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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
FOR THE VINEYARD WIND 1 OFFSHORE WIND ENERGY PROJECT
DRAFT () FINAL (X) DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL ( )

Lead Agency: U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Ocean Energy Management
(BOEM), Office of Renewable Energy Programs

Cooperating Federal
Agencies: U.S. Department of Commerce, National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, National Marine Fisheries Service
U.S. Department of Defense, Army Corps of Engineers
U.S. Department of Homeland Security, Coast Guard
U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Safety and Environmental
Enforcement
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Cooperating Tribal
Nation: Narragansett Indian Tribe
Cooperating State
Agencies: Massachusetts Office of Coastal Zone Management
Rhode Island Coastal Resource Management Council
Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management
Contact Person: Jennifer Bucatari
Environmental Protection Specialist
Office of Renewable Energy Programs, Environment Branch
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management
Office (703) 787-1742
Jennifer.Bucatari@boem.gov
Area: Lease Area OCS-A 0501
Abstract:

This Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) assesses the potential environmental, social,
economic, historic, and cultural impacts that could result from the construction, operation, maintenance,
and decommissioning of an approximately 800-megawatt offshore wind energy facility located more than
14 miles (23.6 kilometers) southeast of Martha’s Vineyard. This Vineyard Wind 1 Offshore Wind Energy
Project (Project) is proposed by Vineyard Wind LLC and designed to serve demand for renewable energy
in New England. The FEIS was prepared following the requirements of the National Environmental
Policy Act (42 United States Code [U.S.C.] §§ 4321-4370f) and implementing regulations. This FEIS
incorporates analyses in the Supplement to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) addressing
reasonably foreseeable offshore wind activities and their effects, previously unavailable fishing data, a
new transit lane alternative, and changes to the proposed Project made by Vineyard Wind LLC. The FEIS
also addresses comments received during the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and SEIS
comment periods. The FEIS will inform BOEM in deciding whether to approve, approve with
modifications, or disapprove the proposed Project. Cooperating agencies may also rely on the FEIS to
support decision making if they determine the analysis is adequate for that purpose. BOEM’s action
furthers U.S. policy to make the Outer Continental Shelf energy resources available for development in an
expeditious and orderly manner, subject to environmental safeguards (43 U.S.C. § 1332(3)), including
consideration of natural resources and existing ocean uses.
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APPENDIX K. PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

K.A1. INTRODUCTION

On December 7, 2018, the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM) published a Notice of Availability for
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), consistent with the regulations implementing the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA; 42 United States Code [USC] § 4321 et seq.) to assess the potential impacts of
the Proposed Action and alternatives (Notice of Availability of a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
Vineyard Wind LLC’s Proposed Wind Energy Facility, 83 Fed. Reg. 63184 [December 8, 2018]). The DEIS was
made available in electronic form for public viewing at https://www.boem.gov/Vineyard-Wind/, and hard copies
and/or CDs were delivered to libraries and other entities as specified in Appendix E of the DEIS. The NEPA
review process requires agencies to allow the public the opportunity to comment on a DEIS. The Notice of
Availability initiated a 45-day public comment period for the DEIS. Initially, the public comment period was
scheduled to close on January 22, 2019; however, due to the 2018-19 federal government shutdown, BOEM
extended the comment period until February 22, 2019.

On June 12, 2020, BOEM published a Notice of Availability for the Supplement to the DEIS (SEIS) consistent
with the regulations implementing NEPA (42 USC § 4321 et seq.) to analyze reasonably foreseeable effects from
an expanded reasonably foreseeable activities scenario for offshore wind development, previously unavailable
fishing data, a new transit lane alternative, and changes to the Construction and Operations Plan (COP) since
publication of the DEIS (Notice of Availability of a Supplement to the DEIS for Vineyard Wind LLC’s Proposed
Wind Energy Facility Offshore Massachusetts and Public Meetings, 85 Fed. Reg. 35952 [June 12, 2020]). The
SEIS was made available in electronic form for public viewing at https://www.boem.gov/Vineyard-Wind/, and
hard copies and/or CDs were delivered to libraries and other entities as specified in the SEIS Appendix F. The
Notice of Availability commenced another 45-day public review and comment period of the SEIS.

This appendix describes the DEIS and SEIS public comment processing methodology and definitions, and also
includes responses to the substantive comments received on the DEIS and SEIS, and/or describes where specific
updates to the Final Environmental Impact Assessment (FEIS) can be found in the document.

K.2. OBJECTIVE

BOEM reviewed and considered all written and oral public submissions received during the DEIS and SEIS
public review and comment periods. BOEM’s goal was to identify substantive comments to be addressed in this
FEIS, and to categorize those comments based on the applicable resource areas or NEPA topics. This
categorization scheme allowed subject matter experts to review comments directly related to their areas of
expertise, and allowed BOEM to generate statistics based on the resource areas or NEPA topics addressed in each
of the comments.

All public comment submissions received on the DEIS can be viewed online at http://www.regulations.gov by
typing “BOEM-2018-0069" in the search field. Public comment submissions on the SEIS can be found at the
same site by typing “BOEM-2020-0005".

K.3. METHODOLOGY

K.3.1. Terminology

The following terminology is used throughout this appendix:

e Submission: The entire content submitted by a single person or group at a single time. For example, a 10-page
letter from a citizen, an email with a portable document format (PDF) attachment, and a transcript of an oral
comment given at a public hearing meeting were each considered to be a submission.

e Form letter: Pre-written text provided by an interest group for submission by individuals.

- Nonvariant form letter submission: A submission that exactly or nearly exactly matches the pre-written
form letter template or text prepared by the interest group.
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- Variant form letter submission: A submission that is based on, but does not match the pre-written form
letter template or text prepared by the interest group.

- Unique submission: A submission that is not based on any identified form letter text.

e Comment: A specific statement within a submission that expresses a sender’s specific point of view, concern,
question, or suggestion. A comment can consist of more than once sentence, as long as those grouped
sentences express a single idea. One submission may contain many comments.

e Substantive Comment: DEIS submissions were reviewed to identify and categorize “substantive” comments.
To be substantive, a comment must meet both of the following criteria:

- Related to the proposed Project: To be substantive, a comment must first relate to reasonably foreseeable
impacts of the Proposed Action, connected actions, or similar planned actions.

- Consisting of more than simple opinion: This criterion requires that substantive comments provide
information to help BOEM prepare the FEIS by providing some level of support or basis for the
commenter’s position, or some indication of issues the commenter believes are significant. As a
hypothetical example, a statement that “BOEM should reject the Project” would not be considered
substantive, but a statement that “The Vineyard Wind Project should not be approved because it would
harm commercial fisheries” would be considered substantive.

Substantive comments include those that suggest the DEIS analysis is flawed in a specific way, or suggest
alternate information than what is presented in the DEIS. These comments challenge or question the accuracy of
information presented, the adequacy, methodology or assumptions of the analysis presented in the DEIS (with
supporting rationale), present new information relevant to the analysis, present reasonable alternatives (including
mitigation) other than those analyzed in the document, or corrects factual errors in the content of the DEIS.
Substantive comments could also provide information in support of the analysis presented in the DEIS.

K.3.2. Comment Submittal

Federal agencies, state/local/tribal governments, and the general public had the opportunity to provide comments
on the DEIS and SEIS via the following mechanisms:

e Electronic submissions via www.Regulations.gov on docket numbers BOEM-2018-0069 and BOEM-2020-
0005;

e Electronic submissions via email to a BOEM representative;

e Hard-copy comment letters submitted to BOEM via traditional mail;

e Hard-copy comment cards and/or letters received during each of the public hearings; and
e Comments submitted verbally at each of the public hearings.

BOEM held five public hearings in the vicinity of the proposed Project area during the DEIS public comment
period, and five virtual public meetings during the SEIS comment period to solicit feedback and identify issues
for consideration in updating the FEIS. The hearings were free and open to the public with no reservations
required. Locations and dates of these meetings are outlined in Table K-1.

Table K-1: Public Hearings and Virtual Public Meetings

Date Time Location
Nantucket Atheneum

1 India Street

Nantucket, MA 02554

Martha’s Vineyard Hebrew Center
130 Center Street

Vineyard Haven, MA 02568

Double Tree Hotel, Cape Cod Room
287 Iyannough Road

Hyannis, MA 02601

Open House 5:00 p.m. to 7:30 p.m.

February 11,2019 Presentation and Comments 5:30 p.m.

Open House 5:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m.

February 12, 2019 Presentation and Comments 6:00 p.m.

Open House 5:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m.

February 13,2019 Presentation and Comments 6:00 p.m.
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Date Time Location
Fairfield Inn and Suites

Open House 5:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. Waypoint Event Center
Presentation and Comments 6:00 p.m. 185 MacArthur Drive

New Bedford, MA 02740
Narragansett Community Center

53 Mumford Road

Narragansett, RT 02882

February 14,2019

Open House 5:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m.

February 15,2019 Presentation and Comments 6:00 p.m.

Presentation at 5:00 p.m. followed by

June 26, 2020 ) h Virtual
testimony and questions and answers

June 30, 2020 Pregentatlon at 1:00 pm. followed by Virtual
testimony and questions and answers

Tuly 2, 2020 Pregentatlon at 5:00 pm. followed by Virtual
testimony and questions and answers

July 7, 2020 Pregentatlon at 1:00 p-m. followed by Virtual
testimony and questions and answers

Tuly 9, 2020 Presentation at 5:00 p.m. followed by Virtual

testimony and questions and answers

All submissions initially provided by methods other than www.Regulations.gov, including text from the
transcripts recorded at each public meeting listed in Table K-1, were uploaded to the docket. Each submission,
including testimony by individual speakers at the public meetings listed in Table K-1, was assigned a unique
identification number by www.Regulations.gov. That unique Submission ID was retained throughout the
comment management process, for both submissions and the individual comments within those submissions.

K.3.3. Comment Processing

K.3.3.1. Compilation of Submissions

BOEM downloaded and reviewed all submissions from Regulations.gov. These submissions were provided in
Hypertext Markup Language (html) format, while attachments provided by stakeholders as part of their
Regulations.gov submission were typically provided in PDF or Microsoft Word format. Text from the html, as
well as smaller PDF, Word, and other text formats were copied from the original format into a single Microsoft
Excel file that served as the primary submission database. In cases where a non-html attachment was too large to
be copied into Excel, or where text from the file was not machine-readable, the attachment was retained
separately, linked to the main body of the submission through the unique Submission ID. The submission
database also included information about each submission, including the submitter’s contact information,
submission date, whether the submitter was a government entity or agency, and the overall disposition of the
sender toward the proposed Project.

K.3.3.2. Identification of Substantive Comments

Each submission and all oral testimony were read to identify substantive comments (as defined in Section K.3.1).
Each substantive comment was entered into a spreadsheet that served as the master substantive comment
database. Each substantive comment then received a unique comment ID number, tied to the Submission ID. For
example, the fourth substantive comment identified in Regulations.gov submission 87 was identified as Comment
087-04. Each substantive comment was extracted from the submission text and assigned to one or more section of
the DEIS, based on the document’s table of contents.

The extracted substantive comments consisted of exact quotes taken from the individual submissions. Each initial
substantive comment identification was reviewed by multiple readers, to ensure that comments were substantive,
included the appropriate text from the submission, and were assigned to the correct DEIS section to facilitate
Subject Matter Expert review and FEIS updates.
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KA4. DEIS SuBMISSION AND SUBSTANTIVE COMMENT SUMMARY

K.4.1. Submissions

BOEM received 348 submissions from the public, agencies, and other interested groups and stakeholders, of
which 7 were determined to be exact duplicates (same sender, same date, and same content) of other submissions,
for a net of 341 unique submissions. Table K-2 shows the types of submissions received during the DEIS public
comment period:

Table K-2: DEIS Submissions by Sender Type

Sender Type Number
Federal agency 5
State agency or representative 9
Local government or representative 9
Nongovernmental organization 40
Business representative or organization 55
General public 223
Total 341

The totals above included the following submissions by federal, state, and local government entities:

o Federal agencies: National Marine Fisheries Service, U.S. Coast Guard, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency

e Massachusetts state agencies or representatives: Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs,
General Court, Office of Coastal Zone Management, Representative Bill Straus

e Rhode Island state agencies or representatives: Office of the Attorney General, Coastal Resources
Management Council, Department of Environmental Management,

e Other state agencies or representatives: New York State Department of State

e Local government: City of New Bedford, Martha’s Vineyard Commission, Town of Aquinnah, Town of
Nantucket, Town of Tisbury, Town of Yarmouth, Madaket Residents Association

In addition to the federal, state, and local government entities identified above, 52 non-governmental
organizations provided comment submissions and the general public submitted the remainder.

Submissions were reviewed to determine the overall disposition of the provider toward the proposed Project.
Based on this review, dispositions of the 341 unique submissions were as follows:

e Pro (generally in favor of the proposed Project): 185 (54 percent);
e Con (generally opposed to the proposed Project): 37 (11 percent); and
e Neutral (no distinct disposition, or disposition could not be clearly determined): 119 (35 percent).

While repeated language was identified in a small number of submissions, no evidence suggested that any
submissions were “form letters,” or pre-written text provided by an interest group for submission by individuals.

K.4.2. DEIS Substantive Comments

BOEM identified a total of 1,789 substantive comments. Table K-3 shows the distribution of comments by DEIS
section number (note that because most comments were associated with multiple resources, the number in the
Instances' column does not add to 1,789. The most common DEIS section or topic commented on included
Commercial Fisheries and For-Hire Recreational Fishing, Mitigation, Finfish, Invertebrates, and Essential Fish
Habitat, and Purpose and Need.

! The instances means the number of times the subject area or section was listed as either the 1st, 2nd, or 3rd subject for the comment. In some
cases, the same comment was categorized to more than one subject area of section.
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Table K-3: Distribution of Substantive Comments by DEIS Section

DEIS Section * Instances Percent
Affected Environment-General (3) 4 0.1
Air Quality (3.2.1) 42 1.5
Alternative B (2.1.2) 23 0.8
Alternative D1 (2.1.4) 21 0.8
Alternative D2 (2.1.4) 26 1.0
Alternative E (2.1.5) 10 0.4
Alternative F (No Action) (2.1.6) 12 0.4
Alternatives Not Considered but not Analyzed in Detail (2.1.7) 15 0.6
Alternatives-General (2) 58 2.1
Bats (3.3.3) 8 0.3
Benthic Resources (3.3.5) 92 34
Biological Resources-General (3.3) 87 3.2
Birds (3.3.2) 69 2.5
Coastal Habitat (3.3.4) 33 1.2
Commercial Fisheries and For Hire Recreational Fishing (3.4.5) 438 16.1
Consultation and Coordination (4) 105 39
Cultural, Historical, and Archaeological Resources (3.4.3) 19 0.7
Cumulative Impacts (Appendix C) 139 5.1
Demographics, Employment, Economics (3.4.1/Appendix F) 123 4.5
Environmental Justice (3.4.2/Appendix F) 9 0.3
Finfish, Invertebrates, and Essential Fish Habitat (3.3.6) 179 6.6
Impact Definitions (3.1) 7 0.3
Impacts-General (3) 91 34
Introduction-General (1) 8 0.3
Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources (6) 3 0.1
Land Use and Coastal Infrastructure (3.4.6) 10 0.4
Marine Mammals (3.3.7) 102 3.8
Mitigation (2.2/Appendix D) 234 8.6
Navigation and Vessel Traffic (3.4.7) 110 4.1
Non-Routine Activities (2.3) 19 0.7
Other Comments 12 0.4
Other Uses (Marine Minerals, Military, Aviation, Offshore Energy, etc.) (3.4.8) 15 0.6
Physical Resources-General (3.2) 8 0.3
Proposed Action/Project Description (2.1.1) 141 5.2
Purpose and Need (1.2) 209 7.7
Recreation, Tourism, and Visual (3.4.4) 69 2.5
References 51 1.9
Regulatory Framework (1.3) 36 1.3
Sea Turtles (3.3.8) 20 0.7
Relationship between the Short-Term Use of Man’s Environment and the Maintenance
and Enhancement of Long-Term Productivity (7) 7 0.3
Socioeconomic/Cultural Resources-General (3.4) 21 0.8
Terrestrial and Coastal Fauna (3.3.1) 3 0.1
Unavoidable Adverse Impacts of the Proposed Action (5) 2 0.1
Water Quality (3.2.2) 25 0.9

2 Section numbering is from the DEIS.
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Table K-4 lists the name and agency or organization affiliation (if any) for each person who provided a
submission during the DEIS comment period. The submission ID corresponds to the Regulations.gov submission
ID, as described in Section K.3.3.2 above.

Table K-4: List of DEIS Comments by ID Number

Submission ID Name Government or Non-Governmental Organization Name
0002 Maureen Condon
0003 Jonathan Ryder
0004 William Lake
0005 Jarrett Drake
0006 Seth Handy
0007 Deven Robitaille
0008 Susan Starkey
0009 Rick Kidder SouthCoast Chamber
0010 Beth Casoni Massachusetts Lobstermen’s Association
0011 Ronald Dagostino
0012 Carl Borchert
0013 Randi Allfather
0014 William Lake
0015 Janet Rochon
0016 Matt Lord
0017 Fred Unger
0018 Robert Mason
0019 Christopher Lanctot
0020 Michael Jacobs
0021 David Dow
0022 Bill Ravanesi
0023 Fred Murphy
0024 Paul Pimentel
0025 Lisa Coedy
0026 David Charles
0027 Max Ciarlone
0028 Peter Bachant
0029 Elizabeth Rodio
0030 Eva Jellison
0031 Jonathan Ryder
0032 James Boyd RI Coastal Resources Management Council
0033 Wendy Northcross Cape Cod Chamber of Commerce
0034 Ann Rosenkranz 350 Martha’s Vineyard Island
0035 Dorothy Mclver Greening Greenfield
0036 Lindsay Crouch
0038 Thomas Melone Allco Renewable Energy Limited
0039 Alan & Kristi Strahler
0040 Gregory Garrison Northeast Solar Design Associates,
0041 Emlyn Addison
0042 Rudy Whelan
0043 Jon Hartzband
0044 Steven Carvalho
0045 Will Stark
0046 Daniel LaVecchia LaMonica Fine Foods
0047 Julius Lowe
0048 Carol Lampson
0049 Jeffrey Kominers
0050 Nicole Morris-McLaughlin Marion Institute- Southcoast Energy Challenge
0051 Jerald Katch
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Submission ID Name Government or Non-Governmental Organization Name
0052 Mark Wirtanen
0053 Ben Hellerstein Environment Massachusetts Research & Policy Center
0054 Caroline Ochs MASSPIRG
0055 Raysel Martinez
0056 Elias Lieberman
0057 Bethia Brehmer
0058 daniel webb
0059 Fran Schofield
0060 M E Sinkiewicz
0061 Liz Argo
0062 Alessandro Bocconcelli
0063 Janet M Hively
0064 Stephen Tom
0065 Sheila Place
0066 Thomas Sullivan
0067 Robert Stuyt Brabers
0068 Linda Ziegler
0069 Brent Loftes Scandinavian Fisheries, Inc
0070 Reno Mastrocola
0071 Jason Jarvis Old Jake Fisheries
0072 Rosemary Carey
0073 Gordon Starr
0074 Andrew Grande Massachusetts Climate Action Network
0075 Annie Hayes
0076 David Hubbard ACK Residents Against Turbines
0077 Jan Galkowski
0078 Audra Parker Alliance to Protect Nantucket Sound
0079 Moncrieff Cochran Cape Cod Climate Change Collaborative
0080 Genna Duplisea
0081 Lisa Engler Massachusetts Office of Coastal Zone Management
0082 Candace Rufleth
0083 Noli Taylor
0084 Steven Anderson Rhode Island Party and Charter Boat Association
0085 Matthew Cannon
0086 Rick Bellavance RI CRMC Fishermen’s Advisory Board
0087 Hugh Dunn SouthCoast Development Partnership (housed at UMass Dartmouth)
0088 Katie Almeida The Town Dock
0089 Brendan ONeill Vineyard Conservation Soc VCS
0090 Holly Goyert American Bird Conservancy
0091 Susan Feller
0092 Anonymous Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs
0093 Meghan Lapp Seafreeze Ltd.
0094 Peter Neronha Rhode Island Office of the Attorney General - Peter F. Neronha
0095 Megan Amsler
0096 Caroline Karp Emerita Faculty, Brown University
0097 Rich Lodge
0098 Gary Harcourt
0099 Brian Loftes RI Commercial Fishermens Alliance
0100 Carol Shweder
0101 Ronald Gagnon RIDEM
0102 Don DeBerardino 11 F/V UMIAK
0103 Janice Kubiac
0104 Kiristin Daley KD Consulting
0105 Stuart Sheehan
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Submission ID Name Government or Non-Governmental Organization Name
0106 Anonymous
0107 Thomas Nies New England Fishery Management Council
0108 Patti Rego Marion Institute
0109 Hunter Moorman
0110 Paul Cove
0111 Thomas Soldini
0112 Julian Cyr MA General Court
0113 Thomas Dameron Surfside Food, LL.C
0114 Amanda Braga Marion Institute
0115 Catherine Bowes Environmental NGOs
0116 Bonnie Brady Long Island Commercial Fishing Association
0117 Don Keeran Association to Preserve Cape Cod
0118 Charles Stott
0119 Rex Jarrell
0120 Timmons Roberts
0121 James Spellman Spellman Energy Associates LLC
0123 Tobias Glidden
0124 Carol (Mary Caroline) Magenau
0125 Haskell Werlin
0126 Nina Wolff Landau
0128 William Bridwell
0129 Maureen Condon
0130 William Smith III
0131 Alex Papali Clean Water Action
0132 Michael Cornish
0133 John Ellersick Next Rung Technology
0134 Marc Rosenbaum
0135 Kate Warner
0136 Julie Taberman
0137 Eli Schwartz
0139 Peter Rufleth
0140 Edward Barrett Northeast Fishery Sector X
0141 John Haran
0142 Anonymous Oceanographer
0143 Ann Howe
0144 Anonymous
0145 Anonymous
0146 Colin Wyatt Leddy
0147 Holly Goyert American Bird Conservancy
0148 John Pappalardo Cape Cod Commercial Fishermen’s Alliance
0149 Anne Hawkins Responsible Offshore Development Alliance
0150 Kai Salem Green Energy Consumers Alliance
0151 Sharon Gold
0152 Mary Chalke
0153 Stephanie Thompson
0154 Sheila Place
0155 Michael Pierdinock Recreational Fishing Alliance
0156 Brendan ONeill Vineyard Conservation Society
0157 Lauri Murphy
0158 Thomas Sullivan
0159 Linda Ziegler
0160 Robert Myers
0161 Rich Lodge
0162 Meghan Lapp Seafreeze Ltd., Town Dock, Sea Fresh USA
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Submission ID Name Government or Non-Governmental Organization Name
0163 Meghan Lapp Seafreeze Ltd.
0164 George & Susan Oleyer
0165 David Dow
0166 Audrey Ciochetto
0167 Beth Casoni Massachusetts Lobstermen’s Association
0168 Anonymous
0169 David Monti RI Saltwater Anglers Association
0170 Sandra Pimentel Vineyard Power
0171 Britt Beedenbender
0172 Dennis Maltais
0173 Katie Ruppel
0174 Peter D’ Angelo
0175 Laura Messier
0176 Wayne Kurker
0177 Shannon Donovan
0178 Timothy Timmermann Environmental Protection Agency
0179 Rich Lodge F/V Select
0180 Janice Kubiac
0181 Rich Lodge F/V Select
0182 Micheal Dunbar
0183 Ingold
0184 Jason Jarvis Old Jake Fisheries
0185 Josiah Dodge
0186 Edmund Janiunas
0187 Jay LaFrance
0188 Warren Adams
0189 John Haran
0190 Michelle Cote
0191 Jo-Ann Taylor Martha’s Vineyard Commission
0192 James Jacquart
0193 Maureen Phillips Madaket Residents Association
0194 David Frulla Fisheries Survival Fund
0195 Dan Pronk Hannibul Fish/Lobster Co
0196 paul vigeant
0197 Michael Waine American Sportfishing Association
0198 Kisha Santiago-Martinez New York State Department of State
0199 Michael Warner
0200 Jon Mitchell City of New Bedford
0201 Paul Eidman
0202 Burt Hamner
0203 Patrick Paquette
0204 Megan Amsler Falmouth Energy Committee
0205 Katherine Davis
0206 David Hubbard Nantucket (ACK) Residents Against Turbines
0207 Rep. William Straus
0208 Edwin Zeitz
0209 Meghan Lapp Seafreeze Ltd.
0210 Edward Barrett Massachusetts Fishermen’s Partnership
0211 Bruce Mandel
0212 Joel Gates
0213 Karin Kugel
0214 Nathan Davis
0215 Megan Ottens-Sargent Aquinnah Rep, BOEM Task Force
0216 Brian Chmielecki
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Submission ID Name Government or Non-Governmental Organization Name
0217 David Wallace Wallace & Associates
0218 David Knapik Town of Yarmouth
0219 Cam Gammill Bill Fisher Trade
0220 Mary Chalk
0221 Alden Lenhart
0222 Zachary Dusseau
0223 Cynthia M. Erickson
0224 Cynthia M. Erickson
0225 Cynthia M. Erickson
0226 Dan Mallison
0227 Patricia Hinkey
0228 Sharon Gold Citizen’s Climate Lobby
0231 David Wallace Wallace & Associates
0232 Chris Clander US Coast Guard
0233 Jason Bridges Town of Nantucket
0234 Michael Pentony National Marine Fisheries Service
0235 Anonymous
0236 Peter Anthony Nordic Fisheries
0237 Manuela Barrett
0238 Leanne Bell
0239 Charles Borkoski Cape Cod Commercial Fisherman’s Alliance
0240 Cynthia Erickson
0241 Christine Gault
0243 Christine Greeley
0244 Tamara Grenier Nantucket Eco Group
0246 Hoffman
0247 Frank Haggerty
0248 Michael Pentony National Marine Fisheries Service
0249 Stephen Perrault
0250 Britt Beedenbender
0251 Erica Fuller Conservation Law Foundation
0252 Edward Barrett
0253 Chris Adams Cape Cod Chamber of Commerce
0254 Elizabeth Barminski Business Network for Offshore Wind
0255 George Maynard Cape Cod Commercial Fisherman’s Alliance
0256 Don Keeran Association to Preserve Cape Cod
0257 Jim Wolf, Cape Air Cape Air
0258 Patrick Paquette
0259 Maggie Downey Cape Light Compact
0260 Joyce Flynn Yarmouth Energy Committee
0261 Joseph Huckemeyer
0262 Mr. Mallinson
0263 Keith Roberts Falmouth Fishermen’s Association
0264 Nick Schulz
0265 Susan Starkey
0266 Vida Morris
0267 Charles Mayo North Atlantic Right Whale Program at the Center for Coastal Studies
0268 Chris Powicki
0269 Stephanie Thompson
0270 Mr. Minkiewicz
0271 Sam Hart Adult Continuing Education Program on Martha’s Vineyard
0272 Julius Lowe
0273 Dan Seidman
0274 Bill Lake
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Submission ID Name Government or Non-Governmental Organization Name
0275 Rob Hannemann
0276 Mr. Strahler
0277 Tom Soldini
0278 Nicola Blake
0279 Alice Berlow
0280 Tim Boland
0281 Mr. Keene
0282 Ron Dagostino
0283 Gary Harcourt
0284 Melinda Loberg Board of Selectmen in the Town of Tisbury
0285 Erik Peckar Vineyard Power Cooperative
0286 Hunter Moorman Massachusetts Chapter of Elders Climate Action
0287 Richard Toole
0288 Tom Hodgson
0289 Sue Hruby
0290 Megan Ottens-Sargent Aquinnah Selectmen
0291 Greer Thornton
0292 Roger Schaefer
0293 Jon Hartzband
0294 Wesley Brighton
0296 Dan Pronk
0297 David Hubbard ACK Residents Against Turbines
0298 Ed Barrett
0299 Amber Hewettt National Wildlife Federation
0300 Steve Chinetti
0301 Alden Lenhart
0302 Lauren Sinatra Town of Nantucket
0303 Pete Meerbergen
0304 Larry Cronin
0305 Carl Borchert
0306 Mary Chalke
0307 Pete Kaizer
0308 Ara Charder
0309 Tobias Glidden
0310 Troy Huiser
0311 Mr. Cronin
0312 Dan Masoud United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America
0313 Dean Pesante
0314 Chris Lee Sea Fresh
0315 Katie Almeida Town Dock
0316 Christopher Brown
0317 Al Eagles
0318 Peter Wakeman
0319 Dennis Ingram
0320 Brian Thibeault Rhode Island Lobstermen’s Association
0321 Fred Mattera Commiercial Fishery Center of Rhode Island
0322 Chris Glander U.S. Coast Guard
0323 Dave Monti Rhode Island Saltwater Anglers
0324 James Violet
0325 Jason McNamee RI DEM Marine Fisheries Division
0326 Eric Reid
0327 Nicole Dipaolo
0328 Kendra Anderson
0329 Alex Kithes
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Submission ID Name Government or Non-Governmental Organization Name
0330 Rudy Whelan
0331 Ed Zeitz
0332 Pat Hinckley
0333 Amber Hewett National Wildlife Federation
0334 Mr. Morris
0335 Brian Thibeault
0336 Cynthia Erickson
0337 Mr. Parente
0338 John Buddy Andrade New Bedford Minority Action Committee
0339 Hunter Major
0340 Paul Vigeant
0341 Amber Hewett National Wildlife Federation
0342 Gus Santos
0343 Eric Wilkinson Environmental League of Massachusetts
0344 Michael Davey United Brotherhood of Carpenters
0345 Christine Greeley
0346 Edward Barrett Northeast Fishery Sector X
0347 Nicole Morris-McLaughlin Southcoast Energy Challenge
0348 Robert Michaud
0349 Timothy Field
0350 David Wallace Surf Clam and Ocean Quahog Fishery
0351 Brian Loftes

BOEM’s resource specialists reviewed all substantive comments identified and responded to each accordingly.
The substantive comments received on the DEIS and responded to in the FEIS are provided in Table K-5.
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Table K-5: Substantive Comments on the DEIS and Responses

Index
Number Comment Text Response
0002-001 With the latest environmental news about reaching tipping points in climate Thank you for your comment.

change within the next 11 to 12 years, I think we can’t move fast enough to
lessen our reliance on fossil fuels by adopting wind and solar energy. Global
warming, with ocean warming, is going to change and push further north the
viable fishing grounds anyway. So, while I can sympathize that the fishermen do
not want their fishing grounds impacted, I think the greater good to society of
installing a wind farm in this area must be our priority.

0002-002  |It might even help the fishermen in the long run, while I’m sure activity in the Thank you for your comment.
area will impact their immediate needs... We are in very dangerous territory
destabilizing the weather patterns. Drought, heat waves, and rising ocean waters
and monster hurricanes are all a threat with climate change, and have enormous
economic impact -- much more than the economic impact to the local fishing
industry.

0003-001 We all know that climate change is here, and it is already causing devastation. Thank you for your comment.
The future predictions range from “terrifying” to “catastrophic.” The solution for
this has got to be a radical change in the way this country does business. This
“solution” is not going to be a single solution, but a vast range of smaller
solutions. Wind power is one of those smaller solutions. The only way to make
wind viable is to put up some turbines, test out how they function, and then use
the information to make the next generation better. In other words, this is no time
for Nimbyism.... this is a time for IMBYism! That’s right.... stick it right IN MY
BACKYARD!... Perhaps wind power isn’t the perfect solution, but it is part of
the solution, and sure beats sticking our heads in the sand!

0004-001 While any major construction project will have some temporary impact in the Thank you for your comment.
construction area, the construction impacts of this project have been carefully
identified, and measures have been identified and will be taken to minimize them.
And the longer term effects of the project will be overwhelmingly positive.
0004-002 Wind energy offshore from Massachusetts and other northeastern states will Thank you for your comment.
make a significant contribution to weaning the United States from reliance on
fossil fuels for electricity generation. This can be one of the key actions to
confront the existential threat of climate change.

0004-003 And the design of the project promises to avoid any significant long-term adverse | Thank you for your comment.
effect on fishing or bird life.
0005-001 BOEM should have established a uniform grid like turbine layout across all lease [Section 3.10 of the FEIS has been revised to provide additional information

sites at appropriate spacing determined by impacted industries to allow current  |related to the use of the Project area by vessels and Project layout. Section 2.5 of
fishing and navigation operations to coexist with the wind farms. BOEM’s lack  |the FEIS has been included to identify the agency-preferred alternative.

of guidance has resulted in each wind farm developing a proprietary layout which
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Index
Number

Comment Text

Response

suits their owns needs best and has created a random layout of turbines which are
not conducive to a coexistence of fishing activities, navigation, and wind energy
development.

0005-002

More time is needed to establish impacts to affected fisheries and the marine
environment. This part of the process is being rushed through in order to take
advantage of expiring tax incentives of $1.4 billion, and the Governor’s promise
of “affordable” electricity cannot be honored without these tax breaks. Politically
it will look bad, and that has been the driving force behind this.

Thank you for your comment.

0005-003

I am writing this to make the public aware of what is really happening and to let
them know that the fishing industry will absolutely be negatively impacted by
these wind farms. With all the marine sanctuaries, closed fishing areas, and whale
issues, the wind farms are 1,400 square miles of a shrinking ocean that will be off
limits to commercial fishing and have a ripple affect on it’s neighboring fishing
grounds and the shore-side infrastructure dependent upon them.

Section 3.10 of the FEIS has been updated and includes an expanded discussion
on commercial fishing and potential effects to commercial fishing within the
WDA.

0006-001

Project: 800 MW; enough for 15% of MA homes & 6% of MA total electricity;
like taking 325,000 cars off road (avoids 1.6M tons/year of carbon emissions, &
1000 tpy NOx, 860 tpy SO2); area identified as part of RI Ocean Significant Area
Management Plan process and awarded lease area through BOEM process.

Thank you for your comment.

0006-002

RPS goals for RMA/CT require 5221MW & offshore is essential; 8480MW
committed by eastern states; project provides essential base-load generation; off
shore wind has highest capacity factor available for renewables; this energy will
be available constantly (24/7); the highest rate of production will be in coldest
winter months when we need to reduce reliance on dirty/costly peaker plants (2M
barrels of oil burned in 15 days in 2018); will save MA customers ~ $1.4B &
provide ~ $3.7B in economic benefits; 3600 jobs for VW project; will bring
industry to this region; reciprocal interests - neighboring states have certification
rights on RI projects - VW is the leader.

Thank you for your comment.

0006-003

Fishery Advisory Board (FAB) claims east/west turbine layout better for their
industry; raised late in development (not in Ocean SAMP process or when first
presented to FAB) but VW trying to accommodate; fishermen had reported
fishing on contours NW/SW of area & fishing tracks provided (attached), which
gave rise to NW/SW orientation (to ease vessel passage); reorienting turbines
requires engineering/permitting relocation which will take too long for access to
tax credits, spoil investor confidence & recast economics proposed to MA,; still,
VW reoriented to extent possible with current siting and removed 20% of turbine
area by using larger turbines; proposing mitigation of any remaining damage
(projected lost catch volume) through contributions to industry; will use E/W
orientation for future development (on remainder of their lease area) and

Section 3.10 of the FEIS has been revised to provide additional information
related to the use of the Project area by vessels and Project layout. Section 2.5 of
the FEIS has been included to identify the agency-preferred alternative.
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Index

Brayton Point and the imminent closure of Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station in
Plymouth, both of which have contributed mightily to the electricity supply to our
region. The cost of energy in our part of the Commonwealth is among the
nation’s highest and each year we see our supply eroding. Clean, efficient wind
energy is an industry and a source of electricity to help guarantee a future for the
South Coast region, and we strongly urge that the wind program be accelerated
and implemented at the soonest possible date.

Comment Text Response

Number
proposing consensus ingress/egress corridor through all lease areas ers for easy
vessel transit

0007-002  |By pursuing Off Shore Wind and capitalizing on one of our greatest assets, Thank you for your comment.

Southeastern Massachusetts will become a front runner in renewable energy
while becoming more sustainable. It is imperative this project is further
researched and developed.

0008-001 As aresident of the Town of Yarmouth, I and about 100 others worked during | Thank you for your comment.
2018 to encourage our Town to sign a Host Community Agreement with
Vineyard Wind because we see the value on the local level as well as the state,
federal and global level of building Renewable Energy projects as quickly as
possible. This and MUCH more is urgently needed to reduce our dependence on
fossil fuels and work towards 100% Renewable Energy by 2030-2050.

0008-002  |Vineyard Winds switch (based on recent studies they conducted) regarding the  |As specified in Section 2.1 of the FEIS, the DEIS and SEIS contemplated two
primary cable route from New Hampshire Ave to Covells Landing is more than |Onshore Export Cable Routes (OECRs), with alternative options within each
acceptable, as there are no longer any concerns about environmental impacts that |route; however, since the publication of those documents, Vineyard Wind has
cant be mitigated. Now, with local permitting right around the corner, I think its |stated all necessary state and local permits for the Covell’s Beach landfall
important for you to know the support this project has in our local community.  |location have been acquired. Therefore, the Proposed Action (Alternative A) and

action alternatives only contemplate the one landfall location, Covell’s Beach
landfall and onshore route. Alternative B therefore is no longer evaluated as an
action alternative in this FEIS. In addition, Section 2.5 of the FEIS has been
included to identify the agency-preferred alternative.

0008-003 I have continued to have confidence that Vineyard Wind will conduct relevant | Thank you for your comment.
studies, work across stakeholder groups, and find ways to address any potential
environmental issues that surface as this project moves forward. I dont expect
there will be NO impacts, but they are minimal as long as theyre mitigated to the
extent feasible. And, the entire offshore wind energy business is learning and
improving and innovating more quickly than many other industries. I believe
Vineyard Wind is one company that will continue to do the right thing for all
stakeholders (including human, marine and other life forms).

0009-001  |Nothing is more important to the region and to our economic and energy future |Thank you for your comment.
than the proposed offshore wind program.

0009-002 Our region has seen the closure of a major electricity generating station at Thank you for your comment.
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0009-003 | The Chamber recognizes the challenge of regulating and permitting what for our |Thank you for your comment.
nation is a relatively new technology, and we also realize the necessity for
safeguarding our base maritime industries, even as this new technology is
brought to fruition, but we also recognize that one of the primary stumbling
blocks in our attraction of new businesses to the region is in the ongoing
questions regarding energy supply and cost.

0009-004  |For an area that has sought new and exciting industries to complement our base |Section 3.4.1.1 of the DEIS noted the tourism-oriented economies of Barnstable,
industries and diversify our economy, nothing has been more exciting than Dukes, and Nantucket counties. Section 3.4.1.3 of the DEIS noted the benefit of
offshore wind. While it is vital that BOEM assess the environmental impacts of |employment generated by the proposed action. Therefore, no change to the FEIS
offshore wind as put forth in Vineyard Wind’s proposal, we remain confident that|is warranted.
they will meet every guideline established and will ensure a renewable energy
future for the South Coast and the Commonwealth.

0010-001 MLA supports ALTERNATIVE F—NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE where no |Section 2.5 of the FEIS has been included to identify the agency-preferred
action would be taken and BOEM would not approve the proposed project would |alternative. Section 3.10.1 of the FEIS has been revised to address this comment.
be our first preferred alternative. While this option may be a long shot we proudly
stand behind the commercial fishermen who have been commercially fishing
these waters for centuries and were not given first right of refusal to lease the
bottom.

0010-002 While Alternative E would reduce the overall amount of WTGs from 110 to 84 |Sections 3.10 and 3.11 of the FEIS have been revised to clarify the number of
ultimately reducing the projects footprint we believe the layout of and East West |turbines in Alternative E, as well as the potential impacts of the 1 nautical mile
with the 1 nautical mile between turbines would greatly reduce potential spacing proposed in Alternative D2. Section 2.5 of the FEIS has been included to
interactions between WTGs and vessels and animals in the water. identify the agency-preferred alternative.

0010-003 We are still extremely troubled about the safety of the fleet and their ability to Section 3.11 of the FEIS has been updated to include information from Vineyard
safely transit to and from their homeports. We strongly ask that more research be |Wind’s Supplemental Navigational Risk Assessment (COP Volume III,
done on the impacts of the OSW turbines and the interaction with radar on the ~ |Appendix III-I, Epsilon 2020a), which addresses the impact of offshore wind
vessels. The port of New Bedford is a hub for the commercial fishing industry ~ |turbine generators (WTGs) on radars.
here in the Northeast and the OSW lease areas are directly southeast from here
and is highly travelled by the fleet.

0010-004 | The MLA has several concerns about the development of Offshore Wind (OSW) |As described in the revised Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS, Vineyard Wind would
we are however, extremely concerned that initial studies be conducted not only  |implement a Fisheries Monitoring Plan and a benthic monitoring plan, which
the lobster resource from the larval stage to the legally harvestable size lobsters as|together would monitor the status of lobster and other resources. All pre- and
well as an entire benthic habitat pre, post and during construction of any wind post-construction monitoring is being developed in coordination with the NMFS
turbine in Southern New England. as part of the ESA Section 7 consultation.

0010-005 A survey on the larval settlement [lobster] in each developed area will help paint |As described in the revised Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS, Vineyard Wind would
a better picture going forward as to what the impacts are to the lobster resource as |implement a Fisheries Monitoring Plan and a benthic monitoring plan, which
these projects become more actively built. Also a survey along the cable routes is [together would monitor the status of lobster and other resources. The revised
imperative given the limited research on Electromagnetic Fields (EMF) onthe  |Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS also discusses potential effects on lobster. All pre- and
lobster and conch resources. We are at the very beginning of this and we need to |post-construction monitoring is being developed in coordination with the NMFS

as part of the ESA Section 7 consultation.
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Wind Offshore Wind Energy Project Appendix D Draft Environmental Impact
Statement Mitigation and Monitoring on page D-3 Construction and Cable burial
would “Require that cables be buried 6.5 feet (2 meters) at a minimum between
the WDA and Muskeget Channel to help avoid trawl hangs. Where cable burial is
not technically feasible due to bottom geology or topography, or due to the need
to cross other infrastructure, concrete mattresses, or rock placement would be
permissible to secure and protect cables.” The use of concrete mattresses is a
great concern given the dynamic environment and the shifting sands through

Il\?lilr:;)er Comment Text Response
make sure we get it done right as the sheer amount of electric cable out there is
unprecedented and we do not know what the out come will be.

0010-006  |The MLA is further concerned about Vineyard Wind Offshore Wind Energy Section 3.3 and Appendix D of the FEIS discusses the effects of cable laying and
Project Appendix D Draft Environmental Impact Statement Mitigation and mitigation measures to minimize impacts on spawning in Nantucket Sound.
Monitoring; Page D-1 construction and dredging would; “Require that all
dredging and cable installation activities use the least environmentally harmful
method that would be effective in each area.” The timing and method in which
the transmission cable to shore will be taking should be coordinated to not
interfere with the conch spawning or any other species for that matter. The future
of all commercial harvested species depends on the future stocks.

