turbines 
2 14: Gallons of oil in each Wind Turbine 

Generator (WTG) 
27,820: Total gallons of oil in all WTGs 

combined 
42,000: Maximum number of gallons, oil, 

stored in tanks at the Electrical 
Service Platform (ESP) 
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U.S. COAST GUARD 
ASSESSMENT OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS TO NAVIGATION SAFETY 

OF THE NANTUCKET SOUND WIND FARM 
AS PROPOSED BY CAPE WIND, LLC 

NOVEMBER 2008 

3. Potential Impact to Navigation Safety: 

a. General: Of the more than 42,000 comments submitted to MMS in response to its DEIS, 
63 (0.15%) pertained to navigation safety, Coast Guard missions, or other Coast Guard- 
related issues. Fifty-three comments opposed the Cape Wind proposal, and nine 
supported it. One comment, from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE), was 
neutral. Four of the 63 comments were submitted by the Alliance to Protect Nantucket 
Sound (all opposed), and four were submitted by the Steamship Authority (all opposed). 
Comments generally fell within one of 11 categories (listed in order from fewest to most 
comments received): 

Terms and Conditions 
Fog 
Pollution prevention and control 
Ice 
Aids-to-navigation (ATON) 
Coast Guard search and rescue 
Vessel traffic 
Radar 
Obstructions to navigation 
Navigation (i.e., ability to navigate) 
Miscellaneous 

These 63 comments represent an excellent cross-section of-and are consistent with-the 
numerous comments and voluminous documentation previously received during and after 
the ACOE review process, and in several Coast Guard meetings with representatives of 
various public interest groups. 

b. Terms and Conditions: 

(1) Comments: Seven comments were received regarding the Coast Guard Tenns and 
Conditions (reference (b)). One comment recommended that the Coast Guard 
"invoke" NVIC 02-07 (Guidance on the Coast Guard's Roles and Responsibilities 
for Offshore Renewable Energy Installations (OREI)) in its entirety within the 
Terms and Conditions. One comment stated "It is clear the Coast Guard has 
violated the intent and letter of Section 414" (of Public Law 109-241, the statute 
that required the Coast Guard to produce Terms and Conditions for the Cape Wind 
proposal) and several other comments made similar assertions. One comment 
suggested that standards for Cape Wind to monitor and communicate with mariners 
should be specified in the Tenns and Conditions. One comment recommended that 
Cape Wind be required to meet all Terms and Conditions before "Coast Guard 
acceptance" of the project and not before construction begins (as specified in 

Enclosure (1) 
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U.S. COAST GUARD 
ASSESSMENT OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS TO NAVIGATION SAFETY 

OF THE NANTUCKET SOUND WIND FARM 
AS PROPOSED BY CAPE WIND, LLC 

NOVEMBER 2008 

sections 4.a (private aids-to-navigation); 4.d (radar); 5.a. (control center standard 
operating procedures); and 5.b (icebreaking plan) of the Terms and Conditions). 
One comment recommended that Cape Wind be required to brief the Southeastern 
Massachusetts Port Safety Forum now, and not wait until construction begins. One 
comment noted that within the Terms and Conditions "control center" and 
"operations center" seem to refer to the same thing, and recommended this be 
clarified. 

(2) Response: Section 4 14 of the Coast Guard and Maritime Transportation Act of 
2006 (Public Law 109-241) directed the Coast Guard to provide MMS with 
reasonable Terms and Conditions required for navigation safety at least 60 days 
prior to publication of the DEIS. The Coast Guard's Terms and Conditions were 
signed and forwarded to MMS on August 2,2007. One hundred and sixty-eight 
days later, on January 18, 2008, MMS published its DEIS. Additionally, as required 
by Section 414, the Terms and Conditions addressed only navigation safety, and not 
Coast Guard missions, nor pollution prevention, nor any other issue beyond 
navigation. The Terms and Condition were vetted through both program and legal 
staffs at the Coast Guard Sector, District, Area, and Headquarters levels, and signed 
by the Assistant Commandant for Operations at Coast Guard Headquarters. The 
Terms and Conditions contain a caveat that the Coast Guard reserves the right to 
amend the document at any time up to and even after operation of the wind farm 
begins. Per the Tertns and Conditions, communications and monitoring standards 
will be included in the standard operating procedures of the control center. The 
Terms and Conditions ensure the time requirements for certain deliverables are 
"before construction begins" (as opposed to before issuance of an MMS 
leaselpermit). The areas where the Terms and Conditions specify that plans must be 
submitted "before construction begins," include (1) aids-to-navigation design, (2) 
operations center procedures, equipment and capabilities, and (3) construction 
schedules. Technology is ever-changing in aids-to-navigation and operations center 
design, and constn~ction schedules are fluid. To require submission-and 
approval-of plans for these items so far in advance of actual construction, with 
almost certain knowledge that these plans will change, is not a wise use of Coast 
Guard resources. Additionally, the Coast Guard routinely collaborates with 
developers, shipbuilders, transportation system users, and others in each of these 
three areas throughout the design and construction processes to ensure the best 
design, construction, and operation of aids to navigation, operations centers, 
construction/maintenance schedules, for example. The requirement for a researched 
analysis on potential radar impacts and associated suggested mitigation measures is 
well underway and Cape Wind will have completed that requirement before MMS 
issues a lease or pennit (and hence, before construction begins). The requirement 
for an icebreaking plan is unique to this proposal and, given the infrequency of 
heavy ice accumulation in Nantucket Sound, there is sufficient time between now 
and when construction might begin to adequately address this issue and, as with 

Enclosure ( I )  
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U.S. COAST GUARD 
ASSESSMENT OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS TO NAVIGATION SAFETY 

OF THE NANTUCKET SOUND WIND FARM 
AS PROPOSED BY CAPE WIND, LLC 

NOVEMBER 2008 

aids-to-navigation and operations center procedures, the Coast Guard will 
collaborate with Cape Wind in designing an acceptable icebreaking plan, should the 
project go forward. We have reviewed the text of the Terms and Conditions to 
ensure consistency between "control center" and "operations center". The term 
"operations center" does not appear in the Terms and Conditions. The term "control 
center" is used throughout the Terms and Conditions with one exception, in 
paragraph 4.b.(l), where the term "control room" is used. That should be changed 
to read "control center". The Coast Guard's Navigation and Vessel Information 
Circular (NVIC 02-07) (Guidance on the Coast Guard's Roles and Responsibilities 
for Offshore Renewable Energy Installations (OREI)) is not intended to supplant or 
override these Terms and Conditions but was used in the development of them. The 
NVIC is a guideline providing information and factors that the Coast Guard will 
consider in reviewing an application for the establishment of an Offshore 
Renewable Energy Installation. It applies in general to all installations, including 
Cape Wind. The Coast Guard Terms and Conditions apply specifically and 
uniquely to the Nantucket Sound Wind Farm proposal. Additionally, NVIC 02-07 
was published on March 9, 2007, well after Cape Wind submitted its proposal on 
November 21, 2001, and well after the Coast Guard had established its initial 
guidance and review parameters in its letter of February 10, 2003 (superseded by 
Congressional direction. Nonetheless, on June 23, 2008, representatives from Coast 
Guard Sector Southeastern New England, the First Coast Guard District, and Coast 
Guard Headquarters met in Washington, DC, to conduct a detailed review of NVIC 
02-07 and ensure consistency between the Cape Wind proposal and NVIC 02-07. 
The Coast Guard is satisfied that the Cape Wind proposal meets the intent of NVIC 
02-07. With respect to the recommendation that Cape Wind brief the Southeastern 
Massachusetts Port Safety and Security Forum (SEMPSSF), we agree; this was 
accomplished during the October 7, 2008, Radar Impacts Workshop held under the 
auspices of the SEMPSSF. 