0010-007  |Furthermore, the governments’ ongoing conservation effort to increase the See discussion in the revised Section 3.4.2 of the FEIS on impacts on whale
population of the North Atlantic Right Whale (NARW) is alarming. How can the |habitat. Bottom habitat type conversion could affect NARW, although critical
government allow such a large scale construction project and not fully understand|habitat would be avoided. Whales could possibly avoid the WDA because of the
or explore the long-term impacts of OSW is unacceptable, especially seeing that |WTG presence and/or operational noise. However, there is no evidence
part of Vineyard Winds proposed COP EIS is to “Reduce impacts on marine trust |suggesting any potential impact would rise above existing baseline levels. The
resources through near-term refinement of exclusion zones based on field National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s (NOAA’s) draft Incidental
measurements of noise reduction systems, and long-term refinements of other Harassment Authorization does not permit injury to any marine mammal, or even
pile-driving monitoring protocols based on monthly and/or annual monitoring  [Level A Harassment to NARW, and the Authorization may be suspended if
results.” We are guardedly expressing our concerns that the NARWs habitat and [NOAA determines that the Project is having more than a negligible impact on a
food sourcing will not be disrupted or eliminated completely. While the species of marine mammal.
commercial lobster and fixed gear industries are continually constrained because
of potential future interactions with these animals, there is not enough known
about the impacts of OSW construction, EMF and noise impacts on the NARW?

0010-008  |The entire wind lease area is a high utilized area by the NARW to feed on the Section 3.4.1 and 3.4.2 of the FEIS have been updated to include a discussion of
abundant calanus resource there and the whales continue to come and feed every |zooplankton resources in the Project area. At least 10 new calves have been
year; what will the impact be on the calanus? Currently, we have been told by documented during the 2019/2020 calving season. Further discussion of these
whale specialists at the New England Aquarium that the NARW birthrates are  |resources is provided in the Biological Assessment submitted to NMFS, which
declining, what will the impact of OSW have on these highly protected can be found at the following link: https://www.boem.gov/Vineyard-Wind-
mammals? More research is undeniably needed in this area of concern so that the |Consultation-Documents/.
commercial fleet does not further endure any more baseless constraints.

0010-009  [We are also concerned about the cable burial depths as noted in the Vineyard Section 2.1.1 of the FEIS has been updated to address cable burial for the

proposed Project. The OECC would have a target burial depth of 5-8 feet (1.5-2.5
meters). Potential interactions with fishing gear are discussed in the revised
Section 3.10.2 of the FEIS.
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Muskeget Channel. Can these cables be buried deeper than the proposed 6.5’ in
the sand so that they do not become exposed and to reduce any hang ups with
mobile gear?

0010-010

In addition, we are pleased to see that on page D-3 that “Prior to in-water
construction, compensate fishermen with a demonstrated history of fishing in any
area that would be excluded from fishing during the in-water construction phase
of the Project. Compensation programs would be directly negotiated between the
lessee and impacted fishermen or follow a compensation program similar to that
described for the gear compensation program. Compensation could include direct
payments to fishermen and/or could fund fishery directed projects (e.g., research;
infrastructure improvements, seafood promotion, etc.).” Whereas, the MLA
represents a multitude of fisheries from Canada to Cape May New Jersey and that
we should be utilized to mitigate and help vet claims to ensure that the maximum
dollars are going to the effected commercial fishermen and negatively impacted
industry related businesses.

Section 3.10 of the FEIS has been updated to include details of mitigation and
monitoring measures relative to commercial fisheries, including voluntary
financial compensation. Appendix D of the FEIS has also been updated to
include modifications and/or additional mitigation and monitoring measures.
Additional mitigation and monitoring measures may arise from consultations and
coordination with Federal and State resource agencies. These additional
mitigation measures could be considered by decision makers and incorporated
into the Record of Decision.

0010-011

Lastly, we are pleased to be working with Vineyard Wind, the MA Division of
Marine Fisheries, UMASS Dartmouth (SMAST) on a long-term collaborative
lobster research project pre, during and post construction. As stated on page D-5
Vineyard Wind will “Contribute funds to a longterm regional environmental
monitoring program as directed by BOEM. The regional collaborative
monitoring program would monitor the long-term health of the offshore
continental shelf environment within the Massachusetts Wind Energy Area.
Funds toward the regional collaborative monitoring program would not exceed
$500,000 per year for the duration of the project.” We are looking forward to
getting our lobster study underway in the early part of 2019 and to continue this
throughout the length of the project and there after to see what the impacts are of
OSW on the lobster resource.

Thank you for your comment.

0011-001

BOEM has found mostly negligible or minor negative impacts to environment
and communities, and the suggested alternative actions to reduce the number of
turbines and move the preferred cable landing to Barnstable have already been
incorporated into the project plan.

Thank you for your comment.

0011-002

Vineyard Wind has committed $3 million to a Wind and Whales Fund to
advance technologies and programs to ensure offshore wind can coexist with
marine mammals. This is consistent with the accessible, transparent, and
responsive community partner stance that Vineyard Wind has taken throughout
the process -- as evidenced also by the the Community Benefit Agreement
executed with Vineyard Power.

Thank you for your comment.

0011-003

I personally am deeply concerned about the existential threat of climate change.
This project will be the first utility-scale offshore wind project in the United

Thank you for your comment.
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States, and it represents an extremely important step in addressing climate
change. It can and should lead to an enormous offshore wind benefit for the
eastern part of the United States. Every part of the country needs to do what it can
- - solar in the southwest, hydro in the northwest, onshore wind in the plains
states -- and offshore wind in the east.

0011-004

Locally, Marthas Vineyard will benefit from the location of the projects
Operation & Maintenance facility, which will generate up 50 full-time jobs
earning a middle class income. There will be an additional multiplier effect for
many small businesses on the Vineyard as well. Many local families have
experienced the pain of an adult child not being able to stay on the Vineyard due
to the high cost of living and a lack of good, year-round jobs.

Section 3.4.1.1 of the DEIS provided information on the tourism-oriented
economy of Dukes County. Section 3.6.2 of the FEIS has been updated to note
the benefit of year-round jobs for Duke’s County.

0012-001

The Vineyard Wind Energy Project is rated at roughly 800 megawatts of output.
It would displace over 2 million tons of carbon dioxide annually from the
atmosphere. It would be like taking 350,000 vehicles off the roads of
Massachusetts every year.

Thank you for your comment.

0012-002

I live on Nantucket Island and we are on the front lines of climate change with
more powerful storms, rising sea levels and coastal flooding. The Vineyard Wind
Energy Project would jumpstart the American offshore wind industry and be an
excellent first step in reducing carbon emissions and beginning to mitigate the
effects of climate change. I support this viable clean renewable energy project
and I urge the federal government to see it to construction and completion.

Thank you for your comment.

0013-001

The Vineyard Wind Energy Project is good for Massachusetts and good for the
USA. It will create jobs during the construction phase and maintenance and
operations jobs. The port of New Bedford and the Marine Commerce Terminal
will benefit from the development of the project. The port of Vineyard Haven
will benefit. A new supply chain will be created that will bring more jobs as more
local and regional workers manufacture and transport wind turbine components
for deployment offshore.

Section 3.4.1.3 of the DEIS included information on jobs and the MCT, and had
a conclusion of minor beneficial economic impact and reference to the proposed
“offshore wind accelerator fund.” Therefore, no change to the FEIS is warranted.

0013-002

Vineyard Wind will displace over 2 million tons of carbon dioxide from the
atmosphere annually. That is like taking 350,000 vehicles off the roads of
Massachusetts every year. This is a viable clean renewable energy project that
can help begin to mitigate the negative effects of climate change like more
powerful storms, rising sea levels and coastal flooding.

Thank you for your comment.

0013-003

If the Massachusetts Resource Area is fully developed with wind turbine
generators, there would be enough power for all of the homes and businesses of
the entire state. [ urge BOEM to do all in it’s power to see the Vineyard Wind
Energy Project through construction and completion.

Thank you for your comment.

0014-001

Turge BOEM to approve the DEIS and the permit for the Vineyard Wind project.
The DEIS extensively reviews the potential environmental impacts of the project

Thank you for your comment.
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and correctly concludes that any negative impacts will be only minor or
negligible. By contrast, the positive impact of harnessing renewable wind energy
to reduce reliance on natural gas and other fossil fuels will be tremendous.

0014-002

If some commenters complain of what they fear may be potential harm to fishing
or other ocean activities, their complaints should be evaluated against the now-
certainty that climate change will have far more devastating effects on those same
activities. Rising sea levels and ocean temperatures will do far more to harm
fishing, for example, than the proposed wind turbines could possibly do.

Thank you for your comment.

014-003

The applicant has demonstrated its commitment to identifying and minimizing
any negative effects of the project, and it has already taken significant steps in
that regard -- notably by reducing the number of turbines and changing the
landing site to Barnstable.

Thank you for your comment.

0014-004

This project will be the first step in harnessing the great wind resource of the New
England coast to improve the mix of energy sources. Different parts of the
country will have different opportunities to move to renewable energy -- some
may have hydroelectric resources, and others may rely on nuclear plants. The
best chance for New England to address climate change -- the greatest existential
threat to humanity -- is to exploit its offshore wind resource. That resource should
be exploited responsibly, but it should be exploited as rapidly as possible, as the
harmful effects of climate change are occurring much faster than previously
anticipated. The DEIS demonstrates that Vineyard Wind has been planned
carefully and responsibly, and the public interest will be served by approving it as
quickly as possible.

Thank you for your comment.

0015-001

Offshore wind is a new industry in the US, but it has the potential to generate lots
of electricity, create new jobs, and address global warming. I fully support efforts
that ensure the US takes full advantage of offshore wind through responsibly-
sited and developed projects.

Thank you for your comment.

0015-002

The draft Environmental Impact Statement for Vineyard Wind’s project
demonstrates that the project will have limited negative environmental impacts,
while generating thousands of megawatt hours of clean electricity for many
years. I therefore believe it would be entirely appropriate for the federal
government to allow this project to move forward.

Thank you for your comment.

0015-003

Ensuring that today’s children inherit a clean and healthy planet is important to
me. | became a grandmother almost three years ago and want my grandson to
grow up and live in a world where he doesn’t have to worry about climate
change, clean air, clean water, and other basic considerations. Supporting
offshore wind projects like this one, is a small way in which I can contribute to
making his future better.

Thank you for your comment.
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0016-001

I have spent many relaxing summers on Martha’s Vineyard, and I am strongly in
support of this project that will bring important job and industry
oppportunitiesopportunities to the local economy, as well as a source of clean,
renewable energy that does not rely on energy resources beyond the local
environment.

Thank you for your comment.

0017-001

The Vineyard Wind project represents a major milestone in the transition to a
non-polluting clean energy future and to our efforts as a society to effectively
address the challenges of climate change. As the first commercial scale offshore
wind project in the United States, regulatory delays or complications to the
project would represent a significant setback to the entire offshore wind industry
and to responsible solutions to address climate change generally.

Thank you for your comment.

0017-002

I expect that Vineyard Wind has addressed any and all legitimate concerns that
have been raised by the fishing industry. At the public hearing on the project at
URI that I attended, some people from the fishing industry were raising spurious
concerns about the environmental risks from the project and about exaggerated
impacts on their industry. Wind generator foundations have been shown to
provide protected habitat for young fish and thus help enhance fisheries. With
lots of industry experience in Europe, there is no credible evidence of damage or
negative impacts from offshore wind projects on fish populations or ocean
ecosystems.

Thank you for your comment.

0017-003

As for any impacts on the current patterns of fishing operations, with the very
wide spacing planned between wind generators, any practical and sensible
fishermen should be able to easily adapt.

Thank you for your comment.

0017-004

Reactionary fear of change is not a legitimate reason to delay progress. The
fishing industry and offshore wind industry are entirely compatible and can easily
co-exist. The challenges we face from climate change are serious. We need to
help expedite and encourage serious solutions like Vineyard Wind.

Thank you for your comment.

0018-001

I am in support of this wind project that will supply 800MW of carbon free,
renewable energy to Massachusetts; enough to power 425,000 homes. This wind
farm development site identified after a 5-year stakeholder and community
engagement process with the Federal government which included representation
from all six towns on Marthas Vineyard and the Marthas Vineyard Commission.
The companies managing the project (Avangrid and Copenhagen Infrastructure
Partners) have extensive offshore wind experience worldwide and financial
capabilities to finance large infrastructure projects. And Vineyard Wind has been
an accessible, transparent and responsive community partner throughout the
process. This is evident in the Community Benefit Agreement executed with
Vineyard Power.

Thank you for your comment.
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0018-002

After extensive research, data collection and stakeholder input, BOEM has found
mostly negligible or minor negative impacts to environment and communities
and there are many environmental and economic benefits. This is a first step in
Massachusetts commitment to 1,600 MW of offshore wind. The Mass Dept of
Energy Resources (DOER) determined this wind farm will save Massachusetts
ratepayers $1.4 billion over 20 years. And Marthas Vineyard will benefit from
the location of the projects Operation & Maintenance facility.

Section 3.6.2 of the FEIS has been updated to include information on the benefit
of year-round jobs for Dukes County.

0018-003

Different kinds of low-carbon resources are appropriate in different parts of the
country... In the Northeast, there is no low-carbon resource that comes close to
being competitive with offshore wind. For us, solar is great, but with current
technology its a relatively small resource. Canadian hydro is great, too, but we
dont control the transmission routes, which run through northern New England.
Its offshore wind that is the huge and accessible resource for us here in New
England and the mid-Atlantic states.

Thank you for your comment.

0019-001

I believe that the USA is behind the eight ball when it comes to offshore wind
farms it has the potential to generate lots of electricity, create new jobs, and
address global warming. I fully support efforts that ensure the US takes full
advantage of offshore wind through responsibly-sited and developed projects.

Thank you for your comment.

0019-002

The draft Environmental Impact Statement for Vineyard Wind’s project
demonstrates that the project will have limited negative environmental impacts,
while generating thousands of megawatt hours of clean electricity for many
years. I therefore believe it would be entirely appropriate for the federal
government to allow this project to move forward... This is a small step to start
our country’s jump into off shore wind farms to produce cleaner energy for our

country.

Thank you for your comment.

0020-001

I congratulate BOEM and Vineyard Wind in bringing forward this project with
the finding of negligible or minor negative impacts to environment and
communities from a significant and substantial energy facility in the densely
populated Northeast coast. This process has been comprehensive and inclusive,
and the care taken has produced this positive evaluation.

Thank you for your comment.

0020-002

BOEM and Vineyard Wind benefit from the selection of the wind farm
development site after a 5-year stakeholder and community engagement process
with the Federal government that included engagement with representatives from
all six towns on Marthas Vineyard and the Marthas Vineyard Commission.
Vineyard Wind has been an accessible, transparent and responsive community
partner throughout the process. This is evident in the Community Benefit
Agreement executed with Vineyard Power. The DEIS also reflects the
commitment of Vineyard Wind Parent companies (Avangrid and Copenhagen
Infrastructure Partners) that have extensive offshore wind experience worldwide.

Thank you for your comment.
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0020-003 I urge BOEM to approve the DEIS and provide all means available to allow the |Thank you for your comment.
prompt start of construction of this needed and attractive project.
0021-001 I support construction of the Marthas Vineyard Wind facility in Nantucket Sound | Thank you for your comment.
in the proposed area and bringing the power ashore in the City of Barnstable, Ma.
for connection to the regional electric grid. I used to work at the Fisheries Lab in
Woods Hole where I was recreational fisheries coordinator in the Northeast and
served on the New England Fishery Management Council’s Habitat Plan
Development Team which helped develop Omnibus Habitat Amendment 2
which was approved by NOAA Fisheries in January 2018.
0021-002 I feel that the towers will be attracting a number of species targeted by saltwater |Thank you for your comment.
anglers (black sea bass; striped bass; scup; etc.) and not cause negative effects on
commercial species like American lobsters and sea scallops.
0021-003  |Accommodations need to be made for North Atlantic right whales during Section 3.4.2 and Appendix D of the FEIS have been updated to include a
construction when they are feeding in this area. discussion of mitigation and monitoring that has been proposed for the agency-
preferred alternative relative to the North Atlantic right whale. As discussed in
the FEIS and included in Appendix D, additional measures include the non-
government organization Agreement which includes elements to minimize
effects to the NARW, refinement of exclusion zones for of construction activities,
periodic cleanup of fishing gear trapped on WTG foundations and other offshore
Project elements. The FEIS clarifies that the proposed Project schedule avoids
peak seasons for this species.
0022-001 My comments are in support of Vineyard Winds offshore wind project and its Thank you for your comment.
draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). The draft Environmental Impact
examination shows that the project will have very limited negative environmental
impacts.
0022-002 As well, the local communities and the Commonwealth will benefit greatly Thank you for your comment.
having zero emission energy, while at the same time mitigating air pollution since
the wind farm will offset fossil fuel use and its negative health impacts. So,
transitioning our state quickly away from fossil fuels and toward renewable wind
energy will not only help combat climate change, but it will also have immediate
benefits in improving the quality of our air and our health. Zero emission wind
can save our businesses, citizens, and the Commonwealth over 6 cents/kWh in
health care costs.
0022-003 The Vineyard Offshore Wind development project will also provide needed fuel |Thank you for your comment.
diversity, which ISO New England has promoted to maintain a healthy grid for
the New England region.
0022-004 I support this project for these other reasons: create thousands of new skilled jobs,| Thank you for your comment.
lower our monthly electricity bills for all rate payers, be good for the
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environment, and importantly, Vineyard Wind has taken significant steps to be a
responsible developer, and limit environmental impacts.

0022-005

I urge BOEM to approve this project and continue its efforts to support the
development of offshore wind projects off the coast of New England.

Thank you for your comment.

0023-001

Supply 800MW of carbon free renewable energy to Mass.,enough to power
425,000 homes, 6% of states’s use Location is 14 miles south of Martha’s
Vineyard which will reduce the negative visual impact. All six towns on
Martha’s Vineyard have approved the facility. Parent companies of the project
have extensive expertise worldwide in construction and management of previous
similar projects of this type.

Thank you for your comment.

0023-002

Vineyard Wind of which I am a member has been accessible, transparent and
responsive to educating the local population to the positive and negative elements
for this project, allowing islanders the ability to become informed citizens

Thank you for your comment.

0023-003

Emission reductions: 1.6 million tons of CO2, reduced NOx emissions

Section A.8.1 in Appendix A of the FEIS has been clarified to include
information on emissions and incorporates by reference Vineyard Wind’s COP
and/or OCS Air permit.

023-004

First step in Massachusetts commitment to 1600 Mega watts of offshore wind

Thank you for your comment.

0023-005

Raising awareness for coexistence between offshore wind and marine mammals.

Thank you for your comment.

0023-006

Mass DOER has determined the state ratepayers will receive $1.4 billion over 20
Years.

Thank you for your comment.

0023-007

Marthas Vineyard will directly benefit through increased local jobs and training
toward those new jobs. Supply chain opportunities for existing island businesses
and other state businesses to supply the needs of this field

Section 3.6.2 of the FEIS has been updated to include information on the benefit
of year-round jobs for Duke’s County.

0024-001

These comments support the approval of the Draft Environmental Impact Report
for the Vineyard Wind Construction & Operation Plan. This timely project was
sited after a 5 year stakeholder and community engagement process with the
Federal government which included broad representation from across Marthas
Vineyard. Vineyard Wind has been an accessible, transparent and responsive
community partner throughout the process.

Thank you for your comment.

0024-002

The proposed project will supply up to 800MW of carbon free, renewable energy
to Massachusetts; thats enough to provide 6% of the Commonwealths overall
energy consumption. Its a big part of Massachusetts commitment to 1,600 MW
of offshore wind. Its the first utility scale offshore wind project in the US and its a
big step in addressing the greatest existential threat to mankind.

Thank you for your comment.

0024-003

It will save ratepayers money, and boost our economy with new jobs all with
little significant adverse environmental impact.

Thank you for your comment.

0024-004

Vineyard Wind has committed $3 million to advancing technologies and
programs to ensure offshore wind can coexist with marine mammals.

Thank you for your comment.
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0024-005

[Vineyard Wind] has ... committed $12 million to ensure the offshore wind
industry is anchored in Southeastern Massachusetts and will employ local
residents. It has already begun an island workforce education and training
program for mid-career changers and students at the MV Regional High School.

Thank you for your comment.

0024-006

The importance of Vineyard Wind as a means to provide carbon-free energy to
the Commonwealth cannot be overlooked. With the proposed project, the use of
gas in electricity generation and the resultant greenhouse gas emissions will be
reduced every day. These are necessary meaningful steps to change our fuel mix
to a low-carbon mix that contains a significant amount of renewable energy” as
described by the Association to Preserve Cape Cod.

Thank you for your comment.

0025-001

I am writing in strong support of the Vineyard Wind offshore wind project. I’ve
had the opportunity to get to know this project and Vineyard Wind as the
transmission cable was initially planned to come through my town in Yarmouth.
Vineyard Wind is a company that is a huge step above traditional energy
companies. They have shown they truly care about our natural environment and
are doing all they can to protect it. I trust that through this government process,
and because of the integrity that Vineyard Wind has shown throughout this
process, this project will have the necessary environmental safeguards to
sustainably develop the offshore wind industry. We don’t have time to waste, if
we are to avoid the catastrophic effects of climate change.

Thank you for your comment.

0026-001

I am concerned about the effects of climate change and the benefits to our
country of being energy independent. This important project is an opportunity to
do more than just talk about the problem. Approving and building the Vineyard
Wind project will be a very tangible demonstration of our commitment and
resolve.

Thank you for your comment.

0026-002

Vineyard Winds 800 MW offshore wind project will reduce CO2 emissions from
the ISO New England system by approximately 1,680,000 tons per year. This
will be a very important step in meeting our renewable energy and greenhouse
gas reduction goals.

Thank you for your comment.

0026-003

The Project has conducted an extensive and sustained outreach effort with the
communities on the Cape and the Islands and signed the nations first offshore
wind Community Benefit Agreement with Vineyard Power Cooperative. This
outreach effort has included local residents, their elected and appointed officials,
local tribes, fishing and marine interests, environmental advocacy groups, and
other interested parties. Vineyard Wind has listened carefully to the feed back
provided in these discussions and pledged to continue an extensive outreach
effort as the project moves forward.

Thank you for your comment.
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0026-004

The project has conducted extensive surveys and other studies and has carefully
selected submarine and onshore cable routes. All cables will be securely buried
using proven installation techniques. Short-term disturbance to residents along
the land cable routes will be minimized by proper construction planning,
scheduling, and traffic management. Affected streets will be restored and
repaved, leaving them in like new condition.

Section A.8.6 in Appendix A of the FEIS has been updated to include additional
information on road restoration and traffic management. Please note that updated
project construction timing information is included in FEIS Chapter 2.

0026-005

Any temporary local inconvenience should be weighed against the important and
large-scale societal benefits of the project. Moreover, the Project is committed to
developing Host Community Agreements with the affected Towns.

Thank you for your comment.

0026-006

In collaboration with the University of Massachusetts Dartmouths School for
Marine Science and Technology (SMAST), Vineyard Wind has committed to
conduct pre- and post- construction assessments of fisheries and associated
ecological conditions.

Section 3.3.6.3 of the DEIS, described the proposed Fisheries Monitoring Plan.
Appendix D of the FEIS has been revised to discuss fisheries monitoring to be
conducted in coordination with SMAST.

0026-007

Vineyard Wind is committed to working with the fishing industry so that both the
wind and fishing industries can grow together offshore Massachusetts. One
example is that Vineyard Wind, in consultation with local fishermen, established
specific vessel transit lanes in the turbine layout design.

Section 3.10.2 of the FEIS has been updated to include additional information on
Vineyard Wind’s commitment to work with the fishing industry.

0027-001

I support the construction of an offshore wind-energy farm off the South Coast of
MA. There is so much potential, free, clean energy that we need to start
harvesting to protect our future. We cannot continue to live off coal and oil. Wind
energy has very little impact on the environment and any costs are far outweighed
by the benefits of the energy produced.

Thank you for your comment.

0028-001

I support the proposed action. The minor short-term negative effects are well
worth both the environmental and economic benefits this wind farm will bring.

Thank you for your comment.

0029-001

I fully support this project and think that any impact assessment should consider
the positive environmental impact from climate change mitigation that a wind
farm presents.

Thank you for your comment.

0030-001

I fully support off shore wind in/near Massachusetts. We as a country need to
make the transition to renewable energy production or we will need to change
more of our way of life that just missing a pretty view.

Thank you for your comment.

0030-002

The wildlife affected won’t even be around in the same way if we can stop
producing green house gases. We need to keep the water cold for our fishing
industry so the species we rely on still thrive here in 100 years. There is too much
at risk not to take full advantage of our renewable resources.

Thank you for your comment.

0031-001

I completely and utterly support Vineyard Wind’s proposal. As the past year has
made clear, climate change is real and it is accelerating. Unless we do something
NOW, we are looking at the very real possibly of human extinction. There is no

big SOLUTION to this problem; instead, there are numerous smaller “solutions”

Thank you for your comment.
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that taken together add up to the SOLUTION. Wind Energy is one of those
biggest of those smaller “solutions.”

0031-002  |People may think that turbines are “ugly”; in response, 1’1l take a little disruption |Section 3.4.4.3 of the DEIS addressed the subjective nature of visual impacts,
of a sea view in order to ensure planetary survival. while Section 1.2 addressed the purpose and need for the Proposed Action;

therefore, no additional analysis was required in the FEIS.

0031-003 People may say that the technology is not perfected; well, unless turbines are put |Thank you for your comment.
up, the technology won’t be perfected.

0032-001 The description of Alternative D in the DEIS is incomplete and not accurate. The |Alternative D2, as described in the DEIS, includes a turbine layout with an east-
CRMC has proposed and continues to advocate for a grid layout of the Vineyard |west orientation and 1 nautical mile spacing between all turbines, creating rows
Wind project (and all other proposed wind farms in southern New England between the turbines that are 1 nautical mile wide. Alternatives D1 and D2 have
waters) with an east-west orientation with 1 nautical mile (nm) spacing between [been fully evaluated in the DEIS and, subsequently, the FEIS. However, in order
turbines and that each row between turbines is Inm wide. This east-west to eliminate any confusion, Section 2.1.3.2 of the FEIS was updated to clarify
alignment with 1 nm spacing alternative is a compromise on behalf of the Rhode |that 1 nautical mile of spacing would occur between all turbines. Section 2.5 of
Island-based commercial fishing industry, but it will allow the fixed and mobile |the FEIS has been included to identify the agency-preferred alternative. Section
gear commercial fishing operations to continue to operate (with modifications to |3.10 of the FEIS has been revised to include additional information on
gear and methods) within the Vineyard Wind lease area in a manner that the maneuverability and use of the WDA by commercial fisherman and the section
commercial fishing industry can coexist with the offshore wind energy industry. |has been clarified on the distances required for mobile gear fisherman.

0032-002  |Itis incorrect to state that Alternatives D1 or D2 would increase the WDA area | The development of the EIS has been based on Vineyard Wind’s utilization of
by approximately 22%. Vineyard Wind has committed to using a larger 9.5MW |the Project Design Envelope (PDE), which included a range of 8-10 MW WTGs
turbine and needs only 84 turbines to meet their need and purpose for the as assessed in the DEIS and was updated to allow for up to 14 MW WTGs. The
project...since Vineyard Wind has committed to using the larger 9.5MW turbine |FEIS assesses the impacts of the reasonable range of Project designs that are
model, then there will be no expansion necessary of the proposed project area described in the Vineyard Wind COP and presented in Appendix G by using the
(WDA) under either Alternative D1 or D2. “maximum-case scenario” process. Therefore, for Alternatives D1 and D2, it was

assumed based on the maximum-case scenario, that there would be 100 turbines
resulting in an increase in size of approximately 22 percent for the WDA.

0032-003 ...given Vineyard Wind’s commitment to using the larger 9.5MW turbine model, |The development of the EIS has been based on Vineyard Wind’s utilization of
BOEM should undertake an analysis of all the Alternatives within the DEIS the PDE, which included a range of 8~10 MW WTGs as assessed in the DEIS
using only the 84 large turbines required to meet the purpose and need of the and was updated to allow for up to 14 MW WTGs. The FEIS assesses the
project (i.e. to generate 800MW). impacts of the reasonable range of Project designs that are described in the

Vineyard Wind COP and presented in Appendix G by using the “maximum-case
scenario” process. Therefore, utilization of the 9.5-MW machine falls within the
PDE, and impacts have been accounted for. As described in Section 2.1 of the
DEIS, BOEM could “mix and match” multiple alternatives which allows the
decision maker to select Alternative E in combination with other alternatives. In
fact, this was done for the agency-preferred alternative (Section 2.5 of the FEIS).

0032-004 1 nm spacing between turbines such that all east-west lanes between rows of Section 2.1.3 of the FEIS describes Alternatives D1 and D2, which would both

turbines also have 1 nm spacing...as a requirement for all wind farms in southern
New England waters will ensure consistency of turbine placement and reduce

include 1 nautical mile spacing. Resource-specific sections in Chapter 3 and
Appendix A describe the impacts of the 1 nautical mile spacing. Section 3.11.2
specifically addresses the ability of vessels to navigate within the Proposed
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regarding fisheries value when citing a personal communication dated 2016. We
note that this data source does not appear to be peer reviewed or publicly
available for inspection. Thus, BOEM should clarify this data source and make
the data available. Moreover, it is our understanding that the NMFS fish landings
data that BOEM cites (G. DePiper, Pers. Comm., August 2016) in Tables 3.4.5-
7a and 7b should be limited to planning level applications and not an
authoritative assessment. BOEM should justify this data source and use within
the DEIS.

Il\?lilr:;)er Comment Text Response
navigational and safety risks as compared to a random installation of turbines Action’s WTG array, based on the Project’s Supplemental Navigation Risk
within wind farms. Assessment (COP Volume I1I, Appendix III-I, Epsilon 2020a). As specified in
the SEIS and Chapter 2 of the FEIS, independent of the Proposed Action, and
after publication of the DEIS, Vineyard Wind and other Rhode Island and
Massachusetts offshore wind leaseholders have committed to implementing a 1 x
1 nautical mile WTG grid layout in east-west orientation (equivalent to
Alternative D2) in response to stakeholder feedback. The RI and MA Lease Area
developers’ agreement was reached in order to avoid irregular transit corridors.
0032-005 This east-west alignment with 1 nm spacing alternative is a compromise on Section 2.1.3 of the FEIS describes Alternatives D1 and D2, which would both
behalf of the Rhode Island-based commercial fishing industry, but it will allow  |include 1 nautical mile spacing. Resource-specific sections in Chapter 3 and
the fixed and mobile gear commercial fishing operations to continue to operate  |Appendix A describe the impacts of the 1 nautical mile spacing. Section 3.11.2
within the Vineyard Wind lease area (with modifications to gear and operations) |specifically addresses the ability of vessels to navigate within the Proposed
in a manner that the commercial fishing industry can coexist with the offshore  |Action’s WTG array, based on the Project’s Supplemental Navigation Risk
wind energy industry. Assessment (COP Volume 111, Appendix III-1, Epsilon 2020a). As specified in
the SEIS and Chapter 2 of the FEIS, independent of the Proposed Action, and
after publication of the DEIS, Vineyard Wind and other Rhode Island and
Massachusetts offshore wind leaseholders have committed to implementing a 1 x
1 nautical mile WTG grid layout in east-west orientation (equivalent to
Alternative D2) in response to stakeholder feedback. The RI and MA Lease Area
developers’ agreement was reached in order to avoid irregular transit corridors.
0032-006  |Fisheries values for the Vineyard Wind lease area and WDA should be updated |The analysis of fishery value has been updated in Section 3.10.1 of the FEIS to
with more recently published sources. The BOEM analysis relies upon the include information from the RI DEM study and the RI DEM 2017 addendum
Kirkpatrick (2017) assessment that is based only on vessel trip reports (VTR), report, which included information for fishing revenue by port. Additionally,
which are known to grossly underrepresent catch landings associated with NOAA provided specific fishing revenue and landed pounds by species, port,
specific areas because of the nature of the reporting. The RI Department of gear type, and state for 2008 to 2017, which was incorporated in Section 3.10.1
Environmental Management Division of Marine Fisheries (RIDEM DMF) of the FEIS. The Rhode Island 30-year fishing value report was also incorporated
completed an updated assessment of landings for the wind energy areas...: in Section 3.10.1 of the FEIS, Wind Development Area subheading. The FEIS
http://www.dem.ri.gov/programs/bnatres/fishwild/pdf/RIDEM_VMS Report 20 (also acknowledges that vessel monitoring system (VMS) and vessel trip report
17.pdf. ..Additionally, RIDEM DMF recently completed an analysis specifically |(VTR) data collection methods have different benefits and limitations.
for the Vineyard Wind WDA that is available here:
http://www.dem.ri.gov/programs/bnatres/fishwild/pdf/FishValue VWCOP.pdf.
0032-007 It is not clear how BOEM provides data for 2017 in Tables 3.4.5-7a and 7b The reference to G. DePiper has been corrected in the FEIS. The referenced G.

DePiper data are available publicly at https://www.boem.gov/Renewable-Energy-
GIS-Data/ (see section on Socio-Economic Impact of Outer Continental Shelf
Wind Energy Development on Fishing in the U.S. Atlantic). Additionally,
NOAA provided specific fishing revenue and landed pounds data by species,
port, gear type, and state for 2008 to 2017, which was incorporated in the revised
Section 3.10.1. Section 3.10.1 of the FEIS has been further revised to also include
data from the addendum to “Spatiotemporal and economic Analysis of Vessel

Monitoring System Data within Wind Energy Areas in the Greater North
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Atlantic” prepared by the RI DEM, as well as results from the “Rhode Island
Fishing Value in the Vineyard Wind Construction and Operations Plans Area”
also prepared by the RI DEM. Data from multiple sources was used to describe
the existing environment and guide the assessment process.

0032-008 The values shown in Table 3.4.5-7a and especially Table 3.4.5-7b are misleading |Section 3.10 of the FEIS has been updated to reflect new information and data in
and do not properly characterize the value of landings for the various fisheries support of BOEM’s analysis. Specifically, the SEIS included updated
management plan (FMPs) units and importance to individual states. For example, |information received from NOAA, other fisheries management bodies, and other
Table 3.4.5-7b shows that the Mackerel, Squid, Butterfish FMP landings as a sources consulted in the course of responding to comments BOEM received on
percentage of coast-wide landings for the years 2007-2017 range from a low of  |the DEIS. The SEIS analysis formed the basis of the information and analysis
0.02% (2007) to a high of 1.62% (2016). We note that during the period of 2011- |included in the FEIs. See Section 3.10 for updated information as it relates to
2016 fifty-two percent (87,430,234 pounds) of the entire U.S. Atlantic landings values for various fisheries.
commercial longfin squid harvest were landed and processed in Rhode Island
ports. The value of Rhode Island-based landings for the squid/mackerel/butterfish
FMP that are verifiably attributable to BOEM lease blocks OCS-A 500 and OCS-

A 501 (Vineyard Wind) during the period of 2011 through 2016 were
$13,549,086. The total value of Rhode Island-based landings for longfin squid
from all federal waters during the same period were $98,558,493. Thus,
approximately 14% of all longfin squid landings in Rhode Island ports during the
period of 2011 through 2016 from these two lease blocks. Assuming that longfin
squid landings were spatiotemporally distributed equally throughout these two
lease blocks, and since Vineyard Wind accounts for 47% of the total area, then
the Vineyard Wind lease area would represent approximately 7% of all Rhode
Island-based landings for longfin squid from all federal waters during the 2011-
2016 period, which is significant.

0032-009 It is CRMC'’s view that the cumulative impacts analysis does not take into BOEM published an SEIS in June of 2020 to assess an expanded scenario of
consideration the likely cumulative impacts related to all other offshore wind reasonably foreseeable activities. In addition, Section 3.10 of the FEIS has been
leases, as the analysis focuses primarily on the Tier 1 and Tier 2 projects...The  [updated to reflect new information and data in support of BOEM’s analysis, and
BOEM DEIS impacts analysis overlooks the potentially devastating cumulative |in response to comments received on the SEIS.
impacts on the commercial fishing industry that will result from the installation
and operation of as many as 1375 turbines in southern NDespite the perceived
limitations for assessing future project impacts, The CRMC requests BOEM to
conduct a more thorough cumulative analysis of all the Alternatives to improve
the overall understanding of project impacts. ew England waters upon build out
of the BOEM leases. Fishing vessel displacement will occur as a result of the
Vineyard Wind and other planned and future offshore wind energy projects and
must be accounted for in BOEM’s analysis.

0032-010 [In Table 6-1] essentially, BOEM is saying that although commercial fishermen |Table C.3-1 in Appendix C (formerly Table 6-1) of the FEIS has been updated to

may not be able to fish within Vineyard Wind’s WDA for the life of the project
(30 years), they will be able to fish within the WDA after the project, and that

state that Vineyard Wind’s activities could result in habitat alteration during
construction and operations, or limit access to fishing areas; however, the
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there will be no irreversible impacts to fishery resources resulting from the decommissioning of the proposed Project would reverse those impacts. The
project. However, this assumption by BOEM is not supported and fishery assessment for commercial fisheries is based on the assessment for coastal
resources impacts from particular construction phases of the project are largely  |habitat, benthic resources, and finfish, invertebrates, and essential fish habitat.
unknown and unaccounted for within BOEM’s analysis. BOEM should provide a
basis for these assumptions.

0032-011 BOEM acknowledges a benefit with Alternative D that results in an east-west Section 3.10.7 of the FEIS now states that “Alternative D2 is the alternative
alignment with 1 nm spacing as follows within the DEIS at 3-190...This preferred by Rhode Island Coastal Resources Management Council...”
statement within the BOEM DEIS supports the CRMC'’s preferred
alternative...Accordingly, Vineyard Wind should modify their project layout in
accordance with CRMC’s preferred alternative so that both industries can
coexist.

0032-012  |Rhode Island Coastal Resources Council did not comment that Alternative E Section 2.4 of the FEIS has been updated by removing all statements that Rhode
would be less impactful than the proposed action. Remove the footnote for Island Coastal Resources Management Council said that Alternative E would be
Alternative E and all other footnotes stating that endorsement. less impactful.

0032-013 Ecological monitoring, fishery impact monitoring and a communications plan are | Appendix D of the FEIS has been updated as a result of this and other comments
not mitigation measures. Remove from table or clarify the difference between to distinguish mitigation and monitoring.
necessary monitoring and mitigation.

0032-014  |Add that human injury and fatality could occur; Adequate spacing of WTGs to  |Section 3.11 of the FEIS has been updated to account for the potential risk for
avoid allisions has not been proposed except in Alternative D with 1nm spacing. |collisions. In addition, the FEIS has been updated on consequences (e.g., injuries,

oil spills, damage to boats/WTGs) in Section 3.11.

0032-015 State that WTGs may be a hazard to navigation in severe weather. Section 3.11 of the FEIS has been updated to account for the potential risk for
collisions. In addition, the FEIS has been updated on consequences (e.g., injuries,
oil spills, damage to boats/WTGs) in Section 3.11.

0032-016  [More discussion needed on effects of construction, particularly monopile Section 3.3.6.3 of the DEIS already discussed the potential effect of pile driving

installation and hammer acoustic energy impacts on squid and squid egg mops.  |noise on squid egg mops and other eggs. Sections 3.3.2 and 3.3.6 of the FEIS
have been updated to include additional information on acoustic impacts on fish
resulting from pile driving activities, including a discussion of proposed hammer
energies to be used during pile driving. Acoustic monitoring would be used to
ensure that the minimum level of sound attenuation is achieved. Pile driving
noise can cause temporary behavioral changes in squid, but no empirical studies
in an open ocean environment have been done. Please refer to the EFH
Assessment for a discussion of construction-related impacts on squid and squid
egg mops. The EFH Assessment can be found at the following link:
https://www.boem.gov/Vineyard-Wind-Consultation-Documents/.

0032-017  |This section needs to include all proposed wind energy development projects Chapter 1 and Appendix A of the FEIS has been updated to include additional

within RT and MA WEAs as part of cumulative impact analysis, especially in
light of successful lease sales within the MA WEA concluded in December 2018.

projects considered for planned action analysis. BOEM published an SEIS in
June of 2020 to assess an expanded scenario of reasonably foreseeable activities.
Section 3.3 of the FEIS has been revised to include additional effects on fish,
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Fishermen’s Advisory Board, thus BOEM cannot determine whether or not the
effects of the project would be mitigated at the present time.
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Number
invertebrates, and essential fish habitat based on the projects within the
geographic analysis area.

0032-018  |The economic values shown are inadequate and the data use is not consistently  |Section 3.10 of the FEIS has been updated to reflect new information and data in
the same time period. More relevant and contemporaneous data is available from |support of BOEM’s analysis. Specifically, the SEIS included updated
RIDEM DMF. information received from NOAA, other fisheries management bodies, and other

sources consulted in the course of responding to comments BOEM received on
the DEIS. The SEIS analysis formed the basis of the information and analysis
included in the FEIS. See Section 3.10 for updated information as it relates to
landings values for various fisheries.

0032-019  |Displacement discussion includes compensation for displaced fishermen, but Section 3.10.2 of the FEIS has been revised to include a discussion of
needs to include discussion of fishermen that would be affected by displaced displacement and potential conflict over fishing grounds and voluntary
fishermen moving into areas already fished by others. compensation. Section 3.10 of the FEIS has been updated to include details of

mitigation and monitoring measures relative to commercial fisheries, including
voluntary financial compensation. Appendix D of the FEIS has also been updated
to include modifications and/or additional mitigation and monitoring measures.
These additional mitigation measures could be considered by decision makers
and incorporated into the Record of Decision.

0032-020 If BOEM imposes a minimum cable burial standard of 2.0 meters as part of COP |Section 3.10.2 of the FEIS has been revised to indicate that Vineyard Wind
approval, then the standard should also apply to the inter-array cables in addition |considers cable burial a priority, and would use iterative analyses of survey data,
to the OECC. Do not discount the negative effects of “no more than 10% of the |advanced burial techniques, and micro-routing to maximize burial and minimize
inter-array and export cables may not achieve the proper burial depth,” as this the need for cable protection (Epsilon 2018a). Based on survey data, Vineyard
constitutes 32 linear miles of cable protection that could snag mobile gear (trawl |Wind expects that burial of the inter-array cables would be successful without
nets). requiring cable protection. Vineyard Wind would survey the cable burial depth

after construction and would monitor the depth periodically. The DEIS already
considered a potential mitigation measure of requiring a minimum cable burial
depth.

0032-021 Compensation for an area that cannot be fished is a major impact. Compensation |Section 3.10.2 of the FEIS has been revised to further analyze the fisheries
does not reduce the impact to minor or moderate. revenue exposure from the Proposed Action and the mitigation measures that

would, if consummated, reduce impacts from gear loss and reduced revenue by
compensating commercial and for-hire recreational fishermen who are unable to
fish within the wind facility during construction, operations, or decommissioning.
As Section 3.10.2 of the FEIS describes, not all fishing activity is expected to be
impacted equally by the Proposed Action.

0032-022 There is no mitigation plan agreed to between Vineyard Wind and the CRMC’s [Section 3.10 and Appendix D of the FEIS have been revised to include the

Vineyard Wind’s voluntary established gear loss and revenue compensation
funds for fishing interests based in Rhode Island, Massachusetts, and other states.
Please see Section 3.10 and Appendix D of the FEIS for more details on the
measures.
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0032-023  |Appendix D outlines potential mitigation but does not clearly address sufficient |Section 3.10 and Appendix D of the FEIS have been revised to include the
compensation. Vineyard Wind’s voluntary established gear loss and revenue compensation
funds for fishing interests based in Rhode Island, Massachusetts, and other states.
Please see Section 3.10 and Appendix D of the FEIS for more details on the
measures.
0032-024  |Using only AIS data and not including available VMS data does not provide an  |Section 3.11 of the FEIS has been updated to include additional information
adequate impact analysis evaluation by BOEM. Therefore, the data BOEM used |about VMS data, as provided in Vineyard Wind’s Supplemental Navigational
in its analysis are not sufficient to support BOEM’s impact findings of the DEIS. |Risk Assessment.
0032-025 Data [Table 6-1] does not support the assumptions of no impacts; show the data |Irreversible impacts were defined in Chapter 6 of the DEIS (now found in
to support the assumptions or change the assumptions. Appendix C of the FEIS) as occurring when the impacts from the use limit the
future options of its use, due to use or destruction of a specific resource. BOEM
recognizes the differing opinions stakeholders have regarding this topic.
0032-026  |BOEM does not provide any data to support the assumptions that the mitigation |Since this comment does not provide specific locations in the DEIS where
measures are sufficient or that effects will disappear after decommissioning; potential issues may exists, this response provides a general explanation of
conjecture is rampant throughout this document. updates made in the FEIS to address the magnitude and duration of impacts as
well as the impact determinations overall. Table 3-1 in Appendix B of the FEIS
defines the impact levels applied to the adverse and beneficial impacts assessed in
the document. The resource-specific sections in Chapter 3 and Appendix A of the
FEIS have been updated to provide additional information and data related to the
magnitude, duration, geographic extent, and/or frequency of potential impacts, as
appropriate, to support impact determinations. Furthermore, Appendix D of the
FEIS has been updated to clarify the expected effect of mitigation measures on
impact levels.
0032-027  |BOEM states that 5-6 lobster boats fish in the WDA and that no pots and traps ~ |Appendix A of the FEIS has been revised to clarify information regarding lobster
and fishing effort by longline occurred in the WDA or OECC as stated in the fishing in the area.
COP Section 7.6.2.2 Volume III. This is a misrepresentation by BOEM of the
actual information contained within the cited COP. Vineyard Wind’s COP
clearly that states that static gear fisheries (gillnets, traps/pots) likely fish in the
WDA and along the OECC. See Vineyard Wind COP Vol. III at 7-72. This error
must be corrected.
0032-028 Monitoring is an assessment of the environmental and ecological conditions. It is [Appendix D of the FEIS has been updated as a result of this and other comments

a best management practice and should be required pre-, during and post-
construction to establish baseline conditions and any resulting effects from a
project. Monitoring is not a mitigation technique and should not be included
within a mitigation plan. Research is also not mitigation. Monitoring and research
may help determine mitigation, but the funding of both is not a mitigation
technique. Research and monitoring should have their own section separate from
mitigation.

to distinguish mitigation and monitoring.
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0033-001

It’s time we move forward toward a new energy future focused on clean sources
that provide the power we need as a society and minimize impacts on the natural
environment and global climate.

Thank you for your comment.

0033-002

Fishing is one of our most historic and important coastal industries from an
economic and cultural heritage standpoint. We are encouraged by Vineyard
Wind’s commitment to working with the fishing industry.

Thank you for your comment.

0033-003

[Vineyard Wind will result in] improved resiliency and emergency planning in
the region’s historically unreliable electric grid, and the addition of new storage
capacity through distributed projects on the Cape Cod, Martha’s Vineyard and

Nantucket.

Thank you for your comment.

0033-004

Vineyard Wind...will spur the development of a domestic supply chain for the
offshore wind industry to support the many other wind areas currently under
lease by BOEM as they move into construction.

Section 3.4.1.2 of the DEIS addressed development of supply chain; therefore, no
change to the FEIS is warranted.

0034-001

In light of the three recent reports on climate change issued by the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, the UN Environmental Programme
and the US Federal government, it is critical that we make a swift transition to
renewable energy and abandon our reliance on fossil fuels. The Vineyard Wind
offshore wind project...will help reduce our MA carbon emissions by over 1.6
metric tons per year (apparently the equivalent of taking 325,000 vehicles off the
road). It will provide 400,000 homes with wind power energy and would meet
the MA goal of 3200 MV of offshore wind, meeting 25% of the state’s energy
needs with the clean, renewable, locally sourced energy.

Thank you for your comment.

0034-002

The fact that it is locally sourced with a community oriented development
approach is an important aspect of this well thought out project.

Thank you for your comment.

0035-001

This project is important to us because it will help alleviate our dependence on
fossil fuels while providing a clean source of energy-one that could become a
major player in our region.

Thank you for your comment.

0035-002

Using wind power will also result in health benefits as it will improve our air
quality and result in fewer cases of asthma and other respiratory illnesses which
are prevalent in our region.

Section A.8.1 in Appendix A of the FEIS has been revised to clarify the health
and climate benefits of the proposed Project.

0035-004

Vineyard Wind will become the first commercial scale off shore wind farm in the
US and hopefully will lead to the creation of many more such projects because
we must drastically reduce climate change emissions and the resulting impacts on
our environment.

Thank you for your comment.

0036-001

While it is true that there will be impacts from the construction of the turbines
and the infrastructure to allow the generated power to reach land, I believe the
benefits outweigh the impacts. With wind power, the only impacts to the land
will be during construction, after which the power generated will be 100% clean
and renewable.

Thank you for your comment.
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0038-001 The EIS fails to sufficiently quantify and account for the warming that is As part of the EIS process, BOEM has reviewed the Keith research and others for
generated by the Project. A recent study (“the Harvard Wind Study”) conducted |potential negative impacts related to wind farm deployment. While this research
by Harvard University Professor David Keith shows that a wind energy facility [shows localized heating in the vicinity of land-based wind farm deployments
over the next critical ten years is worse for the climate than a natural gas fired based on observed data, the localized heating is caused by a redistribution of heat
electric generating facility... With U.N. scientists stating that the next ten years is |in the boundary layer, not the creation of additional heat-capturing greenhouse
determinative, adding yet another energy facility that has significant adverse gasses or additional heat itself. The Keith study, in particular, asserts that “The
marine and other impacts and that does not reduce climate impacts is unwise and |climate impacts of wind and solar are small compared with the impacts of the
not in the public interest. fossil fuels they displace, but they are not necessarily negligible.”, and also that

“While these impacts differ from the climate impacts of GHGs in many
important respects, they should not be neglected.” The assertion by the
commenter stating that the addition of wind based energy does not reduce
“climate” impacts or is worse for the “climate” is a misnomer. The study shows
that the redistribution of heat caused by wind turbines can cause surface
temperatures to increase when the windfarm is operating, primarily at night this is
different than the suggestion that such heating potentially contributes to global
climate change more than fossil-fuel generated energy. Therefore, revisions to the
FEIS were not warranted.

0038-002 BOEM and the cooperating agencies failed to address the foreseeable indirect As part of the EIS process, BOEM has reviewed the literature for potential
impacts from downstream displacement of United States based renewable energy [negative impacts related to wind farm deployment. The Keith study, in particular,
resources. BOEM and the cooperating agencies also failed to discuss the asserts that “The climate impacts of wind and solar are small compared with the
cumulative effects of these emissions. Combined, it is reasonably foreseeable that |impacts of the fossil fuels they displace, but they are not necessarily negligible.”
the proposed Project, together with the other offshore wind projects approved or |Appendix A lists the reasonably foreseeable future projects that could generate
proposed, could result in the inability to reduce global warming in the next 10 impacts alongside the proposed Project; this includes several renewable energy
years as U.N. scientists have said must be done, further endangering the Earth’s  |projects, and it also states why some were not considered reasonably foreseeable.
climate, as it nears the tipping point. Further revisions to the FEIS were not warranted.

0038-003 The EIS assumes without analysis that the ability of utilities within ISO-NE to  |Section 1.2 of the DEIS provided a discussion of the Purpose and Need for the
purchase electricity from an offshore wind facility is desirable and is a solution to [proposed Project. As such, no change to the FEIS was warranted.
the strawman used by the EIS. The EIS assumes, without analysis, that the
offshore wind generation from the Project is renewable, sustainable, and does not
emit atmospheric pollutants, and does not itself add to global warming over the
next decade. Such an assumption does not pass the muster of informed decision
making,

0038-004 The EIS assumes, without analysis, that the offshore wind generation fromthe  |Section A.8.1.2 in Appendix A of the FEIS has been revised to describe the

Project does not displace other forms of renewable energy generation that would
come online but for the Projects...The EIS assumes, without analysis, that the
offshore wind generation from the Project would displace a future electric
generating plant that would use natural gas as fuel. Such [assumptions do] not
pass the muster of informed decision making.

impact of greenhouse gas emissions that would result from construction,
operation, and decommissioning of the proposed Project.
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038-005 BOEM and the cooperating agencies have failed to take a hard look at the direct, |Potential impacts of GHG emissions associated with the proposed Project are
indirect, and cumulative impacts to the climate from GHG emissions and discussed in the revised Section A.8.1 in Appendix A of the FEIS. The literature
warming caused not by GHG emissions from the Project but its alteration of wind referenced by the commenter regarding altered wind flow does not support
flow, and failed to discuss the severity of these impacts. including this analysis in the EIS. Further revisions to the FEIS were not

warranted.

0038-006 [The DEIS] does not properly and adequately analyze the “No-Action” GHG emissions associated with the proposed Project are discussed in the revised
alternative..... The EIS’s and BOEM’s assumption that the No-Action will have |Section A.8.1. BOEM's role is to evaluate the potential effects of the proposed
no net effect on renewable energy generation, economic benefits or climate Project as outlined in the COP as well as the impacts of a range of reasonable
benefits contradicts fundamental economic principles. Significant changes in alternatives as required by NEPA. New information quantifying averted
renewable energy supply will affect renewable energy’s price and, therefore, emissions using AVERT relative to existing power generation has been added to
consumption and emission levels...in the No-Action Alternative, the demand for |Section A.8.1 of the FEIS. BOEM acknowledges that, if approved, the proposed
U.S.-based onshore renewable energy generation would be higher; and unlike the |Project could be the nation’s first large-scale offshore wind energy project.
proposed Project’s effects in the first ten or longer years, U.S-based onshore solar [Comments received on the SEIS from companies in the offshore wind industry
electric generation would reduce greenhouse gas emissions and overall climate  |have noted that approval of the Project would encourage and support continued
effects. Similarly, in the No-Action Alternative, the higher demand for U.S.- investment in other offshore wind projects and the creation of a domestic supply
based onshore renewable energy generation would result in increased economic  |chain for the offshore wind industry in the eastern United States. This could
benefits for the United States, as compared to the proposed Project’s economic  |accelerate the offshore wind industry and could lead to additional future project
benefits. announcements. While it is possible that the selection of the No Action

Alternative could affect the development of the U.S. offshore wind industry, for
the purposes of capturing the maximum impact case this analysis assumes the
outstanding state demand for offshore wind is still met.

0038-007  |The EIS and BOEM fail to analyze the Project’s cumulative effects with other ~ |BOEM's role is to evaluate the potential effects of the proposed Project as

projects that have been approved by federal agencies such as the various hydro-
electric projects from Canada...The failure to analyze impacts wind and solar,
with or without storage, and other forms of onshore renewable generation as a
reasonably foreseeable alternative is clear error. The failure of the EIS to analyze
the potentially devastating impacts on United States onshore renewable energy
producers is clear error.

outlined in the COP as well as the impacts of a range of reasonable alternatives as
required by NEPA. BOEM does not have control over any state or grid operator
structure and whether or not the proposed Project would compete with other
renewable projects outside of BOEM's purview. New information quantifying
averted emissions using AVERT relative to existing power generation has been
added to Section A.8.1 of the FEIS. BOEM acknowledges that, if approved, the
proposed Project could be the nation’s first large-scale offshore wind energy
project. Comments received on the SEIS from companies in the offshore wind
industry have noted that approval of the Project would encourage and support
continued investment in other offshore wind projects and the creation of a
domestic supply chain for the offshore wind industry in the eastern United States.
This could accelerate the offshore wind industry and could lead to additional
future project announcements. While it is possible that the selection of the No
Action Alternative could affect the development of the U.S. offshore wind
industry, for the purposes of capturing the maximum impact case this analysis
assumes the outstanding state demand for offshore wind is still met. In light of the
number of potential future offshore wind energy developments listed in
Appendix A and the Commonwealth of Massachusetts’s mandate that
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distribution companies jointly and competitively solicit proposals for offshore
wind energy generation (220 Code of Massachusetts Regulation [CMR]
23.04(5)), there is no evidence that any proposed alternative, including the “No-
Action” alternative, would have a significant effect on the economics of
renewable energy in the region. Therefore, further revision of the FEIS was not
warranted.

0038-008

Changes in the relative amounts of coal, natural gas, renewable sources, and
nuclear energy used to generate electricity—as well as changes in total energy
demand—would, in turn, change total greenhouse gases emissions. In short, the
EIS’ unexamined and unsupported assumption that the No-Action Alternative
would have no effect on greenhouse gas emissions is contradicted by
fundamental economics and market analyses.

GHG emissions associated with the proposed Project are discussed in the revised
Section A.8.1. BOEM's role is to evaluate the potential effects of the proposed
Project as outlined in the COP as well as the impacts of a range of reasonable
alternatives as required by NEPA. New information quantifying averted
emissions using AVERT relative to existing power generation has been added to
Section A.8.1 of the FEIS. BOEM acknowledges that, if approved, the proposed
Project could be the nation’s first large-scale offshore wind energy project.
Comments received on the SEIS from companies in the offshore wind industry
have noted that approval of the Project would encourage and support continued
investment in other offshore wind projects and the creation of a domestic supply
chain for the offshore wind industry in the eastern United States. This could
accelerate the offshore wind industry and could lead to additional future project
announcements. While it is possible that the selection of the No Action
Alternative could affect the development of the U.S. offshore wind industry, for
the purposes of capturing the maximum impact case this analysis assumes the
outstanding state demand for offshore wind is still met.

0038-009

If the Project is not approved, utilities in ISO-New England will acquire other
renewable energy production to satisfy their respective renewable energy goals
and standards, and therefore, lower greenhouse gas emissions. In the No-Action
Alternative, any renewable energy substituting for the Project may provide a
more positive impact on emissions and climate change. Yet, the EIS does not
analyze this environmental impact in its alternatives analysis.

GHG emissions associated with the proposed Project are discussed in the revised
Section A.8.1. BOEM's role is to evaluate the potential effects of the proposed
Project as outlined in the COP as well as the impacts of a range of reasonable
alternatives as required by NEPA. New information quantifying averted
emissions using AVERT relative to existing power generation has been added to
Section A.8.1 of the FEIS. BOEM acknowledges that, if approved, the proposed
Project could be the nation’s first large-scale offshore wind energy project.
Comments received on the SEIS from companies in the offshore wind industry
have noted that approval of the Project would encourage and support continued
investment in other offshore wind projects and the creation of a domestic supply
chain for the offshore wind industry in the eastern United States. This could
accelerate the offshore wind industry and could lead to additional future project
announcements. While it is possible that the selection of the No Action
Alternative could affect the development of the U.S. offshore wind industry, for
the purposes of capturing the maximum impact case this analysis assumes the
outstanding state demand for offshore wind is still met.

0038-010

The conclusions used for the No-Action Alternative baseline are preposterous,
fail to use accepted substitution analysis used by Interior, BOEM and other

The description of the No Action Alternative in Section 2.1.6, and the description
of impacts of the No Action Alternative throughout Chapter 3 and Appendix A of
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federal agencies in conducting environmental impact statements, and are the type |the FEIS have been revised to provide additional information. These discussions
of uninformed review that has been rejected by the courts. comply with the procedural requirements of NEPA.

0038-011 The failure to consider other generation resources because they would not require | The description of the No Action Alternative in Section 2.1.6, and the description
a permit within BOEM’s or the cooperating agencies’ jurisdiction is clear error. |of impacts of the No Action Alternative throughout Chapter 3 and Appendix A of

the FEIS have been revised to provide additional information. These discussions
comply with the procedural requirements of NEPA. Considering the approval of
another technology, as opposed to the Project proposal, would equate to the no
action alternative because Vineyard Wind only acquired the rights to develop a
wind energy project in their lease.

0038-012 The “Socioeconomic” impacts of the No-Action alternative are manifestly In light of the number of potential future offshore wind energy developments
wrong. The No-Action alternative would result in different renewable energy listed in Appendix A and the Commonwealth of Massachusetts’s mandate that
projects filling its place. And because those alternative projects would be located |distribution companies jointly and competitively solicit proposals for offshore
entirely onshore in the United States and fully within state and local taxing wind energy generation (220 CMR 23.04(5)), there is no evidence that the “No-
jurisdictions, they would far surpass the Project in economic benefits to the Action” alternative would have a significant effect on the economics of
United States. renewable energy in the region. Therefore, further revision of the FEIS was not

warranted.

0038-013  |The analysis of the No-Action alternative for Air Quality is incorrect. The Project |GHG emissions associated with the proposed Project are discussed in the revised
would be replaced with renewable energy projects located closer to the actual Section A.8.1. In light of the number of potential future offshore wind energy
electrical load. Those projects would have the higher air quality benefits, and developments listed in Appendix A and the Commonwealth of Massachusetts’s
GHG benefits compared to the Project because they would be more efficient, and |mandate that distribution companies jointly and competitively solicit proposals
would not require the adverse climatic impacts caused by WTGs. for offshore wind energy generation (220 Code of Massachusetts Regulation

[CMR] 23.04(5)), there is no evidence that the “No-Action” alternative would
have a significant effect on greenhouse gas emissions in the region. There is no
evidence of “adverse climatic impacts caused by WTGs.” Rather, the
redistribution of heat caused by wind turbines can cause surface temperatures to
increase when the windfarm is operating, primarily at night; this is different than
the suggestion that such heating potentially contributes to global climate change
more than fossil-fuel generated energy. Therefore, further revision of the FEIS
was not warranted. BOEM's role is to evaluate the potential effects of the
proposed Project as outlined in the COP as well as the impacts of a range of
reasonable alternatives as required by NEPA. BOEM does not have control over
any state or grid operator structure and whether or not the proposed Project would
compete with other renewable projects outside of BOEM's purview. New
information quantifying averted emissions using AVERT relative to existing
power generation has been added to Section A.8.1 of the FEIS.

0038-014 | The No-Action alternative must also take into account the fact that American jobs|Section 3.6 of the FEIS has been updated in response to on-going agency

and tax revenues to the United States would be lost if Project were built. The
Project will displace American jobs related to construction and operation of

onshore renewable energy projects in the United States that would fill any void if

consultations and public comment to address the potential impacts on
demographics, employment, and economics. Potential effects on employment,

jobs, and tax revenues are assessed in the revised Section 3.6 of the FEIS.
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hurricane, category 3 or above, directly hitting the Project. The EIS fails to
properly analyze the effects of climate change on hurricane activity in the
Northeast and the Project area over the next 30 years, which could cause
catastrophic failure of the turbines, and leave turbine parts and oil and chemical
spills in the Atlantic and reaching the shores of Martha’s Vineyard, Nantucket,
Cape Cod and Rhode Island. Being built to survive maximum sustained wind
speeds of up to 112 mph means that the WTGs are only designed to survive a
category 2 hurricane. It is certainly not a “low” probability that the Northeast
would experience a category 3 or above hurricane over the next 30 years. To the

Comment Text Response

Number
the Project were not built. The EIS has not analyzed those economic impacts and
the loss of American jobs and tax revenues if the Project were built.

0038-015 [The DEIS] fails to take a hard look at alternatives thus failing to comply with Section C.5 in Appendix C of the FEIS has an updated discussion of Alternatives
EPA’s 404(b)(1) guidelines. The EIS violates the Clean Water Act’s (“CWA’s”) |Considered but not Analyzed in Detail for the proposed Project.
requirements by not taking a hard look—indeed not taking any look—at the
proposed purpose of the Project being able to be accommodated by onshore Table 1.3-1 in Appendix B of the FEIS has updated the status of permits and
renewable energy. consultations required for the proposed Project. USACE is the agency that would

be responsible for regulating activities under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.
In addition, Appendix C (formerly Chapter 4) of the FEIS has been updated with
information on the coordination and consultation process to date for the proposed
Project, and as noted in the Appendix C, USACE is a cooperating agency in the
preparation of the EIS.

0038-016  |The DEIS simply fails to offer any explanation as to why Project meets the public|Under NEPA and OCSLA, BOEM’s evaluation of the Project does not require a
interest test, and does not contain sufficient information to form the basis of a public interest determination. Further revisions to the FEIS were not warranted.
conclusion that the Project meets the test... In order to have taken a hard look at
whether the proposed Project meets the public interest test, BOEM would need at
the very least to coductconduct a thorough review of the ISO-NE electricity
supply and alternatives to meet renewable energy demand....Moreover, in order
to determine that the proposed Project meets the public interest test, a thorough
review of its potential competitive effects on United States onshore based
generators must be conducted. The EIS made no such effort. The proposed
Project does not satisfy the public interest test.

0038-017  |The proposed Project would create vulnerabilities to the New England electric | The proposed Project capacity would equal less than 7 percent of the present
grid by concentrating so much electricity from one source. No analysis has been |electric generating capacity in Massachusetts alone; therefore, there is no
conducted to compare the Project to distributed generation sources near load that |significant risk of “concentrating so much electricity from one source.”
could form the basis for local micro-grids and reduce the grid’s risk to severe Considering another technology, such as distributed generation, as opposed to the
weather events as well as criminal acts. project proposal would equate to the no action alternative because Vineyard

Wind only acquired the rights to develop a wind energy project in its lease.
Further revisions to the FEIS were not warranted.
0038-018 [The DEIS] fails to take a hard look at the increased likelihood of a catastrophic | The FEIS Appendix E discusses hurricane data, and the COP Volume II-A

Section 2.2.1 indicates that the average recurrence interval for Category 3
hurricanes in the WDA is approximately every 50 years. Section 2.3 of the FEIS
also discusses potential effects of the proposed Project being hit by a hurricane.
More precise forecasts of hurricane frequency in future climate scenarios are not
likely to be significantly different from currently available data. Therefore,
further updates to the FEIS are not warranted.
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contrary, as the EIS recognizes stronger storms will occur. Thus it is likely that
one or more such events would occur.
0038-019  |[The DEIS] fails to examine the 25-year term of the authorization. While it is The referenced study referenced localized heating effects caused by land-based

acceptable for the DEIS to analyze a 30-year term, the EIS must also analyze the
only term that is authorized, which is 25 years from COP approval. The Harvard
Wind Study concludes that a facility such as the Project has negative climate
effects for the first 10 years, and offsetting those negative impacts will take a
century. By extending the EIS study period to longer than the authorized term,
the amount of positive climate effects would be overstated.

windfarms, mostly at night. These are caused by mixing the boundary layer, not
adding heat to the Earth’s atmosphere. As such, there is no contribution to global
climate change and the comparison of localized transient heating to global
warming is incorrect. The following is a summary of that information and
incorporates new information specific to the Proposed Action.

The temperature of the Earth’s atmosphere is regulated by a balance between the
radiation received from the sun, the amount reflected by the earth’s surface and
clouds, the amount of radiation absorbed by the earth, and the amount re-emitted
to space as long-wave radiation. Greenhouse gases (GHGs) keep the Earth’s
surface warmer than it would otherwise be because they absorb infrared radiation
from the earth and, in turn, radiate this energy back down to the surface.
Although these gases occur naturally in the atmosphere, there has been a rapid
increase in concentrations of GHGs in the Earth’s atmosphere from human
sources since the start of industrialization, which has caused concerns over
potential changes in the global climate. The primary GHGs produced by human
activities are carbon dioxide (CO;), methane (CHj), nitrous oxide (N2O), and
halocarbons (MMS 2007a).

The surveying, construction, and decommissioning activities associated with the
proposed action would produce GHG emissions. As GHGs are relatively stable in
the atmosphere and are essentially uniformly mixed throughout the troposphere
and stratosphere, the climatic impact of GHG emissions does not depend upon
the source location. Therefore, regional climate impacts are likely a function of
global emissions. The causes and effects of climate change can be summarized as
follows. First, GHGs are emitted into the atmosphere, causing global warming
(i.e., an aggregate average increase in the temperature of the Earth’s atmosphere).
Second, global warming induces the climate to change in disparate ways at
various places around the globe, altering global precipitation regimes, decreasing
the salinity of the oceans, and altering the seasons. Finally, climate change leads
to impacts on the environment, such as changes in the structure of an ecosystem,
changes in air quality, a reduced supply and increased cost of food, warming
polar regions, higher precipitation totals, sea level rise, extreme temperatures, and
severe weather events (EPA 2012). Additionally, uptake of CO; in marine waters
decreases the pH buffering capacity of the ocean.
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BOEM does not agree with the assumption that offshore renewable energy
projects result in more adverse impacts on climate change than fossil-burning
projects, as proposed by the commenter. In fact, the project is expected to have a
beneficial effect on climate change when compared to other energy projects that
use fossil fuels for energy generation purposes. Compared to a similarly sized
fossil fuel-powered generating station or to the generation of the same amount of
energy by the existing grid, the proposed Project would have an overall beneficial
impact on GHG emissions.
0038-020 [The DEIS] fails to properly analyze the effect on marine life and fisheries...But |As part of the EIS process, BOEM has reviewed the research for potential
[the anlaysis provided in Section 3.4.5.12] does not account for the additional negative impacts related to wind farm deployment. While research shows
stress on the marine population caused by the increase in temperatures caused by |localized heating in the vicinity of land-based wind farm deployments based on
the Project itself. See, Harvard Wind Study. Indeed, EIS section 3.4.5.12 observed data, the localized heating is caused by a redistribution of heat in the
concedes that the analysis on marine and fish stocks is deficient. Such incomplete |boundary layer, not the creation of additional heat-capturing greenhouse gasses or
analysis does not comply with NEPA, and does not provide information additional heat itself. The Harvard study, in particular, asserts that “The climate
sufficient for either BOEM or the Corps to make the required determinations. impacts of wind and solar are small compared with the impacts of the fossil fuels
they displace, but they are not necessarily negligible.”, and also that “While these
impacts differ from the climate impacts of GHGs in many important respects,
they should not be neglected.” The assertion by the commenter stating that the
addition of wind based energy does not reduce “climate” impacts or is worse for
the “climate” is a misnomer. The study shows that the redistribution of heat
caused by wind turbines can cause surface temperatures to increase when the
windfarm is operating, primarily at night this is different than the suggestion that
such heating potentially contributes to global climate change more than fossil-
fuel generated energy. Therefore, revisions to the FEIS were not warranted.
0038-021 [The DEIS] fails to discuss the potential impact on fisherman and navigation Section 2.3 of the DEIS identified the non-routine activities that could occur from
from the microclimate and potential fog creating ability of the Project as is the Proposed Action. The revised Section 3.11.2 of the FEIS discusses fog
illustrated below by a photo of the Horns Rev wind farm. conditions.
0039-001 We write today in support of the Vineyard Wind Project...[the project] will Thank you for your comment.
reduce emissions of CO2 by 1.6 million tons per year, as well as significantly
ease regional air pollution by NOx and SO2... the project will make a very
significant contribution to moderating climate change.
0039-002 The Vineyard Wind project will pioneer our local and regional action to reduce | Thank you for your comment.
our own contribution to greenhouse gas emissions, and help us sustain our
community in the face of this change.
0039-003 Our island cooperative, Vineyard Power, is the local partner for the Vineyard Thank you for your comment.

Wind project, and has provided liaison services to Vineyard Wind to mitigate
possible environmental and economic impacts as viewed by Island towns.
Vineyard Wind has been very responsive and arranged to utilize our Island
expertise and capabilities during all phases of the project.
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0040-001 The [DEIS] clearly demonstrates that the project has taken the necessary steps to | Thank you for your comment.
minimize potential negative impacts to the environment and local communities.
0040-002  |The DEIS provides an overview of a project that will do far more good than Thank you for your comment.
harm. Vineyard Wind is committed to working with local communities as the
project moves into the construction phase and beyond.

0040-003 Vineyard Wind’s project has the potential to set the standard for an industry that |Thank you for your comment.
is at risk of being dominated by multi-national oil and gas giants with a less than
stellar environmental protection and community outreach track record. Allowing
this project to proceed will put the other offshore wind developers on notice and
let them know what steps they will need to take to obtain the necessary permits
for their projects.

0041-001 It is imperative that initiatives aimed at increasing the proportion of energy we | Thank you for your comment.
produce from renewable sources be given the utmost consideration... I urge you
to not delay this wind farm and to allow it to proceed with all the necessary
cautions.

0042-001 Wind energy is vital to our continued survival as a state and as a planet. Thank you for your comment.
0042-002  |The proposed farm is in an area that is unpopular for fishing and would only be a |Thank you for your comment.
inhibition against fishing during it’s construction, but the continued degradation
of our estuary due to our green house gas emissions is putting us on a track to a
dead ocean, which I argue, would be a much greater burden on our fishermen.
0043-001 Renewable energy needs to be be the focus of our energy future... Time is critical | Thank you for your comment.
and with climate change already impacting so many parts of our world I truly
believe that it is our turn to act.

0043-002 As a full time resident and property owner on Martha’s Vineyard I understand | Thank you for your comment.
there will be disturbances during the construction phase of this project. I think the
the long term benefits far outweigh the short term disturbances.

0044-001 Non-supporters may argue that this project might ruin the fisherman’s jobs and  |Section 3.10.2 of the FEIS has been revised to include a discussion of

provide harmful situations for marine life, however, the company is already displacement and potential conflict over fishing grounds and voluntary

coming to a consensus with the fishermen that will benefit both sides, while also |compensation. Section 3.10 of the FEIS has been updated to include details of
putting three million dollars into marine mammals and preserving their habitats |mitigation and monitoring measures relative to commercial fisheries, including
and ensuring their safety. voluntary financial compensation. Appendix D of the FEIS has also been updated
to include modifications and/or additional mitigation and monitoring measures.
These additional mitigation measures could be considered by decision makers
and incorporated into the Record of Decision.

0044-002 In conclusion, the transition to wind energy as a major energy resource around | Thank you for your comment.

Massachusetts, as well as nationally, needs to be highly considered and hopefully
soon implemented.

0045-001 Due to the fact that offshore wind farms can effectively power local communities,| Thank you for your comment.
they are able to power those communities at a lower cost. Vineyard Wind’s

Comment Text Response
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Project, an 800 Megawatt system, will be able to save Massachusetts $1.4 billion
in its 20 year lifespan. Not to mention the renovation, and repair costs that our
current coal and oil plants have to regularly complete. The Commonwealth’s
economy will also be given more than 3,600 new jobs, in communities like New
Bedford, and Southeastern Mass.

0045-002 Vineyard Wind’s farm, will also provide an artificial reef for marine life, and Section 3.10.2 of the FEIS has been revised to include additional information on
prize recreational fishing grounds. One of the companies largest priority is Vineyard Wind’s coordination with the commercial fishing industry. Section
integrating seamlessly to its community, which means that they are working hand |3.9.2 of FEIS has been revised to address attraction of fish to WTG foundations.
and hand with commercial fisherman, in order to cause no harm to their industry.

0046-001 The distance between wind generators of 0.75 to 1.0 nautical miles is totally Section 3.10.2 of the FEIS has been revised to include the following text: “Clam
unacceptable. Likewise the configuration of the wind generators within the array |industry representatives stated that their operations require a minimum distance
run counter to suggestions repeatedly made by the clam industry at many public |of 2 nautical miles between WTGs, in alignment with the prevailing tidal currents
meetings. The clam industry has emphatically maintained that wind generators  |for safe operations.” Section 3.10.2 of the FEIS also acknowledges that large
within a wind array must be a minimum of 2 nautical miles apart, in straight rows |fishing vessels could find it more challenging to travel through the WDA or
and columns, and in alignment with the prevailing tidal currents. Unless this deploy fishing gear in the WDA if spacing between WTGs is less than 1 nautical
spacing, configuration, and orientation are adhered to, clam vessels cannot mile. Further, some recreational and for-hire users recommended spacing of more
operate safely within the array and the wind array will become a de facto than 3 nautical miles for WTGs. However, is has been also noted that trawling
clamming exclusion zone or marine protected area where clamming cannot occur |vessels require 180-degree turning diameters between 0.16 nautical mile and 0.86
in the future. nautical mile in good weather and sea conditions (larger diameters would be

required in poor weather and sea conditions). In addition, a formula from offshore
wind farm and maritime navigation guidance developed by the Permanent
International Association of Navigation Congresses found that the minimum
fishing vessel channel widths of 0.33 nautical mile and 0.32 nautical mile were
calculated for transiting and trawling vessels, respectively. Therefore, while
Vineyard Wind’s supplemental navigational risk assessment shows that it is
technically feasible to navigate and maneuver fishing vessels and mobile gear
through the WDA, BOEM is cognizant that maneuverability within the WDA
may vary depending on many factors including vessel size, fishing gear or
method used, and or by environmental conditions. In addition, BOEM is aware
that even when feasible to fish within the WDA, some fishermen might still not
consider it safe to do so. However, BOEM also expects that, with time, many
fishermen would adapt to WTGs spacing and would be able to fish successfully
in the WDA. Effects to navigational safety would be adequately mitigated as
described in Section 3.10.2 of the FEIS. In addition, with time, most fishermen
would adapt to WTGs spacing and would be able to fish successfully in the
WDA.

0046-002  |All previous clam industry comments made at many BOEM outreach meetings |Section 3.10 and Appendix D of the FEIS have been revised to include the

have been ignored to date and there has been no mention of any compensation
funds for lost clamming grounds and future income.

Vineyard Wind’s voluntary established gear loss and revenue compensation
funds for fishing interests based in Rhode Island, Massachusetts, and other states.
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Please see Section 3.10 and Appendix D of the FEIS for more details on the
measures.
0046-003 The EIS downplays the severity of impacts from the development of the wind Potential impacts on shellfish are described in Sections 3.2 and 3.3 of the FEIS.
farm on the benthic shellfish. The FEIS has been updated to include additional potential impact
characterizations to benthic resources.
0046-004 ...there will be lost revenue for as many years as the wind farm operates and there [Section 3.10 and Appendix D of the FEIS have been revised to include the
is no proposed compensation to the clam industry being excluded unnecessarily. |Vineyard Wind’s voluntary established gear loss and revenue compensation
funds for fishing interests based in Rhode Island, Massachusetts, and other states.
Please see Section 3.10 and Appendix D of the FEIS for more details on the
measures.
0046-005 Also, the cancelled public hearings due to the partial government shutdown The public comment period for the DEIS for the Vineyard Wind Project was
should be held as soon as possible and the commenting period must be extended. |extended until February 22, 2019 due to the government shutdown. Furthermore,
BOEM rescheduled the five public meetings and they were held on February 11,
12,13, 14 and 15, 2019. Appendix C (formerly Chapter 4) of the FEIS was
updated with this information as well as information regarding the virtual public
meetings that were held for the SEIS.
0047-001 The reliance, especially in Massachusetts, on outdated or soon to be retired Thank you for your comment.
generation facilities and imported energy is a huge vulnerability, but fortunately
we have...offshore wind...There is no time left to delay our transition to new
energy technologies...if we cannot curtail our greenhouse gas emissions many of
the dire predictions for sea level rise might fall short of the devastation that will
occur. Offshore wind is a proven technology, and our best first step in bringing
about a sustainable energy future, and averting making unborn generations pay
such terrible costs.
0047-002  |During the building and lifespan of this project it will create over 3000 jobs in | Thank you for your comment.
southeastern MA, some of which will be for the life of the operation.
0047-003  |Finally, the developers are committing to building grid resiliency and vocational |Thank you for your comment.
programs in the region that will unlock potential for future projects and push
Massachusetts towards its mid-century renewable energy goals.
0048-001 T urge you to approve the Vineyard Wind project to build windmills to generate | Thank you for your comment.
electricity off the Cape & Islands. We need the generation capacity, and we need
that capacity to be from carbon-free energy sources.
0049-001 [Climate change] greatly affects where I live in West Tisbury, MA on Martha’s | Thank you for your comment.
Vineyard, an island which in the future will largely be claimed by the rising sea if
the world does not act to reduce and eventually eliminate the burning of fossil
fuels. This must be done by essentially changing over to renewable sources of
energy. Offshore wind power is a key element of that renewable energy.
0049-002 The risk of the Offshore Wind Project’s impact on the environment and Thank you for your comment.
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burn fossil fuels at the current pace will cause the above described effects is not
only very high, but virtually a certainty. That makes it a clear choice -- low risk
versus a virtual certainty...Thus, I strongly support the Offshore Wind Project in
Massachusetts and the approval of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement.
0050-001 ...construction of the Project will serve the public interest by increasing the Thank you for your comment.
reliability and diversity of the regional and statewide energy supply while
reducing greenhouse gas emissions from the regional power generation grid.
0050-002 For each route configuration that is continuing through the review process, Thank you for your comment.
environmental impacts are comparable on the whole, and have been avoided,
minimized, or mitigated consistent with MEPA standards.

0050-003 I believe Vineyard Wind is making good progress towards a construction Thank you for your comment.
approach which will allow the Project to meet its scheduled power supply
commitments while working in safe weather conditions and respecting significant
marine environmental concerns.

0050-004  |The 800 MW Vineyard Wind Project provides a unique opportunity to maximize |Thank you for your comment.
the value of the federal investment tax credit (ITC) as the value of the credit is
scheduled to be gradually reduced and will not be available for projects that start
construction after December 31, 2019.

0050-006 The community that the Southcoast Energy Challenge serves, New Bedford, is an| Thank you for your comment.
Environmental Justice Community and the fact that clean wind energy will be
able to replace burning fossil fuels around this community, decrease the cost of
electricity and create much-needed good jobs in the community is a wonderful
gift to our region and it cannot happen soon enough.

0051-001 As aresident of Martha’s Vineyard, I am writing in support of Vineyard Wind’s |Thank you for your comment.
proposed Energy Facility Offshore Massachusetts..I appreciate the work that has
gone into making the turbines as environmentally responsible as seems currently
feasible... we need alternate energy sources to allow the atmosphere to clean itself]
as soon as it can.

0052-001 I am in favor of the project in it’s entirety. Wind power is a proven component of | Thank you for your comment.
our energy supply formula. We just need a lot more of it.
0052-002  |Landfall in Barnstable is a fine alternative to Lewis Bay. Section 2.5 of the FEIS has been included to identify the agency-preferred
alternative.

0053-001 Last March, we released a report, Wind Power to Spare: The Enormous Energy | Thank you for your comment.

Potential of Atlantic Offshore Wind...Our report found that Massachusetts has the
highest offshore wind potential of any state in the nation...equivalent to more than
19 times the states annual electricity consumption. Even if our heating and
transportation are converted to electric power a trend that is already underway,
and a necessary step toward decarbonizing our economy and preventing the
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worst impacts of global warming offshore wind will still be sufficient to power
Massachusetts eight times over.

0053-002

We are especially excited to see the Vineyard Wind project move ahead because
it represents the launching point for the American offshore wind industry. Once
this project is underway, we will soon see offshore wind farms providing power
to states up and down the East Coast. Because this is the first large-scale offshore
wind farm in the United States, it is critical for this project to move ahead in a
timely fashion.

Thank you for your comment.

0053-003

There has been an extensive process to gather input on the Vineyard Wind
project from key stakeholders, beginning with the selection of lease area sites and
continuing through multiple stages of the projects design. Vineyard Wind has
responded to this input by making adjustments in the project plans, including
reducing the number of turbines and moving the site of the cable landing.

Section 1.1 of the DEIS contained information on the background of the process
and project. Appendix C (formerly Chapter 4) of the FEIS has been updated with
information on the coordination and consultation process to date for the proposed
Project.

0053-004

Vineyard Wind is partnering with Vineyard Power, an energy cooperative, to
ensure that residents of Marthas Vineyard experience the economic benefits of
offshore wind. The company has also committed to significant investments in
renewable energy and resiliency in communities throughout Southeastern
Massachusetts.

Section 3.4.1.3 of the DEIS provided information on the proposed Resiliency and
Affordability Fund. Therefore, no change to the FEIS is warranted.

0053-005

Offshore wind off the Atlantic states could produce enough electricity each year
to meet four times those states’ electricity consumption (4,574 terawatt hours).

Thank you for your comment.

0053-006

Offshore wind has become affordable. According to Lazard, the average global
levelized cost of energy for new offshore wind fell by 27 percent from 2012 to
2017, to a cost that is comparable to a new coal-fired power plant and cheaper
than a new nuclear plant over the plants’ entire life cycles. Experts predict that
offshore wind will continue to fall in price. Bloomberg New Energy Finance
projects that the levelized cost of energy foroffshore wind will fall by 71 percent
by 2040 relative to today’s prices.

Thank you for your comment.

0053-007

Experience at home and abroad has shown that responsible development of
offshore wind can avoid harm to the environment and wildlife, including the
North Atlantic right whale.

Thank you for your comment.

0055-001

...imperative that we develop alternative energy sources. Fossil Fuels are a cheap
way to get energy but are an old technology that delivers old and dirty energy.

Thank you for your comment.

0056-001

Embracing alternative forms of energy production (wind, solar, thermal) is an
imperative and I call upon federal authorities to expedite proposals such as this
one. We can no longer afford to wait and must act immediately to curb climate
change caused by greenhouse gasses.

Thank you for your comment.

0058-001

Undersea cables are neither new nor unusual

Thank you for your comment.

0058-002

The Vineyard Wind project offers an opportunity to reduce carbon emissions, an
urgent and necessary step in protecting our environment.

Section 1.2 of the DEIS provided a discussion of the Purpose and Need for the
proposed Project. As such, no change to the FEIS was warranted.
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0058-003  |As you review the proposed Project, please bear in mind the consequences of not |Section 1.2 of the DEIS provided a discussion of the Purpose and Need for the
moving ahead with offshore wind: continued addiction to fossil fuels, energy and |proposed Project. As such, no change to the FEIS was warranted. Each resource
economic insecurity, and climate change. In other words, not building this in Chapter 3 and Appendix A of the FEIS discusses the impacts of the No Action
project, or imposing excessive constraints, would cause environmental impacts. |Alternative.

0059-001 We need more renewable energy projects--such as the Vineyard Wind project--to | Thank you for your comment.
address the biggest crisis of our time and place.