(1) Comments: One comment noted that fog arrives frequently and suddenly on 
Horseshoe Shoal, and wondered how boaters within the wind farm would be able to 
navigate out of it in fog. Another comment stated that fog will increase the 
likelihood of accidents. One comment claimed that Nantucket Sound is one of the 
foggiest areas on the eastern seaboard, and that dense fog rolls in extremely quickly. 
The same comment noted that the NOAA Climate Data Center shows that over the 
last three decades there has been an average of 200 days of fog annually on 
Nantucket Island, vice the 65 days annually stated in the DEIS. The same comment 
claimed that first-hand observation "confirms that conditions of zero visibility exist 
on Horseshoe Shoal approximately 100 to 120 days per year." Another comment 
stated that there is no meaningfill way that the fog that surrounds the Cape and 
Islands can be measured. 

Enclosure (1) 
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U.S. COAST GUARD 
ASSESSMENT OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS TO NAVIGATION SAFETY 

OF THE NANTUCKET SOUND WIND FARM 
AS PROPOSED BY CAPE WIND, LLC 

NOVEMBER 2008 

Response: Fog is certainly a constant presence in all New England waters. As 
stated in the Revised Navigational Risk Assessment, NOAA data shows that fog 
(visibility below two miles) is present 10-1 8% of the time between April and 
August. There is no data that shows the amount of time that intense fog reduces 
visibility below 658 yards (the minimurn distance between towers). NOAA's 
"Coast Pilot" also warns that fog distorts sound so that the direction of warning bells 
and horns may be difticult to discern accurately. As proposed the wind farm design 
calls for fog signals to be placed at each corner of the wind farm, and lights at each 
tower which should be sufficient to adequately aid mariners. The exact 
configuration and specifics associated with the quantity and type of aids to 
navigation will be reviewed in more detail by the Coast Guard, with input fiom 
local mariners, should the project go forward. Under the International Regulations 
for Preventing Collisions at Sea, 1972 (72 COLREGS) additional precautions are 
required of mariners when navigating in fog. Consequently, although the presence 
of fog may require more vigilance and slower speeds, mariners should be able to 
transit safely within and in the vicinity of the wind farm during periods of fog. 

d. Pollution Prevention and Control: 

( 1 )  Comments: One comment recommended that a pollution risk assessment be 
conducted, and should be reviewed and approved by the Coast Guard Marine Safety 
Center. Some comments were concerned about the risk of oil spills from allisions 
of single-hull barges and other vessels with a tower, and also concerned about the 
lack of an adequate oil spill response plan. One comment opined that oil spill 
impacts are minimal for Horseshoe Shoal. Another comment noted that single-hull 
oil barges carrying up to one million gallons of oil will pass within .4 tniles of the 
wind facility. One comment referred to structural failures of wind turbines at other 
facilities that have resulted in oil pollution. 

(2) Response: The Coast Guard and MMS each have authority and responsibility for 
regulating oil carriage and stowage, and pollution prevention and response, at the 
proposed wind facility. Coast Guard standards and operating requirements for both 
the carriage and storage of petroleum products are contained primarily in 33 CFR 
part 15 1, and 33 CFR parts 1 54 (facilities)/] 55 (vessels) , respectively, and for 
pollution response in 40 CFR 300.120, among other citations. So long as Cape 
Wind LLC (or any other entity) meets applicable Federal law and regulations, it 
may transport and store these products within its facility. The wind farm will-as 
are all waterfront facilities (and this is considered a "waterfront" facility for the 
purposes of oil carriage and stowage)-be required to produce and maintain an 
approved pollution response plan. Before operations may begin, response to a 
pollution incident at the wind farm will also be included in the Area Contingency 

Enclosure ( 1 ) 
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OF THE NANTUCKET SOUND WIND FARM 
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Plan required by the Clean Water Act as amended by the Oil Pollution Act of 1990 
(OPA 90). 

(1 )  Comments: One comment claimed that the DEIS does not clearly describe how 
the WTGs will be lighted and marked for marine and aviation aids-to-navigation, 
including the number of bells, whistles, lights, foghorns, and other warning devices, 
and the painting of broad stripes of alternating bright white and safety orange paint 
on the turbine blades and/or the towers. One comment questioned how mariners 
would be able to find lighted buoys that may be extremely hard to discern fi-om a 
field of flashing lights, and there were similar comments expressing concern that 
ATON lights may be confusing at night. Another comment stated that "One wind 
tower is an aid to navigation. One hundred thirty towers provide confusion and a 
hazard." One comment claimed that the wind farm towers would shift bottom 
profiles and changing depths, and questioned who would bear the cost of constantly 
relocating channel buoys and hazard markers. One comment suggested that ferries 
operating in the vicinity of the wind farm be required to carry and operate 
Automatic Identification System (AIS) equipment as an additional aid to navigation. 
One comment stated that the wind towers themselves would serve as aids-to- 
navigation and would provide an added measure of safety. The same comment 
recommended that navigation charts include a table with the water depths at each 
tower, or water depths should be marked directly on each tower. 

Response: The ATON plan proposed by Cape Wind is discussed in various 
sections of the DEIS, and the consolidated ATON plan is contained in Section 4.6 of 
the Cape Wind Revised Navigational Risk Assessment (reference (c)). The plan 
was produced after consulting with and receiving input from the First Coast Guard 
District Aids-to-Navigation branch. The plan calls for ATON lights to be mounted 
35 feet above sea level (to reduce confusion with buoys) and to be of colors and 
intensities to avoid confusion with shore-based lights or other ATON. There is no 
plan to mark the blades to aid mariners. As with all new ATON, the final plan may 
differ somewhat from the current plan as ATON technology improves and more 
effective aids are developed. Additionally, paragraph 4.a of the Coast Guard Terms 
and Conditions (reference (b)) requires submission of a comprehensive ATON plan, 
separate from and in addition to, the plan described in the DEIS and Navigational 
Risk Assessment, that complies with standards developed by the International 
Association of Marine Aids to Navigation and Lighthouse Authorities (IALA). (It 
will be essentially the same plan as described in the Navigational Risk Assessment, 
but refined and improved, with more technical details as to the exact specifications 
of each aid.) This plan must be submitted to the Coast Guard and MMS for 
approval prior to beginning construction. 
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(3) Additionally the Coast Guard will work with NOAA and Cape Wind to devise an 
effective charting protocol to provide complete yet concise graphics and narrative 
descriptions of the wind farm to best aid mariners. 

(4) A comprehensive Waterways Analysis and Management System (WAMS) survey 
of Nantucket Sound waterways users is due to be conducted in 20 10, and every five 
years thereafter. These surveys seek user feedback on a variety of waterways 
issues, particularly ATON. Adjustments and improvements to ATON are routinely 
implemented after a WAMS survey has been completed for any particular area. 

( 5 )  Before any ATON or charting scheme is approved, Coast Guard Sector 
Southeastern New England, NOAA, and Cape Wind will brief the plan to, and 
solicit input fiom, the Southeastern Massachusetts Port Safety and Security Fon~m.  

(6) Mitigations such as scour control mats will be installed to maintain the bottom 
profile of Horseshoe Shoal after installation of the wind facility. (A set of six scour 
control mats will be affixed to the ocean floor surrounding each tower.) It is not 
expected that water depths in the vicinity will change significantly, or frequently, 
due to the presence of the towers, and consequently it is not anticipated that there 
will be a need to adjust channel buoys or hazard markers. 

(7) The Coast Guard plans to expand the requirements for the carriage of Automatic 
Identification System (AIS) equipment to more vessels and all navigable waters of 
the U. S. 

(8) Below is the text from the Navigational Risk Assessment (reference (c)) that 
describes the ATON plan for the wind facility. This plan will be refined as the 
project moves closer to construction: 

4.6 Proposed Aids-to-Navigation 

Each WTG will essentially serve as an aid-to-navigation (ATON) 
simply by its presence in Nantucket Sound. CWA' will request that 
each of the WTGs and cables be marked individually on NOAA 
navigation charts so they may serve as points of reference for mariners 
navigating in and around Horseshoe Shoal. Each WTG will be clearly 
marked with an alphanumeric designation that will also assist mariners 
in determining their position within the Wind Park. During clear 
conditions, when visual sight navigation would be appropriate, the 
presence of the WTGs will assist mariners in navigating by sight in 
and around the Wind Park. 

' Cape Wind Associates, LLC 
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In addition, CWA has committed to providing private ATONs within 
the Wind Park to assist mariners when navigating in and around the 
Wind Park. These private ATONs will add to the existing network of 
USCG-maintained ATONs, and will provide more navigational 
references for mariners. CWA will receive a Permit to Establish and 
Operate a Fixed Aid-to-Navigation pursuant to 33 CFR 66.0 prior to 
constructing the ATONs. 

Based on USCG requirements for ATONs on fixed structures (33 CFR 
66) and pre-application consultations with USCG First District staff, 
the following measures are proposed to aid navigation by mariners: 

The location of the Wind Park will be published in the Notice to 
Mariners and noted on all applicable NOAA navigation charts'. The 
size and steel composition of the turbine structures will make them 
clearly visible to radar during poor visibility conditions (refer to 
Section 6.2 for more detail). 

A USCG-approved lighting scheme is proposed to ensure safe 
passage in proximity to the turbine array. The following preliminary 
lighting scheme is proposed to ensure safe passage in proximity to 
the Wind Park: 

9 Two flashing amber ATON lights, each with 360' lens, will 
be installed on opposite sides of each WTG tower. 

P Lights will be strobe or LED bulbs, where possible, (as 
opposed to incandescent bulbs) and will flash at a rate of 20 
flashes per minute. 

> WTGs located on the outer perimeter of the Wind Park and 
the Electrical Service Platform (ESP will be equipped with 
ATON lights of intensity visible to approximately 2 NM. 

k WTGs located within the perimeter of the Wind Park will be 
equipped with ATON lights of lower intensity, visible 
between approximately 0.25 and 0.5 NM. This lower 
intensity lighting is adequate to allow a vessel within the 

Although not noted in the Navigational Risk Assessment, the Coast Guard will notify the Defense Mapping 
Agency (DMA) in addition to NOAA to ensure the wind farm is accurately depicted on all navigation charts. 
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Wind Park to navigate from WTG to WTG, a maximum 
distance of 0.54 NM. 

Lights will be installed on the WTG access platform at a 
height of approximately 35 FT above the MHW elevation. 

Sound signals that are audible to 0.5 NM will be installed on the four 
WTGs located at the corners of the Wind Park array to assist 
mariners navigating in fog conditions. These will be controlled by 
fog sensors and only operational during periods of poor visibility. 

(1) Comments: One comment asked for additional mitigation measures to prevent ice 
accumulation on the WTG rotors, so that ice on the rotors will not be thrown or fall, 
possibly hazarding mariners in the vicinity. A comment also expressed concern that 
the wind farm may cause a build-up of ice in Nantucket Sound, and a comment 
referred to the severe ice that formed in Nantucket Sound in 2004 and suggested that 
similar ice, combined with the presence of the wind facility, "will most certainly 
cease and/or curtail all maritime lifelines" to Nantucket and Martha's Vineyard. 
One comment was concerned about the impact and potential damage to towers that 
may be caused by ice flows. 

Response: The wind turbines will contain vibration sensors that will be triggered 
by ice buildup so that the turbines can be shut down remotely before the ice is 
thrown or falls from spinning blades. In addition to the vibration sensors, Cape 
Wind will also monitor the turbines continuously by camera to gauge 
meteorological conditions and initiate rotor shutdown iflwhen necessary due to 
icing. Coast Guard Sector Southeastern New England already closely monitors 
meteorological conditions in the winter to warn mariners, particularly commercial 
fishers, as to when conditions are conducive to topside icing, and will engage Cape 
Wind as well whenever these conditions exist. Severe icing of the ocean surface 
rarely occurs in Nantucket Sound, although such icing did occur in 2004. The 
towers will be built of 2" thick steel and will be approximately 17' diameter, 
capable of withstanding the forces of heavy ice. The Coast Guard has cutters in the 
New England area with ice-breaking capability to maintain open waterways, such as 
was done in 2004 in Nantucket Sound and other areas. Additionally, per the Coast 
Guard Terms and Conditions, Cape Wind must provide a plan to the Coast Guard 
and MMS, for approval, describing the actions it would take to mitigate the affects 
of surface icing. 
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(1) Comments: Most comments addressing search and rescue were concerned that the 
wind farm would adversely affect the Coast Guard's ability to conduct search and 
rescue within the wind farm footprint, and especially concerned about the ability to 
conduct rescues by helicopter within the wind facility, particularly at night or in low 
visibility conditions. One comment claimed the wind farm would be a "dead zone" 
for the Coast Guard in conducting search and rescue. Another comment stated that 
the Coast Guard and local harbormasters frequently seek and receive assistance 
from mariners in conducting searches in the Horseshoe Shoal area, which would no 
longer be possible if the wind farm were built. 

(2) Response: The text below is from reference (d), Coast Guard Sector Southeastern 
New England's analysis of impacts to CG missions. 

Quote: 

( 1 )  SAR data suggests that the area of Horseshoe Shoal, as compared to the larger 
area of Nantucket Sound, experiences among the lowest number of SAR cases 
in the region. As discussed in reference (b), Coast Guard SAR data for the 
Horseshoe Shoal area between 1991 and 2002 shows a total of 50 SAR cases 
within the footprint of the proposed facility. Of the 50 cases, four (8%) 
involved the use of an aircraft for rescue. Three of the cases were during 
daylight, and it appears that in only one case did the aircraft actually effect a 
rescue (as opposed to assisting a rescue by a surface vessel). As discussed in 
reference (d), the wind facility would generally render Coast Guard aircraft 
less effective as search platforms within the footprint area due to minimum 
height requirements. Actual rescues by Coast Guard aircraft within the 
facility footprint, while possible under optimum conditions, is highly unlikely. 

(2) Per reference (d), the Coast Guard SAR mission response standard requires a 
Coast Guard asset (not necessarily an aircraft) to be on-scene within two hours 
of notification of an incident. Assuming constnlction of the proposed wind 
facility, that standard remains routinely achievable in all of Nantucket Sound, 
even within the footprint of the proposed facility. The Horseshoe Shoal area 
of Nantucket Sound is well within the response standard for Station Woods 
Hole (40 minutes to the center of the OREI), Station Menemsha (Martha's 
Vineyard) (90 minutes), Station Brant Point (Nantucket) (60 minutes), and 
cutters homeported in the area: USCGC TYBEE, USCGC SANIBEL, 
USCGC HAMMERHEAD, and of course aircraft from Air Station Cape Cod. 
Studies of existing wind facilities suggest that VHF radios, Automatic 
Identification System (AIS), Emergency Position Indicating Radio Beacons 
(EPIRB), and other electronic signals will not suffer noticeable degradation 
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due to the presence of wind towers, but the effects to marine radar are not 
entirely known.konsequently,  response times of surface assets in adverse 
weather and low visibility may be slowed should these assets experience 
severe adverse impacts to their radar attributable to the wind towers but, even 
at slower speeds, the two-hour response standard can be achieved. Degraded 
signals may also adversely impact the ability of a SAR unit to effectively 
search using its radar as a search tool. But in SAR cases, particularly cases 
involving small or sunken vessels, or people in the water, radar has very little 
effect, if any, in aiding search personnel. Furthermore, the Coast Guard 
stations, namely Stations Woods Hole, Menemsha, and Brant Point, will all 
train on a regular basis within the wind facility, and coordinate such training 
with the wind facility operators. 

(3) There are certain components of the wind facility that can reasonably be 
expected to either (1) reduce the frequency of SAR cases andlor (2) reduce the 
search effort and consequently reduce response times for SAR incidents that 
do occur within or in the vicinity of the wind facility. The wind towers 
themselves may act as aids, and will have various aids-to-navigation and other 
identifiers attached. Additionally, per reference (a), Cape Wind will be 
required to "monitor in real time marine traffic within and in the vicinity of 
the (facility) and to monitor the status of all private aids to navigation." It is 
also likely that maintenance vessels will routinely be working within the 
footprint and will be able to report distress incidents and respond as able. 

(4) Assuming there is no significant increase in the frequency or type of SAR 
cases within the facility's footprint (and none is expected), I would 
characterize the potential impact of the facility to the Coast Guard SAR 
mission as negligible. No additional Coast Guard SAR resources would be 
required as a result of the installation and operation of the wind facility. 

Unquote. 