0060-001 There is an urgent need for renewable energy sources globally and nationally. Thank you for your comment.

Cape Cod is a fragile and beautiful ecosystem; we must act now to preserve it!

0061-001 Offshore wind resource is desperately needed to add fossil-free energy to our Thank you for your comment.
supply. In the case of the Vineyard Wind project, is clear the environmental
benefits far outweigh the negative.

0061-002 Further, any negative impacts can only be addressed by allowing this preliminary |Appendix D of the FEIS has also been updated to include modifications and/or
offshore wind farm effort installation from which to learn and adjust future additional mitigation and monitoring measures. Additional mitigation and
efforts in offshore wind energy. monitoring measures may arise from consultations and coordination with Federal

and State resource agencies. These additional mitigation measures could be
considered by decision makers and incorporated into the Record of Decision.

0062-001 Cape Cod and the USA need clean, renewable energy! Thank you for your comment.

0062-002  |This project will bring good jobs to Massachussets and help us develop Thank you for your comment.
engineering, logistics, technology for future offshore/energy projects.

0063-001  |As aresident of Yarmouth, I was sad to see our town turn away from the Thank you for your comment.

Vineyard Wind proposal for a cable under Lewis Bay that would bring renewable
wind energy onto Cape Cod through Yarmouth. I have followed the revision
process and appreciate the Town of Barnstable’s acceptance of the alternate
route.

0063-002 I see that Vineyard Wind has adapted its plan to address concerns, one by one, as | Thank you for your comment.
they have been raised. It is exciting to see that the proposal is coming up for final
approval.

0064-001 Communities on Cape Cod, Marthas Vineyard, and Nantucket have been Thank you for your comment.
consulted, and it is my understanding that the objections are few and have been
properly addressed

0064-002  |we must approve the construction of Vineyard Wind, and many other renewable |Thank you for your comment.
energy projects, in order to shift mankinds energy utilization away from fossil
fuels

0065-001  |We who live surrounded by water where rising seas are obvious, can’t overstate |Thank you for your comment.
the importance of a fossil free energy facility that is large enough to have a
significant contribution towards reducing greenhouse gases.

0065-002  |There are some known short term, mamageable impacts, but any delay in this Thank you for your comment.
project going forward carries long term and much greater environmental impacts.

0066-001 A boon to the economy and the environment, Thank you for your comment.
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0067-001

...installation of the foundations for wind turbines can cause damage to the
seafloor and other marine resources. In the past years, installation techniques and
vessels of the Dutch marine construction industry for the installation of offshore
wind have evolved in their capability to mitigate negative effects to the
environment.

Thank you for your comment.

0067-002

An important advantage of Third generation installation vessels is that they are
able to install wind turbines whilst floating, without the use of anchors or jack-up
legs...This generation of vessels offers significant advantages in comparison to
conventional installation techniques (e.g. jackup vessels) as these can mitigate
negative effects to the environment (such as seabed distortion by anchoring or
jackup legs), limit distortion for the fishery industry due to reduced displacement
of fish, and increases (cost-) efficiency for the installation phase (time needed for
installation).

Section 2.1.1.1 and its subsections of the FEIS include a discussion on the types
of vessels proposed to be used for the Proposed Action.

0067-003

... in the DEIS BOEM touches only briefly on the environmental benefits of
suction buckets. Details on the use of jackets equipped with suction buckets are
not included. We recommend to include this in the FEIS, as suction bucket
foundations have important advantages in comparison to conventional pile-
driving...The use of jackets in combination with suction buckets eliminates the
need to drive piles into the sea floor and therefore does mitigate distortion of the
sea floor. Consequently, it eliminates measures for noise mitigation measures
such as big bubble curtains...Suction buckets need less deep penetration in the
seabed (compared to monopiles), allowing operators to avoid troublesome
ground conditions. By avoiding these, the construction risks for the project will
also be reduced... Thisset up structure benefits to the environment, because it
causes less disruption to local porpoise populations and can be completely
decommissioned at the end of its lifetime.

As stated in Section 2.1.7 of the DEIS, this type of alternative foundation was an
alternative considered but not analyzed in detail. Section 2.1.7 of the DEIS
included an explanation of why this foundation type was not analyzed further as
an alternative. Therefore, no revisions to the FEIS are warranted.

0067-004

In the DEIS, BOEM concludes nevertheless that suction buckets (as well as
gravity based and floating wind turbines) are not feasible in the project area.
BOEM also states that in comparison to monopile driving, suction bucket
foundations would increase seabed disturbance and would create less room for
fishing activities between turbines when compared to monopile or jacket
foundations. Furthermore, the claim that suction buckets could increase long-
term environmental impacts over those from monopile or jacket foundations is
not substantiated and is in our view incorrect. In contrast, we believe that suction
buckets limit impact to the seabed and do have a smaller footprint than suggested
in the DEIS.

As stated in Section 2.1.7 of the DEIS, this type of alternative foundation was an
alternative considered but not analyzed in detail. Section 2.1.7 of the DEIS
included an explanation of why this foundation type was not analyzed further as
an alternative. Therefore, no revisions to the FEIS are warranted.

0069-001

...in construction phase of the project I am concerned if we will be able to access
the squid grounds that basically at certain times of the year are in direct conflict

As already discussed in the DEIS Section 3.4.5.3, BOEM acknowledges that
“squid resource is located where construction activity is occurring then the
resource may not be available during the time that the resource and construction
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of where we harvest squid. I have gone over charts where we have worked in the |activity overlap.” As described in Appendix D of the DEIS BOEM is considering
past and we have fished exactly where the turbines will be put in place. a Dynamic Squid Fishing Avoidance Plan as mitigation measure that would

require daily communication between squid fishery representatives and Vineyard
Wind so that harvesters are aware of the day’s activities and the developer is
aware of where fishing is occurring. As such, no revisions to the FEIS are
warranted.

0069-002 once the project is completed, what is going to happen to the migration patterns  |Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS has been updated to include an additional study on the
of squid with a lot of electrical current that will be buried bringing the electricity |effects of EMF on invertebrates. There is no scientific information to suggest that
to the mainland. Due to the fact that squid are extremely sensitive to the expected level of EMF could affect squid migration.
environmental forces...

0069-003  |Us fisherman...need to be financially compensated for any unseen future Section 3.10 and Appendix D of the FEIS have been revised to include the
disruptions this may have on not only the fisherman but every other business that |Vineyard Wind’s voluntary established gear loss and revenue compensation
is tied to the fishing industry that may be negatively impacted...I am demanding a |funds for fishing interests based in Rhode Island, Massachusetts, and other states.
payoff of 1 million US dollars to compensate me and my family so I can possibly [Please see Section 3.10 and Appendix D of the FEIS for more details on the
survive if it all goes wrong. measures.

0069-004  |consider installing these wind farms in the desert where they belong and will not |Considering an onshore location as opposed to the project proposal would equate
have nearly the negative impact that they will being installed in the ocean. to the no action alternative because Vineyard Wind only acquired the rights to

develop a wind energy project in its lease. Further revisions to the FEIS were not
warranted.

0070-001 believe this Offshore Wind Project will be a good economic stimulator for the Section 3.4.1.1 of the DEIS addressed the potential port facilities and Section
local communities, especially where the wind mill components are imported by |3.4.1.3 of the DEIS explained the determination of minor economic benefit.
ship, staged for offshore delivery, and where the production and test facilities are |Therefore, no change to the FEIS is warranted.
located.

0070-002 The project also gives local contractors the opportunity to gain business in Section 3.4.1.3 of the DEIS addressed the projected jobs and business activity in
support of installation and maintenance tasks, and could result in increased southeastern Massachusetts. Therefore, no change to the FEIS is warranted.
employment with local contractors and suppliers.

0071-001 I also have concerns regarding the public meetings not being rescheduled due to | The public comment period for the DEIS for the Vineyard Wind Project was
the government shutdown.i feel it’s important for the public to speak face to face |extended until February 22, 2019 due to the government shutdown. Furthermore,
with vineyard wind reps. I feel the comment period should be extended so those |BOEM rescheduled the five public meetings and they were held on February 11,
that do not have computer access can have some input...The comment period 12, 13, 14 and 15, 2019. Appendix C (formerly Chapter 4) of the FEIS was
needs to be extended until the government shutdown is over and people can be  [updated with this information as well as information related to the virtual public
heard. It’s convenient for vineyard wind and boem to move forward without the |meetings held for the SEIS.
public hearings. I feel that it’s not legal to go forward until everyone is given a
chance for input.

0071-002 These windmills could potentially be the nail in the coffin for RI Squid boats. As already discussed in the DEIS Section 3.4.5.3, BOEM acknowledges that
“squid resource is located where construction activity is occurring then the
resource may not be available during the time that the resource and construction
activity overlap.” As described in Appendix D of the DEIS BOEM is considering
a Dynamic Squid Fishing Avoidance Plan as mitigation measure that would
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require daily communication between squid fishery representatives and Vineyard
Wind so that harvesters are aware of the day’s activities and the developer is
aware of where fishing is occurring. As such, no revisions to the FEIS are
warranted.
0071-003 There’s been no research with regards to impact on invertebrates. Section 3.3.5 of the DEIS described the studies of the invertebrates in the Project
area and described the potential impacts of the proposed Project on invertebrates.
As such, no additional changes to the FEIS are warranted.

0072-001 The EIS clearly shows that development of the Vineyard Wind project will Thank you for your comment.
provide clean, renewable and cost-effective energy for homeowners and
businesses on Cape Cod and in our region.

0072-002 It will create jobs not only in construction and transportation, but also in tourism, |Section 3.4.1.3 of the DEIS addressed the impact on recreation/tourism and
recreational and commercial fishing and all of the businesses that support those  |commercial fishing as components of economic impact. Therefore, no change to
industries. the FEIS is warranted.

0072-003 | Vineyard Wind has diligently engaged with stakeholders like me and the Thank you for your comment.
industries that form the Blue Economy extremely well.

0073-001 I have looked over the Environmental Impact Report for Vineyard Wind and I | Thank you for your comment.
conclude that this project should be allowed to proceed. There are environmental
impacts on wildlife, but these are mostly temporary, unavoidable impacts during
construction. Any impacts are either labeled as negligible or minor.

0073-002  |We all need more renewable energy projects and this will be a valuable asset for |Thank you for your comment.
our energy options on Cape Cod and in Massachusetts.

0073-003 The benefits completely outweigh the possible impacts on wildlife and fisheries. |Thank you for your comment.

0074-001 Vineyard Wind’s proposed 800 MW offshore wind farm is an example of a Thank you for your comment.
responsibly-sited renewable energy project. As demonstrated by the draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), the company has taken steps to
minimize potential negative impacts to the environment and local communities.

Vineyard Wind has also invested significant time and resources in local
community outreach and education efforts and is a local company with strong ties
to the region.

0074-002  |From a climate change perspective, Vineyard Wind’s project will avoid Thank you for your comment.
approximately 1.6 million tons of CO 2 pollution annually. This is equivalent to
removing 3250,000 off the road. Perhaps more important than the project’s direct
pollution reductions, however, is the role Vineyard Wind’s project will play in
launching the country’s offshore wind industry. As the first commercial-scale
offshore wind farm in the US, this project will set the standard for future projects
and represents a significant milestone in the transition to a renewable energy
future.

0074-003 The success of Vineyard Wind’s project is critical in light of recent news of rising| Thank you for your comment.
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three years of decline, CO 2 pollution increased in the US by more than 3%. A
large portion of the pollution increase came from the power sector, where natural
gas met most of the increase in electricity demand. This unfortunate development
underscores the need to do more and move faster to support renewable energy
and energy efficiency. Given what’s at stake, if we fail to rapidly reduce pollution
in the coming years, the federal government must take immediate steps to reduce
our dependence on fossil fuels.

0075-001

I'am all for clean energy with one caveat. As I read this plan which seems well
suited to human need and responsive to environmental standards and
expectations, I cannot help but notice how everything is put in terms of human
well being, including the “economic value of the fish stock” which will only be
temporarily disturbed. Have these creatures only economic value to we humans
who squander the beauty and vast diversity of our home, Earth? We will continue
to use electricity from this project at an as needs rate, which means we will
consider our needs for home wi-fi service in every room, warmth, food, coziness,
and feathered nests to the extent we can afford. How many people are even aware
of the watts used per hour for their tv?

Thank you for your comment.

0075-002

As you progress I implore you to put out the educational materials to inform that
the oceans are alive, and we with our garbage and pollution are killing them. If
this project increases the awareness that the living ocean and its magnificent
creatures are there for our use, then it will be an abject failure no matter how
many kilowatts it saves to keep us humans in our preferred lifestyles. Educate our
stewardship mandate, and our capacity to learn of that which we so unthinkingly
destroy, and this project will be a success.

Thank you for your comment.

0075-003

Of course, it is up to all of us, but I’m not sure that you have addressed the
sanctity of the ocean’s life whose disruption is necessitated by the ruthless
recklessness with which we humans consume our magical planet. I wish you
would.

Thank you for your comment.

0076-001

As explained in this letter, the DEIS fails to satisfy the analytical and public
disclosure requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA),
including but not limited to its “hard look” mandate. Some deficiencies are
systemic and pervade the entire document. For example, the DEIS does not
clearly identify the significance thresholds that apply to each impact; nor does the
DEIS explain or demonstrate how a particular impact compares to the
significance threshold in question. In most cases, the DEIS simply declares that
an impact is “negligible” or “minor” or “moderate” without (a) explaining what
those terms mean in the context of the impact in question or (b) describing the
analytical path by which BOEM determined that the description used —
negligible, minor, moderate, or major — actually applies to the impact.

Section 3.1 of the DEIS included a four-level classification scheme to
characterize the potential impacts of the Proposed Action and the action
alternatives. The FEIS was revised to clarify the use of the impact levels applied
to the adverse and beneficial impacts assessed in the document. The resource-
specific sections in Chapter 3 and Appendix A of the FEIS have been updated to
provide additional information related to the magnitude, duration, geographic
extent, and/or frequency of potential impacts, as appropriate, to support impact
determinations.
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energy in New England” (p.1-1), but provides no evidence to support this
assertion. To the contrary, there is no demonstrable need for the wind farm or the
energy it will generate. Instead, Vineyard Wind will likely attempt to market the
energy, either to other states further removed from New England or to New
England cities who are hoping to reduce their energy costs. The effect of this
process is not to reduce energy consumption and carbon emissions, but to
encourage more growth and more energy use. The actual amount of greenhouse

Il\?lilr:;)er Comment Text Response

0076-002  |We also noticed that many of the most important impact evaluations are not Pursuant to 40 CFR § 1502.21 agencies shall incorporate material into an EIS by
actually set forth in the DEIS but instead are contained in extrinsic documents,  |reference when the effect will be to cut down on bulk without impeding agency
such as the Biological Assessment that BOEM and Vineyard Wind prepared for |and public review of the action. The incorporated material shall be cited in the
the National Marine Fisheries Service pursuant to the federal Endangered Species |EIS and its content briefly described, and the material must be reasonably
Act (ESA). NEPA requires that the required analyses be provided in the DEIS, |available for inspection by potentially interested persons within the time allowed
not other documents prepared to meet the demands of other statutes. Members of |for comment.
the public should not be required to track down and read non-NEPA documents.

The whole purpose of the EIS is to provide the public with a single source for
learning about the proposed project and its impacts. This purpose is defeated if
the heart of the environmental impact analysis is contained not in the EIS but in
other documents that the reader must search out and digest.

0076-003 The Vineyard Wind DEIS does not satisfy NEPA’s minimum analytical or BOEM’s public involvement procedures, as well as the EIS, comply with the
disclosure requirements; nor does it provide a legally adequate discussion of procedural and substantive requirements of NEPA.
mitigation measures or alternatives.

0076-004  |NEPA mandates that the DEIS explain the “purpose and need” of the proposed | The purpose and need statement in the EIS is compliant with NEPA regulations,
wind energy project. The DEIS, however, includes no such explanation. It merely |which provide that the purpose and need “‘statement shall briefly specify the
cites the Executive Order that encourages the development of renewable energy |[underlying purpose and need to which the agency is responding in proposing the
sources. (p. 1-3.) That’s not enough. There should be data demonstrating that this |alternatives including the proposed action” 40 CFR § 1502.13. Concerning New
part of New England experiences energy shortages or that the wind energy from |England energy needs, please refer to An Act Relative to Energy Diversity
the proposed project will displace dirtier forms of energy generation, such as the [(H.4568), which seeks to have a commitment to reducing energy costs while
burning of fuel oil. The EIS contains no information of this kind. The DEIS strengthening the state’s clean energy economy as well as progressing towards
claims that the project “is designed to serve demand for renewable energy in New [the Commonwealth’s greenhouse gas reduction requirements. H.4568 requires
England” (p.1-1), but provides no evidence to support this assertion. To the utilities to competitively solicit and contract for approximately 1,200 megawatts
contrary, there is no demonstrable need for the wind farm or the energy it will (MW) of clean energy generation.
generate. Instead, Vineyard Wind will likely attempt to market the energy, either
to other states further removed from New England or to New England cities who
are hoping to reduce their energy costs. The effect of this process is not to reduce
energy consumption and carbon emissions, but to encourage more growth and
more energy use. The actual amount of greenhouse gas emissions goes up, not
down. The only real change is that the windmill operators get rich at the expense
of the environment.

0076-005 The DEIS claims that the project “is designed to serve demand for renewable The purpose and need statement in the EIS is compliant with NEPA regulations,

which provide that the purpose and need “statement shall briefly specify the
underlying purpose and need to which the agency is responding in proposing the
alternatives including the proposed action” 40 CFR § 1502.13. Concerning New
England energy needs, please refer to An Act Relative to Energy Diversity
(H.4568), which seeks to have a commitment to reducing energy costs while
strengthening the state’s clean energy economy as well as progressing towards
the Commonwealth’s greenhouse gas reduction requirements. H.4568 requires
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gas emissions goes up, not down. The only real change is that the windmill utilities to competitively solicit and contract for approximately 1,200 megawatts
operators get rich at the expense of the environment. (MW) of clean energy generation.

0076-006 [W]ind energy projects — this one included — do not reduce energy consumption. |Thank you for your comment.

Rather, they tend to encourage growth through the generation of surplus energy,
for which demand must be found. Because the energy is advertised as “clean”
and “cheap”, it is often cited by those who which to build more houses and bring
more business to the area serviced by the project. This, in turn, eats up the newly-
generated energy while attracting more cars and generating related secondary
effects, all of which consume energy and increase carbon emissions. The DEIS,
however, fails to disclose or analyze these project-related impacts.

0076-007  |This DEIS... does not discuss a reasonable range of alternatives. To the contrary, |Section C.5 in Appendix C of the FEIS has been revised regarding alternatives
all of the so-called alternatives involve between 85 and 100 windmills, all in the |considered and not analyzed in detail. Further, note that the reasonable range of
same location off the southwestern coast of Nantucket. The alternatives only alternatives for an EIS prepared in response to an applicant proposal needs to be
differ in terms of where the on-shore substation and related infrastructure would |determined in the context of said proposal, and would not include all possible
be located, which is a fairly inconsequential matter. alternatives that could substitute the proposal under consideration (e.g., proposal

is for a wind energy project, then a reasonable alternative cannot be to require the
applicant to build a solar energy project).

0076-008 We... request that BOEM and the project applicant revise the DEIS to include and|Section C.5 in Appendix C of the FEIS has been revised for an updated
examine: (i) an alternative that would construct the wind farm/wind turbine array |discussion of Alternatives Considered but not Analyzed in Detail for the
in a location that would not be visible from the coast of Nantucket or any other  |proposed Project.
vantage point where it might interfere with existing public views, including those
historically incorporated into American Indian ceremonies; (ii) an alternative that
would construct the wind farm/wind turbine array in a location outside the known
habitat areas of federal and/or state-listed species; and (iii) an alternative that
would reduce the number of wind turbines to less than 50 (without increasing
size or height of the structures).

0076-009  |The key to conducting a proper cumulative analysis is making sure the DEIS BOEM prepared a SEIS that included an expanded planned action analysis,
considers all projects with a potential to contribute to the impact in question. The |which described the methodology in Chapter 1 and the list of projects considered
Vineyard Wind DEIS fails this fundamental test, as its cumulative impact in Appendix A of the SEIS. Potential impacts are considered as described in
analysis does not account for impacts from the other two wind projects that are  |Appendix A and in individual resource sections. BOEM has revised the list of
likely to go in next door to it — Bay State Wind and Deepwater Wind. These reasonably foreseeable future offshore wind projects based on project progress
projects, when combined with Vineyard Wind, take up hundreds of square miles |[since publication of the DEIS.
of ocean and cause significant impacts on everything from noise to aesthetics.

This situation only worsens when one considers the other wind farm leasing areas
located to the immediate southeast of Vineyard Wind. (See Figure 2.1-3, on p. 2-
9.) The EIS, however, does not attempt to analyze the combined or cumulative
effects of these foreseeable projects.
0076-010 | The Vineyard DEIS employs virtually no established or discernable significance |Section 3.1 of the DEIS included a four-level classification scheme to

thresholds for any of the impact assessments, so there is really no way to

characterize the potential impacts of the Proposed Action and the action
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determine if a given effect is or is not going to be a problem. Instead, the DEIS |alternatives. The FEIS was revised to clarify the use of the impact levels applied
simply makes the conclusory statement that the impact in question is “negligible” |to the adverse and beneficial impacts assessed in the document. The resource-
or “minor” or “moderate” — terms that are virtually meaningless because they do |specific sections in Chapter 3 and Appendix A of the FEIS have been updated to
not relate to any established standard. provide additional information related to the magnitude, duration, geographic

extent, and/or frequency of potential impacts, as appropriate, to support impact
determinations.

0076-011 Figure 3.4.4-1 of the EIS (p. 3-154) shows that the Vineyard windfarm will be  |Section 3.9.2 of the FEIS has been updated to address visibility from residences
visible from all vantage points along Nantucket’s western coast, from Smith’s and impact on residents from the proposed Project. In addition, Section 3.6.2 of
Point and Madaket to Tom Never’s Pond and Siasconset. The EIS, however, does|the FEIS includes the material on impacts on residential property values.
not analyze this impact in terms of its everyday effect on the residents of
Nantucket. Instead, the EIS addresses the impact solely in terms of its potential to
discourage tourism on the island, which is a completely different (and less
important) subject. This defect in the document must be rectified.

0076-012  |The DEIS concludes that the project’s visual effects on Nantucket would be Sections 3.9.1 and 3.9.2 of the FEIS have been updated to address components of
“minor.” This conclusion, however, is devoid of analytical or evidentiary support.|Nantucket character and the visual impacts, respectively.

0076-013 The DEIS provides only summary information regarding the Project’s Section A.8.1.2 of the FEIS has been clarified to include information on
construction-related emissions. It does not identify each emission source or emissions associated NOx, CO, PM and incorporates by reference Vineyard
disclose the quantity of each NAAQS air pollutant that will be emitted (e.g., Wind’s COP, Volume III, Appendix B, Tables 4-4 and 4-5.The FEIS has been
NOx, CO, PM10). In addition, the DEIS states that “BOEM anticipates minor air |updated to include additional quantitative analyses as well, including an analysis
quality impacts” from project construction and installation, but the DEIS provides|using EPA's AVERT and COBRA tools to assess air quality and health benefits.
no data to support that conclusion. Vineyard Wind is required to have and is applying for an OCS air permit with the

EPA which includes Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD). Other future
offshore wind projects will require similar permitting and will require compliance
with the Clean Air Act.

0076-014 | The DEIS also fails to disclose they types and amounts of greenhouse gases the |Section A.8.1.2 of the FEIS includes information on emissions and incorporates
Project will emit during the construction phase, the length of which is described |by reference Vineyard Wind’s COP.
in vague, uncertain terms.

0076-015 The DEIS indicates that the Project will use approximately 400,000 gallons of oil |Section A.8.1.2 of the FEIS has been clarified to include information on
each year (4,000 gallons for each of the 100 wind turbines). The DEIS, however, |emissions and incorporates by reference Vineyard Wind’s COP.
does not analyze whether and to what extent the windmills’ use of the oil (and
diesel fuel) will result in air emissions.

0076-016  |While the EIS acknowledges that migratory birds may be injured if they fly into |Section A.8.3 in Appendix A of the FEIS has been updated to include a

the blades of the windmills, the DEIS indicates that recent studies of offshore
wind farms found there were fewer bird strikes than expected. According to these
studies, birds will fly around the wind farm rather than try to navigate through the
array of spinning windblades. This means, however, that the birds must give up
access to all foraging opportunities within the interior of the windmill array, and
that habitat loss can be hundreds of square miles in size. Given that most
migratory birds in the project area eat fish (e.g., topsmelt, anchovies, sardines,

discussion on foraging and potential for loss of bird habitat.
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noise impacts (mostly from pile driving and transport vessels) on whales, but this
analysis focuses almost exclusively on noise levels capable of causing physical
injury or death to the animal. The DEIS does not really address sub-lethal or sub-
injurious noise levels and how they affect whale behavior. Because the sound
pressure required to injure or kill a whale is substantially higher that the sound
pressure needed to disrupt whale communication or navigation, the DEIS
analysis is skewed to the higher end of the noise scale. Not surprisingly, the DEIS
determines that the project’s noise impacts are unlikely to injure or kill whales...
The real issue is whether the noise from constructing and operating the windmills
has the potential to interfere with key aspects of whale behavior, such that whales
will have to avoid this area of the ocean — an area which has historically
supported whale birthing and rearing. The DEIS does not address this potential
impact. Again, the whale species affected by the project’s noise impacts are
federally-listed as endangered. Thus, the impacts are, by definition, significant
and require mitigation. The DEIS, however, does not characterize the impact as

Comment Text Response
Number
and other small fish that swim near the surface), the loss of this foraging habitat
means the birds must expend more energy flying to other areas to look for food.
The EIS, however, does not disclose or analyze this impact on either an
individual project or cumulative basis.
0076-017 The Vineyard Wind project would place 100 windmills in the travel corridor of |Section 3.4.2 of the FEIS has been revised to include a discussion of the effects of]
North Atlantic Right Whales (NARWSs), among other species. Each windmill is  |vertical structures on whale echolocation.
attached to a tube 30 feet in diameter that rises from the seafloor and then extends
the full length of the water column, up to and beyond the surface of the water.
The other wind projects — Bay State and Deepwater — would triple the number of
metal windmill stems in the water. There is no question that all of these new hard
surfaces will make it difficult for whales to use echolocation in or near the
windmill array, which means they will be unable to communicate in this area or
navigate effectively. It may even cause whales to become lost in the windmill
array. The DEIS, however, never addresses this issue. In fact, it does not discuss
echolocation at all, other than to state that whales use it.
0076-018  |Note that NARW:s are protected under the federal Endangered Species Act and  |Section 3.4.2 of the FEIS has been revised in coordination with NMFS and
the Massachusetts Endangered Species Act. The project’s impacts on these listed |includes a discussion of impacts on marine mammals, including the North
species are, by definition, significant and require mitigation; yet the DEIS Atlantic right whale. Furthermore, Section 3.4 and Appendix D of the FEIS
describes the impacts as “minor” and offers neither mitigation nor an alternatives |include the draft Incidental Harassment Authorization measures proposed to be
capable of avoiding or reducing them. issued under the MMPA as well as other mitigation and monitoring measures
relative to the North Atlantic right whale. Further details regarding acoustic
effects to these species are provided in Appendix F of the FEIS and in the
Biological Assessment submitted to NOAA, which can be found at the following
link: https://www.boem.gov/Vineyard-Wind-Consultation-Documents/.
0076-019 | The DEIS spends considerable space evaluating the project’s construction-related |Section 3.4.2 of the FEIS has been revised in coordination with NMFS and

includes a discussion of acoustic impacts on marine mammals. Furthermore,
Section 3.4 and Appendix D of the FEIS include the draft Incidental Harassment
Authorization measures proposed to be issued under the MMPA. Further details
regarding acoustic effects to these species are provided in Appendix F of the
FEIS and in the Biological Assessment submitted to NOAA, which can be found
at the following link: https://www.boem.gov/Vineyard-Wind-Consultation-
Documents/.
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Levels) and Table 3.3.7-5 (Behavioral Exposure Criteria) — that purport to show
how much noise certain whales and other marine mammals can withstand before
suffering injury or altering their behavior. These tables include a great deal of
complex, technical information that no one but an acoustical engineer would
understand unless it was sufficient explained. Unfortunately, the DEIS makes no

Comment Text Response

Number
significant and also fails to offer mitigation or alternatives to avoid or reduce the
impact.

0076-020  |During the years-long construction phase of the project, vessels of various size  |Section 3.4.2 of the FEIS has been revised in coordination with NMFS and
will be traveling to and from the windmill array zone. Studies show that in the includes the proposed mitigation and monitoring measures for marine mammals.
coastal waters off Massachusetts, vessel collisions with whales are increasingly |Furthermore, Section 3.4 and Appendix D of the FEIS include the draft Incidental
common, especially when the vessel in question travels in excess of 10 knots per |Harassment Authorization measures proposed to be issued under the MMPA.
hour. The DEIS claims that vessels associated with construction of the project Pre- and post-construction monitoring plans, if required, will be developed in
will be slow-moving and thus unlikely to collide with whales. The evidence, coordination with the NMFS as part of the ESA Section 7 consultation.
however, is to the contrary. It appears that most of the vessels to be used in the
construction of the Vineyard Wind project will travel anywhere between 10 and
20 knots per hour — more than fast enough to cause whale strikes. (See p. 3-99.)

The whale species affected by the project’s potential for vessel-to-sea mammal
collisions are federally-listed as endangered. Thus, these impacts are, by
definition, significant and require mitigation. The DEIS, however, does not
characterize the impacts as significant and also fails to offer mitigation or
alternatives to avoid or reduce the impacts.

0076-021 On page 3-90, the DEIS describes the current status of the North Atlantic Right [Section 3.4.2 of the FEIS has been revised in coordination with NMFS and
Whale (NARW) — a federally-listed endangered species. The data are both includes a discussion of impacts on marine mammals, including the North
depressing and alarming. Not only has NARW mortality spiked since 2017, the |Atlantic right whale. Furthermore, Section 3.4 and Appendix D of the FEIS
“reproductive output for the species has declined by 40 percent since 2010 (Kraus|include the draft Incidental Harassment Authorization measures proposed to be
etal. 2016a).” (p. 3-90.) In addition, for the first time since aerial surveys began |issued under the MMPA. Section 3.4.2 of the FEIS has been updated with further
in 1989, no new NARW calves were documented in their calving grounds. (Id.) |details regarding acoustic effects to these species are provided in Appendix F of
As the DEIS acknowledges, “[t]his combination of factors threatens the very the FEIS and in the Biological Assessment submitted to NOAA, which can be
survival of this species (Pettis et al. 2017).” (Id.) Despite these findings, and found at the following link: https://www.boem.gov/Vineyard-Wind-
despite the clear evidence that the proposed Project — during construction and Consultation-Documents/.
operation — will adversely affect NARWs, the DEIS concludes that the Project’s
impacts on the species will be “minor” with Vineyard Wind’s “self-imposed”
measures. (p. 3-102.) These measures, however, are not well-described and are
not linked to each of the identified impacts on the species. Thus, there is no way
to
ascertain whether they will or will not reduce impacts on NARW to such a
degree as to render the impacts less than significant (or minor). Simply put, the
conclusion drawn on page 3-102 regarding impacts to NARW cannot be squared
with the available data.

0076-022 The DEIS includes two tables — Table 3.3.7-4 (PTS Onset Acoustic Threshold  |Section 3.4.2 of the FEIS has been revised in coordination with NMFS and

includes a discussion of impacts on marine mammals. Further details regarding
acoustic effects to these species are provided in Appendix F of the FEIS and in
the Biological Assessment submitted to NOAA, which can be found at the
following link: https://www.boem.gov/Vineyard-Wind-Consultation-
Documents/.
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implying that such levels will not affect whales and other marine mammals. This
conclusion, however, cannot be squared with the results of a 2013 study
conducted by Scottish scientists, titled “Modelling of Noise Effects of
Operational Offshore Wind Turbines including noise transmission through
various foundation types” (Marmo, B., Roberts, 1., Buckingham, M.P. King, S.,
Booth, C. (2013).) That study determined that the operational noise levels of the
wind turbines would be audible to marine mammals, especially when the turbines
are producing maximum power. In addition, the study concluded that “species
with hearing specialized to low frequency may be able to detect the wind farm
from at least 18 km away” (Marmo, et al., pp. 57-58.) BOEM must consult the
Marmo, et al. study and determine if its results alter the conclusions drawn in the

Comment Text Response

Number
effort to break down the tables and explain what they mean. For example, the
first table is supposed to show the amount of noise associated with a “permanent
threshold shift” (PTS), a term the DEIS never defines. It is not even clear whether
the two tables are meant to reflect the Project’s anticipated noise impacts on
marine mammals or to provide basic information on the sound levels that
generally cause injury or behavioral changes in whales and porpoises.

0076-023 Table 3.3.7-6 and Table 3.3.7-7 show that the Project’s construction noise under |Section 3.4.2 of the FEIS has been revised in coordination with NMFS and
Scenario 2 (inexplicably, the DEIS does not discuss Scenario 1 or any other includes a discussion of impacts on marine mammals. Further details regarding
scenario) would injure a certain number of NARWSs and other federally-listed acoustic effects to these species are provided in Appendix F of the FEIS and in
whales (Fin Whale and Sei Whale) during each day of pile installation. the Biological Assessment submitted to NOAA, which can be found at the
According to the DEIS, the Project will require 102 pile installation days, which |following link: https://www.boem.gov/Vineyard-Wind-Consultation-
means that over the course of Project construction, large numbers of NARWs, Documents/.

Fin Whales and Sei Whales will be injured or otherwise adversely affected by
pile-installation noise. This is a significant (major) impact and the DEIS should
describe it as such. Instead, however, the DEIS states that “Vineyard Wind’s self-
imposed measures of utilizing soft start, Protected Species Observers, and passive
acoustic monitoring would reduce the potential impacts to marine mammals” to a
minor or moderate risk. Yet, the DEIS does not demonstrate how these particular
measures will actually prevent or reduce the identified noise impacts on whales,
especially the NARW, which, as explained above, is suffering sharp and
significant declines in population and reproductive resilience.

0076-024  |The DEIS claims that Vineyard Wind will implement “self-imposed” mitigation |Section 3.4.2 of the FEIS has been revised in coordination with NMFS and
measures, including “soft start” construction approaches. According to the DEIS, |includes a discussion of impacts on marine mammals. Further details regarding
these soft start measures will reduce construction-related impacts on fish and acoustic effects to these species are provided in Appendix F of the FEIS and in
marine mammals. The document, however, provides no evidence to support this |the Biological Assessment submitted to NOAA, which can be found at the
claim. following link: https://www.boem.gov/Vineyard-Wind-Consultation-

Documents/.
0076-025 The DEIS states that reported sound levels of operational wind turbines is low,  |Section 3.4.2 of the FEIS has been revised in coordination with NMFS and

includes a discussion of impacts on marine mammals. Further details regarding
acoustic effects to these species are provided in Appendix F of the FEIS and in
the Biological Assessment submitted to NOAA, which can be found at the
following link: https://www.boem.gov/Vineyard-Wind-Consultation-
Documents/. The study by Marmo et al. referenced by the commenter estimated
that a behavioral response is likely only at sound intensities greater than or equal
to 120 dB re 1 pPa. Operational noise of that intensity is expected only in a small
area around each turbine, probably closer than 50 meters (164 feet).
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on birds and then claims that “Section 3.3.2.2 includes a detailed discussion of
these impacts.” Unfortunately, this is not the case. For example, the second bullet
points relates to permanent loss of bird habitat, but Section 3.3.2.2 provides little
in the way of useful information or meaningful analysis regarding this impact. All
it says is that “[sJome birds might avoid the WDA during its operation, leading to
an effective loss of habitat,” and that “[1Joons, grebes, seaducks, and northern
gannets typically avoid offshore wind developments, resulting in loss of habitat
and reduced risk of collision.” (p.3-36.)

Comment Text Response
Number
DEIS relative to the project’s operational noise impacts on NARW and other
marine mammals.
0076-026  |...[S}ea turtles navigate by interfacing with electromagnetic fields (EMFs) under |To minimize EMF generated by cables, all cabling would be contained in
the ocean’s surface. Recent monitoring studies show that sea turtles in New grounded metallic shielding to prevent detectable direct electric fields. Vineyard
England now become stranded in greater numbers and with greater frequency Wind would also bury cables to a target burial depth of approximately 6.6 feet
than any time in history. According to some scientists, the sharp rise is sea turtle |(2 meters) below the surface. Section 3.5.2 of the FEIS has been updated to
strandings is due to EMF interference from man-made objects, especially those |include additional information on EMF-related impacts on sea turtles. Further
that create their own EMFs. Simply put, the proliferation of EMFs jams up the  |discussion of EMF-related impacts on these species is also provided in the
sea turtles’ navigation system; the turtles lose their way, and then they become  |Biological Assessment submitted to NOAA, which can be found at the following
stranded and die. In the case of off-shore windmill projects, energy transmission |link: https://www.boem.gov/Vineyard-Wind-Consultation-Documents/.
cables connect each windmill to an on-shore relay station. Those transmission
cables are buried just a few feet under the seabed and emit electromagnetic
signals, the very thing that can disrupt sea turtle navigation. The DEIS, however,
does not disclose or analyze this impact.
0076-027  |Note that three turtle species affected by the project — Kemp’s Ridley, Section 3.5.2 of the FEIS includes a discussion of impacts on listed sea turtles.
Leatherback, and Loggerhead — are protected under the federal Endangered Furthermore, Appendix D of the FEIS includes a comprehensive list of the
Species Act. The project’s impacts on these listed species are, by definition, monitoring and mitigation that has been proposed for the agency-preferred
significant and require mitigation; yet the DEIS describes the impacts as “minor” |alternative. Further discussion of impacts on these species is provided in the
and offers neither mitigation nor an alternative capable of avoiding or reducing  |Biological Assessment submitted to NOAA, which can be found at the following
those impacts. link: https://www.boem.gov/Vineyard-Wind-Consultation-Documents/.
0076-028 The windmills must be fastened to the bottom of the ocean, which means a Section 3.3.5 of the DEIS described the impact of permanent habitat conversion
concrete-type platform must first be implanted in the seafloor. These platforms  |as moderate [negative] impact. The creation of new hard-bottom habitat is a
necessarily require removal of the soft seabed, which, in turn, will be replaced by [beneficial result, but does not reduce the level of impact on soft-bottom
the hardened structure of the platform. The EIS contends this is a biological communities. The revised FEIS Section 3.2 discusses how the loss of soft-bottom
benefit, in that the concrete platforms will function as a kind of artificial reef that |habitat may be adverse. Chapter 2 of the DEIS explained that the installation of
will attract fish. This, however, is not the issue. The EIS is supposed to analyze  |the foundations would be through pile driving and scour protection added around
what is lost by virtue of damaging and covering up the soft seabed habitat and the |each foundation, not concrete gravity foundations.
benthic organisms that live there. These are the naturally occurring flora and
fauna on which the entire ecosystem in Muskeget Channel is based. Yet, the EIS
dismisses this impact entirely.
0076-029 On page 3-32, the DEIS provides a bullet-point list of six project-related impacts |Section A.8.3 in Appendix A of the FEIS has an updated discussion on foraging

and potential for loss of bird habitat.
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0076-030  |This begs the following two questions: What other bird species will avoid the Section A.8.3 in Appendix A of the FEIS has an updated discussion on potential
windmill array and thereby lose important forage habitat? And, among the birds |for collision as well as a discussion of the amount of suitable habitat no longer
that will not avoid the windmill array, how many — and of which species — will ~ |available to species that are expected to avoid operating WTGs. A complete list
potentially collide with the windmills? The DEIS does not answer either of species that are considered to be highly susceptible to either collision or
question. Nor does it quantify how much habitat will be lost to those birds that do |displacement is provide in Robinson Willmott et al (2013), which is incorporated
avoid the project area. Based on the DEIS’s lack of key information and by reference into the FEIS.
substandard analysis, there is no support for the conclusion that the Project’s
impacts on bird habitat will be “negligible.”

0076-031 The DEIS acknowledges that the “rotating blades of WTGs could injure or kill ~ |Section A.8.3 in Appendix A of the FEIS has an updated discussion of the
birds that pass too near.” (p. 3-36.) But then the DEIS states that the “magnitude [species most susceptible collision with operating WTGs. A complete list of
of this impact is difficult to estimate, and it differs across species.” (Id.) Thisis  |species highly susceptible to collisions is provided in Robinson Willmott et al
not a NEPA analysis; it’s a cop-out. The law requires that the DEIS (i) identify ~ [(2013), which is incorporated by reference into the FEIS. It is impossible to
the bird species that could injured or killed by the rotating blades of the WTGs, |quantify the number of birds, if any, that will have fatal interactions with
and (ii) determine through scientific analysis how many are likely to be harmed |operating WTGs. The Biological Assessment submitted to USFWS (located at
in this particular case — both on a project-specific and cumulative basis. Further, |the following link: https://www.boem.gov/Vineyard-Wind-Consultation-
the DEIS must assess whether the project has the potential to affect any listed Documents/) addressed impact on federally listed species and included modeling
bird species, even if the number of affected listed birds is small when compared |of the estimated number of individuals that may be killed by operating WTGs.
to more common bird species. Based on the absence of information and the
DEIS’s weak analysis, there is no support for the DEIS’s conclusion that the
Project’s bird collision impacts would be “minor.”

0076-032 DEIS Figure 3.3.2-1, titled “Total Avian Relative Abundance Distribution Map |Section A.8.3 in Appendix A of the FEIS has an updated discussion on potential
for the Higher Collision Sensitivity Species Group,” lacks critical information for collision and displacement. In addition, refer to Figure A.8.3-2 and Figure
and is misleading. First, it does not identify which birds fall within the “higher ~ |A.8.3-3 (formerly 3.3.2-1 and 3.3.2-2) in Appendix A of the FEIS that depict
collision sensitivity species group”; nor does it describe the criteria used to define |modeled use of the offshore portion of the proposed Project area by bird species
these birds as “higher collision sensitive”. Second, it also fails to explain what with high collision sensitivity and high displacement sensitivity, respectively,
differentiates “high” collision sensitivity from “low” collision sensitivity. Third, |which depict the expected distribution of birds in these groups relative to the
the figure itself suggests that no birds at all fly over or near the proposed Project. |proposed Project area. Complete lists of species highly susceptible to collision
There is simply no support for such a characterization. Worse, the figure falsely |and displacement, as well as definitions of high, medium, and low risk for these
suggests to the reader that no birds are currently using the project area and thus  |effects are provided in Robinson Willmott et al. (2013), which is incorporated by
no birds are likely to be affected by the project. These are not accurate claims. reference into the FEIS.