(3) Persons in the water will be able to seek refuge at the towers thereby increasing the 
Coast Guard's probability of detection as well as increasing their survivability 
(exposure) times. Cape Wind's proposal states that each WTG will have a safety 
line with a loop at the end extending from the platform to the water where a mariner 
in distress could secure hislher vessel or, should a person be in the water, hang onto. 
There will also be an access ladder extending from the WTG platform towards the 
waterline that could potentially be used by persons in distress. Further, the Coast 
Guard Terms and Conditions require safety lines, mooring attachments (for 

The Coast Guard has commissioned an independent study to review the potential impacts to marine radar that may 
be caused by the presence of WTGs. The study will also gauge the effectiveness of potential mitigation measures. 
The Coast Guard expects this study to be completed by mid-December 2008. 
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securing vessels), and access ladders for use in emergencies, and requires design 
plans for these features to be submitted to the Coast Guard for review and to MMS 
for approval. 

(4) Navigation within the wind farm will not be prohibited. "Good Samaritan" 
mariners may continue to assist Coast Guard and local harbormasters in conducting 
searches within the Horseshoe Shoal area. 

h. Vessel Traffic: 

Comments: Several comments expressed concern that the wind farm would 
adversely affect current vessel traffic patterns in the Horseshoe Shoal area. 
Comments suggested that many vessels that would otherwise transit directly through 
the area might opt to avoid the wind farm and instead transit around the area via the 
navigation channels. This would result in more traffic (especially by recreational 
boaters) crowding those channels which are the primary navigation routes used by 
ferries. Several comments referred to the notion of "traffic compression" from 
Horseshoe Shoal to navigation channels. One comment also suggested that "traffic 
compression" applied to commercial fisherman who would be displaced from the 
wind farm and would "gravitate to other areas," raising the potential for crowding, 
gear conflicts, and habitat impacts elsewhere in Nantucket Sound. One comment 
stated that recreational vessels with inexperienced operators and unsophisticated 
navigational equipment would necessarily be forced into ferry lanes during foggy 
and inclement weather. Another comment also suggested that mariners would be 
forced to adjust traffic patterns due to the build-up of sand against and around the 
towers, making already shallow water even shallower. One comment expressed 
concern that shifting traffic patterns would create "choke points" in the area of 
Bishops and Clerks, and Broken Ground. The same coinment expressed concern 
that shifting traffic patterns may require a change in ferry track-lines to avoid traffic, 
thereby increasing ferry transit time and reducing the number of daily ferry transits. 
Another comment suggested that "any" requirement to adjust ferry routes would be 
unacceptable for safety, customer service, and economic reasons, and stated that the 
Coast Guard must protect ferry routes from "those seeking to insert new uses into 
waters long devoted to passenger vessel navigation uses." One comment noted that 
the compression theory makes no sense in such a large, open area, and that vessels 
experience much more severe traffic compression traveling into and out of Lewis 
Bay, Nantucket Harbor, and Vineyard Haven Harbor. 

(2) Response: Traffic in the vicinity of Horseshoe Shoals is characterized in reference 
(c). The main traffic routes are dominated by ferry traffic between Hyannis and 
Martha's Vineyard. between Hyannis and Nantucket, and between Martha's 
Vineyard and Nantucket. The Massachusetts Steamship Authority conducts 
approxi~nately 22,000 ferry transits between these points annually, and the Hy-Line 
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ferry has approximately 7000 additional annual transits. Both ferry services 
schedule more frequent runs in the spring through autumn months. The frequency 
and type of recreational, excursion (sightseeing and sport fishing), and commercial 
traffic (including commercial fishing) varies greatly depending on the time of year, 
with most activity in the summer months. The potential impacts, if any, which the 
proposed wind fann may have on traffic patterns are speculative at best and 
impossible to determine with any certainty. The notion that the proposed wind farm 
will induce "traffic compression" which will cause dangerous congestion in the 
ferry routes around the proposed wind farm is unsubstantiated. There is evidence 
that traffic patterns are already influenced to some extent by Horseshoe Shoal itself 
as mariners avoid that area in good weather due to the shoaling, and more so during 
inclement weather. At present Cape Wind LLC has not requested, and the Coast 
Guard is not considering, any measures which would preclude mariners from 
transiting within the wind farm post-construction. The area of Bishops and Clerks 
and Broken Ground is already a natural "choke point" for vessels departing or 
entering Hyannis. The proposed wind farm is approximately 2.3 nautical miles 
from the ferry routes where they cross Broken Ground, and approximately 3 
nautical miles from the general area of Bishops and Clerks. All traffic entering and 
departing Hyannis Harbor is further "choked" as it converges on the 300-foot wide 
channel in Lewis Bay, which is currently practiced at acceptable levels of safety and 
risk by mariners. Additionally, there is no evidence that ferry routes will have to be 
adjusted as a result of the wind farm. The route between Hyannis and Martha's 
Vineyard is already fraught with numerous shoals. Any towers adjacent to or along 
this route would be, for the most part, in water too shallow for navigation by fenies. 
The ferry route between Hyannis and Nantucket is, at its closest point (in the 
vicinity of Halfmoon Shoal), approximately 1.3 miles from the wind farm. Concern 
has been expressed that ferries transiting between Hyannis and Martha's Vineyard 
must, on occasion during poor weather, tack in a northeasterly/northwesterly 
manner to provide a smoother and safer ride for passengers and cargo. However, 
despite several requests for actual records, logs, or trackline plots that show the 
extent and frequency of these tacking maneuvers, none have been provided and so it 
is impossible to gauge the impact, if any, that the wind farm may have on this 
practice. However, as noted above current ferry routes approach no closer than 1.3 
nautical miles from the proposed wind facility, and in the area where purported 
tacking lnaneuvers normally take place, there is approximately 2.3 nautical miles of 
room. Additionally, as stated above, there are no plans to prohibit vessels, including 
ferries, from navigating within the wind farm. The ferry route between Martha's 
Vineyard and Nantucket is within the Main Channel, including the Cross Rip Shoals 
Federal channel that passes south of the proposed wind facility. At its narrowest 
point (Cross Rip Shoals) the channel is approximately 1300 yards wide. From the 
center of Cross Rip Shoals channel, the distance to the nearest tower (tower #I-1 6) 
is 1166 yards, nearly the same width as the channel itself. With respect to scour 
impacts on water depth, the wind farm proposal calls for scour mitigation measures 
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to prevent sediment erosion or deposition. Water depths in the vicinity of each of 
the towers and in the vicinity of the wind farm should experience little or no adverse 
impact due to scouring that may further impact traffic patterns. Additionally, the 
Cape Wind LLC proposal calls for certain mitigations to assist mariners (such as 
lights, tower markings, sound signals, chart notes, etc.), and the Coast Guard Terms 
and Conditions calls for additional mitigations such as monitoring capability, and 
2417 staffed control center with marine communications capability, for example. 
Some public comments have suggested additional mitigations, such as a specially 
marked channel through the wind farm such as that currently employed at the 
Nysted (Denmark) offshore wind facility. This suggestion will be considered 
further before construction starts. 

Radar: 1. - 

(1) Comments: Several comments expressed concern about radar interference and the 
potential adverse impact that the wind farm may have on marine radars. Comments 
also suggested that the nature or severity of such impacts is not clearly understood 
within the scientific or maritime communities. One comment feared that the WTGs 
would paint "numerous gigantic blips" on radar such that other objects would be 
completely masked. Several comments noted a British study that suggested marine 
radars would be adversely impacted when operating within 1.5 to 2 miles fi-om a 
wind facility. Another comment noted a separate British study that suggested the 
offshore wind farm that was the subject of the study "does not appear to present a 
significant problem to either the radar operators or the radar software" at the 
London Vessel Traffic Service. One comment included a radar study that 
concluded: 

(a) The presence of the wind farm will affect the performance of marine 
radars. 

(b) The large echoes fiom the turbine towers and blades will cause long arcs 
of sidelobe echoes. 

(c) The large echoes from the turbine towers and blades will also cause 
multiple false echoes. 

(d) Large ships in the ferry and shipping lanes can be surprised by a small 
ship coming out of the large sidelobe echoes of towers, especially close to 
the towers. 