Figure 3.3.2-2, titled “Total Avian Relative Abundance Distribution Map for the
Higher Displacement Sensitivity Species Group,” suffers the same defects. Given
the deficiencies of these two figures, they cannot be used to support any
analytical conclusion set forth in the DEIS.

0076-033  |According to the DEIS, three federally listed bird species — the Roseate Tern, the |Section A.8.3 of the FEIS has an updated discussion on listed species status and
Piping Plover, and the Rufa subspecies of the Red Knot — may occur within the |expected effect determination relative to these species. A detailed discussion of
Project area and thus be subject to project-related impacts. (p. 3-32.) The DEIS, |federally listed species and designated Critical Habitat is provide in the
however, does not analyze the project’s operational or cumulative effects on Biological Assessment submitted to USFWS (located at the following link:
these particular species, even though they are protected by federal law and may  |https://www.boem.gov/Vineyard-Wind-Consultation-Documents/). The
not be taken, even incidentally, without authorization under the Endangered Biological Assessment includes an analysis of potential effects for each of these
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Species Act. The DEIS also fails to disclose whether and to what extent the species as well as modeling of the potential for fatal interactions with operating
project intrudes upon or would affect designated critical habitat for these listed ~ |WTGs. The Biological Assessment is currently being reviewed by the USFWS
bird species. and the findings will be incorporated into the Record of Decision.

0076-034 On page 3-43, the DEIS indicates that the federally-listed northern long-eared bat |Section A.8.4 in Appendix A of the FEIS has been updated to include the listed
and three state-listed bats — the eastern small-footed bat, the little brown bat, and |species. The Biological Assessment submitted to USFWS for listed species can
the tri-colored bat — are known to occur in the project area and thus could be be found at the following link: https://www.boem.gov/Vineyard-Wind-
affected by the Project. The DEIS, however, does not analyze the Project’s Consultation-Documents/.
operational or cumulative impacts on any of these particular species. To the
extent such species might be affected, the impact would not be “negligible” as
indicated in the DEIS (p.3-45) but significant.

0076-035 On page 3-12, the DEIS describes the water circulation process/system in and Appendix E of the FEIS has been updated to include additional information
near the project area as follows: “Large-scale regional water circulation is related to atmospheric and oceanographic effects of offshore wind facilities.
strongest in late spring and summer. The clockwise movement around Georges  |Please see Sections E.2.6 and E.4.4 of Appendix E of the FEIS for a discussion
Bank and flow towards the equator dominates the regional water circulation on water circulation and flows near WTG foundations.

(Gulf of Maine Census 2018). The edge of the continental shelf creates a shelf-
break front that encourages upwelling. Weather-driven surface currents, tidal
mixing, and estuarine outflow all contribute to driving water movement through
the area (Kaplan 2011).” Unfortunately, however, the DEIS does not analyze the
Project’s individual and cumulative impacts on local and regional water
movement. Given that there could be as many as 300-600 wind turbines in the
Area of Potential Effect (APE), each with its own hardscape underwater
platform, it is likely that water currents, flow rates, tidal mixing, circulation,
estuarine flow, and seabed/benthic morphology will be affected by so many large
structures being placed within the channel. The DEIS should have assessed this
potential impact but failed to do so. Likewise, the DEIS should have assessed
these impacts in terms of their secondary effects on biological resources and
processes.

0076-036  |The DEIS acknowledges that Project construction will have “moderate” impacts |Section 3.2 of the FEIS has been updated to include monitoring initiatives to
on benthic organisms, including mortality, damage, and displacement of ensure documentation of potential effects on benthic resources. Appendix D of
invertebrate organisms, which are the trophic base for the marine ecosystem. (p. |the FEIS has also been updated to include modifications and/or additional
3-62.) The DEIS, however, fails to propose any mitigation for this impact. mitigation and monitoring measures. Additional mitigation and monitoring
Instead, the DEIS simply declares that the impact is “unavoidable” without measures may arise from consultations and coordination with Federal and State
demonstrating that BOEM has investigated whether and how such impacts could |resource agencies. These additional mitigation measures could be considered by
be reduced. NEPA demands more, and for that reason the DEIS is inadequate as |decision makers and incorporated into the Record of Decision.

a matter of law. And although the DEIS indicates that the project applicant may
“monitor” benthic conditions during and after construction, monitoring alone —
i.e., without corrective action — is not mitigation.
0076-037  |In its discussion of the Project’s construction impacts on fish habitat, the DEIS  |Section 3.2.2 of the FEIS clarifies the duration of habit impacts and the area

affected compared to the WDA as a whole. An individual displaced from its
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“Because the long-term habitat alteration would be temporary and would preferred habitat by proposed Project activities would have to wander a
encompass a proportionally small area, these impacts are unlikely to have major |maximum radial distance of approximately 85 feet (26 meters) before
impacts on populations in the WDA footprint and displaced species would have |encountering its preferred habitat type. Section 3.3 of the FEIS acknowledges that
large areas of preferred habitat available nearby.” First, as a semantic matter, it is |sessile or less mobile species and life stages that are unable to escape construction
hard to understand how an impact — in this case, habitat alteration — can be both  |areas would be subject to greater mortality.

“long-term” and “temporary” in the NEPA context. Is the DEIS suggesting that
impacts which last the 30-year life of the Project are “temporary”? If so, that
would be a significant departure from the way most NEPA documents define
temporary impacts. Second, the reference to “proportionally small area” is
hopelessly vague and meaningless. Proportional to what? The entire Atlantic
Ocean? Further, it is incorrect to imply that the affected invertebrates and fish can
simply move to “preferred habitat nearby.” Many of the species in question have
no means to search out and locate such habitat, and the term “nearby” is also
misleading given the size of the APE. For invertebrates and smaller fish that do
not migrate or move far from their resident areas, moving even one or two miles
is beyond their capability. None of these issues, of course, is discussed or
analyzed in the DEIS, and for that reason, the document is defective.

0076-038 The DEIS admits that project construction will affect benthic fish such as winter |The revised FEIS does not model potential effects on any individual stock,
flounder, American lobster, and monkfish, and may result in egg loss and because an assessment of species-specific or stock-specific effects is outside of
reduced fish recruitment. Nevertheless, the document concludes that “this would |the scope of this document. However, Section 3.3 of the FEIS predicts that
be limited and BOEM does not anticipate impacts on the flounder stock.” The  |proposed Project activities would be unlikely to have lasting impacts on a
DEIS, however, provides no evidence to support this bare conclusion. The only  [population level. Section 3.3 of the FEIS incorporates the EFH Assessment by
reference is to the Cape Wind EIS which estimated that seabed scars from jet reference. Sections C.1.2.2.1, C.1.2.5, and C.1.2.6 in Appendix C of the FEIS
plow cable installation would recover in 1 to 38 days. (p. 3-76.) But this hasno  |include a discussion on NMFS coordination and consultation as part of the EIS.
bearing on impacts on flounder; moreover it is an estimate — an expectation — that |The EFH Assessment has been incorporated by reference and summarized in the
has not be substantiated by field research or monitoring. EIS. The EFH Assessment can be found on at the following link:

https://www.boem.gov/Vineyard-Wind-Consultation-Documents/.

0076-039 The DEIS also refers to an EFH (Essential Fish Habitat) Assessment that was Section 3.3 of the FEIS incorporates the EFH Assessment by reference. Sections
prepared for this Project. Unfortunately, the DEIS does not provide the results of |C.1.2.2.1, C.1.2.5, and C.1.2.6 in Appendix C of the FEIS include a discussion on
the EFH Assessment, so one is left to guess as to the significance of the Project’s [NMFS coordination and consultation as part of the EIS. The EFH Assessment
impacts on EFH. Worse, although the DEIS describes the impacts on EFH as has been incorporated by reference and summarized in the EIS. The EFH
moderate (whatever that means in this context), it offers no mitigation to avoid or |Assessment can be found on at the following link:
reduce those impacts. https://www.boem.gov/Vineyard-Wind-Consultation-Documents/.

0076-040 [T]he DEIS, when discussing habitat impacts, states that “BOEM does not Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS has been updated to discuss impacts of water

anticipate impacts on flounder stock.” (pp. 3-75—3-76.) Yet, under the
subheading “Water Withdrawal,” the DEIS includes the following statement
which suggests a very different conclusion: “Due to the surface-oriented intake
for the jet plow, water withdrawal could entrain eggs and larvae of pelagic finfish
and invertebrates, resulting in 100 percent mortality (MMS 2009). Jet plowing
would impact species with pelagic eggs or larvae, including numerous flatfish

withdrawal. Section 2.4 of the FEIS has been updated to summarize the impacts
of the proposed Project on each resource type. Predicting the overall impact of
the proposed Project to a finer degree than the impact definitions given in Section
3.0 (Tables 3-1 and 3-2 in Appendix B) of the FEIS is beyond the scope of a
typical NEPA analysis.
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species (e.g., windowpane flounder, winter flounder, witch flounder,
[Glyptocephalus cynoglossus], yellowtail flounder and summer flounder),
important commercial groundfish species (e.g., Atlantic cod, haddock, Pollock),
and other recreationally and commercially important species (e.g, monkfish,
Atlantic herring, Atlantic mackerel, silver hake, butterfish).” (pp. 3-76—3-77.)
These two statements, at least as to flounder, cannot be reconciled. That is, the
project cannot cause 100 percent mortality of flounder eggs and not impact the
fish species. Worse, it appears that the DEIS, in order to downplay the Project’s
overall construction impacts on these fish, is dicing up the impacts into
subcategories (e.g., impacts from habitat alteration, impacts from sedimentation,
impacts from turbidity, impacts from water withdrawal, impacts from pile
driving) without ever combining them. This allows BOEM to underreport the
true construction-related impacts on these fish and mischaracterize them as minor
or moderate, when in fact they are significant and require mitigation.

0076-041

The DEIS includes a table, titled “Radial Distance (meters) to Thresholds for Fish
from Impact Hammering” (Table 3.3.6-1), which purports to “present the radial
distance for injury for [sic] fish hearing categories at 6 decibels (dB) attenuation.”
The table, however, is indecipherable and, for that reason, meaningless. Even if
one could discern from the table the distances at which certain fish would be
affected by the Project’s pile driving noise, neither the table nor the DEIS
explains the data in terms of impact significance. As a result, the critical
analytical piece remains missing.

Section 3.3.6 of the FEIS has been updated on the discussion of potential impacts
of pile-driving noise on fish, and Table 3.3-2 in Appendix B of the FEIS has been
updated to include the distance (meters) to thresholds in each simulation.

0076-042

The DEIS states that “BOEM expects minor impacts from pile driving, as it
would occur sporadically, the actual area of impacts would be small to the overall
habitat available, and pile-driving noise would only occur over a relatively short
period of time.” (p. 3-78.) This sentence contains no real information or analysis.
The DEIS does not explain what “sporadically” means in this context or why the
sporadic nature of the pile driving would reduce impacts to less than significant
levels. BOEM and/or Vineyard Wind should know how often pile-driving will
occur at the project; so there should be no mystery as to how frequently it will
occur. The same goes for the statement that pile-driving “would only occur over a
relatively short period of time.” What does “relatively short period”” mean in this
context? Again, the applicant and the agency should know how long pile-driving
will take place at the project site.

Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS has been updated on the discussion of potential impacts
of pile driving noise, including the frequency and duration and the habitat
available in the region.

0076-043

[TThe DEIS indicates that the habitat area made inhospitable by pile-driving ““is
small in relation to the overall habitat available.” What does that mean? How
much habitat is actually affected, and how is the DEIS defining “overall habitat
available”? Without more definitional rigor, this statement — and there are many
like it throughout the DEIS — is largely meaningless and does not provide the

Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS has been updated on the discussion of potential impacts
from pile driving and habitat alteration, including the habitat available in the
region, as defined in Section 3.3.1 of the FEIS. Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS also
predicts that populations would likely recover naturally.
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information the public needs in order to assess the true effects of the project; nor
does it reflect the “hard look” that NEPA demands.

0076-044 | The DEIS focuses exclusively on the potential for the Project’s noise impacts to  |Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS has been updated on the discussion of acoustic impacts
physically injure or kill fish and other marine animals. And while injury and on fish behavior. Details regarding acoustic effects to marine mammals are
mortality are certainly important issues, they are not the only impacts of concern. [provided in Appendix F of the FEIS and in the Biological Assessment submitted
To the contrary, any noise-related impact that alters fish behavior must be studied [to NOAA, which can be found at the following link:
and disclosed, for the simple fact that changes in fish behavior tend to upset the  |https://www.boem.gov/Vineyard-Wind-Consultation-Documents/.
life cycles and reproductive success of the species in question.

0076-045 According to the DEIS, the project’s construction-related noise impacts on fish |BOEM agrees that monitoring is not necessarily mitigation, and this has been
could be mitigated through a variety of monitoring efforts. Monitoring, however, |clarified in the FEIS. Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS has been updated on the
is only meaningful as a mitigation measure if it is coupled with impact thresholds |discussion of potential impacts of pile driving noise and potential mitigation,
which, if met, trigger the need for corrective action. The DEIS, however, includes [including noise mitigation technologies and potential corrective action.
no such thresholds and does not identify any curative measures in the event
monitoring identifies significant impacts.

0076-046  |On pages 3-79 and 3-80, the DEIS discusses the Project’s operational noise Section 3.3.6.3 of the DEIS included a discussion of impacts of WTG operational
impacts on fish. Missing from this discussion, however, is any assessment of noise. Therefore, no changes to the FEIS are warranted.
wind turbine noise on fish. This is a fatal omission and needs to be corrected.

0076-047  |The DEIS states that impacts associated with WDA and OECC decommissioning | Decommissioning plans and timelines were discussed in Section 2.1.1.3 of the
[on fish] would be similar to the construction phase, except that there would be  |DEIS, and effects to fish from decommissioning were described in Section 3.3.5
no pile driving. The DEIS, however, provides no data on this point. And it is very |of the DEIS. The decommissioning approach is unchanged from the DEIS;
likely that the type and magnitude of noise generated during decommissioning  |therefore, no changes to the FEIS were necessary. Further, additional NEPA
activities will be vastly different than the type and magnitude of noise generated |analysis will be conducted prior to making a determination on the
during installation. Yet the DEIS does not explain what these differences are (or |decommissioning application that needs to be submitted for purposes of
show why such differences do not exist). Nor does it disclose how long the authorizing decommissioning activities, including the methods to be used.
decommissioning process will take. As a result, the DEIS provides no useful
information on noise impacts from decommissioning.

0076-048  |Like most structures that rest submerged in sea water, the stems/tubes of the The Section 2.1.1.1 of the FEIS has been updated to discuss anti-fouling paint.
proposed wind turbines will likely attract barnacles and other sea creatures that
attach themselves to hard surfaces. The most common method of eliminating
and/or preventing such attachment is the periodic application of anti-fouling
paint. Such paint, however, contains high concentrations of copper, as that is the
paint’s active ingredient. Copper, in turn, has adverse effects on eel grass and
other biotic resources, including benthic flora and fauna. The DEIS, however,
does not disclose whether the project owner or operator will apply anti-fouling
paint; nor does the DEIS analyze the impacts of such application.

0076-049  |Although the DEIS admits that “[h]eat generated by power transmission has the |Sections A.8.2.1 in Appendix A and 3.2.2 of the FEIS have been updated to

address heat from operating submarine cables. Appendix E of the FEIS has also
been updated to include additional information related to the oceanographic and
atmospheric impacts associated with offshore wind energy facilities.
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assess whether any project-related rise in water temperature will affect biotic
resources, including fish.

0076-050  |The DEIS indicates that Vineyard Wind would “be allowed to discharge Section A.8.2.2 in Appendix A of the FEIS has been updated with a discussion of
untreated waste overboard.” (p. 3-15.) The DEIS, however, does not disclose the |the types of allowable discharges from Project vessels.
types or amounts of untreated waste that would be discharged into the water; nor
does it analyze how such discharges may affect water quality or biotic resources.
Although the DEIS states that the ballast water Vineyard Wind intends to
discharge will be “uncontaminated,” the DEIS provides no facts to support this
claim.

0076-051 According to the DEIS, project construction will require up to 46 vessels. (Itis  [Section 1.3 of the FEIS has been revised to include an updated list of
unclear how many such vessels will be used each day.) These vessels have the  [environmental permits and consultations. Section 2.1.1.1 of the FEIS has been
potential to transport and introduce invasive species into the APE’s marine updated to discuss ballast water management. Section A.8.2.1 in Appendix A of
environment, especially through the discharge of ballast water. The DEIS, the FEIS has been revised to include an updated discussion of relevant regulatory
however, does not analyze this potential impact. requirements, including compliance with 33 CFR Part 151 Subpart D and 46

CFR 162.060.

0076-052  |One of the obvious impacts of the proposed wind project is its effect on tribal Section 3.8 of the FEIS has been updated to include the latest information related
viewscapes and related cultural resources in Nantucket Sound. The Vineyard to the ongoing Section 106 consultation process.
EIS, however, does not really address this impact. Instead, it states that the
analysis of impacts on tribal resources will take place as part of the applicant’s
(and BOEM’s) NHPA Section 106 consultation with the tribes. (p. 3-145.) That
consultation process has not yet taken place, so we are left with virtually no
information on this critically important issue. NEPA does not allow a project
applicant or a federal agency to defer analysis of such an impact, regardless of
whether this same impact will be addressed in the future pursuant to some other
federal law.

0076-053 The size, scale, and location of the proposed Project necessarily alters the Section 3.8 of the FEIS has been updated to include the latest information related
historical and cultural landscape for Nantucket and all of the Cape Code region — |to the ongoing Section 106 consultation process, including consultation with
an area rich in its shipping and fishing heritage. The DEIS, however, fails to consulting parties in Nantucket.
provide an adequate assessment of the Project’s impacts on that heritage.

0076-054  |Each of the 100 windmills will require approximately 4,000 gallons of oil to Section 2.3 of the FEIS has been revised to include a discussion of the potential
operate properly — oil that must be transported to and stored within the windmills |for release of oil from WTGs and ESPs. Section A.8.2.2 in Appendix A of the
themselves. The DEIS, however, does not analyze the potential spill hazards FEIS has been updated to include additional information on the probability of a
associated with moving and storing 400,000 gallons of oil at the windmill array. |spill and the spill reaching the shoreline.

0076-055 The project area receives substantial shipping and fishing boat traffic, both day  |Section 3.11.2 of the FEIS has been revised to include an expanded discussion of

and night. The DEIS, however, fails to provide an adequate analysis of the
Project’s potential to cause ships and boats to collide with the wind turbines,
especially at night.

impacts on navigation in the WDA.

K-63



Vineyard Wind 1 Offshore Wind Energy Project—FEIS

Appendix K—Public Comments and Responses

Index
Number

Comment Text

Response

0076-056

[T]he DEIS for the Vineyard Wind project is legally deficient and does not meet
the minimum analytical standards of NEPA. BOEM must... release a new draft of]
the document, thereby providing the public with a proper opportunity to
understand and judge the Project on its true merits.

The DEIS contained a thorough analysis of the impacts expected from the
Proposed Action. The analysis in the DEIS and SEIS has been further clarified
and expanded where needed in the FEIS.

0077-001

...consider the new biological and environmental services which will be rendered
by the Wind Energy Facility and its supporting infrastructure. The region is
famous for the variability in its shoals and these often pose hazards to navigation,
requiring repeated dredging. The implanting of large structures will stabilize the
bottom environment and create artificial reefs, with their accompany flora, and
these will cause fish populations and other benthic inhabitants to flourish...this
same effect will improve the economic environment for tourist fishing and
others... this same effect will increase the biodiversity of the greater Nantucket
Sound, which, at present, due to the cited variability in shoals, is relatively
impoverished.

Thank you for your comment.

0077-002

...it seems only right to allocate to the project its proportional share of benefit
helping Massachusetts and the region contain its greenhouse gas emissions.
While the pro rated portion to this project may not be high, there are cost
estimates available.

Thank you for your comment.

0077-003

Adequate consideration of future sea level rise and surge events at sites of[cable]
landfall should be considered in the designs. To the degree these points are not
already stabilized by artificial structures, consideration should be given to the
long term fluidity of beach fronts, including depositional effects downflow and
upflow.

Section 2.5 of the FEIS has been included to identify the agency-preferred
alternative. The landfall location would utilize HDD to transition the cable from
offshore to onshore, thus avoiding the shore itself.

0078-001

...the Alliance remains concerned about future development in the Sound and is
actively pursuing federal legislation to secure permanent protection for this
unique body of water. This legislation allows for transmission lines in the Sound
connecting to projects located outside of the Sound such as Vineyard Wind’s
proposed project. But it also would designate Nantucket Sound as a National
Historic Landmark and ensures that Vineyard Wind’s transmission lines or any
future transmission lines in the Sound could not be used to facilitate a project
whose turbines would be located within the Sound. The Alliance commends
Vineyard Wind for its strong and ongoing efforts to address our concerns in this
regard...The Alliance supports the planning approach used to identify Wind
Energy Areas in federal waters, including the area leased to Vineyard Wind for
its turbines. We also are pleased that the Alliance’s longstanding
recommendations on the need for regional planning to identify the best locations
for offshore wind with minimum conflict have been followed.

Thank you for your comment.

0078-002

First, BOEM should establish a requirement that prohibits Vineyard Wind from

using its cable to interconnect with any project located in Nantucket Sound.

Thank you for your comment.
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Second, BOEM should use its authority under the OCSLA and other laws to
designate the Sound as an area withdrawn from OCSLA leasing and
development.

0079-001

On January 15, 2019, the 5Cs issued a public statement endorsing the Vineyard
Wind project...Recent federal reports describing acceleration and increased
severity of climate change underscore the need for immediate action to generate
clean renewable energy...We believe the Vineyard Wind project will make major
strides in advancing this goal.

Thank you for your comment.

0079-002

The waters off New England are warming at an alarming rateCape’s fishing
industry will be especially impacted by warming water, which means cold water
fish species will leave the area in search of cooler water or become extinct. It’s
imperative that we change our energy sources to a low-carbon mix containing a
significant amount of renewable energy, starting yesterday.

Thank you for your comment.

0079-003

The 5Cs board has carefully followed and been impressed by Vineyard Wind’s
efforts to mitigate project impacts and address community concerns. The project,
for example, has developed community agreements with municipal partners on
the Vineyard and town of Barnstable, committing $15 million for numerous
initiatives which benefit Cape and Islands residents including programs to recruit,
mentor and train Massachusetts workers, particularly those in southeastern
Massachusetts, for careers in the new offshore wind industry.

Section 3.4.1.3 of the DEIS addressed the listing of funds to be established by
Vineyard Wind. Therefore, no change to the FEIS is warranted.

0080-001

Transitioning to renewable energy is vital to decreasing carbon emissions.. by
pursuing renewable energy, the United States will continue to participate in the
international community’s efforts to better steward the climate. Vineyard Wind’s
project will promote energy security and sustainability in New England.

Thank you for your comment.

0081-001

However, since the availability of the DEIS, ongoing discussions with agencies
have resulted in project changes.Comments below take into account these
ongoing and continuing discussions relating to the preferred project alternative.
An alternative that meets Vineyard Wind’s goal of developing an 800 megawatt
offshore wind project and meets the Commonwealth’s goals of avoiding and
minimizing impacts to coastal and ocean resources and uses would:

* minimize the project footprint, by using the largest available wind turbine
generators (WTGs), as in Alternative E;

« include one Electrical Service Platform (ESP), an alternative that is not
proposed in the DEIS but has been suggested in meetings with Vineyard Wind;
* use Covell’s Beach in Barnstable as a landing point for the offshore export
cables, as in Alternative B; and

* preserve existing transit corridors as described by Automatic Identification
System (AIS) data and through consultation with interested parties.

Section 2.5 of the FEIS has been added to include a discussion on the agency-
preferred alternative that has been identified for the proposed Project. In addition,
the Proposed Action as presented in the COP and the action alternatives include
the use of the PDE, which allows for Vineyard Wind to use 1-2 ESPs. In
addition, Chapter 2 of the FEIS provides a summary of the findings of the
USCG’s Final MARIPARS. Finally, Appendix D of the FEIS includes a
comprehensive list of proposed mitigation measures that will be considered by
the decision maker during the Record of Decision.
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0081-002  |At the time of the review of the DEIS, Vineyard Wind had yet to select a marine |Mitigation measures for potential disturbance to the seabed and habitat are
construction contractor or the tools to perform the dredging and cable laying generally described in the COP based on the available data collected. The FDR
activities. In addition, raw and analyzed field data from 2018 (sediment grabs and |and FIR for the project contain results of all surveys and specific details of the
cores, seafloor photos and videos, biological samples) were not available in time |proposed development locations and dimensions, types of equipment and
to review in conjunction with the alternatives provided in the DEIS. This methods of installation to be used. Seabed conditions and potential hazards can
information is necessary to evaluate alternatives and inform the permitting be mobile and may change over time, so final siting of the structures on the
process.These data should be presented in the Final Environmental Impact seabed will be determined based on site conditions observed just before
Statement (FEIS) in a way that allows agencies to ensure the avoidance, installation from pre-construction surveys.
minimization, and mitigation for impacts to biogenic and/or hard/complex
habitats in the siting and subsequent construction of the various elements of the |The DEIS and FEIS include all currently available information and/or survey
Vineyard Wind project. information that BOEM requires as part of the COP development. In addition,

BOEM has an extensive environmental studies program, which it uses to fill data
gaps. Pursuant to 40 CFR § 1502.22, when an agency is evaluating reasonably
foreseeable significant adverse effects on the human environment in an
environmental impact statement and there is incomplete or unavailable
information, the agency shall always make clear that such information is lacking.
Appendix H of the FEIS includes a discussion on Incomplete or Unavailable
Information for each resource.

The FEIS, Sections 3.1 and 3.2 have been update to include additional
information on hard bottom complexes. In addition, the EFH Assessment can be
found on at the following link: https://www.boem.gov/Vineyard-Wind-
Consultation-Documents/.

0081-003  |Discussions to find an appropriate marine construction window to avoid impacts |Vineyard Wind has provided a refined proposed marine construction sequence.
to various resources and water dependent uses (including the squid, whelk, and  |The FEIS has been updated to account for additional construction scheduling of
flounder fisheries) are ongoing with the Massachusetts Division of Marine activities and/or time-of-year restrictions. Appendix D of the FEIS has been
Fisheries (DMF). DMF has proposed July/August as a preferred time of marine |revised to include an updated list of mitigation measures.
cable installation while Vineyard Wind indicates a preference for April through
June. Vineyard Wind has stated that it may be possible to begin laying the energy
export cables in the nearshore in one year, bury the partial cable segments, and
then splice and continue laying the remaining cable lengths in the offshore
portion of the project in the following year. To this end, Vineyard Wind states
that it has been working with cable vendors for delivery earlier than originally
proposed and is re-evaluating weather modeling to evaluate weather-related risk
and begin dredging and cable installation earlier in the spring. The FEIS should
clearly describe how the proposed construction activities will be timed, staged,
and sequenced to minimize impacts to the Commonwealth’s coastal resources
and uses.

0081-004  |Vineyard Wind intends to adopt a 2-nautical mile wide regional transit lane to the |Section 2.1.1.2 of the FEIS has been updated to reflect the latest information

south of the Wind Development Area (WDA) that is being developed through

related to the demarcated 1-nautical mile corridors within the WDA and the
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solutions...Before considering hard cover, Vineyard Wind should assess other
options including: performing a second pass or using mechanical jetting to ensure
appropriate depth of cover, using a combination of sand bags and gravel to cover

Il\?lilr(:;)er Comment Text Response
discussions with Wind Energy Area lease holders, the fishing industry, state 2-nautical mile wide regional navigational safety corridor. Additionally, Section
agencies, and the U.S. Coast Guard (p. 2-10). However, a transit lane layoutis  |2.5 of the FEIS provides BOEM’s preferred alternative.
not depicted in the DEIS. If the transit lane as described is adopted and
Alternative D (minimum | nm spacing among turbines) moves forward, the
Vineyard Wind WDA footprint may increase and project impact values would
need to be updated.

0081-005 Upon conclusion, the FEIS should fully describe the final wind turbine and ESP | The development of the EIS has been based on Vineyard Wind’s utilization of
layout and all associated measures proposed to preserve existing navigation the PDE. The FEIS assesses the impacts of the reasonable range of Project
routes and ensure the safety of mariners transiting in or near the proposed project. |designs that are described in the Vineyard Wind COP and presented in Appendix

G by using the “maximum-case scenario” process. After publication of this FEIS,
as required by law, there is a minimum 30-day mandatory waiting period during
which BOEM is required to pause before issuing a Record of Decision (ROD).
The ROD will state clearly whether BOEM intends to approve, approve with
conditions, or deny the Vineyard Wind Construction and Operations Plan (COP)
for construction, operation, and eventual decommissioning of the proposed
Project.

The final layout of the turbines and ESP will be presented in the FDR and FIR
after environmental and navigation reviews are completed.

0081-006 In addition, the FEIS should describe the use of sound signals, AIS transponders, |Section 3.11.2 of the FEIS has been updated to address the use of sound signals
and/or other design improvements to aid in navigation, as described in the DEIS |and other design improvements to aid in navigation.

(p. 2-6).

0081-007  |Scientific as well as anecdotal evidence from the Block Island Wind Farm Section 3.9.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include for additional information
suggests that hard cover not only displaces historic bottom trawl and gill net on the relationship between recreational fishing and to the distance from shore.
fisheries directly by reducing fishable surface area, but also indirectly by Section 3.10 of the FEIS has been revised to include additional information about
increasing recreational hook and line activity in the vicinity of turbines, effect of hard bottom cover on commercial fishing.
subsequently decreasing trawl/gill net opportunities. Personal communication
with the bottom trawl industry on the impact of hard cover protection, including
so-called “trawl protectors,” suggests that the conversion of soft sediment habitat
to hard bottom via protective cover will negatively impact the bottom trawl
industry, increasing the risk of net hangs and vessel instability and decreasing
trawlable habitat.

0081-008 In addition, the introduction of clean, hard substrate may encourage the The FEIS, Sections 3.2.2 and 3.3.2, have been updated to describe this potential
colonization and spread of invasive species such as Didemnum vexillum, which |impact.
is known to both displace and smother commercially-valuable sea scallops.

0081-009 ...Vineyard Wind should evaluate opportunities to minimize...hard protection Section 2.1.1 of the FEIS has been updated to address cable burial risk for the

proposed Project. The OECC would have a target burial depth of up to 5-8 feet
(1.5-2.5 meters). The FEIS, Sections 3.1.2, 3.2.2, and 3.3.2, of the FEIS have
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must remove all installations and clear the seabed of all obstructions created by
the project within two years of termination of its lease. Chapter 3 of the DEIS
mentions that decommissioning would include leaving onshore facilities in place,
while removing the offshore export cable, scour protection and hard protection
atop cables (pp. 3-54, 55). In addition, WTG and ESP structures would be
removed to 15 feet below the mudline and shipped to ports for disposal (p. 3-
185). The FEIS should more fully describe this process and Vineyard Wind’s
financial commitment to decommissioning and appropriate landside disposal.

Il\?lilr:;)er Comment Text Response
exposed cable sections, minimizing the extent of hard cover placed around wind |been updated to include discussion of the fact that cable burial is a priority and
turbine foundations, and/or using foundations that do not require scour protection. that cable protection would likely be minimal.

Cable installation mechanisms described in the COP include mechanical jetting
and rock saw options in order to reduce the need for additional cable protection
mechanisms. Cable burial feasibility assessments are expected with the
submission of the Facility Installation Reports and should detail the cable route,
hazards, and specific installation methods.

0081-010 Table 3.3.5-2 in the DEIS describes the potential hard cover necessary to protect |Section 2.1.1 of the FEIS has been updated to address cable burial risk for the
the project’s assets. The total is 303 acres...Recommendations to utilize sand bags |entire proposed Project, not just the portion of the project in state waters. The
and gravel diverge from the mitigation proposed in the DEIS (p. D-3) that OECC would have a target burial depth of up to 5-8 feet (1.5-2.5 meters).
suggests that concrete mattresses or rock placement would be permissible to Vineyard Wind has conservatively estimated that 10 percent of the OECC would
protect cables. However, in Vineyard Wind’s environmental Impact Report (EIR) [require protection, which equates to approximately 27.5 miles for the entire
filed with the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Vineyard Wind was able to length of the OECC. The Project description information in the COP as well as
reduce its anticipated use of hard cover necessary to protect its export cables from |the analysis in the DEIS and FEIS were used to analyze a maximum-case
27 acres to nine acres through careful inspection of field data by technical scenario through utilizing the PDE. Mitigation measures outlined in Appendix D
engineers. A similar minimization exercise should be presented in the FEIS. of the FEIS could be implemented which could reduce potential impacts. The

FEIS, Sections 3.1.2, 3.2.2, and 3.3.2 of the FEIS, have been updated to include
discussion of the fact that cable burial is a priority and that cable protection would
likely be minimal.

0081-011 ... any hard cover used in the project should be quantified, mapped, and presented |Section 2.1.1 of the FEIS has been updated to address cable burial risk for the
in the FEIS. proposed Project. The OECC would have a target burial depth of up to 5-8 feet

(1.5-2.5 meters).

Maps delineating these habitats, based on the results of a 2018 survey reported in
Attachment E of Epsilon 2018b, are shown in Appendix E of the FEIS Figures
E.3-1a through E.3-1e. Hardcover area locations will not be finally determined
until installation and will be documented in as-built drawings. The final layout of
the turbines and ESP will be presented in the FDR and FIR after environmental
and navigation reviews are completed.

0081-012 According to 30 CFR Part 385 and other BOEM requirements, Vineyard Wind  |As described in Section 2.1.1.3 of the FEIS, pursuant to 30 CFR Part 585 and

other BOEM requirements, Vineyard Wind would be required to remove or
decommission all installations and clear the seabed of all obstructions created by
the proposed Project. Vineyard Wind would need to obtain separate and
subsequent approval from BOEM to retire any portion of the Proposed Action in
place.
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0081-013 CZM is supportive of the construction mitigation proposed to minimize impacts |Appendix D of the FEIS includes a comprehensive list of the updated monitoring
to birds, marine mammals, sea turtles, and cultural resources, in particular: and mitigation measures that have been assessed in the FEIS as a result of this
« installing the export cable conduits between September 1 and May 31 to avoid |and other comments received on the DEIS.
nesting shore birds and horseshoe crab spawning;
+ avoiding nearshore cable laying during low tide from mid-July to mid-
September to minimize disturbance to terns;
» using horizontal direction drilling at landfall transition sites to avoid eelgrass
and other nearshore habitats and resources;
» using soft start pile driving techniques;
» using qualified monitors, thermal imaging, and passive acoustic monitoring to
assist in avoiding impacts to marine mammals;
» avoiding wind turbine pile driving between January 1 and April 30 to protect
marine mammals; ande using bird deterrent devices on wind turbines.

0081-014  |In addition, the FEIS should provide additional analysis on the use of Aircraft Sections A.8.3 in Appendix A, Section 3.9.2, and Appendix D of the FEIS have
Detection Lighting Systems (ADLS) that would reduce nighttime visual impacts |been revised to include an updated discussion of ADLS.
to coastal communities and may be used to replace the types of permanent
lighting that are known to attract migrating birds.

0081-015 Regarding the installation of cables in the seafloor, CZM supports: Sections 3.1.2, 3.2.2, and 3.3.2 of the FEIS have been updated to include
+ methods that result in simultaneous cable laying and burial in soft sediments (as |information on the fact that cable burial is a priority and that cable protection
opposed to trenching and laying the cable at a later time); would likely be minimal. In addition, Section 2.1.1 of the FEIS has been updated
» utilizing all available means to ensure that both export and inter-array cables are |to address cable burial risk for the entire proposed Project, not just the portion of
buried to a minimum of six feet; the project in state waters. The OECC would have a target burial depth of up to 5-
» using all available field data and technology to minimize the amount of 8 feet (1.5-2.5 meters). Vineyard Wind has conservatively estimated that 10
dredging required and, percent of the OECC would require protection, which equates to approximately
» exhausting all available mechanical means for cable burial and then 27.5 miles. The proposed Project description information in the COP as well as
implementing soft sediment and gravel cover if cable protection is needed (avoid |the analysis in the DEIS and FEIS were used to analyze a maximum-case
concrete mattresses or rock protection). scenario through utilizing the PDE. Mitigation measures outlined in Appendix D

could be implemented which could reduce potential impacts.

0081-016 CZM supports the continued use of Notices to Mariners and the fisheries liaison |Thank you for your comment.
as means of communicating the daily location of construction activities to
recreational and commercial vessel operators.

0081-017 Regarding the loss of fishing gear and fisheries opportunities, CZM supports the [Section 3.10 and Appendix D of the FEIS have been revised to include the

financial compensation programs evaluated for the WDA and within the export
cable corridor as mentioned in Appendix D (pp. D-3, 5). In particular:
 compensation to fishermen with a demonstrated history of fishing within the
construction area who would be excluded during the construction of the project;
and

* compensation to fishermen for the loss of gear during construction.

Vineyard Wind’s voluntary established gear loss and revenue compensation
funds for fishing interests based in Rhode Island, Massachusetts, and other states.
Please see Section 3.10 and Appendix D of the FEIS for more details on the
measures.
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0081-018

CZM recommends that Vineyard Wind continue to coordinate with EEA, CZM,
DMF and fishermen to establish appropriate mitigation for Massachusetts
fisheries interests. The FEIS should clearly describe the status of compensation
discussions with Massachusetts fishermen for losses incurred during construction
within the WDA and export cable corridor. Additionally, the FEIS should discuss
mitigation to Massachusetts fishermen for the potential loss of fishing
opportunity over the lifespan of the project within the WDA due to turbine
layout, turbine scour protection, the energy service platform(s) placement, and
cable placement and protection.

Section 3.10 and Appendix D of the FEIS have been revised to include the
Vineyard Wind’s voluntary established gear loss and revenue compensation
funds for fishing interests based in Rhode Island, Massachusetts, and other states.
Please see Section 3.10 and Appendix D of the FEIS for more details on the
measures.

0081-019

CZM is supportive of the regional monitoring program proposed by Vineyard
Wind that will be performed by the University of Massachusetts Dartmouth
School of Marine Science and Technology (SMAST) with input from various
state and federal agencies. This program will evaluate the potential long-term
effects of the WDA on fisheries and may prove useful in the review and
permitting of future offshore wind projects. CZM will continue to participate in
the long-term fisheries monitoring group to provide input on important areas of
study associated with the build out of the WDA, including:

* changes in sediment and larval transport in the WDA;

* colonization of project-related hard substrate;

» changes in bathymetry associated with scour around turbines;

» changes in navigation and fisheries activity associated with the WDA; and

» changes in fish, mollusk, or crustacean abundances or assemblages in the
WDA.

Section 3.10.2 of the FEIS has been updated to address this information.
Appendix D of the FEIS has also been updated to account for the SMAST
information.

0081-020

In addition to the long-term fisheries monitoring plan, the FEIS should describe a
framework for monitoring to verify modeling predictions associated with the full
project: during construction, post-construction, and over the long term. The
monitoring framework should be sufficient to describe changes in bathymetry,
sediment grain size, and biota (e.g. cod and black sea bass) within the full project
footprint associated with dredging, cable installation, foundation installation, and
any necessary cable/foundation protection.

Section 3.2.2 of the FEIS lists Vineyard Wind’s commitments to monitoring and
cites Vineyard Wind’s Final Environmental Impact Report. The document has
been updated to account for this and similar comments.

0082-001

While I am concerned about the effect on the wildlife that will be affected, I
believe it is in my best interest to support the project. We have lived in the
shadow of the Pilgrim Nuclear Power Plant for years. I think Wind is a safer
alternative.

Thank you for your comment.

0083-001

We were encouraged that the Draft Environmental Impact Statement found that
most of the environmental impacts of this project will be negligible or of minor
negative impact. Given the seriousness of what we know is coming if we do not
end fossil fuel emissions, the risks of this project seem very small, and the

Thank you for your comment.
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Number
positive potential--both of the power the project would generate and the
precedent it would set for offshore wind development in New England--is great.

0084-001 The 58 members of the Rhode Island Party and Charter Boat Association would |Section 3.3.1 of the FEIS has been updated to include additional information on
like to offer the following comments on Vineyard Winds proposed wind farm highly migratory species, which are further discussed in detail in the EFH
offshore from Rhode Island. We were surprised by the lack of information Assessment. Furthermore, additional language was added to Section 3.10.2 of the
regarding tuna and shark. We fish in this area, particularly Gorgon’s Gully for ~ [FEIS to discuss the areas used by recreational fishermen. As discussed in the
tuna and shark. The Star, The Claw, and the inside fingers are all close by. When |revised Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS, most impacts on fish would likely be
the wind farm is being built, we believe not much will be swimming in the area. |temporary, occurring only during the construction phase, as the fish would likely
It would be bad for business if we steam all the way out there only to find so return once construction has finished. Ecosystem models discussed in the revised
much noise and commotion that nothing is in the area. Our boats are not that fast |Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS have found increased biomass for benthic fish and
and finding another spot could be impossible. How far away will the fish be invertebrates, and possibly for pelagic fish, after offshore wind farm installation.
drivenoff? we don’t know. Maybe the areas to the west will also be impacted.

The tuna and sharks got to thisarea because they find food like squid, mackerel
and butterfish. If those species go away because of the noise, the tuna will not
show up.

0084-002  |Using Vessel Trip Reports to show how much we fish in the area is inaccurate.  |Both VMS and VTR data are used in the revised Section 3.10.1 of the FEIS to
VTR’s only have one location on them, but we troll many miles a day when we |characterize fishing in and around the WDA. The FEIS acknowledges that VMS
fish for tuna and we drift for miles when we fish for shark. We had the same and VTR data collection methods have different benefits and limitations.
issue when they put in the block island wind farm and we ended up using a
program by SeaPlan to track our trips to show where we fish. That needs to be
done here too.

0084-003 Also very important is the USCG. If we have a problem out there with a boat full |Section 3.12 of the FEIS has been updated to address the Marine Coordinator
of private people, will the coast guard still be able to help in the same way they  |position. Section 3.11 of the FEIS has been revised to addresses coordination
would without all the windmills in the way? What if its foggy that day? that with the USCG. Sections 2.3, 3.11.2, and 3.10.1 of the FEIS have been revised to
would make it even more difficult. We think there may be some days where you |describe the need for USCG approval for use of WTGs and ESPs as PATONS.
wouldn’t even want to go near the things. The ones off Block Island are big and
when its rough, going near them is not a good idea.

0085-001 Off-shore wind will allow us to be energy independent, and it will create many | Thank you for your comment.
important short and long-term jobs. Additionally, Vineyard Wind has proven to
be an engaged and thoughtful community partner. Last, to alleviate the
consequences of climate change, we need this project and many more like it!