(e) The presence of these sidelobe echoes could lead to a collision between a 
ship corning out of the wind farm that is hidden in the wind tower 
sidelobes and a ship going east or west along the main channel. 
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(t) Radar interference produced from those towers will tend to hide small to 
medium contacts, both operating within the farm and those operating on 
the boundaries surrounding it. 

(g) Use of AIS and ARPA systems will not mitigate the potential negative 
radar effects that could be caused by this project. 

(2) Response: Radar is an issue that warrants further examination. Under the auspices 
of the Southeastern Massachusetts Port Safety and Security Forum, the Coast Guard 
Captain of the Port (COTP), Southeastern New England, hosted a workshop on 7 
October 2008 to examine this issue. Approximately 25 panelists representing a 
thorough cross-section of waterways users in Nantucket Sound discussed the 
potential impacts that the wind farm may have on the users of marine radars of the 
type used in Nantucket Sound. The effectiveness of potential mitigation measures 
was also discussed. The findings, although very helpful, were non-conclusive and 
as a result the Coast Guard has commissioned a federally-funded study to aid in its 
determination. This study should be completed by December, 2008. By separate 
correspondence the Coast Guard will forward the results of this workshop, and the 
federally-funded analysis of potential impacts to marine radars, to MMS. 

j. Obstruction to navigation: 

(1) Comments: Several comments stated that the wind farm towers would be 
unreasonable obsttuctions to navigation. One comment suggested that the towers be 
designed so that they do not collapse or topple if struck by a vessel. Another 
cotn~nent stated that two dozen or more commercial fishing vessels could pursue a 
single school of fish on Horseshoe Shoal at the same time, and the presence of the 
130 towers, spaced apart as proposed, would make it hazardous or impossible for 
these vessels to continue fishing. It was also noted that, should a fishing vessel 
engaged in dragging get "hung up" on a sub-surface article, its ability to haul back 
and free itself may be hampered or prevented by the towers. Another comment 
mentioned that "fish do not swim in straight lines" and pursuing fish among the 
towers would be hazardous. Concern was also expressed that the towers would 
visually obstnlct other vessels in the area, especially in foul weather or poor 
visibility. One comment stated "I cannot imagine how to navigate around 130 
towers." Another comment suggested that the 130 towers themselves would greatly 
limit access to the boating public. One comment noted that boats that lose power 
are at a greater risk of collision with a tower. Some comments suggested a 1.5-to-2 
mile separation zone between traffic routes in Nantucket Sound and the wind 
facility. One comment was concerned that the towers would create strong eddies 
that would swirl around the WTGs and would endanger recreational mariners 
fishing close-in to the towers. Another comment noted that the towers would not be 
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unreasonable obstructions but would be similar to the numerous other buoys and 
markers in Nantucket Sound that lnust be avoided. One comment stated that the 
spacing of the towers would be "wider than the channels, inlets, and near shore 
coves and bays where small draggers, lobster boats, and recreational boaters 
currently operate." The same comment noted that "oftentimes in heavy seas and 
dense fog (ferries) enter Woods Hole, Nantucket, Vineyard Haven, and Hyannis 
harbors passing within 50 yards of rock jetties and mooring fields." An additional 
comment noted that there are 36 navigation buoys between Hyannis Harbor and 
Nantucket Harbor, and yachts routinely travel between the two without colliding 
with buoys. A final comment referenced the N ysted wind farm in Denmark noting 
that it is currently the world's largest offshore wind farm with 72 turbines, which 
has a special navigation channel established within the wind farm to guide mariners 
on the main transit route. 

Response: Reference (c) contains a vessel impact analysis which shows that only a 
direct (head-on) impact with a tower by a vessel of 1300 gross tons or more, and 
traveling at 12 knots or more, would result in a tower collapse. There is only one 
vessel that routinely transits in the vicinity of Horseshoe Shoal that meets both 
criteria for a potential tower collapse upon collision (1 300 tons112 knots), and that is 
the ferry Eagle. The Eagle travels primarily between Hyannis and Nantucket, east 
of the proposed wind facility, which is the ferry route furthest in distance from the 
proposed wind facility. Consequently, the possibility of a vessel/tower collision that 
results in a tower collapse is extremely remote. It is recognized that colnmercial 
fishing within the wind farm may require a higher standard of care by fishing vessel 
operators, but given the spacing between towers, and the already-existing natural 
restrictions to comtnercial fishing posed by the shallow shoals, fishing vessels 
should be able to navigate safely, although not necessarily in the same manner as 
they have in the past. For example, fishing vessels engaged in dragging may choose 
to not turn around within the wind farm but may exit the farm before doing so. 
Nonetheless, that navigation maneuver can be done safely. The towers may 
temporarily visually obstruct other vessels in the area, but not unreasonably so. As 
documented in reference (c), the diameter of the towers will be either 16.75 or 18 
feet, depending on water depth. Consequently, vessels greater than 18 feet in length 
will almost always have some portion of the vessel visible from viewpoints opposite 
a tower. For vessels less than 18 feet, visibility may be obstructed for as much as 19 
seconds when traveling at one knot (essentially adrift), and as little as one second or 
less when traveling at higher speeds. In inclement weather smaller vessels (or 
vessels of any size) would be less prevalent in the Horseshoe Shoal area and should 
in any case be transiting at slower (more cautious) speeds. In poor visibility vessels 
should be sounding the appropriate signal in accordance with the International 
Regulations for Preventing Collisions at Sea, 1972 (72 COLREGS) to minimize risk 
of collision. The suggestion to create a separation zone of 1.5 to 2 nautical miles is 
a possible mitigation measure that the Coast Guard is considering, pending the final 
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results of an ongoing analysis of potential impacts to marine radars that may be 
caused by the WTGS~.  There is no evidence in the DEIS or other doculnentation in 
the record to support the claim that WTGs will create strong eddies sufficient 
enough to endanger recreational boaters fishing near a tower. However, should a 
mariner experience such a phenomenon prudent seamanship would require that 
appropriate precautions be taken, including fishing in a safer area where such eddies 
do not exist. 

k. Navigation: 

(1) Comments: One comment suggested that a quantitative risk assessment was 
necessary to determine the increased risk of collision resulting from the presence of 
the wind facility. Another comment recommended additional analysis to evaluate 
the risk of collision in reduced visibility. One comment stated that the "Coast 
Guard relied on an ambiguous qualitative analysis and failed to undertake the kind 
of quantitative review that is necessary." One comment claimed that the wind farm 
"will create more than a mere minor change in the navigational scenario for 
recreational boaters." One comment stated that sailboats that tack in the area could 
"get caught" within the wind farm and may not be able to sail under some 
conditions. Several comments cautioned that the wind farm would limit the current 
practice of ferries traveling the Hyannismantucket route to tack under certain 
weather conditions for a more stable and safer ride. Another comment called the 
tacking issue a "red herring" and said the need to tack happens only "very 
occasionally." Several tishermen commented that they could not navigate safely 
within the wind farm in the manner required to pursue fish. Another comment 
stated "navigational impacts are minimal for Horseshoe Shoal." A second comment 
stated that the project is in shallow water and not a threat to navigation. A third 
comment stated that fears of navigational issues are unfounded and "ifboats can't 
navigate around the towers, they have no business being out there." A fourth 
comment stated "If a sailor cannot navigate through a grid of objects 1800 to 2700 
feet apart, then he should not be sailing in the first place." The same comment 
suggested that the impact to the Figawi Race discussed in the DEIS be changed 
from "moderate" to "negligible." One comment, from a captain of an oil tanker that 
operates in Nantucket Sound stated "The proposed wind project would pose NO 
threat to navigation." But another comment stated that the average boater in 
Nantucket Sound is inexperienced, operating a fairly small vessel, has minimal local 
knowledge, has a poorly equipped boat, and does not know the rules of the road, and 
so would be unable to navigate within the wind facility. 