0086-001 In the Executive Summary, on Page ES-5 under Alternative D and Sub The development of the EIS has been based on Vineyard Wind’s utilization of

Alternatives D-1 and D-2, the DEIS implies Alternative D will result in a 22%
increase in the footprint of the project, this is incorrect because Vineyard Wind
has committed to a larger turbine that will produce the same project need with 84
turbines which fit into the same space as Alternative A

the PDE, which included a range of 8-10 MW WTGs as assessed in the DEIS
and was updated to allow for up to 14 MW WTGs. The FEIS assesses the
impacts of the reasonable range of Project designs that are described in the
Vineyard Wind COP and presented in Appendix G by using the “maximum-case
scenario” process. Therefore, for Alternative D1 and D2, it was assumed based
on the maximum-case scenario, that there would be 100 turbines resulting in an
increase of approximately 22 percent.
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disfunction between BOEM and NOAA. An over dependence on public input to
the scientific inquiries associated with offshore wind development is a specific
weakness...This documents characterization of the affected environment and
environmental consequences relative to Finfish, Invertebrates, and EFH suffers
from this continued disfunction.

Number Comment Text Response

0086-002 In Table ES-3 Mitigation Measures: Implementation of Fisheries Communication|The Fisheries Communication Plan measures identified in Table ES-3 of the
Plan. Including use of Fisheries Liaisons, Fisheries Representatives, and resource [DEIS has been removed. This is a self-imposed measure by Vineyard Wind
monitoring programs for fishery impacts, should not be considered mitigation which is included as part of the Proposed Action and not a mitigation or
measures. monitoring measure being included as a potential condition of COP approval.

Appendix D of the FEIS includes all mitigation and monitoring measures being
considered by BOEM as part of the condition of COP approval, if approved.

0086-003 Collisions and Allisions [Section 2.3]. Injuries and fatalities to humans are also a |Section 3.11 of the FEIS has been updated to account for the potential risk for
possibility, but not listed. There are also concerns that USCG rescue attempts collisions. In addition, the FEIS has been updated on consequences (e.g., injuries,
could be affected by the installation of wind turbines for several reasons, oil spills, damage to boats/WTGs). The EIS anticipates that SAR missions in all
particularly in severs weather and limited visibility. Impacts to rescue missions  [weather conditions will be more complex as a result of the proposed Project.
need to be further explored. BOEM maintains regular communication with the Coast Guard on all offshore

wind and navigation safety related items. For more information on impacts on
SAR missions, refer to Vineyard Wind’s Navigation Risk Assessment and
Supplemental Navigation Risk Assessment.

In addition, as a condition of COP approval and pursuant to 30 CFR 585.627(d),
BOEM requires Vineyard Wind to submit a Safety Management System that
describes safety, monitoring, emergency response, fire suppression, management
system testing, and personnel training. The SMS must be fully functional before
installations commence.

0086-004 Table 2.4-1: Summary and Comparison of Impacts by Action Alternatives with |Alternatives are considered as stand-alone. Alternative D2 is preferred by various
No Mitigation Measures. The line that addresses commercial and for hire groups to other alternatives. The FEIS has been updated to reflect new analysis
recreational fisheries suggests that Alternatives D1, D2, and E as standalone and information since publication of the DEIS and SEIS.

Alternatives have impacts “Similar to the Proposed Action, potentially to a lesser
degree”, but this is not the case. A combination of Alternative E and D2 would be
necessary to expect a “lesser degree” of commercial and for-hire recreational
fishery impacts.

0086-005 Table 2.4-1: Summary and Comparison of Impacts by Action Alternatives with | The FEIS has been updated to describe scour protection under Section 3.2.2. The
No Mitigation Measures. The line that addresses Benthic Resources does not FEIS lists potential types of cable protection in Sections 3.1.2 and 3.2.2. In
adequately consider that even with scour protection silt can be pulled away from |addition, the potential location of cable protection, including cable burial risk
the WTG base and scour protection by moving water and smother the assessment, is discussed in Sections 3.1.2 and 3.2.2 of the FEIS.
surrounding habitat. More studies need to be conducted to evaluate the magnitude
of this potential.

0086-006 The FAB has been, and continues to be, concerned with an apparent level of NMFS and BOEM have cooperated in an iterative and collaborative process to

review and update the FEIS, which includes characterization of potential effects
to Finfish, Invertebrates, and EFH as well as the EFH Assessment report.
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0086-007 | The FAB feel inadequate attention has been given to the impacts of the energy | The FEIS has been updated to describe the expected results of pile driving noise
created from the proposed pile driving...Impacts to juvenile stages of all species |on finfish, invertebrates, and EFH and the resulting impact determination in
found in the WDA, as well as the surrounding areas around the WDA, need to be |Section 3.3.2.
better understood and characterized in the DEIS. The FAB has concerns for
juvenile lobster, crab, clams, scallops, squid, mackerel, groundfish, butterfish,
among others. The FAB feels more information is warranted and necessary to
assess impacts to all life stages of Finfish, Invertebrates, and EFH.

0086-008 Highly Migratory Species (HMS) are not considered adequately...as the result of |The FEIS has been updated to describe the expected results of pile driving noise
hammering monopiles into the bottom. Migration patterns, feeding behavior due [on highly migratory species and their prey items in Section 3.3.2.
to noise, the impacts of the construction and operation due to noise and acoustic
energy waves on the forage species such as squid, mackerel, butterfish and
herring that draw HMS to the area need more consideration.

0086-009  |Consideration of the impacts of Electromagnetic Fields (EMF) to pelagic shark |The FEIS has been updated to include additional studies on EMF and a
species is also inadequate. Potential impacts to HMS during operation need to be |conclusion about potential impacts of EMF to pelagic species in Section 3.3.2.
better quantified.

0086-010  |3.3.6.1 Finfish, Invertebrates, and Essential Fish Habitat. Inadequate Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS presents a summary discussion of construction-related
documentation and consideration of the effects of construction, particularly effects to finfish, invertebrates, and EFH. Further details regarding these impacts
monopile installation and hammering of monopiles which create acoustic energy |are provided in the EFH Assessment, which can be found at the following link:
impacts on squid and squid eggs. https://www.boem.gov/Vineyard-Wind-Consultation-Documents.

086-011 3.3.6.10. This section needs to include all proposed wind energy development BOEM has revised the list of reasonably foreseeable future offshore wind
projects within RI and MA WEAs as part of cumulative impact analysis, projects based on project progress since publication of the DEIS, and this
including all successful lease sales within the MA WEA concluded in December |information was included in the SEIS and carried forward to the FEIS. The list of
2018. reasonably foreseeable future offshore wind projects is included in Appendix A

of the FEIS.

0086-012 3.4.5 Commercial Fisheries and For Hire Recreational Fishing. The DEIS is Section 3.10.1 (formerly 3.4.5.1) of the FEIS has been revised. The DEIS
completely inadequate as it details potential economic impacts to the commercial |included several tables for the Vineyard Wind Lease Area from the Rl DEM
fishing industry. A lack of understanding of the intricacies involved in report, however, those tables were considered inaccurate by the NOAA. NOAA
commercial fishing operations is clear in this section and more needs to be done |provided data specific to the Vineyard Wind and the WDA areas that is now
to better characterize the affected environment for commercial fisheries. included in the EIS. The report acknowledges that VMS and VTR data collection
Resources available through RI DEM would better inform this section. methods have different benefits and limitations. Both VMS and VTR sources are

included in the FEIS.

0086-013 Inadequate analysis of the impacts to the commercial and recreational for hire The DEIS included several tables for the Vineyard Wind Lease Area from the RI

fishing industry within the WDA and along the OECC needs to be addressed.
The high value of the bottom along the OECC warrant further data collection and
analysis. The analysis done by BOEM considers a Kirkpatrick (2017) assessment
which uses vessel trip reports (VTR). The way VTR’s are completed by
fishermen, in particular, the input of location data required on the report is not
representative of the entire fishing trip. Relying strictly on VTR data will result in

grossly underrepresented catch landings associated with specific areas.

DEM report, however, those tables were considered as inaccurate by the NOAA.
NOAA provided data specific to the Vineyard Wind and WDA areas that is now
included in the revised FEIS. The report acknowledges that VMS and VTR data
collection methods have different benefits and limitations. Both VMS and VTR
sources are included in the FEIS.
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0086-014  |3.4.5 Commercial Fisheries and For Hire Recreational Fishing. The DEIS is Thank you for your comment.
completely inadequate as it details potential economic impacts to the recreational
for hire fishing industry. A lack of understanding of the intricacies involved in
recreational for hire fishing operations is clear in this section and more needs to
be done to better characterize the affected environment for recreational for hire
fisheries. Using Vessel Trip Reports to determine area fished is a flawed
methodology and understanding the nature of HMS fisheries prosecuted by the
recreational for hire industry is critical to assessing the impacts to the fishery.

0086-015 Additional sources of data such as reports published by RI Department of The DEIS included several tables for the Vineyard Wind Lease Area from the RI
Environmental Management’s Division of Marine Fisheries are available and DEM report, however, those tables were considered as inaccurate by the NOAA.
better represent the economic value of commercial landings from the VW WDA. [NOAA provided data specific to the Vineyard Wind and WDA areas that is now

included in the revised FEIS. The report acknowledges that VMS and VTR data
collection methods have different benefits and limitations. Both VMS and VTR
sources are included in the FEIS.

0086-016  |The DEIS should clearly state that vessels already fishing in the areas where Added to Section 3.10.2: “Vessels already fishing in the areas where displaced
displaced vessels would be forced to fish are equally impacted by the project. Not |vessels would be forced to fish would be also impacted by the Project, as this
just the vessels forced out of the WDA. would increase competition over existing fish stock.”

0086-017 The DEIS states “For-hire fishing would have more flexibility for use of the area |It has been acknowledged in the DEIS that “Fishing vessels may also choose to
during construction and installation”. The FAB’s experience with the Block avoid fishing in proximity to construction activities, regardless of safety
Island Wind Farm project proves this to be inaccurate, fishing ceases during restrictions” however given that only portions of the WDA will be closed during
construction. construction at a time, it is expected that fishing in the WDA will continue. The

FEIS adds that “For-hire fishing boats are typically smaller compared to
commercial fishing boats, which improves their maneuverability.”

0086-018  |Disruption of Fishing in WDA/OECC...the DEIS inadequately describes the Fishing revenue/landings data were provided by NOAA; VMS data from RI
potential economic loss to the commercial and recreational for hire fisheries. The |DEM and revenue-intensity rasters data were also used to assess impacts on
economic impacts need to be further studied and completely re-assessed. commercial fisheries. BOEM has considered there is limited data that is available

for for-hire recreational fishing boats. Assessment of economic impacts in
Section 3.10.2 has been reviewed and revised to better present the economic
impacts of the Project.

0086-019  |3.4.5.3 Impacts of Alternative A (Proposed Action) on Commercial Fisheries and |Section 3.10.2 (formerly 3.4.5.3) of the FEIS has been revised to address this
For Hire Recreational Fishing: Disruption of Fishing in WDA/OECC. The comment, and to address the February 21, 2019 agreement between Vineyard
statement ““Since the specifics of the mitigation plan are not currently available |Wind and Rhode Island Coastal Resources Management Council.

BOEM expects operations and maintenance of the Proposed Action on fishing
within the WDA/OECC would have a minor to moderate impacts on the
commercial fisheries and for-hire recreational fishing industry depending on the
level of mitigation provided.” should be removed because it makes assumptions
that are not known. A mitigation plan agreed to between Vineyard Wind and the
CRMC’s Fishermen’s Advisory Board does not exist, so how BOEM determine
if the effects of the project would be mitigated?
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0086-020

Relating to “Vineyard Wind anticipates no more than 10 percent of the cables
may not achieve the proper burial depth and would require cable protection in the
form of rock placement, concrete mattresses, and/or halfshells”. The FAB feels
the projection that up to 10% of the cable route may require cable protection is a
significant impact, particularly considering the cable route which runs through
valuable squid grounds. Adding potential snags in this area will have major
impacts to the squid fishery.

As discussed in the revised FEIS, Vineyard Wind considers cable burial a
priority, and would use iterative analyses of survey data, advanced burial
techniques, and micro-routing to maximize burial and minimize the need for
cable protection (Epsilon 2018a). Based on survey data, Vineyard Wind expects
that burial of the inter-array cables would be successful without requiring cable
protection. Vineyard Wind would survey the cable burial depth after construction
and would monitor the depth periodically. The DEIS already considered a
potential mitigation measure of requiring a minimum cable burial depth. Section
3.10.1 of the FEIS has been revised to provide data from multiple sources,
including VMS and VTR data. BOEM acknowledges that both types of data
collection methods have different limitations and advantages and that analysis is
constrained by data availability. Data sources that are included in Section 3.10.1
of the FEIS are revenue intensity data (available publicly at
https://www.boem.gov/Renewable-Energy-GIS-Data/); fishing revenue and
landed pounds data by species, port, gear type, and state provided by NOAA;
data from the addendum to “Spatiotemporal and economic Analysis of Vessel
Monitoring System Data within Wind Energy Areas in the Greater North
Atlantic” prepared by the RI DEM; as well as results from the “Rhode Island
Fishing Value in the Vineyard Wind Construction and Operations Plans Area”
also prepared by the RI DEM. Quantitative data to characterize for-hire
recreational fishing in the WDA is extremely limited and qualitative information
is mostly used to describe that industry.

0086-021

3.4.5.3 Impacts for Commercial Fisheries and For Hire Recreational Fishing.
Appendix D include items that the FAB feels are not mitigation. Communication
plans, monitoring and research are not mitigation. In addition, if project results in
areas that cannot be fished, this is a major impact and it always will be.
Compensation cannot not reduce the impact to a minor or moderate
classification... Compensating fishermen because they cannot prosecute a fishery
they have spent years building may be necessary, but compensation does not
lessen the impacts.

The FEIS has been revised to clarify this point. Mitigation includes strategies,
plans and programs to reduce, avoid, or manage impacts. Monitoring is a
program used to determine historical and current patterns of use, and changes in
values and resource-dependency. Therefore, monitoring helps to understand how
conditions change compared to baseline and it allows to identify areas that may
require correction. Good mitigation always includes monitoring programs to
understand whether preventative actions are working properly or whether
intervention is required.

Section 3.10.2 of the FEIS has been revised to include a discussion of
displacement and potential conflict over fishing grounds and voluntary
compensation. Section 3.10 of the FEIS has been updated to include details of
mitigation and monitoring measures relative to commercial fisheries, including
voluntary financial compensation. Appendix D of the FEIS has also been updated
to include modifications and/or additional mitigation and monitoring measures.
These additional mitigation measures could be considered by decision makers
and incorporated into the Record of Decision.
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is concerned with lack of research by BOEM on cumulative effects... Vineyard

Number Comment Text Response

0086-022  |3.4.5.3...Conclusion. The conclusions BOEM makes regarding the impactson ~ |BOEM used data from various source to conduct economic effect assessment of
Commercial and For Hire Recreational Fishing is flawed due to incomplete data |the project on fisheries. Fishing revenue/landings data were provided by NOAA;
collection and the lack of necessary research needed to properly assess potential |VMS data from RI DEM and revenue-intensity rasters data were also used to
impacts. The rush by BOEM to get this DEIS out the door is evident throughout |assess impacts on commercial fisheries (Section 3.10.1 of the FEIS). BOEM has
the document. Without further research, industry engagement, and consideration |considered that there is limited data available for for-hire recreational fishing
of existing data sources, none of the conclusions can be taken seriously. BOEM |boats. Assessment of economic impacts in Section 3.10.2 (formerly 3.4.5.3) of
has ...underestimated the impacts to those fisheries. the FEIS has been reviewed and revised (based on comments from the NOAA

and the public).

0086-023 3.4.5.3...Conclusion. The document continues to suggest that monitoring for The FEIS has been revised to clarify this point. Mitigation includes strategies,
fishery impacts is a form of mitigation. This is not accurate. Monitoring and plans and programs to reduce, avoid, or manage impacts. Monitoring is a
research are required as part of a best practices procedure and stand alone program used to determine historical and current patterns of use, and changes in
separate from fishery mitigation. The document needs to be changed throughout |values and resource-dependency. Therefore, monitoring helps to understand how
to reflect that. conditions change compared to baseline and it allows to identify areas that may

require correction. Good mitigation always includes monitoring programs to
understand whether preventative actions are working properly or whether
intervention is required.

0086-024 3.4.5.3...Conclusion. Long-term monitoring of cable placements: Cable Appendix D of the FEIS has been updated as a result of this and other comments
monitoring and re-securing cables is not a form of mitigation. Cable monitoring |to distinguish mitigation and monitoring.
should be required as part of a best practice procedure and stands alone from
fishery mitigation.

0086-025 3.4.5.6... Alternative D. The DEIS continues to claim that Alternative D will The development of the EIS has been based on Vineyard Wind’s utilization of
increase the used area of the WDA by 22%. VW has committed to using bigger |the PDE, which included a range of 8-10 MW WTGs as assessed in the DEIS
turbines that will reduce the number of turbines needed and the footprint will and was updated to allow for up to 14 MW WTGs. The FEIS assesses the
remain the same as Alternative A. Throughout the document this should be impacts of the reasonable range of Project designs that are described in the
corrected, and the area affected should be recalculated. The layout of all the Vineyard Wind COP and presented in Appendix G by using the “maximum-case
turbines in an east-west manor, combined with 84 turbines spaced at least one scenario” process. Therefore, for Alternative D1 and D2, it was assumed based
mile apart is the only viable option for fishing to coexist with the project. on the maximum-case scenario, that there would be 100 turbines resulting in an

increase of approximately 22 percent.

0086-026  |3.4.5.10...(Tables 3.4.5-10 and 3.4.5-11) The difference in assessments between |Section 3.10 and Appendix D of the FEIS have been revised to include the
these two tables are presumptuous. Appendix D outlines potential mitigation but |Vineyard Wind’s voluntary established gear loss and revenue compensation
does not clearly address sufficient compensation. It appears to be copied from the |funds for fishing interests based in Rhode Island, Massachusetts, and other states.
COP, which suggests that BOEM is only applying the Vineyard Wind strategy ~ |Please see Section 3.10 and Appendix D of the FEIS for more details on the
for addressing mitigation, which is insufficient in this matter. measures.

0086-027 3.4.5.11 Cumulative Impacts. BOEM has not researched relevant cumulative Section 3.10 of the FEIS has been updated to include an assessment of

commercial fisheries revenue exposure, per the edited list of reasonably
foreseeable future offshore wind projects as described in Appendix A. The
individual resource sections have been updated in the FEIS to account for the
new list of reasonably foreseeable future offshore wind projects.
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Wind has yet to conduct a biological site assessment or any research on
cumulative impacts.

0086-028

3.4.7.11 Incomplete or unavailable information. Not including VMS data is a
major oversite. AIS data will only characterize the traffic of vessels over 65 feet
and only since 2015. The data used to analyze navigation and vessel traffic is
insufficient and needs to be improved to accurately understand vessel traffic and
navigation.

VMS data have been considered by reviewing aggregated VMS data presented in
Vineyard Wind’s Supplemental Navigation Risk Assessment as well as
information provided by NMFS. The FEIS has been updated to include the new,
best available information for assessment purposes.

0086-029

BOEM does not anticipate impacts on commercial fisheries to result in
irreversible impacts. Without the data to back up BOEM’s assumptions that
impacts to the commercial and recreational for hire fisheries will be irreversible,
the FAB cannot support this claim.

Irreversible impacts are defined in Chapter 6 of the DEIS (now found in
Appendix C of the FEIS) as occurring when the impacts from the use limit the
future options of its use, due to use or destruction of a specific resource. BOEM
recognizes the differing opinions stakeholders have regarding this topic.

0086-030

Relationship of the Short-term use of Man’s Environment and Enhancement of
Long-term Productivity. BOEM does not provide any data to support the notions
that the mitigation measures are sufficient or that the WDA will return to normal
after decommissioning; The FAB takes issue with the many conclusion’s made
throughout this document by BOEM which lack necessary data to back them up.

The impact assessment presented in both the DEIS and FEIS takes into
consideration the measures that Vineyard Wind has committed to self-implement
to avoid or reduce potential impacts on the resources discussed in Chapter 3 and
Appendix A. BOEM considered only those measures that Vineyard Wind has
committed to in the COP to be part of the Proposed Action and action
alternatives. BOEM may select alternatives and/or require additional mitigation
and/or monitoring measures to further protect these resources; other mitigation
measures may be required through reviews under several environmental statutes.
Appendix D of the FEIS has also been updated to include modifications and/or
additional mitigation and monitoring measures. Additional mitigation and
monitoring measures may arise from consultations and coordination with Federal
and State resource agencies. These additional mitigation measures could be
considered by decision makers and incorporated into the Record of Decision. In
addition, FEIS has been updated to analyze the new identified measures.

0086-031

C.1.8. Fisheries Use and Management. This section of Appendix C is filled with
misrepresentations and does not include important information. The FAB is
convinced that more than 5 or 6 lobster vessels fish in the VW WLA. The section
does not include landing of HMS by general category commercial fishermen or
recreational for hire fishermen. This section sites the COP (COP Section 7.6.2.2,
Volume III; Epsilon 2018) when stating that no pots/traps or fishing by longline
occurred in the WDA or along the OECC. This is not true, the COP states that
traps/pots and gillnets “likely” fish in the WDA and along the OECC.

The revised Section 3.10.1 of the FEIS includes fishing revenue/landing data by
species, gear type, port, and state from the NOAA. Lobster fishing revenue and
landings for that period are presented. In addition, the use of pots is evident.
Please use that section for information on the current environment in the WDA.

0086-032

Appendix D- Mitigation and Monitoring: Research and Monitoring are not
mitigation technique’s and should not be included within a mitigation plan.
Research and Monitoring should be analyzed in a separate section of the DEIS.
This is true of all offshore development project that BOEM considers. BOEM
needs to understand monitoring and research do not equal mitigation.

Appendix D of the FEIS has been updated as a result of this and other comments
to distinguish mitigation and monitoring. Monitoring efforts identified are
intended to identify trends and possible means for improvements through
refinement of monitoring requirements and are therefore a critical element of
mitigation.
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0086-033 The FAB finds the only viable Alternative offered in the DEIS is a combination |Section 2.5 of the FEIS has been included to identify the agency-preferred
of Alternative E- reduced project size and Alternative D-2 East-West orientation |alternative.
and minimum 1 mile spacing for the turbine layout. This combination of
Alternatives offers the only chance for a fishery to co-exist in the WDA and the
only potential way a mitigation strategy could be developed that will adequately
consider the impacts to the fisheries represented by the FAB.

0086-034 | Absent the above alternatives being selected and approved with appropriate and |Thank you for your comment.
realistic mitigation measures implemented by BOEM, the FAB preferred
alternative is Alternative F No Action Alternative....

0087-001 The Southeastern region of Massachusetts has not experienced the same robust | Thank you for your comment.

economic growth that greater Boston’s innovation economy has achieved.
However, we believe that our region’s “blue economy” will help catalyze this
region’s economic trajectory. As the United States’ first utility scale offshore
wind project, it will brand this region as a hub for renewable energy and marine
science and technology...We believe that offshore wind can become one of this
region’s next “anchor” industry, and we support this project.

0087-002  |In particular, we are writing in support of the 3,600 full-time jobs that Vineyard |Thank you for your comment.
Wind is committing to creating, primarily located in the Southeastern
Massachusetts region. Beyond the direct employment, we look forward to
working with Vineyard Wind to identify supply chain opportunities for our
region’s existing businesses. This project can also promote the creation or
relocation of related industry partners and employers to our region.

0088-001 We have stated our support many times for the complete removal of all The DEIS, Section 2.1.1.3, included the requirements for decommissioning for
equipment when the time comes for decommissioning this project. No parts of  |the proposed Project. The FEIS includes the decommissioning requirements as
this project should be left behind, including the parts of the turbine 15ft below the |well in Section 2.1.1.3.
surface that VW plans to leave in place.

0088-002 |t is also mentioned that “cables may be retired in place”. For fishing to resume as|Section 2.1.1.3 of the FEIS has been revised to discuss how, under provisions of
it did prior to construction, all obstructions must be removed from the ocean 30 CFR Part 585 and other BOEM requirements, Vineyard Wind would be
floor. Cables left in place are “hangs” that fishing gear has the risk of getting required to remove or decommission all installations and clear the seabed of all
caught on. This poses an obvious problem for the fishing industry especially obstructions created by the proposed Project. Vineyard Wind would need to
when there is no one responsible for maintaining these cables or any means for  |obtain separate and subsequent approval from BOEM to retire any portion of the
reimbursement to the industry for lost and/or damaged gear. Proposed Action in place (e.g., offshore cables). Section 3.10.2 and Appendix D

of the FEIS has also been revised to discuss the interaction of the fishing gear and
project infrastructure, as well as mitigation measures in place such as achieving
proper cable burial depth, long-term monitoring of cable placement, and various
measures to compensate for fishing gear loss or damage.

0088-003 Also in regard to cables, the planned burial depth of the cable at 5-8 feet posesa |Itis in Vineyard Wind’s best interested to ensure the cable remains sufficiently
very real risk for gear conflicts. The Block Island Wind farm cable is buried at 6 |[buried. The OECC would have a target burial depth of up to 5-8 feet (1.5-2.5
feet and has recently become exposed, endangering beachgoers. If Vineyard meters) as described in Section 2.1.1.1 and Appendix G of the FEIS. At the
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Wind chooses not to bury the cable deeper than 8 feet, there should be frequent |Covell’s Beach landfall location, the onshore transition would be achieved via
monitoring of the cable throughout the year, rather than the suggested annual HDD (deeper burial). Post-construction monitoring of the OECC is discussed in
basis. Appendix D of the FEIS.

0088-004 The DEIS states that the “removal of rock and concrete mattresses from cable Chapter 2 and various sections of the FEIS have been revised. The
and scour protection could be viewed as detrimental since it would involve decommissioning will remove project infrastructure from the WDA. Wind would
removing any hard-bottom communities that would have been established over  |be required to remove or decommission all installations and clear the seabed of
the previous 30 years” and in the paragraph above it’s stated: “that VW will be  |all obstructions created by the proposed Project. Vineyard Wind would have to
restoring the seafloor to it’s original state”. Leaving the mattresses and scour complete decommissioning within 2 years of termination of the lease and either
protection in place is not restoring the seafloor to its original state. The DEIS reuse, recycle, or responsibly dispose of all materials removed. In consideration
states that the impact of decommissioning is minor, however considering to NOT |of mobile gear fisheries (i.e., dredge and bottom trawl gears), Vineyard Wind is
restore the seafloor to its original state is a major impact to the habitat and the committed to removing scour protection during decommissioning. By
fishing industry. maintaining an inventory list of all components of the proposed Project, the

decommissioning team would be able to track each piece so that no component
would be lost or forgotten. Although the proposed Project has a designed life
span of 30 years, some installations and components may remain fit for continued
service after this time. Vineyard Wind would have to apply for an extension if it
wanted to operate the proposed Project for more than 30 years.

0088-005 We were told that the industry would have input in how the array was designed, |Section 2.1 of the FEIS has been updated to provide additional information about
but we were left out of the process. Had Vineyard Wind involved the industry in |the Proposed Action and Alternatives considered. Appendix C (formerly Chapter
the initial design of the array they would have realized that their current array 4) of the FEIS has been updated with information on the coordination and
scheme would not work for larger vessels to tow their gear through safely and consultation process to date as well as the public participation process for the
efficiently. The industry has been vocal about the need for E/W orientation. The |proposed Project. Section 3.11 of the FEIS has been updated to provide
port of Point Judith even scheduled a miniworkshop with BOEM’s Chief of the |additional information related to the patterns used by the fishing industry. In
Office of Renewable Energy Programs, James Bennett, to explain the necessity |addition, similar comments on this matter, including those from RI CRMC were
of the E/W orientation and how we’ve been operating in that fashion for decades |reviewed and incorporated in the FEIS.
in that area.

0088-006 |It’s mentioned in the DEIS that Vineyard Wind “intends to adopt a 2-nautical-  |Sections 2.1.1.2 and 3.11 of the FEIS have been revised to address both the 2
milewide regional transit lane that is being developed through discussion among |nautical-mile-wide navigational safety corridor identified by the Massachusetts
fishing stakeholders and state agencies”. The industry has repeatedly supported |Fisheries Working Group on Offshore Wind, as well as the results of the Final
4nm wide transit lanes. I would also like it to be known that the industry agreed |[MARIPARS.
to move the eastern most N/S transit lane OUT of Vineyard Wind’s lease area at
their request. We hope that BOEM will offer a set of alternatives that work for
everyone involved.

0088-007 Within the DEIS, there seems to be a lack of concern for the current habitat that |Sections 3.1.2 and 3.2.2 of the FEIS clarifies that habitat conversion would cause

will be altered and more concern for the potential “reef habitat” resulting from
construction. It’s concerning that the potential for “permanent habitat conversion”
is only considered a moderate impact. For the species that rely on that specific
habitat and the industry and economies that depend on those species, “permanent

a substantial increase in rare hard habitat and an insignificant decrease in
common soft habitat. An individual displaced from its preferred habitat by
proposed Project activities would have to wander a maximum radial distance of
approximately 85 feet (26 meters) before encountering its preferred habitat type.
Section 3.3 of the FEIS acknowledges that sessile or less mobile species and life
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habitat conversion” is a MAJOR impact that will not be “moderately beneficial”, |stages that are unable to escape construction areas would be subject to greater
as stated in the DEIS. mortality.

0088-008 Since our first contact with BOEM in 2016 and Vineyard Wind in 2017 we’ve  |In light of the three seasons of benthic community surveys (2016, 2017, 2018),
expressed the need for a 5-7-year pre-construction baseline study. Without a true |BOEM believes that additional years of baseline study are not essential.
baseline study, we will have a very hard time measuring the effects that However, post-construction monitoring of benthic communities and commercial
construction and operation will have on the habitat and species that reside in the |fish species would be part of the proposed Project. Section 3.2.2 of the FEIS has
wind energy area. been updated for a discussion of benthic habitat, species, and monitoring. Refer

to Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS for fisheries monitoring.

0088-009 In describing the average revenue by fisheries, the DEIS states that “Exposure is |The section to which this comment refers has been removed. The preference for
defined as the potential for an impact from WEA development if a harvester opts |the east-west layout is acknowledged, and Section 2.5 of the FEIS provides
to no longer fish in the area”. The industry has explained many times that this is a | BOEM’s preferred alternative.
safety issue, NOT a simple choice to no longer fish in the area. We’ve advocated
for an E/W layout which would have alleviated some of the negative impacts on
the fishing industry.

0088-010  |“BOEM anticipates the cumulative impacts under Alternatives B, C, D1, D2, and |Section 3.12 of the FEIS has been updated to identify potential impacts on
E when combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future scientific surveys. Section 3.2 of the FEIS has been revised to discuss the benthic
activities, to be the same as the Proposed Action: minor adverse impacts, as well |monitoring plan outlined in COP Volume III, Appendix III-D (Epsilon 2020c).
as minor beneficial impacts on scientific research and surveys.” I’ve attended This plan includes a pre-construction survey and post-construction surveys for
several meetings where staff from the New England Fishery Science Center three nonconsecutive years, which would allow monitoring and assessment of
specifically told BOEM and/or Vineyard Wind that the surveys will be extremely |benthic recovery in the WDA and along the OECC.
difficult to impossible to carry out within the wind energy area. NEFSC staff
mentioned that they will have to design new survey methods in order to continue
to operate within the wind farms, but that those new methods would take years to
develop. Years that will have missing data from survey reports, creating scientific
uncertainly that will surely end up negatively impacting the industry.

0088-011 We’ve [fishing industry and science communities] attended one on one Section 3.10 of the FEIS has been revised to include new data and additional
meetings, workshops, submitted comments and even shared confidential fishing |analysis. Additional revisions have been made in Sections 3.1 through 3.4 of the
data. However, it’s been very troublesome to see both the science and fishing FEIS. Section 3.2.2 of the FEIS has been updated for a discussion of benthic
communities’ concerns dismissed throughout this DEIS and much of this habitat, species, and monitoring. Refer to Section 3.3.2 for fisheries monitoring.
process. The potential negative effects this project might have on the benthic
habitat, the species that reside there, and the industry that has been making a
living there for decades seems to be devalued in many areas of this report...The
industry has been asking for this process to be slowed down to make sure that it’s
done right for both industries to thrive and survive.

0089-001 To the greatest extent possible, BOEM regulatory oversight of this project should | The additional measures requested by this comment are not necessary to evaluate

facilitate local benefit for host communities in the form of dollars for energy
conservation and efficiency programs. Renewable energy projects are not without
environmental costs... While we support this project in concept, we would like to
see it ...initiate and underwrite additional community benefits that promote

the potential social and environmental impacts of the proposed Project. Further
revisions to the FEIS were not warranted.
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(Larus argentatus), Great Black-backed Gull (Larus marinus), Razorbill (Alca
torda), Cory’s Shearwater (Calonectris borealis), and Black-legged Kittiwake
(Rissa tridactyla)...” (p. 3-34)... ...we are particularly concerned about Black-
legged Kittiwakes, because they have shown large circumpolar declines over the
last few decadesl. They have also shown high collision and displacement
vulnerability scores (Willmott et al. 2013 2).... All of these species are relatively
large-bodied and thus make good candidates to be monitored by targeted
detection-and-curtailment systems3.

Comment Text Response

Number
energy conservation and improved efficiency in its many forms: from earmarking
dollars for non-polluting transportation and improving efficiency of machines, to
improving energy efficiency of homes and businesses.

0090-001 We request an extension to the comment period for public review of the Draft The public comment period for the DEIS for the Vineyard Wind Project was
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and Construction and Operation Plan extended until February 22, 2019 due to the government shutdown. Furthermore,
(COP) for the Vineyard Wind project offshore Massachusetts (Lease OCS-A BOEM rescheduled the five public meetings and they were held on February 11,
0501). Given the government shutdown, we have been unable to access all 12,13, 14 and 15, 2019. Appendix C (formerly Chapter 4) of the FEIS was
necessary resources to inform this review process. updated with this information as well as information regarding the virtual public

meetings that were held during the SEIS public comment period.

0090-002 In the biological assessment (BA) conducted by the US Fish and Wildlife Service |No additional monitoring or mitigation measures relative to birds were included
(USFWS), the Service outlines conditions to “minimize or eliminate potential in the FEIS. However, additional mitigation and monitoring measures may arise
impacts on ESA-listed species of birds and bats” (p. 29). One of these conditions |from consultations and coordination with Federal and State resource agencies.
is to “develop a framework for a post-construction monitoring program for These additional mitigation measures could be considered by decision makers
birds”. It is imperative that approval of this project be withheld until such a and incorporated into the Record of Decision. Section A.8.3 in Appendix A and
monitoring program is disseminated for public comment. Appendix D of the FEIS have been updated to include the mitigation and

monitoring that has been proposed for the agency-preferred alternative.

0090-003  |Once a monitoring plan [for birds] becomes available and the EIS is complete, |No additional monitoring or mitigation measures relative to birds were included
the review process will require additional time allotted by BOEM under NEPA. |in the FEIS. However, additional mitigation and monitoring measures may arise

from consultations and coordination with Federal and State resource agencies.
These additional mitigation measures could be considered by decision makers
and incorporated into the Record of Decision.

0090-004 Other deficient aspects of the COP and EIS are the proposed avoidance, No additional monitoring or mitigation measures relative to birds were included
minimization and mitigation measures. While some minimization technologies |in the FEIS. However, additional mitigation and monitoring measures may arise
are under development, many have already been implemented in the offshore from consultations and coordination with Federal and State resource agencies.
realm, and should at the very least be tested by Vineyard Wind. These additional mitigation measures could be considered by decision makers

and incorporated into the Record of Decision. Section A.8.3 in Appendix A and
Appendix D of the FEIS have been updated to include the mitigation and
monitoring that has been proposed for the agency-preferred alternative.

0090-005  |The EIS states “the species with the highest estimated risks were the Herring Gull |Section A.8.3.2 in Appendix A of the FEIS has an updated discussion of collision

risk and displacement sensitivity. Furthermore, Section A.8.3 and Appendix D of
the FEIS have been updated to include the mitigation and monitoring that has
been proposed for the agency-preferred alternative, in particular for bird-specific
measures. Pre- and post-construction monitoring plans, if required, will be
developed in coordination with the USFWS during the course of ESA
consultation. Additional mitigation and monitoring measures may arise from
consultations and coordination with Federal and State resource agencies. These
additional mitigation measures could be considered by decision makers and
incorporated into the Record of Decision.
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year restrictions on cable installation [for Alternative B]. The BA states “the
Proposed Action will comply with required time-of-year restrictions during cable
installation where no in-water work that produces silt will occur from January 15

Number Comment Text Response

0090-006  |Along with the other bird species facing high risk from the Vineyard Wind While the black-legged kittiwake is considered to be highly susceptible to
project, they [Black-legged Kittiwakes are protected from take by the Migratory |collision effects, over all seasons, the species is expected to have unlikely
Bird Treaty Act (MBTA). exposure to operating WTGs. BOEM is relying on the current view of the

Migratory Bird Treaty Act, as outlined in the Solicitor’s Opinion M-37050, The
Migratory Bird Treaty Act Does Not Prohibit Incidental Take, that limits the
scope of the Act to purposeful take of migratory birds.

0090-007 We are additionally concerned that the risk to some species of concern (e.g., The Vineyard Lease area (OCS-A 0501) was sampled approximate 49 times
Northern Gannets) has been underrepresented in the COP. Vineyard Wind from 2007 to 2015; 30 of those surveys were conducted by MassCEC. Those
determined which species were at highest risk of exposure to the project by surveys were used in the predictive model, which was used in the EIS analysis.
relying heavily on two data sources. They conducted a rigorous effort-corrected
analysis of the MassCEC data but also used data from the Marine-life Data and
Analysis Team (MDAT), without providing detailed site-specific effort
information. The MDAT data were based on Winship et al. (2018 4), which
modeled and mapped the relative density of marine birds on the Atlantic Outer
Continental Shelf, using three decades of aerial and boat-based visual surveys at
sea. It would be useful to see the proportion of these surveys that sampled the
Vineyard Wind Energy Area.

0090-008  |Furthermore, advancements in digital aerial survey technology in the last couple |No additional monitoring or mitigation measures relative to birds were included
of years have shown that many collision and displacement vulnerability scores  |in the FEIS. However, additional mitigation and monitoring measures may arise
are likely to be even higher than estimated in previous studies, particularly for from consultations and coordination with Federal and State resource agencies.
gannets and terns. Johnston and Cook (2016 5) have shown that boat surveys These additional mitigation measures could be considered by decision makers
underestimate flight heights, where over 50% of terns and gannets are estimated |and incorporated into the Record of Decision. Section A.8.3 and Appendix D of
within the rotor swept zone (RSZ) in digital aerial surveys, compared to less than |the FEIS have been updated to include the mitigation and monitoring that has
15% of both species observed in the RSZ during boat surveys (see Table 2 of been proposed for the agency-preferred alternative.
report). This underestimation of flight heights in boat surveys has been
additionally validated with the use of drones (Harwood et al. 2018 6). Given the
paucity of information on flight heights that is specific to the proposed site, a
scientifically rigorous monitoring plan will be necessary to adequately minimize
and mitigate birds at risk of collision and displacement.

0090-009  |We are considering a combination of the proposed Alternatives, but require an | The public comment period for the DEIS for the Vineyard Wind Project was
extension of the comment period, as well as further information in the subsequent |extended until February 22, 2019 due to the government shutdown. Furthermore,
draft of the EIS. BOEM rescheduled the five public meetings and they were held on February 11,

12,13, 14 and 15, 2019. Appendix C (formerly Chapter 4) of the FEIS was
updated with this information as well as information regarding the public
meetings held during the SEIS public comment period.

0090-010  |According to the USFWS BA, disturbance would be minimized by the time-of- |Section A.8.3 in Appendix A of the FEIS includes an updated discussion of

mitigation measures for terns and piping plovers. Appendix D of the FEIS has
also been updated to include modifications and/or additional mitigation and
monitoring measures. Additional mitigation and monitoring measures may arise
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of occasions where two federally Threatened rufa Red Knots cross over the
Vineyard Wind footprint, at altitudes within the rotor swept zone (Fig. F-17, 18).
These crossing events occurred in mid-November (17th -18th). The BA states
that, in the Loring et al. unpublished study, “three plovers (7% of 43) [flew] over
the Vineyard Windlease area during fall migration” and that 97.7% of plovers fly
outside of the rotor zone (i.e., 2.3% within); however, more information is needed
on the time of year and the rotor height of those specific individuals that crossed
the footprint. Additionally, the BA conducted a collision risk assessment using
high avoidance rates that are not supported by the literature: 98% for Piping
Plovers and Red Knots — these values need to be justified...further collision risk
modeling (including for Roseate Terns) using more conservative values is
necessary to justify whether an incidental take permit should be required for the
Threatened and Endangered species exposed to the Vineyard Wind project.

Comment Text Response

Number
to May 30, and jet plowing will only occur from June 1 to January 14” (p. 24).  |from consultations and coordination with Federal and State resource agencies.
However, this is not specified explicitly in the EIS - we request further These additional mitigation measures could be considered by decision makers
clarification of the risks to these species for both [cable landing] sites. Appendix |and incorporated into the Record of Decision. No additional mitigation or
D specifies restrictions on the Covell’s Beach site from 1 Apr—31 Aug (to avoid |monitoring measures relative to birds were included in the FEIS. A detailed
disturbing shorebirds), and during low tide at Lewis Bay from mid-Jul to mid-  |discussion of potential impacts as well as potential benefits of proposed
Sep (to avoid impacting foraging resources of terns, although species are not mitigation measures to ESA-listed species is provided in the Biological
specified on p. 3-34 of the EIS). We support this proposed mitigation, and Assessment, which can be found at the following link:
recommend that the benefits to each bird species (Piping Plovers and Least, https://www.boem.gov/Vineyard-Wind-Consultation-Documents/.

Common and Roseate Terns) be further discussed and included in Alternatives A
and B.

0090-011  |Alternative C would move the 6 northern turbines to the south side of the project. |Section A.8.3.3 in Appendix A of the FEIS includes a discussion on effects on
This could help reduce the exposure of sea ducks such as White-winged Scoters |birds from Alternative C. No changes to the FEIS were warranted. While
(COP Appendix III-C, Fig. 120). Alternative C could also reduce the exposure of |Alternative C would result in slightly lower exposure risk to sea ducks and
Roseate Terns (COP Appendix III-C, Fig. 97), as could Alternative E... roseate terns, impacts ratings as described in the DEIS and FEIS would not be

expected to be significantly different. Section A.8.3.4 in Appendix A of the FEIS
has an updated discussion of impact on bird species from Alternative E. In
addition, Section A.8.3 of the FEIS includes a discussion of effects to birds from
the agency-preferred alternative.

0090-012 Alternative E increases the rotor height from 27-191m (8 MW turbines) to 31- A discussion of Loring et al. 2019 relative to Roseate Tern flight heights is
212m (10 MW turbines). There is a chance that increasing the lower limit of the |discussed in Section 3.1 of the Biological Assessment submitted to USFWS,
rotor height to 31m would reduce the collision risk of Roseate Terns, by avoiding [which can be found at the following link: https://www.boem.gov/Vineyard-
their dominant flight heights. A Loring et al. study (in review) should be able to | Wind-Consultation-Documents/.
provide more information on this (see Loring et al. 20177 annual report),
however, the final report has been delayed for release due to the government
shutdown.