4 The Coast Guard has cormnissioned an independent study to review the potential in~pacts to marine radar that may 
be caused by the presence of WTGs. The sh~dy will also gauge the effectiveness of potential mitigation measures. 
The Coast Guard expects this study to be completed by mid-December 7008. 
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(2) Response: In reference (g) the Coast Guard specified that a marine traffic survey 
of Nantucket Sound be conducted to determine: 

(a.) Types, sizes, and drafts of vessels. 
(b.) Typical vessel routes. 
(c.) Density of traffic. 
(d.) Seasonal variances in traffic. 
(e.) Marine events. 

Additionally, an analysis was required to determine "any increased danger of 
vessels colliding with each other or grounding due to the (tower) installations." A 
specific risk assessment methodology was not prescribed. The risk of collision 
analysis provided in the Revised Navigational Risk Assessment (reference (c)) 
addresses each of the five categories required and includes both a qualitative 
analysis of the risk of collision and grounding, and a quantitative analysis of the risk 
of tower collapse upon a vessel collision. The spacing between towers is far greater 
than the spacing between other natural and man-made navigational obstacles in 
Nantucket Sound, all of which mariners avoid routinely. As described in reference 
(c) the towers will be well-marked as aids to navigation, and other mitigation 
measures required by the Coast Guard Terms and Conditions will contribute to 
navigation safety. There are other mitigation measures, not yet addressed, 
proposed, or required (such as AIS on ferries, or escort vessels in certain conditions, 
or establishing a specially-marked channel within the facility) that could be 
considered if circumstances warrant. The issue of the ferry tacking maneuvers is 
discussed in subparagraph 3.h.(2) above. The wind farm should not adversely affect 
the ability of ferries to conduct tacking maneuvers. The issue of impacts to the 
comlnercial fishing vessel fleet is discussed in subparagraph 3.j.(2) above. While it 
is acknowledged that commercial fishing vessels may have to adjust current 
navigation practices to adapt to the wind facility, navigation is capable of being 
done safely. With respect to the purported proficiency of the average boater in 
Nantucket Sound, the Coast Guard does not condone (and does not set policy by) 
boaters who are "inexperienced" with "minimal local knowledge" and a "poorly 
equipped boat" who does "not know the rules of the road." We expect all mariners 
to meet the minimum requirements of prudent seamanship in seaworthy vessels 
capable of operating safely in the maritime environment and will terminate any 
voyage that places vessel operators or their passengers in danger. 

1. Miscellaneous: 

(1) Comments: Several comments expressed concern about continued access to 
Horseshoe Shoal and the area of the wind facility. I t  is feared that access, pri~narily 
by recreational boaters, may be restricted or prohibited altogether either 
immediately upon construction/operation of the wind facility, or at some point in the 
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future, due to either safety andlor security issues. A comment suggested that the 
DEIS include a discussion of the process to be followed should the Coast Guard 
determine that navigation restrictions of any type be required. One comment was 
concerned with the sub-surface electrical cables and the depth at which they will be 
buried. The comment suggested that the four feet may not be deep enough due to 
the frequent dragging (fishing) activity in the area, which may expose or snag cables 
at the depth. 

Response: It has not been suggested or requested by Cape Wind, nor any other 
entity, to control or restrict mariner access to Horseshoe Shoal during the 
construction or operation of the wind facility, and none is contemplated. There may 
be periods, especially during construction and major maintenance events, where a 
temporary safety zone (or zones) may be necessary and will be established. Should 
a temporary safety zone (or any measure that may restrict access or affect 
navigation) be necessary, standard regulatory (rulemaking) processes will be 
followed. The comment concerned with the minimum burial depth of the cable 
thought that the minimum planned depth was four feet below the ocean bottom, but 
in fact the proposal calls for a minimum depth of six feet. The anchor penetration 
analysis done in the Revised Navigational Risk Assessment (reference (c)) shows 
that the maximum fluke tip penetration by the anchor aboard the largest vessel that 
routinely navigates in the vicinity of Horseshoe Shoal, the ferry Eagle, to be three 
feet deep. Additionally, commercial fishing vessels dragging gear and nets do not 
disturb the ocean floor to a depth of six feet. 

4. Recommended changes to Coast Guard Terms and Conditions: 

a. No substantive changes recommended. 

b. As mentioned in paragraph 3.b.(2) above, recommend changing "control room" in 
paragraph 4.b.(l) of the Terrns and Conditions to "control center." 
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1. Background: The Coast Guard, serving as a cooperating agency providing input in our areas 
of expertise to the lead Federal permitting agency, the Minerals Management Service 
(MMS), submits this assessment of potential impacts to Coast Guard missions. The 
following references were used in the development of this assessment: 

(a) Navigation and Vessel Inspection Circular (NVIC) No. 02-07, Guidance on the Coast 
Guard's Roles and Responsibilities for Offshore Renewable Energy Installations (OREI), 
COMDTPUB P 16700.4 

(b) Commandant (CG-ACO) ltr of 2Aug07, Cape Wind Navigation Terms and Conditions 
(c) Cape Wind Revised Navigational Risk Assessment dtd 16Nov06 
(d) CG AIRSTA Cape Cod memo 16670 of 2 1 Apr08, Cape Wind Impact on Aviation 

OperationsIMitigation Strategies 
(e) Coast Guard Search and Rescue (SAR) Manual, COMDTINST M 161 30.2D 
( f )  First District Waterways Management Branch "List of Critical Waterways in the First 

District" (http://cgwcb.d 1 .uscg.mil/dp/CriticalWatcrwaysSht~n) 

2. Statistics: The following Nantucket Sound Wind Facility statistics were used in the 
development of this assessment: 

Enclosure (2) 

130 turbines 
277.5': Height of towers above sea level 

341 ': Blade diameter 
440': Highest point of blade above sea 
level 
5.6 miles: Closest point of land (Cotuit, MA) 

1 166 yards: Closest point of wind facility to 
the centerline of a marked 
channel (Tower 1-16 & Cross 
Rip Shoals Federal Channel) 

24 square miles: Area of wind facility 
16.75': Diameter of tower at sea level in 

water less than 40' deep 
18': Diameter of tower at sea level in water 

40' deep or greater 
75': Lowest point of blade to sea level 
Visibility in fog <2NM 10-1 8% of the time 

.34 x .54 nautical miles: Spacing between 
turbines 
214: Gallons of oil in each Wind Turbine 

Generator (WTG) 
27,820: Total gallons of oil in all WTGs 

combined 
42,000: Maximum number of gallons, oil, 

stored in tanks at the Electrical 
Service Platform (ESP) 
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3. Potential Impact to Coast Guard ~ i s s i o n s : '  

(a) Search and Rescue (SAR): Negligible impact. 

(1) SAR data suggests that the area of Horseshoe Shoal, as compared to the larger area 
of Nantucket Sound, experiences among the lowest number of SAR cases in the 
region. Coast Guard SAR data for the Horseshoe Shoal area between 1991 and 
2002 show a total of 50 SAR cases within the footprint of the proposed wind farm 
(see reference (c)). Four of the 50 cases (8%) involved the use of an aircraft for 
rescue. Three of the cases were during daylight, and in only one case did the 
aircraft actually effect a rescue (as opposed to assisting a rescue by a surface 
vessel). As discussed in reference (d), the wind farm would render Coast Guard 
aircraft less effective as search platforms within the footprint area due to minimum 
height requirements. Actual rescues by Coast Guard aircraft within the wind farm 
footprint, while possible under optimum conditions, are highly unlikely. 

(2) Per reference (e), the Coast Guard SAR mission response standard requires a Coast 
Guard asset (not necessarily an aircraft) to be on-scene within two hours of 
notification of an incident. Assuming construction of the proposed wind farm, that 
standard remains routinely achievable in all of Nantucket Sound, even within the 
footprint of the proposed wind farm. The Horseshoe Shoal area of Nantucket Sound 
is well within the response standard for Station Woods Hole (40 minutes to the 
center of the OREI), Station Menemsha (Martha's Vineyard) (90 minutes), Station 
Brant Point (Nantucket) (60 minutes), and cutters homeported in the area: USCGC 
TYBEE, USCGC SANIBEL, USCGC HAMMERHEAD, and of course aircraft 
from Air Station Cape Cod. Studies of existing wind farrns suggest that VHF 
radios, Automatic Identification System (AIS), Emergency Position Indicating 
Radio Beacons (EPIRB), and other electronic signals will not suffer noticeable 
degradation due to the presence of wind towers, but the effects to marine radar are 
not entirely known. Consequently, response times of surface assets in adverse 
weather and low visibility may be slowed should these assets experience severe 
adverse effects to their radar attributable to the wind towers but, even at slower 
speeds, the two-hour response standard can be achieved. Degraded signals may also 
adversely impact the ability of a SAR unit to effectively search using its radar as a 
search tool. But in SAR cases, particularly cases involving small or sunken vessels, 
or people in the water, radar has very little effect, if any, in aiding search personnel. 
Furthermore, the Coast Guard stations, namely Stations Woods Hole, Menemsha, 
and Brant Point, will train on a regular basis within the wind fann, and coordinate 
such training with the wind fann operators. 

' The impact descriptions used in this analysis are as defined in Volume I of the Minerals Management Service 
(MMS) Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Cape Wind proposal, i.e., "Negligible" means no measurable 
impact. 
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(3) There are certain components of the wind fann that can reasonably be expected to 
either (1) reduce the frequency of SAR cases andlor (2) reduce the search effort and, 
consequently reduce response times for SAR incidents that do occur within or in the 
vicinity of the wind farm. The wind towers themselves may act as aids, and will 
have various aids-to-navigation and other identifiers attached. Additionally, per 
reference (b), Cape Wind will be required to "monitor in real time marine traffic 
within and in the vicinity of the (facility) and to monitor the status of all private aids 
to navigation." Maintenance vessels will routinely be working within the footprint 
and will be able to report distress incidents and respond as able. 

(4) Assuming there is no significant increase in the frequency or type of SAR cases 
within the wind farm's footprint (and none is expected), the Coast Guard 
characterizes the potential impact of the wind farm to our SAR mission as 
negligible. No additional Coast Guard SAR resources would be required as a result 
of the installation and operation of the wind farm. 

(b) Marine Safety: 

(1) Vessel Inspectior7s: Negligible impact. Inspections associated with wind farm 
construction and maintenance vessels are dependent upon a variety of factors, 
including number of such vessels, tonnage, flag state, etc. While the workload for 
Coast Guard marine inspectors will undoubtedly increase due to the presence of 
these vessels, it is expected that the increased workload can be absorbed at current 
resource levels within Sector southeastern New England. 

(2) Facili@ Examinations: Negligible impact. The Electrical Service Platform (ESP) 
will have storage capacity for up to 40,000 gallons of mineral oil, to be used to 
service the nacelle atop each of the 130 towers. The ESP may be subject to semi- 
annual Coast Guard inspection, dependent upon the type of vessel(s) servicing the 
facility, and the inspection role assumed by MMS. It is expected that the increased 
workload can be absorbed at cul-rent resource levels within Sector Southeastern 
New England. 

(3) Cns~lalp In~~estigations: Negligible impact. Assuming that the wind farm would 
only receive a lease and permit from MMS contingent upon sufficient mitigations to 
address navigation safety issues, it is not anticipated that the wind farm will lead to 
a significant increase in marine casualties requiring investigation. 

(c) Maritime Security: 

(1) Ports, Wutem.ays, and Coastal Sec~lri/y: Negligible impact. The site may enhance 
our ability to maintain maritime domain awareness within Nantucket Sound. 
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(2) Maritime Lcm' Enfor-cement: Negligible impact. Unless there is an increase in 
cruise ship or vessel sightseeing activity in Nantucket Sound (which may require an 
increase in security zone enforcement), or unless the towers become an attraction 
for maritime vandals or more serious criminals, there should be negligible impact. 
There are no reports from Europe of criminal activity within offshore wind farms, 
but there are reports of increased sightseeing activity. 

(d) Maritime Mobility: 

(1 )  Aids to Navigation: Negligible impact. The towers themselves and their markings 
should supplement existing aids to navigation in Nantucket Sound. Currently, the 
First Coast Guard District's List of Critical Waterways" (reference (f)) characterizes 
the Main Channel as navigationally "critical". This means that the existing aids to 
navigation in the area are considered critical to safe navigation i.e., a loss of one or 
more major aids in the vicinity of the channel may have a significant adverse impact 
on navigation safety for vessels transiting Nantucket Sound. With the presence of 
the wind farm, there should be an increase in redundancy in the aids-to-navigation 
system in the area. 

(2) Watcrwc~~vs Management: Negligible impact. The waterways management 
workload associated with the permitting, design and construction processes, and 
certainly during the first few years of operation, can be expected to increase slightly. 
Design, implementation, and assessment of various navigation safety measures 
(those adopted by the developer as well as any that may be adopted by the Coast 
Guard) along with other routine waterways management hnctions will almost 
certainly increase, at least in the near-term. Many of the measures and associated 
topics that could impact the waterway will be considered in detail and in 
consultation with the members of the local Port Safety and Security Forum hosted 
by the Coast Guard. This forum is where federal, state and local organizations and 
private sector representatives share information on waterways issues. For example, 
ice breaking plans will be looked at by the Forum. 

(3) Domestic Zcebreakii~g: Normally negligible. Impact may be moderate during 
periods of severe icing in Nantucket Sound, which occurs only rarely. Reference 
(b) requires Cape Wind to provide a written plan, for Coast Guard approval, on how 
it  intends to "break ice that may form within" the wind farm. 

(e) Protection of Natural Resources: 

( I )  Marine Envir-onmental Protection (MEP): Negligible impact. Assuming the 
facility meets the applicable Federal standards for transporting and storing oil or 
other hazardous materials, there is expected to be little impact on the Coast Guard's 
MEP mission. 
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(2) Living Marine Resources (LMR): Negligible impact. The wind farm should not 
adversely impact the Coast Guard's ability to conduct LMR operations in the area. 
There is little LMR activity in Horseshoe Shoal and no increase in this activity is 
anticipated. 

(f) National Defense: 

(1) Defense Readiness: No impact. The proposed wind farm will not adversely affect 
the Sector's ability to maintain its defense readiness posture. 
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The ~ornrnonweaGth of Massachusetts 
mecutive Ofice of energy andEnvironmentalPffairs 

100 Cam6dge Street, Suite 900 
Boston, NJ 021 14 

Deval L. Patrick 
GOVERNOR 

Timothy P. Murray 
LIELITENANT GOVERNOR Tel: (617) 626-1000 

Ian A. Bowles Fax: (617)626-1181 
SECRETARY http://www.rnass.gov/envir 

August 25,2008 

Mr. John R. Kennelly 
Chief, Planning Branch 
US A m y  Corps of Engineers 
New England District 
696 Virginia Road 
Concord. MA 01742-275 1 

Re: 	 Tern Habitat Restoration Proiect at Bird Island. Marion, MA -- Support Letter for Plans 
and Specifications 

Dear Mr. Kennelly, 

I would like to thank the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) for their continued effort on the 
Tern Habitat Restoration Project at Bird Island, located in Marion, Massachusetts. I also wish to 
recognize the ongoing cooperation of the Town of Marion towards the successful 
implen~entation of this important project. The restoration of Endangered tern habitat on Bird 
Island continues to be a high priority within the Executive Office of Energy and Environmental 
Affairs (EOEEA). My staff has reviewed the Detailed Project Report and Environmental 
Assessment (DPRIEA) for the Bird lsland Restoration Project. As the non-Federal sponsor for 
the project, EOEEA supports the recommended plan, which consists of constructing a new 
revetment and replacing eroded substrates to restore suitable habitats for common tern and 
roseate tern nesting. 

Based on the draft DPRIEA, the estimated cost of the pro-iect, including preparation of plans and 
specifications; construction; and lands, easements; rights-of-way, relocations, and disposal areas 
(LERRD), has increased to $3,775,000. This includes $1 80,000 for the feasibility study, 
$200,000 to prepare plans and specifications, $45,000 for LERRD, and $3.350,000 for 
construction and construction management. 

We understand that the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, as the non-Federal sponsor is 
responsible for all LERRD costs necessary for the project and 35 percent of the remaining total 
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cost of the project. Based on the estimated cost shown above. costs would be apportioned, 
$2,454,000 Federal and $1,321,000 non-Federal ($1,276,000 cash and $45,000 LERRD). We 
understand that as non-Federal sponsor we will be responsible for all operations and maintenance 
costs upon project completion. 