0090-013  |Loring et al. (2018 8) published a study funded by BOEM, which shows a couple |A discussion of Loring et al. 2018 is provided in the Biological Assessment,

submitted to USFWS which can be found at the following link:
https://www.boem.gov/Vineyard-Wind-Consultation-Documents/. To date
avoidance rates have not been measured for piping plovers and red knots. The
guidance issued by Scottish Natural Heritage (2018) recommends using 98
percent as a default avoidance rate for species that are not on a list of key bird
species commonly identified in wind farm environmental statements. The
analysis has been updated and uses a range of avoidance rates from 95 percent to
99.5 percent.
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regional planning process. An independent avian stakeholder advisory group
should be charged with a variety of tasks throughout the wind energy planning
and operation process. This group makes informed decisions about the potential
impacts of offshore wind energy development, contributes to the NEPA process,
encourages regional planning, and establishes mandatory guidelines and best
management practices. It also helps to identify knowledge/data gaps, interpret

Number Comment Text Response

0090-014 Given that the Vineyard Wind project falls in the flight paths of migrating Red  |A discussion of collision (Section 4.2.1.6) and displacement (Section 4.2.2)
Knots, Piping Plovers, and Roseate Terns, the EIS needs to provide certainty on |impacts on Rufa Red Knots, Piping Plovers, and Roseate Terns is discussed in
how take will be will be minimized, from collisions, habitat displacement/loss,  |the Biological Assessment submitted to USFWS, which can be found at the
and cumulative impacts. Effective mitigation and compensation actions should  |following link: https://www.boem.gov/Vineyard-Wind-Consultation-
also be considered for breeding, winter and non-breeding roost sites (see Documents/.

Mitigation section below): for example, establishment of protected areas,

predator control, and habitat restoration (as has recently occurred at Bird Island in|Section A.8.3 in Appendix A of the FEIS includes a discussion on listed species,

Marion, MA, Buzzards Bay, one of the largest breeding colonies of Roseate and a discussions of effects for each alternative. Please also refer to Section A.8.3

Terns 9). in Appendix A and Appendix D of the FEIS for the monitoring and mitigation
that has been proposed for the agency-preferred alternative.

0090-015 | A transparent, multi-year monitoring, minimization, and mitigation plan, Section A.8.3 in Appendix A and Appendix D of the FEIS have been updated to
involving scientifically rigorous study (e.g., before-after-control-impact) is include the mitigation and monitoring measures that would be implemented to
critically needed to assess and minimize impacts on at-risk bird populations. Such|avoid, minimize, and mitigate adverse impacts on birds.

a plan should be overseen by the federal and state agencies with affected natural
resources (e.g., USFWS, MassWildlife), consistent with the Coastal Zone
Management Act.

0090-016  |Deepwater Wind is currently implementing a post-construction Block Island Vineyard Wind is developing a framework for an avian and bat post-construction
Avian and Bat Monitoring Plan, which presents a minimum standard on which to [monitoring program that will be developed and implemented in coordination with
establish a management plan for Vineyard Wind. applicable Federal and State resource agencies.

0090-017 American Bird Conservancy supports wind power development when it is bird- |Section A.8.3 in Appendix A and Appendix D of the FEIS have been updated to
smart, which means following six principles: include the mitigation and monitoring measures that would be implemented to
(1) proper siting of turbines away from high-bird-collision-risk areas; avoid, minimize, and mitigate adverse impacts on birds.

(2) independent, transparent pre-and-post-construction monitoring of bird
impacts;

(3) effective construction and operation minimization of bird mortality by wind
energy facilities;

(4) mitigation to compensate for any unavoidable bird mortality and habitat loss
from wind energy development;

(5) evaluation of wind energy as part of a complete analysis on all feasible
renewable alternatives; and

(6) environmental compliance with a rigorous local, state, and federal regulatory
framework.

0090-018 Organization of an independent avian stakeholder advisory group is key to the | Thank you for your comment.
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Number
data, methods, and results from the monitoring plan, and assess cumulative
impacts. The group provides transparency by disseminating data and results to
public, and also ensures multi-agency oversight. It should assess the need for
incidental take permits, recommend adaptive management of operations, and
help to develop and implement the mitigation fund...We highly recommend that
the BOEM Intergovernmental Renewable Energy Task Force establish such an
advisory group.

0090-019  |the COP and EIS are incomplete without a transparent, scientifically rigorous Section A.8.3 in Appendix A and Appendix D of the FEIS have been updated to
monitoring, minimization, and mitigation plan. The monitoring, minimization,  |include the mitigation and monitoring measures that would be implemented to
and mitigation plan should be approved by a non-affiliated avian stakeholder avoid, minimize, and mitigate adverse impacts on birds. A framework for post-
advisory group, with state and federal agency oversight. construction monitoring program for birds and bats will be developed in

coordination with applicable Federal and State resource agencies. Additional
monitoring or mitigation measures relative to birds were included in the FEIS.

0090-020  |Long term (>5 years) pre- and post-construction studies need to follow “Before, |Section A.8.3 in Appendix A and Appendix D of the FEIS have been updated to
After — Control, Impact” or “Before-After Gradient” protocols (i.e., with include the monitoring and mitigation that has been proposed for the agency-
appropriately-selected control plots adjacent to the Vineyard Wind for preferred alternative. A framework for post-construction monitoring program for
comparison). Such studies should be conducted independently from the birds and bats will be developed in coordination with applicable Federal and State
developer (i.e., supported through a bird mitigation fund) and be systematically |resource agencies. Additional mitigation or monitoring measures and/or
designed to accurately and precisely quantify the collision and displacement modifications to existing mitigation and monitoring measures may be adopted in
vulnerability of protected birds to offshore wind energy development. Mortality |the ROD as a result of ongoing ESA Section 7 consultation with USFWS.
estimates need to be submitted to the overseeing agencies (e.g., USFWS,

MassWildlife) and detection-and-curtailment systems installed (for larger bird
species, such as kittiwakes and gannets), along with deterrent technology.

0090-021 We also recommend that Vineyard Wind follow an adaptive management plan  |Section A.8.3 in Appendix A and Appendix D of the FEIS have been updated to
based on the results of the monitoring, minimization, and mitigation plan (see include the monitoring and mitigation that has been proposed for the agency-
ABC’s comments on BOEM’s EA). This needs to include the reassessment of a |preferred alternative. A framework for post-construction monitoring program for
Section 7 ESA consultation (i.e., determining the likelihood for adverse effect). |birds and bats will be developed in coordination with applicable Federal and State

resource agencies. Additional mitigation or monitoring measures and/or
modifications to existing mitigation and monitoring measures may be adopted in
the ROD as a result of ongoing ESA Section 7 consultation with USFWS.

0091-001 We were encouraged that the Draft Environmental Impact Statement found that | Thank you for your comment.
most of the environmental impacts of this project will be negligible or of minor
negative impact. Given the seriousness of what we know is coming if we do not
end fossil fuel emissions, the risks of this project seem very small, and the
positive potential--both of the power the project would generate and the
precedent it would set for offshore wind development in New England--is great.

0092-001  |Massachusetts is committed to advancing the procurement of 1,600 megawatts | Thank you for your comment.

(MW) of cost-effective offshore wind energy by 2027 as part of the 2016 Energy
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Diversity Act. Part of this procurement is the Vineyard Wind project which is
now undergoing permitting.

0092-002 For the purposes of protecting resources within Lewis Bay that would potentially |As specified in Section 2.1 of the FEIS, the DEIS, and SEIS contemplated two
be impacted by cable installation, we also strongly support Covell’s Beach cable |Onshore Export Cable Routes (OECRs), with alternative options within each
landfall route as the preferred alternative to the New Hampshire Avenue landfall. |route; however, since the publication of those documents, Vineyard Wind has

stated all necessary state and local permits for the Covell’s Beach landfall
location have been acquired. Therefore, the Proposed Action (Alternative A) and
action alternatives only contemplate the one landfall location, Covell’s Beach
landfall and onshore route. Alternative B therefore is no longer evaluated as an
action alternative in this FEIS. In addition, Section 2.5 of the FEIS has been
included to identify the agency-preferred alternative.

0092-003  |ESA- and MESA-listed terns forage in the waters surrounding Massachusetts The Biological Assessment submitted to USFWS can be found at the following
during the nesting, staging, and migratory seasons...Post-breeding tern link: https://www.boem.gov/Vineyard-Wind-Consultation-Documents/. The
aggregation areas (“‘staging areas”) include the beaches of Cape Cod, Martha’s  |Biological Assessment includes a discussion of potential impacts associated with
Vineyard, and Nantucket where terns prepare for southern migration (July the construction, operation, and eventual decommissioning of the proposed
through late September). These post-breeding staging areas can include the Project. Roseate Terns are not expected to encounter operating WTGs and as
majority—and potentially all—of the North American Roseate Tern such are not expected to be subject to increased risk of mortality due to collision.
population...The DEIS, COP and BA collectively assess potential impacts of the |Using the Band Collision Risk Model, the estimated mortality rate for migrating
proposed Vineyard Wind Project (including construction, operations, Rufa Red Knots and Piping Plovers was zero.
maintenance, and decommissioning). The BA concludes that effects are
insignificant and discountable and thus, “not likely to adversely affect” ESA-
listed bird species...However, the DEIS, COP and BA do not provide sufficient
evidence to support these conclusions. Several previous studies that run counter
to the conclusions drawn above were not included... As a result, the DEIS does
not fully account for increased mortality risk and other negative impacts to ESA-
and MESA-listed bird species associated with the Project. Based on a review of
the available information, the Division anticipates that the construction,
operation, maintenance and decommissioning of Wind Turbine Generators
(WTGs) will result in an increased risk of direct mortality to ESA- and MESA-
listed birds.

0092-004  |Based on limited and unpublished data, the BA concludes that ... any migrating |The referenced Loring et al. (2019) paper has been published since publication of

terns passing through the action area are likely to be flying during good weather
conditions and below the rotor swept zone.” However, the best available science
indicates that terns do fly within the rotor swept zone (RSZ) (Everaert and
Stienen 2006; Vlietstra 2008) and frequently travel and forage in limited visibility
conditions (C. Mostello, Coastal Waterbird Biologist, MA Division of Fisheries
and Wildlife, personal observations). If terns used the Wind Development Area
(WDA) for foraging only, tern flight heights would indeed be expected to be
below the RSZ. However, because the majority of terns passing through the
WDA will be doing so during migration, it is likely that more higher-altitude

the DEIS and current Biological Assessment submitted to USFWS. While terns
(family Sternidae) may use the WDA and may fly within the RSZ, the analysis in
the Biological Assessment submitted to USFWS is limited to the federally
Endangered Roseate Tern, which typically fly below the RSZ, as shown in
Loring et al. (2019). No tracked roseate terns entered the Proposed WDA during
the Loring et al. (2019) study, which included the post breeding dispersal period.

Section A.8.3 in Appendix A of the FEIS includes a discussion on listed species,
and a discussions of effects for each alternative. The Biological Assessment
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marine waters in and around the Action Area ... based on a statistical model that
used 354 roseate tern sightings throughout the Atlantic ... to predict Roseate Tern
presence” (Section 3.1). The authors of this model (presumably the Marine-life
Data and Analysis Team “MDAT” [Curtice et al. 2016]) rated model quality for
the Roseate Tern as Fair to Poor, depending on season; for the Common Tern,
Fair to Good; and for the Least Tern, Fair. However, the BA does not
acknowledge that the model being relied upon to assess risk for ESA- and
MESA-listed bird species is of limited applicability...models that rely solely on

Number Comment Text Response

“travel” flights will occur within the RSZ. Additionally, the BA states that tern  |submitted to USFWS can be found at the following link:
“collision with WTGs is unlikely because terns are agile fliers and can easily https://www.boem.gov/Vineyard-Wind-Consultation-Documents/.
avoid WTGs.” Although terns are agile fliers, collisions with wind turbines have

been recorded (Everaert and Stienen 2006).

0092-005 The BA states that “[t]he Distance from shore... and the lack of suitable While terns (family Sternidae) may use the WDA and may fly within the RSZ,
habitat...precludes use by...foraging roseate terns.” However, the WDA can the analysis in the Biological Assessment submitted to USFWS is limited to the
provide suitable habitat for listed terns, including foraging, resting, and migratory |federally Endangered Roseate Tern, which typically flies below the RSZ. While
habitats. The Vineyard Wind Spring Tern Survey (Appendix III-O) prepared by |there is some potential that these unidentified tern were in fact roseate terns,
Biodiversity Research Institute (BRI) observed state-listed terns flying, given the life history and ecology of the species, fatal interaction with operating
resting/sitting, and foraging within the WDA. Although Roseate Terns were not |turbines are not expected. Further discussion of the expected impacts on roseate
confirmed, the BA does not acknowledge the possibility that 5 of its unidentified |terns is provided in the Biological Assessment, which can be found at the
tern observations, or a portion thereof, could be Roseate Terns. following link: https://www.boem.gov/Vineyard-Wind-Consultation-Documents/

0092-006  |For Piping Plovers, the BA states that (p. 23) ““...Piping Plovers... do not nest in |No nesting piping plovers at Covell’s beach have been documented based upon
either of the two potential landfall sites.” However, the Division’s records review of Annual Massachusetts Piping Plover censuses. In 2011, a piping plover
document that Piping Plovers have utilized Covell’s Beach (Barnstable, MA) for |pair nested on Craigsville Beach, but traveled to Memorial/Covell’s Beach. No
nesting since 2007 and have utilized adjacent beaches since the early 1980°s. nesting piping plovers were observed at Memorial/Covell’s Beach during the
Ideally, work activities within nesting habitats should be avoided or minimized |years of 2009 through 2017.
during the nesting season. Should cable installation occur during the nesting
season the DEIS, COP and BA should thoroughly detail avoidance and
minimization measures that will be taken to reduce potential impacts to nesting
Piping Plovers and their habitats.

0092-007 The BA states that “no roseate terns were detected in the proposed offshore While terns (family Sternidae) may use the WDA and do fly within the RSZ, the
Action Area during previous offshore survey efforts” (Section 3.1). However, analysis in the Biological Assessment submitted to USFWS is limited to the
Veit et al. (2016) performed aerial surveys in federal lease areas south of federally Endangered Roseate Tern, which typically flies below the RSZ.
Nantucket and Martha’s Vineyard (including portions of the proposed WDA) and
observed one or both species within and adjacent to the proposed WDA (with
highest concentrations during spring migration; they did not distinguish between
Common and Roseate Terns). In addition, BRI (Appendix I11-O) reported 18
Common Terns and 5 unidentified terns flying, foraging, and sitting on the water
in its April and May 2018 boat-based surveys of the proposed WDA.

0092-008 The BA states that “...very little Roseate Tern activity is expected to occur within|The results from MDAT model is just one source of information. The region has

been extensively survey and no roseate terns were identified in the proposed
turbine area. While terns (family Sternidae) may use the WDA and may fly
within the RSZ, the analysis in the Biological Assessment submitted to USFWS
is limited to the federally Endangered Roseate Tern, which typically flies below
the RSZ. A discussion of the potential for Roseate Terns to encounter operating
WTGs is discussed in the Biological Assessment, which can be found at the
following link: https://www.boem.gov/Vineyard-Wind-Consultation-
Documents/.
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Terns, and Least Terns — seasonally migrate across and feed within the WDA and
travel in poor visibility conditions, listed terns are likely to collide with WTGs
constructed there. The magnitude of the collisions is uncertain, but it would be
expected to increase as the number of wind facilities constructed in the WEA
increases. Even small numbers of adult fatalities can compromise population
stability, particularly for species with limited population size. The Endangered
Roseate Tern, with its limited population size and considerable population
volatility over the past 30 years (USFWS and MassWildlife, unpublished data),
would be particularly vulnerable in this regard. Therefore, the BA should address
the potential for cumulative impacts to ESA- and MESA-listed birds as a result of]
the Project and, to the extent practicable, consider anticipated future wind

development in the WEA.

Comment Text Response

Number
relatively sparse offshore data are compromised. Notably, as detailed by the BRI
survey report (Appendix I1I-O), terns have been observed within the WDA
during April and May, and have utilized the WDA for migration, resting, and
foraging. The BRI data referenced in the BA demonstrates seasonal exposure to
the WTGs that could significantly increase mortality risk for listed terns.

Therefore, neither the BA nor the MDAT analysis appears to fully or accurately
integrate all available data.

0092-009  [However, the COP’s Exposure Assessment methodology is not appropriate for |t is not correct for the commenter to state that species were pooled in the MDAT
listed terns, especially Roseate Terns, because the MDAT model performed models. Only observations that were identified to species were used in the
poorly for these species and the Veit et al. (2016) surveys did not distinguish MDAT models data used in the MDAT models. While terns (family Sternidae)
between Common and Roseate Terns. Further, the Exposure Assessment may use the WDA and may fly within the RSZ, the analysis in the Biological
produced annual average exposure scores (averaging each seasonal risk) for Assessment submitted to USFWS is limited to the federally Endangered Roseate
migratory species, which is likely to artificially lower the “risk” for migratory Tern, which typically flies below the RSZ. A discussion of the potential for
species because they are not present within a project area for one or multiple Roseate Terns to encounter operating WTGs is discussed in the Biological
seasons each year. The Exposure Assessment did not account for increased Assessment, which can be found at the following link:
sensitivity of listed species, given that the global population size for these species |https://www.boem.gov/Vineyard-Wind-Consultation-Documents/.
is reduced relative to more common species. This is particularly true for the
Roseate Tern, Least Tern, and Piping Plover... In the case of ESA- and MESA-
listed species in particular, exposure and risk assessments should consider effects
on individuals, (i.e. “take”) not just the relative importance of a project site for a
species/group.

0092-010  |Robinson Willmott et al. (2013) provide an example of a risk assessment Section A.8.3.2 in Appendix A of the FEIS includes an updated discussion of
methodology that is more appropriate to ESA- and MESA-listed tern species. species that may be sensitive to collision or displacement effects. Also, Figures
Robinson Willmott et al. (2013) assessed relative vulnerability of marine birds to [A.8.3-1 and A.8.3-2 in Appendix A of the FEIS depict modeled use of the
offshore wind projects on the Atlantic Outer Continental Shelf (AOCS) through |offshore portion of the proposed Project area by birds with high collision and/or
an evaluation of population sensitivity, displacement sensitivity, and collision displacement sensitivity, as defined by Robinson Willmott et al. (2013).
sensitivity.

0092-011 Based on the fact that Common Terns — and very likely, Roseate Terns, Arctic  |A discussion of the potential for Roseate Terns to encounter operating WTGs is

discussed in the Biological Assessment submitted to USFWS, which can be
found at the following link: https://www.boem.gov/Vineyard-Wind-
Consultation-Documents/.

Loring et al. (2019) showed that Roseate terns fly offshore only when visibility is
greater than 3.1 miles (5 km) and that they fly between 36-65.6 feet (11-20 m)
above the water, below the RSZ. Based on the behavioral and foraging ecology,
the telemetry data, the survey data, very little, if any, Roseate Tern activity is
expected within marine waters in and around the offshore portion of the proposed
Action Area and should birds pass through the area they will be flying relatively
close to the ocean surface during good weather conditions.
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Section A.8.3 in Appendix A of the FEIS includes a discussion on listed species,
and a discussions of effects for each alternative.

0092-012  |The loss of individual ESA- and MESA-listed marine mammals and sea turtles | Thank you for your comment.
are appropriately considered in the DEIS to be “irreversible and irretrievable
impacts.” As a result, the proactive minimization and mitigation measures
included in the DEIS to address any marine mammal impacts are appropriate.

This is in large part because projects that might lead to even minor increases in
adult mortality can compromise the long-term viability and recovery of a listed
species.

0092-013 Overall, the Roseate Tern and other MESA-listed avian species warrant similar  |Section A.8.3.2 in Appendix A of the FEIS includes an updated discussion on
assessment and consideration relative to ESA- and MESA-listed marine potential for collision and displacement. In addition, Figure A.8.3-2 depicts
mammals and sea turtles, especially given the limitations of the BA/DEIS’s risk  |modeled use of the offshore portion of the proposed Project area by bird species
assessment and the conclusions of Robinson Willmott et al. (2013). Adult with high displacement sensitivity. A framework for post-construction
mortality for Roseate Tern and other MESA-listed tern species, and the monitoring program for birds and bats will be developed in coordination with
cumulative effects of such mortalities on the long-term viability of these species, |applicable Federal and State resource agencies. Additional mitigation or
should not be considered “negligible” or “minor.” Given the probability of listed |monitoring measures and/or modifications to existing mitigation and monitoring
tern mortality resulting from the Project and the likelihood of future expansions |measures may be adopted in the ROD as a result of ongoing ESA Section 7
of Vineyard Wind’s facility (and other future wind facilities) within the WEA, |consultation with USFWS.
mitigation is appropriate to ensure that individual losses are offset and
populations of the affected bird species benefited...The Supplemental DEIS or
FEIS should include the development and integration of suitable, reasonable
conservation measures to benefit populations of the affected bird species and
mitigate any unavoidable Project impacts. We respectfully request that the
Project proponent consult with the Division in evaluating potential mitigation
measures, including but not limited to support for ongoing tern colony
monitoring and management and or the restoration and enhancement of critical
colony nesting habitats. These actions would provide meaningful and measurable
benefits to the Roseate Tern and, because listed terns typically nest in mixed
species colonies, would necessarily also benefit other state-listed tern species.

0092-014 In addition, the DEIS mentions only one minimization measure (bird deterrent  |Section A.8.3 in Appendix A and Appendix D of the FEIS have been updated to

devices, not described) to reduce bird collisions. There may be additional
minimization measures that could reduce bird mortality through increasing
turbine visibility. For instance, contrasting paint colors or phosphorescent paint
could be used on portions of turbine blades and monopoles, implemented
experimentally or as part of an adaptive management framework. Because the
WTGs would be far from shore, increased turbine visibility should not result in
major visual impacts to humans and may also benefit vessel operators. We
therefore recommend that other potential minimization measures be developed
and evaluated as part of a Supplemental DEIS or FEIS.

include the monitoring and mitigation that has been proposed for the agency-
preferred alternative. A framework for post-construction monitoring program for
birds and bats will be developed in coordination with applicable Federal and State
resource agencies. Additional mitigation or monitoring measures and/or
modifications to existing mitigation and monitoring measures may be adopted in
the ROD as a result of ongoing ESA Section 7 consultation with USFWS.
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0092-015 Similarly, the Supplemental DEIS or FEIS should include and describe a Section A.8.3 in Appendix A and Appendix D of the FEIS have been updated to
monitoring plan to provide additional information on bird collisions and/or include the monitoring and mitigation that has been proposed for the agency-
displacement resulting from the Project. A robust monitoring plan is crucial for  |preferred alternative. A framework for post-construction monitoring program for
informing adaptive management efforts and guiding future expansions of birds and bats will be developed in coordination with applicable Federal and State
Vineyard Wind’s facility (and other future wind facilities) within the WEA. resource agencies. Additional mitigation or monitoring measures and/or
modifications to existing mitigation and monitoring measures may be adopted in
the ROD as a result of ongoing ESA Section 7 consultation with USFWS.
0092-016  |Additionally, the changes in finfish abundance may also impact listed terns, The Biological Assessment submitted to NMFS, which can be found at the
especially the Roseate Tern, a sand lance specialist. It is expected that there will |following link: https://www.boem.gov/Vineyard-Wind-Consultation-
be changes in bottom type over a substantial area of the seafloor as a result of the |Documents/, includes Figure 8 depicting sand lance and other small fish
proposed Project, including changes from sandy bottom to rocky bottom across |abundance during spring and fall that is concentrated in and around Nantucket
35 acres... Additionally, electromagnetic fields from buried cables are predicted |Sound. Given the distance from the offshore WDA, no impacts on forage fish
to negatively affect demersal species such as sand lance, a major prey item for all species are expected to occur.
of Massachusetts’s nesting tern species. Noise from pile-driving, which will
occur during the bird breeding season, is expected to have the largest Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS includes an updated discussion on impacts on fish
consequences for small fish, particularly those with swim bladders, such as species; Section A.8.3 in Appendix A of the FEIS includes a discussion on listed
herring and hake, which form a large portion of the diets of terns in species, and a discussions of effects for each alternative.
Massachusetts (MassWildlife, unpublished data). Massachusetts’ tern
populations swell during the post-breeding period (July through September)
when Common, Roseate, and Arctic Terns from outside the state arrive to feed on
the abundant small fish in the Massachusetts waters while they are readying
themselves for migration. Changes in abundance or species composition of prey
fish could have consequences on carrying capacity and pre-migratory fitness.
This may be particularly true for the Roseate Tern population, all or nearly all of
which stage on Cape Cod, Martha’s Vineyard, and Nantucket before migration
(Jedrey et al. 2010). Therefore, it is recommended that the BA, and Supplemental
DEIS or FEIS, address the loss of forage fish resources on tern populations as a
direct effect of the Project on terns.
0092-017  |We recommend expanding the stakeholder process with regards to alignment Chapter 2 of the FEIS has been revised to describe the process for creating the
(NE/SW versus E/W). Vineyard Wind has referred to consultations with navigational safety corridor. The preference for the east-west layout is
fishermen, but there is no record of this process, and other fishermen have acknowledged. It is known that 38.5 percent of trawling vessels for 2016-2018
publicly supported the E/W layout... The FEIS should describe how transit lanes |were trawling in a roughly East/West orientation, and 48.1 percent of vessels
were identified and provide a map indicating where they are relative to WTGs.  |trawled in a roughly Southeast/Northwest orientation. Vineyard Wind did not
separate vessels by trawling or transiting, but found an overall strong vessel travel
pattern of SE/NW. The east-west layout is one of the alternatives assessed, and
information is included in the FEIS that assesses the directionality of commercial
fisheries vessels.
0092-018  |“Trawl and dredge vessels require a relatively large space between turbines to Section 3.10.2 of the FEIS has been revised. Hook and line anglers targeting

maneuver their gear, as the gear does not directly follow the vessel, fishermen
have commented that a 1-nautical mile spacing between WTGs may not be

large pelagics such as makos, threshers, bluefin tuna, etc., need to safely navigate
around the base of the WTGs to avoid damage to gear or entanglement (Michael
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enough to safely operate. BOEM expects that disruptions to access or Pierdinock, Pers. Comm., September 19, 2018). Recreational anglers harvesting
unavailability of fish as a result of the Proposed Action during operations and tunas, sharks, and billfish also noted that spacing of the WTGs could impact
maintenance may be limited to pelagic fisheries and highly migratory species”  |access to fishing locations due to the large size, strength, and swimming speed of
(DEIS p. 3-184). Considering that the Proposed Action has WTGs spaced less  |larger species that require significantly more space to fight on rod and reel
than one mile apart, we recommend that BOEM clarify why it believes that only |[compared to other species.
pelagic fisheries and highly migratory species, which are defined as squid and
mackerel fisheries, will be excluded.

0092-019  |We recommend that information pertaining to this topic be provided from Sections 3.4.5 and 3.4.7 of the DEIS, informed in part by Vineyard Wind’s
offshore wind farms in Europe. We believe the FEIS should include an analysis |Navigational Risk Assessment, had already started to discuss the deployment of
of the ability of gears to fish within a wind farm and the minimum spacing for ~ |mobile fishing gear within the WDA. Section 3.10 of the FEIS has been revised
WTGs to enable continued access for mobile fishing gear commonly used in the [to provide additional information related to the use of the Project area by vessels
area (otter trawls, scallop dredges, and clam dredges which are described in with the proposed Project layout and the potential difficulties deploying fishing
Fishery Management Plans). This analysis will enable a better comparison of gear in the WDA. Section 3.11.2 of the FEIS specifically addresses the ability of
tradeoffs between the Proposed Action, Alternative D (1 mile spacing and/or vessels to navigate within the Proposed Action’s WTG array, based on the
E/W layout), and examining which turbines can be dropped if the Project goes  |Project’s Supplemental Navigation Risk Assessment (COP Volume III,
forward with Alternative E (84 turbines instead of 100). Appendix III-I, Epsilon 2020a). Section 3.10.2 of the FEIS has been revised to

include the following text: “Clam industry representatives stated that their
operations require a minimum distance of 2 nautical miles between WTGs, in
alignment with the prevailing tidal currents.” Section 3.10 also acknowledges that
large fishing vessels could find it more challenging to travel through the WDA or
deploy fishing gear in the WDA if spacing between WTGs is less than 1 nautical
mile. Further, some recreational and for-hire users recommended spacing of more
than 3 nautical miles for WTGs. However, is has been also noted that trawling
vessels require 180-degree turning diameters between 0.16 nautical mile and 0.86
nautical mile in good weather and sea conditions (larger diameters would be
required in poor weather and sea conditions). In addition, a formula from offshore
wind farm and maritime navigation guidance developed by the Permanent
International Association of Navigation Congresses found that the minimum
fishing vessel channel widths of 0.33 nautical mile and 0.32 nautical mile were
calculated for transiting and trawling vessels, respectively. BOEM concludes that
maneuverability with the WDA would vary depending on the fishing gear and
species targeted. Effects to navigational safety would be adequately mitigated as
described in Section 3.10.2. In addition, with time, most fishermen would adapt
to WTGs spacing and would be able to fish successfully in the WDA. Section 2.5
of the FEIS has been included to identify the agency-preferred alternative.

0092-020  |We agree that a mitigation program will be necessary, but the details of the Section 3.10.2 and Appendix D of the FEIS have been revised to include
mitigation structure still need to be determined. Specifically, we are concerned  |additional information on fisheries mitigation measures.
about direct negotiations between the claimant and the lessee.

0092-021  |BOEM states NMFS survey methodology “may need to change” (DEIS p. 3-179)| The proposed Project would directly impact survey operations, including but not

but does not further consider the challenges and potential broader impacts

limited to the federal multi-species bottom trawl survey, the Surfclam/Ocean
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associated with this impact. The NMFS bottom trawl survey provides critical Quahog clam dredge survey, and the integrated benthic/sea scallop habitat

information on the abundance, distribution, biology, and size structure of fish and |surveys, by excluding certain areas within the WDA and along the cable routes

invertebrate species throughout the Northeast and Mid-Atlantic. This time series |from potential sampling area, and by requiring development of alternative survey

of fisheries-independent data is utilized in the stock assessments of commercially |methodologies and transit routes. Survey gear performance, gear efficiency, and

and recreationally important species. ... Changes should be handled delicately and |availability may also be affected. Agencies such as the NMFS and NOAA would

comprehensively, as alterations could have profound implications for the survey |need to expend resources to update scientific survey methodologies to account for

results and may lead to greater uncertainty within stock assessments. We offshore wind development inside and outside the MA WEA.

recommend that the FEIS represent the full implication of the loss of trawl survey

stations and a shift in its station selection process. Accommodations for offshore wind farms could vary based on the final design of
each project. Agencies would need to evaluate how changes in sampling area and
methodologies may affect certainty and accuracy in stock assessments and
fishing quotas (see Section 3.10 of the FEIS) across all stocks that may be
affected. A benthic monitoring plan is outlined in COP Volume III, Appendix III-
D (Epsilon 2020c)., including a pre-construction survey and post-construction
surveys for three nonconsecutive years, which would allow monitoring and
assessment of benthic recovery in the WDA and along the OECC. Additional
surveys to be conducted in the WDA are described in Appendix D of the FEIS.

0092-022 We requested that the DEIS consider whether the potential increase in angler As addressed in Section 3.3 of the FEIS, the scour protection around the WTG

activity in the WDA would require new or additional fishery management
measures and potential socioeconomic impacts of those measures. The relevant
statement we identified was “that Days-at-Sea allocations ‘may need to be
revisited”” (DEIS p. 3-179). We recommend the FEIS explain how fisheries
management actions can be taken to mitigate impacts to commercial and
recreational fishermen and weigh the complexity of making such changes.

foundations would likely attract forage fish as well as game fish, which could
provide new opportunities for recreational anglers. Evidence from Block Island
Wind Farm indicates an increase in recreational fishing near the WTGs (Smythe
et al. 2018). However, the magnitude of benefits to recreational fishermen from
the Vineyard Wind WTGs providing new structure for fish may be reduced due
to the distance from shore (Starbuck and Lipsky 2013).

Furthermore, the survey conducted by the Rhode Island University of
commercial and recreational fishermen in the Block Island Wind Farm area
found that recreational fishing increased in the vicinity of the wind turbines
because the turbines served as artificial reefs that attracted a variety of fish and
marine invertebrates. However, the increase in recreational fishing resulted in
increased vessel traffic for commercial fishermen and concerns over damages to
gear, as both industries continued to fish in the wind area. Based on impact
assessment in Section 3.10.2 of the FEIS, it predicted that fishing in the WDA
will continue but at a reduced rate as some fishermen would relocate to other
fishing locations due to safety concerns. For those fishermen who continue to fish
in the WDA, fishing compensation funds have been established by Vineyard
Wind to compensate for lost gear. If fishing was to increase in the WDA, it is
currently unknown how the Days-at-See fishing allocation may need to be
revised.
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values in each grid cell. We recommend that section 6.6.1.1 (COP Vol III p 6-
124) be updated to represent fish biomass in terms of the average weight per tow,
which would help to normalize the figures in order to account for potential
differences in trawl survey intensity amongst grid cells. We believe that using the
sum of the interpolated fish biomass in each grid cell is not an appropriate way to
assess fish abundance in the WDA and the adjacent habitats. The trawl survey
coverage (i.e., number of tows) is unlikely to be equivalent across all grid cells in
the WDA and adjacent areas.

Number Comment Text Response

0092-023 Construction areas will be closed via “temporary safety zones,”... However, the |As described in the revised Chapter 2 of the FEIS, inter-array cables will be
COP states “the majority of the inter-array cable is expected to be installed via jet |buried beneath the seafloor at a target depth of up to 5-8 feet (1.5-2.5 m) (see
plowing after the cable has been placed on the seafloor” (COP Vol 1 p. 4-15). Section 4.2.3.6 of the COP, Volume I for a description of inter-array cable
The exposed cable on the seafloor will impact fishermen who will be unable to  |installation).For the inter-array cables, the expected installation method is to lay
fish the area while the cable is exposed whether or not the area has a “temporary |the cable section on the seafloor and then subsequently bury the cable using a jet
safety zone” or not. Additional information clarifying the potential size and plow (this is referred to as “post-lay burial”). The jet plow technique is described
length of closure periods for the various cable laying methods (e.g., simultaneous |above in Section 4.2.3.3 of the COP Volume 1. Based on the preliminary project
lay and burial versus laying and then burying the cable) is needed. schedule provided in COP Volume I, the time between the start of inter-array

cable laying and the end of inter-array cable burial would be approximately six
months. The offshore export cable would be installed via simultaneous lay and
bury.

0092-024  |Cable laying across Nantucket Sound should avoid the spring season due to high [Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS has been updated to clarify that Vineyard Wind has
concentrations of fishing activities and natural resource events (spawning and egg|agreed to avoid cable installation in Nantucket Sound during springtime.
laying). Minimization and mitigation measures specific to this season should be
identified if cable laying cannot avoid it.

0092-025 Some Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission managed species, such as This document and the EFH Assessment (which can be found at the following
river herring, shad, and striped bass were not included in the EFH Assessment,  [link: https://www.boem.gov/Vineyard-Wind-Consultation-Documents/.) do not
which was the basis for determining impacts...River herring (alewife and specifically assess ESA Candidate Species or Species of Concern in the region
blueback herring) and American shad overwinter in areas of southern New that do not have designated EFH near the proposed Project area, nor does it
England, including the WDA (Bethoney et al. 2013). The DEIS considers specify likely effects on individual fish stocks, because Candidate Species and
impacts of the proposed Project on Atlantic herring and mackerel, which would |Species of Concern are not protected under the ESA; therefore, such species were
be similar to impacts on river herring during marine migration. However, because [not specifically assessed in the EFH Assessment. Furthermore, Candidate Species
blueback herring is currently a Candidate ESA species, the FEIS should and Species of Concern are not afforded any more attention than non-listed
specifically consider impacts from the Project on this species. species and have been treated similar to other species, which is common practice

and industry standards. However, some of these species and stocks use habitat
types present in the Project area. The revised Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS provides
general descriptions of potential impacts on finfish, invertebrates, and EFH; an
assessment of species-specific or stock-specific effects is outside of the scope of
this document.

0092-026 The updated COP continues to depict fish biomass as the sum of the interpolated |BOEM acknowledges that the suggested method could provide finer detail

regarding fish abundance in and near the WDA. However, the information
mentioned is used in the EIS only to conclude in Section 3.3.6.1 of the DEIS that
“Biomass is low across the WDA” or the conclusions regarding impacts in
Section 3.3.6 of the DEIS or to provide better information to decision makers.
The suggested method would not change this conclusion. Therefore, no further
update to the EIS was warranted.
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0092-027

We are concerned that the soft-start procedure, the only recommended mitigation
for pile driving, may be insufficient to minimize harm to schooling fish or other
fish sensitive to sound impacts. Fish kills should be monitored and a response
plan in the event of a fish kill event should be prepared.

Section 2.2.1, Section 3.3.6.3, and Appendix D of the DEIS included a discussion
of monitoring and mitigation proposed for the Project. Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS
has been updated to provide additional information regarding the soft-start
procedure and regarding the Fisheries Monitoring Plan. Additional monitoring
requirements and mitigation measures, if any, (e.g., fish kill monitoring and
compensation) will be developed in coordination with the NMFS and included in
the Record of Decision.

0092-028

The importance and presence of the Southern New England (SNE) lobster
resource is under-represented in the WDA in the DEIS... The lobster stock
assessment (ASMFC 2015) indicates that ‘offshore” SNE stock landings are now
more important to the SNE area (partly illustrated in Fig 3.2.3.1.). This increased
fleet dependence on the WEA region warrants further analysis of economic
impacts. Lobster fishing activities are spatially constrained—individual fishers’
access is restricted by permitting rules as well as the territorial nature of pot gear
fisheries—so estimates of lost revenue should be specific to the management area
to which they are restricted (i.e., Area 2) and should not assume that relocation to
new areas will be feasible. We recommend the FEIS include a better estimate of
lost revenue that is specific to impacts to the Massachusetts and Rhode Island-
based SNE fleet (inclusive of lobsters and Jonah crabs) and not be based solely
on VTR data.

Additional information on the revenue and pounds landed from American
Lobster relevant to the WDA was added to Section 3.10 of the FEIS.

0092-029

We disagree with the DEIS’s characterization of the importance of the project
area to horseshoe crab fisheries. The DEIS states that “most of the catch comes
from Cape Cod Bay” and “some minor fishing occurs in Nantucket Sound”
(DEIS p. 3-174). Our data shows that more than 80% of landings come from
Nantucket Sound with less than 10% derived from Cape Cod Bay (MA DMF
2016).

Section 3.10.1 of the FEIS has been revised for a discussion on catch rate and
landings.

0092-030

The DEIS identifies hard bottom as a preferred habitat for Jonah crab and lobster
and notes only “small amounts of hard-bottom habitat exist in the WDA and
OECC” (DEIS p. 3-72). While hard-bottom may represent a preferred habitat
type where it is available, lobsters regularly traverse and feed over soft bottom
and can use sand and mud-depressions as shelter. Additionally, a recent study
near the lease area (Collie and King 2016) reported high lobster catches in all
surveyed bottom types. Jonah crabs actually prefer soft substrates. As noted in the
DEIS, SRA 537 contains little hard bottom (1.4%), but accounts for
approximately 70% of national Jonah crab landings.

Section 3.3.1 of the FEIS of has been updated to include the suggested study and
clarifies preferred habitats for these species.

0092-031

We are concerned that the assessment of impact discounts potential sensitivities
that slow moving invertebrates may have to sedimentation. In the Sediment
Deposition section, Jonah crabs are described as mobile species that “would
likely avoid or abandon deposition areas” (DEIS p. 3-76). We do not concur with

Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS clarifies that slow moving but mobile species would
likely be able to uncover themselves.
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electromagnetic field (EMF) impacts on marine fauna, particularly regarding
demersal species. Cable shielding and burial are the primary means of
minimizing such impacts (COP Vol 3 Ch. 6). Therefore, an explanation of how
the proposed burial depth adequately minimizes risk to EMF-sensitive species is
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this assessment. Jonah crabs often bury rather than disperse in response to threats
and are slow moving with recent MA DMF tagging studies showing median
dispersal of only 70 meters per day for adult males (MA DMF Unpubl. Data).

Horseshoe crabs are also relatively slow and could have a similar level of impact
from deposition.

0092-032 Whelk are also likely to be impacted by cable laying activities as “significant” Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS has been updated to clarify that whelks and their eggs
numbers of knobbed whelk as well as whelk egg cases were identified in video  |are included in the discussion of potential impacts. There is no scientific
surveys along the cable route (COP Vol 2 p. 5-9). Impacts to whelk remain of  |information available regarding the spatial and/or temporal distribution(s) of
particular concern given their commercial importance, prevalence along sections [whelks in Nantucket Sound and/or nearby waters.
of the cable route area, and challenges in developing avoidance or impact
minimization strategies as life stages are sensitive to burial during all months. We
recommend that the FEIS provide an improved characterization of the spatial and
temporal distribution of these species to provide a better understanding of their
potential vulnerabilities.

0092-033 The DEIS is lacking information assessing impacts associated with shifts in Section 3.2.2 of the FEIS has been updated to include monitoring initiatives to
distribution of species that prefer hard benthic structures. This assessment should |ensure documentation of potential effects on benthic resources. Mitigation
consider potential economic (e.g., changes to fishing activities or management  |measures that could be included as a condition of COP approval are included in
plans) as well as biological (changes in species distribution) impacts. While the  |Appendix D of the FEIS. Note that additional mitigation measures could be
addition of hard structure may have positive impacts to structure-seeking species, |considered by decision makers and incorporated into the Record of Decision.
potential negative impacts may also occur to species that prefer soft sediments. A [Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS has been updated to include additional information on
particular concern that is not addressed in the COP or the DEIS is the potential ~ |assessing the effect of changes in species distributions, (e.g., black sea bass and
for black sea bass to spend more time offshore in the WDA, which would affect |other species that might be affected by the WDA) and refers to Vineyard Wind’s
the nearshore population. We recommend that the FEIS identify species that plans for fisheries monitoring.
could be vulnerable to this change and pre- and post- construction monitoring
should be developed to measure this potential impact.