EOEEA hereby concurs with and supports the plan recommended in the draft DPRIEA, and we 
alsoacknowledge our intention to sign the Project Cooperation Agreement (PCA) as the non- 
Federal sponsor for the project. We understand that this letter does not obligate EOEEA or any 
of its agencies for the project costs at this time. 

Thank you again for your efforts on this important project. We look forward to continuing our 
cooperative efforts with ACOE and the Town of Marion on behalf of the coastal environment of 
Massachusetts. 

Secretary 

Cc: Mary Griffin, Commissioner, Department of Fish and Game 
Leslie-Ann McGee, Director, Office of Coastal Zone Management 
Board of Selectmen. Town of Marion 
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June 25, 2008 
 
John T. Eddins, Ph.D. 
Historic Preservation Specialist/Archaeologist 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
1100 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, Suite 809 
Washington, D.C.  20004 
 
RE:  Cape Wind Energy Project, Nantucket Sound, Massachusetts 
 
Dear Dr. Eddins: 
 
The Minerals Management Service (MMS) is proposing a meeting of Section 106 Consulting 
Parties for the Cape Wind Energy Project for July 23, 2008, from 10:00 am to 4:00 pm at the 
Saltonstal Building, 2nd floor Room C, 100 Cambridge Street, Boston, MA 02114.  An agenda 
for the meeting will be sent in a subsequent notification to all consulting parties.   

Background Information on the Project 
In November 2004, a joint draft environmental document for the Cape Wind Energy Project 
(Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)/Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Development 
of Regional Impact Report (DRI)) was published by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE), the State of Massachusetts, and the Cape Cod Commission.  
 
In August 2005 with the passage of the Energy Bill, the Minerals Management Service (MMS) 
became the lead Federal agency for the Cape Wind Project.  The MMS discussed with the State 
the option of becoming a partner in the preparation and publication of a Final EIS/EIR/DRI for 
the project but the State declined.  At that point the MMS initiated its own Draft EIS effort.   
 
In February 2007 the State of Massachusetts and the Cape Cod Commission went forward with 
publication of a Final EIR/DRI for the Cape Wind Project while the MMS Draft EIS was still in 
preparation.  The visual impact analysis in the Final EIR/DRI concluded that the following 
historic properties would be subject to Adverse Visual Effects from the Cape Wind Project:  
 

• Falmouth: 
o Nobska Point Light Station  
 

• Barnstable: 
o Cotcuit Historic District  
o Col. Charles Codman Estate  
o Wianno Historic District  
o Wianno Club  
o Hyannis Port Historic District  
o Kennedy Compound (NHL) 
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• Chatham: 
o Montgomery Point Lighthouse  

• Tisbury: 
o West Chop Light Station  

• Oak Bluffs: 
o East Chop Light Station  
o Dr. Harrison A. Tucker Cottage  

• Edgartown: 
o Edgartown Village Historic District  
o Edgartown Harbor Lighthouse  
o Cape Poge Light  

• Nantucket: 
o Nantucket Great Point Light 
o Nantucket National Historic Landmark District  

 
The MMS determination of effect was prepared using the same list of historic properties and 
visual simulations that were used to prepare the Determination of Effect published in the Final 
EIR/DRI for the State of Massachusetts (PAL, Cape Wind Energy Project Visual Impact 
Assessment of Revised Layout on Multiple Historic Properties: Final Environment Impact 
Report, September 2006).  This report can be found online at: 
http://www.capewind.org/downloads/feir/Appendix3.11-C.pdf .  Using the ACHP regulations for 
assessment of adverse effects found at 36 CFR 800.5, the MMS outlined a methodology and list 
of criteria for our DEIS contractor to use in assessing the visual effects of the project on historic 
properties within the project’s Area of Potential Effect  (Enclosure 1: Procedures for Preparing 
the MMS Assessment of Effect for Visual Impacts to Onshore National Register or National 
Register-Eligible Properties). 
 
This analysis came to a finding of Adverse Visual Effects to the following properties: 

• Barnstable: 
o Kennedy Compound (NHL) 
o Wianno Club 

• Edgartown: 
o Cape Poge Light 

 
The results of this visual analysis were published in sections 4.3.4 and 5.3.3.4 of the MMS DEIS 
for the Cape Wind Energy Project in January 2008.  The MMS DEIS can be found online at:  
http://www.mms.gov/offshore/AlternativeEnergy/CapeWindDEIS.htm.   
 

Additional Documents for the Section 106 Consultation Process 
 
A series of marine archaeological surveys were conducted within the offshore project area by the 
Public Archaeology Laboratory (PAL), Pawtucket, Rhode Island.  These reports include: 
 

1. Marine Archaeological Sensitivity Assessment, Cape Wind Energy Project (June 2003) 
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2. Preliminary Marine Archaeological Sensitivity Assessment: Cape Wind Energy Project 
Alternatives: Horseshoe Shoal; Combination New Bedford/Buzzards Bay and Reduced 
Horseshoe Shoal; Monomoy and Handkerchief Shoals; Tuckernuck Shoal; and South of 
Tuckernuck Island, Massachusetts (January 2004) 

3. Marine Archaeological Reconnaissance Survey:  Cape Wind Energy Project (March 
2004) 

4. Cape Wind Terrestrial Alternative:  Massachusetts Military Reservation, Bourne and 
Sandwich, Massachusetts (March 9, 2004) 

5. Supplemental Marine Archaeological Reconnaissance Survey of Revised Layout 
Offshore Project Area (January 26, 2006) 

 
These reports are available online at the following locations: 
 
Report No. 1, 3, and 4:  http://www.nae.usace.army.mil/projects/ma/ccwf/app510c.pdf  
Report No. 2:                 http://www.nae.usace.army.mil/projects/ma/ccwf/app3i.pdf  
Report No. 5:                 http://www.capewind.org/downloads/feir/Appendix3.11-B.pdf 
 
The Cultural Resource sections of the MMS DEIS are found in section 4.3.5 (Description of the 
Affected Environment) and 5.3.3.5 (Environmental and Socioeconomic Consequences).   

Section 106 Consultation:  Issues for Discussion 
Issues raised by the various 106 Consulting parties (Enclosure 2: Cape Wind Energy Project, 
Section 106 Consulting Parties Contact List) for the Cape Wind Energy Project include: 
 

• The differing methodologies used in applying the ACHP regulations on assessment of 
adverse effects (36 CFR 800.5) which resulted in widely disparate findings between the 
USACE DEIS and State FEIR, and the MMS DEIS regarding which properties would be 
subject to adverse visual effects from the proposed project. 

 
• The viewshed analysis prepared for the project focused on the views from specific 

historic properties but did not adequately consider the effect on the whole of Nantucket 
Sound from all vantage points. 

 
• Two additional National Register-listed properties, both in Tisbury, have been identified 

that should be added to the visual effects studies: 
 

o William Street National Register Historic District 
o Ritter House 

 
• Wampanoag Tribe of Gay Head (Aquinnah) and the Wampanoag Tribe of Massachusetts 

(Mashpee) consider the entire Nantucket Sound to be a sacred site and the unobstructed 
view of the eastern horizon to be sacred to their culture and religious practice.   
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If you need a hard copy of any of the online documents cited above, or if there are additional 
issues that should be included on the agenda for discussion at the July Section 106 Consultation 
Meeting, please provide them to: 
 

Melanie Stright, MMS Federal Preservation Officer 
Minerals Management Service  
381 Elden Street 
Herndon, VA  20170 
Ph:  703-787-1736 
FAX:  703-787-1026 
melanie.stright@mms.gov 

 
We look forward to working with all consulting parties to discuss the various issues of concern 
and hopefully come to agreement on ways to minimize, mitigate or avoid adverse effects to 
significant historic properties related to the proposed Cape Wind Energy Project. 
 

Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Rodney E. Cluck, Ph.D. 
Cape Wind Project Manager 
Minerals Management Service 
 

Enclosures: 
Procedures for Preparing the MMS Assessment of Effect 
Cape Wind Project: Consulting Parties Contact List   
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