0092-034  |To address potential impacts of WTGs a study by Chen (2016) is cited “WTGs in | The results of the Chen et al. study with respect to larval transport are clarified in
the region would not have a significant influence on southward larval transport, |Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS. The development of the EIS has been based on
although foundation placement could cause relatively large cross-shelf larval Vineyard Wind’s utilization of the PDE, which included a range of 8-10 MW
dispersion during storm events.” This issue requires further analysis as any WTGs as assessed in the DEIS and was updated to allow for up to 14 MW
impacts to transport of zooplankton or larvae could have wide scale impacts on a |WTGs. Therefore, the EIS includes an assessment based on the maximum-case
broad array of marine species including marine mammals (alteration of foraging [scenario, as identified in Appendix G. Vineyard Wind may elect to pursue a
habitat) as well as shellfish, crustaceans, and finfish with planktonic larvae. We  |course of action within the PDE that would cause less impact than the maximum-
recommend potential impacts be assessed across different WTG array case scenario evaluated in the EIS.
alternatives, different foundation types, and different levels of buildout.

0092-035 We recommend providing further details in the FEIS concerning potential The Scott et al. (2018) study has been added and cited and compared to the

proposed Project in Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS. Note that effects were seen only at
field strengths greater than 150 times the field strength expected directly over
Vineyard Wind’s proposed cables (Epsilon 2018c). BOEM’s risk assessment is
not based on burial depth alone. The shielding material around the conductors is
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4-1) but the EMS is not provided. We request clarity on whether or not it will be
used. Our primary concern is that contractors do not damage vulnerable seafloor
areas that are being avoided by cable routing...We also want to ensure that the

Number Comment Text Response
needed...The DEIS includes new information from a recent review of EMF sufficient to drastically reduce the electric field (Epsilon 2018a), while Epsilon
impacts (Taormina et al. 2018), but this review notes the shortage of information |(2018c) indicates that the depth of cable burial is a key factor for reducing the
on impacts to many marine species...There is additional information in the magnetic field. As described in Normandeau et al. (2011), cable burial and
literature and in the response to MA DMF comments for the Massachusetts FEIR |shielding should be effective in minimizing EMF.
that supports the statements in the DEIS. We recommend a more cohesive
assessment of the effectiveness of EMF shielding via burial, the potential impacts
on benthic species, and a commitment to highly resolved burial monitoring for
the FEIS.

0092-036 The COP states that Cable Inspection/Repair is planned for eight surveys over the |As described in both the DEIS and FEIS, the Project would require monitoring
Project’s lifespan (Years 1,2,3,6,9,12,15, and 20) (COP Vol 1, page 4-47). We |after major storms and nor’easters; therefore, additional cable monitoring would
recommend including in the cable conduits continuous monitoring mechanisms |be a proposed monitoring recommendation, as shown in Appendix D of the
that can verify cable burial (such as temperature monitoring). If continuous FEIS, and could be a condition of COP approval.
monitoring cannot be done, then geophysical surveys should occur more
frequently and always after major storm events such as hurricanes and
nor’easters.

0092-037 Furthermore, a study to confirm assumptions made in the FEIS EMF impact Section 2.2.1, Section 3.3.6.3, and Appendix D of the DEIS included a discussion
assessment is recommended as part of the pre- and post- fisheries resource of monitoring and mitigation proposed for the Project. Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS
monitoring plan that Vineyard Wind has committed to. has provided additional language for monitoring. Additional monitoring

requirements and mitigation measures, if any, will be developed in coordination
with the NMFS and included in the Record of Decision. FEIS Section 3.2.2 has
been updated to include monitoring initiatives to ensure documentation of
potential effects on benthic resources. Mitigation measures that could be included
as a condition of COP approval are included in Appendix D of the FEIS. Note
that additional mitigation measures could be considered by decision makers and
incorporated into the Record of Decision.

0092-038 The FEIS should address potential impacts of light on finfish, invertebrates FEIS Section 3.3 of the FEIS has been updated to examine the effect of light on
(especially squid), and EFH as recommended in MA DMF’s previous comment |finfish, invertebrates, and EFH.
letter on the scoping of the EIS.

0092-039  |Benthic Habitat Monitoring Plan (COP Vol 3 App 3)...The benthic monitoring  |Section 3.2.2 of the FEIS has been updated to include monitoring initiatives to
plan needs additional detail with respect to how change will actually be measured [ensure documentation of potential effects on benthic resources. Mitigation
and may need additional sampling stations for a quantitative assessment. The measures that could be included as a condition of COP approval are included in
plan should state the hypotheses being tested. The plan identifies reports as the  |Appendix D of the FEIS. Note that additional mitigation measures could be
primary product; we recommend all data be made available in regional database |considered by decision makers and incorporated into the Record of Decision.
management systems.

0092-040  |Environmental Management System — this is referred to in the COP (Vol 1, page |As a condition of the construction operation plan approval and pursuant to 30

CFR 585.627(c) and (d), BOEM will require Vineyard Wind to submit a fully
functional Environmental Management System, Oil Spill Response Plan and a
description of the Safety Management System for their renewable energy facility.
BOEM will work with the Bureau of Safety and Environmental Enforcement
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drilled out and deposited on the seabed adjacent to the scour protection material
until the monopile is no longer obstructed.” (COP Vol 1, p 4-18). Does this
material get left on the seafloor? Is that area included in the 10% estimate for
scour protection?

Il\?lilr:;)er Comment Text Response
maximum efforts are taken to reduce the risk of at sea disposal of contaminants |(BSEE) to review the plans’ content and provide recommendations as to their
including grouts, HDD fluids, plastics, and oils. sufficiency and whether or not to revise, approve or approve with modifications.

BOEM and BSEE will require the fully functional OSRP to be in place 30 days
before the installation process begins for Vineyard Wind’s facility and to
maintain its operational capacity once the wind energy facility is generating
electricity. The SMS describes safety, monitoring, emergency response, fire
suppression, management system testing, and personnel training. It should also
incorporate both safety and environmental management systems. The SMS must
be fully functional before installations commence.

BOEM and the BSEE will require Vineyard Wind to submit a fully functional
Environmental Management System, including environmental management
system, before installations commence.

The definition of oil for OSRP submittal means petroleum and non-petroleum
based oils of any kind or in any form, including but not limited to petroleum, fuel
oil, sludge, oil refuse, and oil mixed with wastes other than dredged spoil.

0092-041 We recommend that sea monitoring include ongoing monitoring of the Sections 2.2.1, 3.4.2, and Appendix D of the FEIS have been revised for a
soundscape by placing hydrophones on multiple WTGs to enable the discussion of monitoring and mitigation that has been proposed for the agency-
identification of marine mammal activities to reduce risk of vessel strike. preferred alternative. Pre- and post-construction monitoring plans, if required,
Appendix D identifies that passive acoustic monitoring will be used; we will be developed in coordination with the NMFS as part of the ESA Section 7
recommend integrating this into the Monitoring and Control section of the COP. |consultation. The suggestion to perform ongoing monitoring of the soundscape

by placing hydrophones on multiple WTGs is not a proposed mitigation measure.
All post-construction monitoring, if required, is being developed in coordination
with the NMFS as part of the ESA Section 7 consultation.

0092-042 | The COP states that “Seabed preparation may be required prior to foundation As explained in Appendix G of the DEIS, the PDE, no drilling is anticipated for
installation. This could include the removal of large obstructions at the seabed, or |foundation installation; however, it may be required if a large boulder or refusal is
to avoid excessive seabed gradients.” (Vol 1, page 4-17) It is our understanding  [met. If drilling is required, a rotary drilling unit would be mobilized. Similarly,
that the WTGs will be located to avoid large obstructions and avoid excessive vibratory hammering could be used if deemed appropriate by the installation
gradients. If “seabed preparation” due to unforeseen conditions is needed, BOEM |contractor. The estimated 10 percent is not associated with drilling of the
should be notified prior to that work. foundations.

0092-043 In cases where monopile drilling is needed, “The interior sediment will thenbe |As explained in Appendix G of the DEIS, the PDE, no drilling is anticipated for

foundation installation; however, it may be required if a large boulder or refusal is
met. If drilling is required, a rotary drilling unit would be mobilized. Similarly,
vibratory hammering could be used if deemed appropriate by the installation
contractor. The interior sediment would be drilled out and deposited on the
seabed adjacent to the scour protection material until the monopile is no longer
obstructed (COP Volume I, Section 4.2.3.4; Epsilon 2020b). The material would
be left on the seabed next to the obstructed structure. The estimated 10 percent is
not associated with drilling of the foundations.
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0092-044  |We recommend that the scour protection be sloped to its outer edge so there is no |Section 2.1.1.1 of the FEIS has been updated to indicate how scour would be
edge with the surrounding seafloor. Stone with a variety of sizes between the placed, and to state that the fall pipe method would be used to install scour
stated sizes are recommended. Additional variety in grain size and porosity is protection more precisely.
beneficial for marine organisms. The method for placing scour protection has not
been identified. The method should be accurate in its placement of material to
minimize the extent to which the seafloor disturbed.

0092-045 Table 5-1. Required permits. Needs to include MA DMF Letter of Authorization |Please see Table 3.2-1 in Appendix B of the FEIS.

(LOA) for the pre-lay grapnel run. (COP Vol page 5-2)

0092-046 The MassDEP 401 (Water Quality Certification) (WQC) Program supports the  |As described in Appendix D of the FEIS, all dredging and cable installation
proposal of Vineyard Wind LLC to use proven installation techniques to deepen |activities use the least environmentally harmful method that would be effective in
the export cable and avoid hard and complex seafloor to the maximum extent each area. Additionally, the timing and method of transmission cable installation
possible in order to avoid or minimize impacts to natural resources and marine  [will be coordinated to not interfere with the conch spawning or any other species.
habitats. MassDEP discourages cable protection using rock placement, concrete |Further, as described in Section 2.1.1.1 of the FEIS, tools planned for use during
mattresses, or other protective methods due to their detrimental impacts to cable installation are expected to minimize or eliminate the need for cable
biological resources and marine habitat. protection along the OECC. As discussed in the revised FEIS, Vineyard Wind

considers cable burial a priority, and would use iterative analyses of survey data,
advanced burial techniques, and micro-routing to maximize burial and minimize
the need for cable protection (Epsilon 2018a). Based on survey data, Vineyard
Wind expects that burial of the inter-array cables would be successful without
requiring cable protection; however, Vineyard Wind has conservatively estimated
that 10 percent of the OECC would require protection, which equates to
approximately 27.5 miles (44.2 kilometers). Vineyard Wind would survey the
cable burial depth after construction and would monitor the depth periodically.
The DEIS already considered a potential mitigation measure of requiring a
minimum cable burial depth.

0092-047  |Pursuant to 314 CMR 9.07(2)(b)(5), for projects displacing over 10,000 cubic Thank you for your comment.
yards of dredged material, the Proponent shall develop a project-specific
sampling and analysis plan and this plan shall be submitted in draft form to
MassDEP for review and comment as part of the pre-application process..The
final proposed dredging method and total dredge volume should be provided as
part of the MassDEP 401 WQC/Chapter 91 Dredging Permit applications.

0092-048 It is essential that the Proponent monitor the turbidity (and total suspended solids, | The requested monitoring actions are already part of the Proponent’s plan.

if appropriate) within both the construction/dredging corridor and the immediate
area beyond the work corridor...Although sediment dispersion and turbidity
impacts to water quality during installation and cable-laying may be minor due to
limited duration and small work area, it is recommended that the Proponent adopt
Best Practice Management to reduce turbidity as much as possible during
construction. After the final installation route is identified, the following actions
should be taken by the Proponent: collection of pre-installation data such as grain
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size composition, substrate type, and bathymetric map along the installation
route; monitoring of the sediment plume and water turbidity during cable
installation; and documentation of changes in sediment composition and
bathymetry mapping. Long-term monitoring will be required to document any
changes to the sediment profile in order to assess habitat recovery.

0092-049

Dredging of the top portion of sand waves may be necessary to allow the cable
installation tool to reach the stable sediment layer under the base of the mobile
sand unit/habitat. Any associated impact to the habitat is assumed to be minimal
and short in duration...The Proponent should provide an estimated time period
expected for the natural restoration of the ocean bottom morphology based on the
best available information or experience.

Section 2.1.1.1 of the FEIS has been updated to include additional information on
cable burial risk and Sections 3.1 and 3.2 of the FEIS for a discussion of potential
effects from cable installation.

0092-050

The preferred transition site from offshore to onshore is the paved parking lot at
Covell’s Beach. The use of HDD to transition the submarine cables from offshore
to onshore can minimize impacts to marine habitats and natural resources within
intertidal areas.

Thank you for your comment.

0092-051

The offshore cables will be buried using a jet plow, mechanical plow, and/or
mechanical trenching, as suited for the bottom type in the immediate area.
Dredging may be necessary in some areas, especially where large sand waves
occur. The 401 WQC/Chapter 91 permit application should provide more
detailed information on why and how cable installation tools can further
minimize dredging and the impact to benthic organisms.

Thank you for your comment.

0092-052

Vineyard Wind LLC has committed to performing post-construction monitoring
to examine the disturbance of and recovery of coastal and benthic habitats in the
Proposed Action area...more detailed information such as monitoring frequency
on recolonization and succession of benthic communities among different
habitats is not clearly described in the long-term monitoring plan. We
recommend a more detailed sampling and analysis plan (SAP) be developed and
included in the 401 WQC application. A monitoring plan should also be provided
to assess the impacts following the removal or decommission of all installations.

Thank you for your comment.

0092-053

The DEIS states that the project may have possible long-term beneficial effects
on biological communities. Although possible, these newly created habitats may
also facilitate the establishment and spread of invasive species... In coastal New
England, invasive tunicates have become an emerging issue (Colarusso 2018) 2.
New artificial structures will create hard substrate for invasive species
colonization with the potential for impacts to commercial and recreational fishing
operations...Therefore, a systematic monitoring plan for potential marine invasive
species colonization should be developed prior to commencement of the project.
Corresponding appropriate management actions should also be adopted to control
colonization of invasive species in these artificial habitats if necessary.

Sections 3.1.2, 3.2.2, and 3.3.2 of the FEIS have been revised to explain potential
benefits and caveats of the reef effect and acknowledge the possibility of
infestation by invasive species. Section 3.3.2 and Appendix D of the FEIS have
been updated to include monitoring and mitigation proposed for the agency-
preferred alternative.
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0092-054  |Because an SAP requires approval from MassDEP per 314 CMR 9.07(2)(5), it is |Thank you for your comment.
recommended that all pre-construction data (baseline data) be submitted, or
collected as needed and submitted, to MassDEP before filing a 401 WQC
application. This information is required in the 401 WQC permitting process to
ensure the project meets the state water quality standards to avoid, minimize, and
mitigate impacts to biological communities and their habitats. Both raw data and
secondary data are welcome. These data include but are not limited to the 2018
Marine Habitat Survey, Eelgrass, Benthic Community, Fisheries. Electronic data
format such as Access or Excel is preferred and will be helpful in facilitating the
401 WQC review process. We encourage the Proponent to discuss appropriate
data collection and analysis methodologies with MassDEP during the
development of any data collection plan.

0093-001 We disagree that the long-term impacts to squid will be “minor” due to Section 3.4.5.1 of the DEIS acknowledged that impacts, such as noise, may cause
operational noise. We also disagree that the short-term impacts of construction  |fish and squid to move away from the source or result in the death of the fish if it
would be “minor” if conducted during the squid presence in the Vineyard Wind |is unable to move away from lethal exposure levels. Thus, if fixed-gear is set
lease area, roughly from May through August... Relatively low levels of even within the unmitigated 0.5-mile (0.8-kilometer) acoustic zone of injury for fish,
short exposure to low frequency sound such as produced by offshore wind farms |the gilled or trapped animals may die prior to harvest. BOEM expects pelagic
can induce severe acoustic trauma in cephalopods such as squid, leading to the  |species to largely avoid areas of disturbance, but return shortly after such
death of the animals... The dB and Hz levels of studies demonstrating this activities end. The Project will use noise reduction technologies during all pile-
acoustic and physiological trauma to cephalopods such as squid, combined with |driving activities to achieve a required minimum attenuation (reduction) of 6
studies focusing on the noise levels produced by operating wind farms, show decibel (dB) re 1 micropascal (uPa) and will target a reduction of 12 dB.
overlap...Another factor we have to consider is the tonal content of the noise Vineyard Wind will also use fixed PAM buoys or autonomous PAM devices to
emitted by turbines in operation...Due to the size of the Vineyard Wind turbines, |continuously record ambient noise in the lease area (before, during, and
squid stocks, and fishery, well outside the project area are likely to be negatively |immediately after construction), record marine mammal vocalizations, and
impacted by the project. monitor Project noise including vessel noise, pile driving, and WTG operation.

Data collection, archival, analysis, and reporting of the results would be
conducted by third parties following established guidelines specified by BOEM.
WTG operational noise intensity, as discussed in Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS, is
expected to be below the only measured threshold for injury to cephalopods.
Therefore, we do not think noise produced from operating turbines would have
impacts on squid populations.

0093-002 National Marine Fisheries Service, in response to the Vineyard Wind project, has|Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS states that cable laying would be avoided in springtime
also noted that: “These short-lived semelparous species have distinct spawning  |within Nantucket Sound, a major squid spawning area. Cable laying in Nantucket
behavior that may be disrupted due to construction activities and turbine Sound would occur during September and October only. Potential impacts of pile
operations. Should disruption of spawning behavior occur over a prolonged driving in the WDA are discussed in Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS.
period, reproductive and subsequent recruitment success may be compromised
over the short- or long-term” and the early life stages of squid are a noted
“Species of Concern”.

0093-003 As other leases, including the NY WEA, are sited on squid grounds as well, the |As stated in the DEIS Section 3.3.6.10, the analysis area for fish, invertebrates,

cumulative impacts will not be “minor”. BOEM’s analysis assumption on page

and EFH includes the entire Northeast Shelf Large Marine Ecosystem (LME) to
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Issuance and Site Assessment Activities on the Atlantic Outer Continental Shelf
Offshore Massachusetts” analyzed that the most important species by dollar value
present in and around the “Massachusetts WEA”, as it was termed at that time,
was the sea scallop. This is not the case in the Vineyard Wind area, as the squid
fishery is the most lucrative fishery in the Vineyard Wind lease area..the original
BOEM EA analysis solely focused on “Commercial Landings by Weight and
Value for All Species Contributing over $1 million in Massachusetts in 20107,

Comment Text Response

Number
3-193 of the DEIS that “based on proximity to the WDA...the BSW and account for the range of movement of potentially impacted species. Revisions to
Revolution projects would likely have the greatest contribution to cumulative this section describe the potential impacts of multiple projects on finfish,
effects” is flawed. While cumulative local effects, on specific fishing grounds invertebrates, and EFH. Proximity to the WDA is more important for fisheries
encompassed by multiple projects or on navigation to and from certain ports, may|economics than for fish populations, and is discussed in Section 3.10 of the FEIS.
be assessed in this way, entire fisheries such as the squid fishery- which occur in |Section 3.10 of the FEIS has been updated to include an assessment of
time and space in specific areas- cannot be assessed by pure “proximity” of commercial fisheries’ revenue exposure, per the edited list of reasonably
projects. foreseeable future offshore wind projects as described in Appendix A. The

individual resource sections have been edited to account for the new list of
reasonably foreseeable future offshore wind projects.

0093-004  |Additionally, there are no “beneficial”” impacts to the squid stock from reef/scour |Section 3.3 of the FEIS clarifies that potential beneficial impacts on finfish,
protection construction; the impacts to primary squid habitat, which is comprised |invertebrates, and EFH would only benefit hard-bottom and structure-oriented
of softer bottom, will be negative. species; impacts on soft-bottom species are described as adverse.

0093-005 Overall, a permanent habitat conversion from softer to harder bottom is negative, |Sections 3.1.2 and 3.2.2 of the FEIS has clarified that habitat conversion would
as softer bottom habitat is the most ecologically productive bottom type in the cause a substantial increase in rare hard habitat and an insignificant decrease in
North and Mid Atlantic. This has the potential to negatively impact all fisheries, |common soft habitat.
particularly squid, coastal industries that rely on fisheries and the entire Atlantic
ecosystem, due to the cumulative impacts of all BOEM leases including the
Vineyard Wind lease.

0093-006 ...the impacts to squid will be major. Therefore, impacts to the squid fishery will |Sections 3.10.1 and 3.10.2 of the FEIS have been revised to provide addition
also be major. Both from impacts to the stock itself, as well as from the lack of  |information on squid resources in the WDA, as well as impacts for that resource.
access- not restricted access- that will result to the fishery from the project. At
numerous times, we have emphasized that our vessels, and our customers vessels,
will be unable to operate within the Vineyard Wind project, which BOEM
acknowledges in the DEIS. However, BOEM expects that this restriction or lack
of access will apply only to pelagic fisheries and HMS; this is incorrect, as it will
apply to bottom trawl fisheries as well. Bottom trawl fisheries will be those most
impacted, as cable and scour protections can cause the most damage on this gear
type.

0093-007 |1t is imperative that BOEM conduct the correct analysis on the squid fishery at  |Section 3.10.1 of the FEIS has been revised with additional information on squid
this stage and ensure the corresponding mitigation/compensation to the fishery  |and Section 3.10.2 of the FEIS on squid related assessment.
and associated infrastructure.

0093-008 BOEM’s original Environmental Assessment on “Commercial Wind Lease Updated fishing revenue data are included in Section 3.10 of the FEIS, and these

data show the importance of both Point Judith and New Bedford. The discussion
on the importance of squid fishery in the WDA in Section 3.10.1 of the FEIS has
been revised.
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with only a cursory glance at the overall dollar value of commercial ports in other
New England states. To start, to consider the value of commercial landings by
weight and value for species landed only in the state of Massachusetts - for a
lease area in federal waters which is utilized by many vessels from many states-
is egregious and negligent. This would explain why the squid fishery was
essentially eliminated from the discussion at the outset of the Vineyard Wind
lease process. The majority of East Coast squid is landed not in Massachusetts
but in Rhode Island. In fact, Rhode Island lands more squid than all other East
Coast states combined, and has consistently for years. By focusing solely on the
species landed in Massachusetts during the initial lease process, BOEM did not
do its due diligence in analyzing impacts to commercial fisheries of other states,
which may have in fact eliminated, at minimum, portions of the lease area prior
to leasing...

0093-009 New analysis by RI DEM values the Vineyard Wind lease area at greater value |NOAA provided specific fishing revenue and landed pounds by species, port,
to the state of Rhode Island than the state of Massachusetts, a fact which is gear type, and state for the WDA and these data have been incorporated into
directly correlated to the RI squid fishery. However, R DEM has also made it ~ |Section 3.10 of the FEIS.
clear that its data as it currently stands does not give a complete assessment of the
value of fisheries in the Vineyard Wind project area, and that the limited data
available in regards to species, timeframes, ecosystem impacts, and local
economic impacts make it insufficient for compensation purposes.

0093-010 As most of the shoreside processing for squid also is based in Rhode Island, the |Economic multipliers were not estimated for the WDA; however, a study
economic multiplier effects to purely ex-vessel value analysis must also be conducted by the University of Rhode Island on the Economic Impacts of the
accounted for. Due to the fact that squid are not cleaned at sea, unlike sea scallops|Rhode Island’s Fisheries and Seafood Sector investigated the contributions of
which arrive in port already removed from their shell and in edible form, the commercial fishing and shellfish, fishing, charters, processing, professional
land-based economic multiplier is likely higher for squid than for scallops. service firms, retail and wholesale seafood dealers, service and supply firms, and
However, in a fisheries mitigation proposal that Vineyard Wind did not wish to  |tackle shops to assess their contributions to the state and national economy. The
make public at the January 14, 2019 Rhode Island Fisheries Advisory Board study concluded that the seafood industry generated 3,147 jobs and $538.3
meeting, Vineyard Wind “disagrees” with the RI DEM analysis, proposes to million in gross sales with the total spillover effect to other industries of 4,381
offer the fishing industry a compensation that is 83% lower than the incomplete |jobs and output of $419.8 million. The vessel landings job multiplier was
RI DEM analysis, and denies shoreside multiplier economic impacts, which are  |estimated at 32.43 jobs per one million dollars while the vessels landings
in fact a routine part of fisheries economic analysis. For example, one study economic impact multiplier was estimated at 3.06. Further, the total fishing
estimated the total economic value of the commercial fishing industry in the State [revenue from Rhode Island is much higher compared to the revenue from the
of Rhode Island in 2010 alone to be over $1 billion. Another fisheries study WDA landed on Rhode Island ports. Section 3.10 of the FEIS has been revised to
estimated the economic activity generated by $81 million of ex-vessel value of  |address this topic.
surfclams to be $626 million of total economic activity.

0093-011 BOEM acknowledges that, if unmitigated, operational impacts and impacts to Section 3.10.2 of the FEIS has been revised to include a discussion of

fishery resources would be “moderate to major”, but reduces this estimate to
“minor to moderate” due to compensation/mitigation measures identified in
Volume III of the Vineyard Wind COP. In fact, BOEM acknowledges that in
some situations, a large portion of fishing vessels’ annual income may be

displacement and potential conflict over fishing grounds and voluntary
compensation. Section 3.10 of the FEIS has been updated to include details of
mitigation and monitoring measures relative to commercial fisheries, including

voluntary financial compensation. Appendix D of the FEIS has also been updated
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inaccessible during operations, resulting in major impacts on individual vessel  |to include modifications and/or additional mitigation and monitoring measures.
owners, but because “BOEM anticipates that the use of compensation payments |These additional mitigation measures could be considered by decision makers
to affected fishermen would reduce impacts to minor to moderate” does not and incorporated into the Record of Decision.
further address the issue. However based on Vineyard Wind’s incomplete
mitigation proposal, which undervalues direct fisheries impacts and does not
include impacts to shoreside infrastructure that also rely on the same resources to
survive, the negative impacts to the commercial fishing industry, particularly the
squid fishery, remain “major”’. Throughout the offshore wind process, BOEM has
repeatedly assured the commercial fishing industry that our concerns would be
fully addressed in the DEIS process, which is now for the Vineyard Wind project.

We encourage BOEM to require the necessary analysis to be conducted and
delay any approval of the project in order to complete due diligence.

0093-012  |We have commented to BOEM many times on. The need to avoid pre-existing  |Section 3.10 of the FEIS has been revised to provide updated information on the
hangs and other obstructions, which will become impossible once turbines and  |assessment of impacts on fisheries and fishing locations. Section 3.10.1, Figure
other infrastructure are in place. This will have major implications for the squid |3.10.-2 of the FEIS acknowledges that squid is an important fishery in the WDA,
fishery, as even data collected by Vineyard Wind itself demonstrates “very high” |with squid fishing vessel density in the WDA characterized as medium high to
activity within the WDA. Impacts to the fishery due to loss of high. However, less than 2 percent of the total coast-wide value for Mackerel,
fishable/maneuverable area will be “major”. Squid, and Butterfish FMP is from the WDA. In addition, Section 3.10.2 of the

FEIS states that “In a given year, it is possible that the center of the resource’s
exploitable biomass would be found within the WDA during operations and
maintenance. If that were to occur, some fisheries—like the squid trawl fishery—
may not be able to safely operate and harvest the resource in the WDA using
status-quo fishing techniques. In this situation, a large portion of annual income
for vessels may be inaccessible during operations, resulting in major impacts on
individual vessel owners for a given year that could have longer-term impacts
due to low operating capital.” However, mitigation measures identified in
Appendix D and the use of compensation payments to affected fishermen would
reduce impacts, if consummated. Vineyard Wind has also prepared a cable burial
risk assessment and may engage with the fishing industry to determine what form
of placements would be the least likely to create new hangs for mobile gear.
Although it is expected that initially it would be more challenging for squid
fisheries to operate in the WDA, with time, most fishermen would adapt to
WTGs spacing and would be able to fish successfully in the WDA.

0093-013  |We also disagree that “Displacement of fishing vessels, leading to increased Section 3.10.2 of the FEIS has been revised to discuss displaced vessels. Fishing

conflict over other fishing grounds” will also be “minor to moderate”...A full
study on this issue should be completed for this project prior to any BOEM
approval of any COP. Conflict due to displacement of fishing vessels resulting
from loss of fishable area is one aspect of this issue; another is displacement of
vessels resulting from loss of transitable area. It is reasonable to see that vessel
transit traffic will now be concentrated in areas of the squid fishery outside the

in the WDA will continue and not all vessels will be displaced. For the displaced
vessels, it is impossible to determine the alternative fishing locations as that will
depend on individual choices.
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project area, which will increase conflict there as well. See, for example, vessel
traffic routes through the WDA that will need to be rerouted closer to land on
page 3-202.

0093-014  |We additionally disagree with BOEM that “Damage or loss of deployed gear due |Mitigation measures, if consummated, provide compensation for damage or loss
to mobile gear striking or hooking on proposed Project infrastructure (e.g., of deployed gear as well as compensation for the loss of fishing revenue.
unburied or insufficiently buried cables)” is “minor to moderate”. Rhode Island | Additional compensation programs are outlined in the updated Appendix D and
fishing vessels have already experienced this difficulty with the cables related to |the revised Section 3.10.2 of the FEIS. In terms of economic impacts, mitigation
the Block Island Wind project, and some have already received compensation for [measures that provide compensation for economic loss are appropriate to reduce
such. However, looking at the heavy squid fishing activity that occurs over the  |the magnitude of impacts on commercial fisheries.
proposed cable route, the interactions will be orders of magnitude higher with the
Vineyard Wind project. We... requested an alternative cable route that did not cut |Additionally, Section 2.1.1 of the FEIS has been updated to address cable burial
through the heart of the squid fishing activity adjacent to the site, but were not  |risk for the proposed Project. The OECC would have a target burial depth of up
accommodated. Should cable matting or insufficiently buried cables be laid in the|to 5-8 feet (1.5-2.5 meters). Potential interactions with fishing gear are discussed
middle of a squid tow, the entire tow may be made unworkable. As Vineyard in the revised Section 3.10.2. Daily communication plans between squid fishery
Wind has not submitted exact cable matting/rock or other cable protection representative and cable-laying vessel operator will be required to mitigate the
locations as part of it’s COP, this impact is not fully assessable, and we would  |potential for reduced access to squid resources by the commercial fishery in the
encourage BOEM to require locations in the final EIS for this express purpose... |spring and summer.

We agree that BOEM should require a minimum cable burial depth between the

WDA and Muskeget Channel to avoid trawl hangs; however, we believe it Last, Section 2.1.7 of the DEIS and Section C.5 in FEIS Appendix C included

should be deeper than 6.5 feet to account for natural sand dynamics which could |information related to the following alternatives that were considered but not

uncover the cable over time..and also stipulate a requirement that no cable carried forward for analysis: alternative landfall locations, an offshore regional

mattresses/scour protection that could damage trawl fishing gear be allowed to be |transmission network, a shared cable corridor. Alternate cable routes would likely

used in that area. be longer in length, which could contribute to other increased impacts on
environmental, social, cultural, and historic resources.

0093-015 Communication and radar signals are of utmost importance to mariners, The DEIS discussed how radar would be impacted during operations in

particularly in inclement weather, at night, in the fog, etc... BOEM should require
updated analysis on the extent and scope of interference with marine radar and
communication signals from 9.5 MW turbines prior to any approval or
construction of the Vineyard Wind project. The only definitive document
available to date analyzing the linear extent of radar interference, to our
knowledge, is the UK Maritime and Coast Guard Agency’s MGN 372 (M+F)
study, published in 2008 which cites a 2004 trial at a wind farm comprised of
2MW turbines, in which interference extended 1.5 nautical miles from the
turbines. However, larger turbines will likely exhibit a larger interference
footprint...it is a maritime safety issue of utmost importance that must be
analyzed and addressed prior to project approval, particularly, as BOEM has
noted, since search and rescue will also be inhibited by the project. .. Therefore,
accurate, up to date analysis of radar and marine communication interference is
necessary at this time...that the extent of this interference will also impact some of]

BOEM'’s other analysis, such as vessel traffic routes.

maintenance in Section 3.4.7.3. The grid-array of regularly spaced WTGs could
produce false and multiple radar echoes for vessels in or approaching the WDA
(COP Appendix III-I, Section 7.2.2.1; Epsilon 2020b; MMS 2009; de la Vega et
al. 2013; Ling et al. 2013). Pursuant to draft USCG conditions for authorizing the
Project (submitted in April 2019), Vineyard Wind will conduct a project-specific
study of impacts on marine communication, navigation, and radar.
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the commercial fishing industry from the layout of the project in a predominately

Number Comment Text Response

0093-016  |... Vineyard Wind and BOEM continue to rely on AIS data from 2016-2017 for |VMS data have been considered by reviewing aggregated VMS data presented in
commercial fishing vessels to determine navigational impacts within the Vineyard Wind’s Supplemental Navigation Risk Assessment as well as
WDA...This is therefore creating a “lowball” estimate of total vessel traffic,as  |information provided by NMFS. The FEIS has been updated to include the new,
AIS is only required on commercial fishing vessels of 65 feet and greater best available information for assessment purposes.
registered length, and only within 12 nautical miles of land. Recreational vessels
are not required to have AIS, so recreational traffic is also undoubtedly higher...
we have repeatedly requested that BOEM utilize commercial fishing VMS traffic
for all analysis purposes.

0093-017 If adverse impacts to harvesting activities...during the life of the project are Compensation programs proposed to be put in place by Vineyard Wind subject to
considered unavoidable even with mitigation, then we would also assert that adoption in the ROD are outlined in Appendix D and the revised Section 3.10.2
impacts to commercial fisheries be considered “major” and not “minor to of the FEIS. In terms of economic impacts, mitigation measures that provide
moderate” compensation for economic loss are appropriate to reduce the magnitude of

impacts on commercial fisheries.

0094-001 As an initial matter, given the current lapse in funding for the Department of The public comment period for the DEIS for the Vineyard Wind Project was
Interior and other federal agencies, I request that you extend the public comment |extended until February 22, 2019 due to the government shutdown. Furthermore,
period for the DEIS until after the shutdown ends and the previously scheduled |BOEM rescheduled the five public meetings and they were held on February 11,
public meetings can be held. 12,13, 14 and 15, 2019. Appendix C (formerly Chapter 4) of the FEIS was

updated with this information as well as information regarding the virtual public
meetings held during the SEIS comment period.

0094-002 I further note that, according to the Vineyard Wind Permitting Timeline, BOEM |The permitting timeline has been updated since publication of the DEIS. Section
expects to send its preferred alternative to the agencies for review the day after  |2.5 of the FEIS has been included to identify the agency-preferred alternative.
the comment period closes, on January 23, 2019. If correct, this indicates that FEIS Identification of the preferred alternative for this project was made in
BOEM has already chosen its preferred alternative and failed to identify it in the |accordance with the One Federal Decision process, and was finalized with the
DEIS, as required by 40 C.F.R. §1502.14. Further, this timeframe strongly benefit of having comments from the public, resource agencies, and other
suggests that BOEM has made (or will make) its decision without due stakeholders. Notwithstanding the foregoing, it is worth noting that nothing under
consideration of the public’s comments. NEPA regulations prohibits a Federal Agency from identifying its preferred

alternative prior to receiving public comments, since the regulations contemplate
that a Federal Agency can identify its preferred alternative at the DEIS stage.

0094-003 ...as it fails to adequately analyze the significant impact of the Project on Rhode |The FEIS discusses the potential impact on Rhode Island fishing industry in the
Island’s commercial fishing industry and on the State’s valuable marine revised Section 3.10. Specifically, Vineyard Wind has agreed to fund a Rhode
resources. Island Fishermen’s Future Viability Trust, as described in the updated 3.10.2 of

the FEIS. BOEM does not expect the proposed Project would have a significant
impact on living marine resources of Rhode Island.

0094-004  |Fails to recognize long term impacts to commercial fisheries — Rhode Island The revised Section 3.10.1 of the FEIS shows that the total revenue from squid.
provides 60% of East Coast squid catch; Section 3.10.2 discusses the impact of construction activities (increased vessel

traffic, noise, etc.) to seasonal commercial fishing activities.

0094-005 Fails to recognize the serious and avoidable safety and navigational impactsto  |Section 3.11.2 of the FEIS has been clarified to address this comment.
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Offshore Wind Farm in the Irish Sea, has a total output capacity of 659
megawatts and took over five years to plan and initiate construction.3
Importantly, the Project size of 800 megawatts is 21.3% larger than Walney and

Comment Text Response

Number
northeast/southwest pattern, distance between each turbine (1 nm), and width of
travel corridors through the project (2 nm)

0094-006  |Fails to adequately address the serious and avoidable environmental impact of the|Sections 2.1.1.1, 3.3.2, and 3.10.2 of the FEIS have been updated to provide
extremely tight construction schedule, including but not limited to increased additional discussions of the cable-laying schedule, which has been updated to
vessel traffic, continuous seismic activity, interference with seasonal commercial |accommodate seasonal fishing and spawning activities in Nantucket Sound.
fishing activity, etc.; Section 2.1.7 of the DEIS considered the possibility of phased development

(similar to extending the Project schedule) and explains that this would
effectively be the same as selecting Alternative F (No Action).

0094-007 Fails to sufficiently consider avoidable seismic and other impacts to North Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS has been updated with additional discussion of acoustic
Atlantic right whales and other endangered species, marine mammals, and other |impact on finfish and invertebrate species. Section 3.4.2 of the FEIS has been
aquatic animals. For example, multiple studies have found permanent damage to |refined in coordination with NOAA and includes additional information
squid populations, one of Rhode Island’s main fisheries, from simple seismic regarding acoustic impacts on marine mammals resulting from pile driving.
testing, which has a significantly less severe acoustic impact than the proposed ~ |Section 3.5.2 of the FEIS has been updated with further discussion of acoustic
pile driving activity;2 impacts on sea turtles resulting from pile driving activities. The updated

Appendix D of the FEIS includes monitoring and mitigation relative to North
Atlantic right whale that has been proposed for the agency-preferred alternative.
Many of the proposed monitoring and mitigation measures will provide benefits
to finfish and sea turtles. The commenter’s assertion regarding damage to squid
populations is not supported by science. Reports by Solé et al. have showed that
cephalopod hearing organs can be injured by loud noise, but it has not been
demonstrated that this could cause any effect to populations. In addition, the
lowest measured threshold for sound intensity that could cause damage to
cephalopods is louder than the loudest sounds predicted to come from the
proposed Project.

0094-008  |BOEM concludes limited impacts to commercial and for-hire recreational NOAA provided data on fishing revenue and landed pounds by species, gear
fishermen but uses data that is out-of-date, non-peer-reviewed, and nonpublic type, port and state for the WDA that is now included in Section 3.10.1 of the

FEIS. The analysis in Section 3.10.2 of the FEIS has been adjusted accordingly.

0094-009  |First, coordination with Rhode Island stakeholders did not occur until many years | This comment is not relevant to the analysis in the DEIS or that to be performed
into research and development, despite its significant effect on Rhode Island for the FEIS.
fisheries. This delay has unnecessarily put Rhode Island in the unfortunate
position of having to choose between wind energy development and the
sustainability of its fisheries and ocean resources. Clearly, Vineyard Wind has
prioritized meeting the deadline of expiring tax incentives over the need to
engage stakeholders in arriving at a project that addresses the concerns of local
fisheries and the habitat of many essential and/or endangered species.

0094-010 Currently, the world’s largest offshore wind farm, the Walney Extension The FEIS has been written with the cooperation of multiple federal agencies and

has incorporated analyses and agreements made for and between state agencies
and the proponent.
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PRIVATIZED. a) The sea, ocean floor and shores of the sea are part of the public
domain. In my view, it is ridiculous to sacrifice this ecosystem, which is often
referred to as a “frontier”, to industrial-scale energy development because of
terrestrial NIMBY-ism. BOEMRE and the applicant should be required to report
on the cumulative supply of all existing and projected sources of energy within
the affected “energy-shed”, including intermittent land-based and net-metered
sources of energy BEFORE proceeding with licensing this offshore wind project.

Comment Text Response

Number
2,566.7% larger than Block Island —further proving the need for a more
deliberate approach to planning and implementation.

0094-011 Ocean SAMP § 1160.1.3 states that “where the CRMC (note: Rhode Island Section 3.10.2 of the FEIS has been revised to include a discussion of
Coastal Resources Management Council) determines that there are significant displacement and potential conflict over fishing grounds and voluntary
adverse effects on Rhode Island coastal resources or uses, it can require that the |compensation. Section 3.10 of the FEIS has been updated to include details of
applicant modify the proposal to avoid and/or mitigate the impacts or the CRMC |mitigation and monitoring measures relative to commercial fisheries, including
shall deny the proposal.” CRMC has indicated to Vineyard Wind that the voluntary financial compensation. Appendix D of the FEIS has also been updated
currently proposed Construction and Operations Plan (the subject of BOEM’s to include modifications and/or additional mitigation and monitoring measures.
DEIS) “will have an adverse impact on coastal uses, specifically, RI-based These additional mitigation measures could be considered by decision makers
commercial fishing interests.” (CRMC letter to Vineyard Wind, LLC, dated July |and incorporated into the Record of Decision.
2,2018.)

0095-001  |We are in dire need for getting the offshore wind industry off the ground in the | Thank you for your comment.
US to diversify our energy portfolio and generate emissions free electricity.

0095-002 We need wind-related jobs throughout the industry to grow and thrive. We need |Thank you for your comment.
the Vineyard Wind project to be permitted now so we may invigorate supply
chain businesses and port facilities to become engaged in the offshore wind
sector. Their 800 MW wind park will help us tremendously in getting offshore
renewable energy moving in the US.

0095-003 The Vineyard Wind project has conducted an amazing amount of due diligence |Thank you for your comment.
within the surrounding communities, addressing constituents’ concerns and
building essential relationships to overcome fear of the unknown. Their
community benefits agreement addresses tangible ways for some of the economic
benefits of the project to remain within the local communities.

0096-001 DEMAND MANAGEMENT SHOULD BE PURSUED BY THE FEDERAL |[Managing power demand is outside of the purpose and need of this EIS. This
GOVERNMENT BEFORE BOEMRE PROMOTES SUPPLEMENTING EIS, and BOEM’s separate and later Record of Decision, must address the
SUPPLY. The USDOE and the refereed academic and technical literature proposed Project, which is to build a facility within Vineyard Wind’s lease area.
indicate that electricity demand can be reduced by 30%. It would NOT be Further revisions to the FEIS were not warranted.
necessary to design/build a project of this size, if at all, if regional demand was
reduced by 33%.

0096-002  |THE OCEAN SHOULD NOT BE INDUSTRIALIZED and MUST NOT BE | The impacts of opening the continental shelf to wind energy development have

already been assessed in BOEM’s 2007 Final Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement for Alternative Energy Development and Production and
Alternate Use of Facilities on the Outer Continental Shelf. BOEM’s decision on
Vineyard Wind’s COP is needed to execute its duty to approve, approve with
modifications, or disapprove the proposed Project in furtherance of the United
States’ policy to manage the development of OCS energy resources in an
expeditious and orderly manner, subject to environmental safeguards including
consideration of natural resources and existing ocean uses (43 USC § 1332(3)).
Further revisions to the FEIS were not warranted.
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0096-003 The Public Trust Doctrine (PTD) protects intergenerational interests in Section 1.3, Regulatory Framework and Table 1.3-1 in Appendix B includes
navigational, commercial and recreational and passive access to and use of the =~ |BOEM’s authority and regulatory decision-making process, as well as other
sea, including the floor and shores of the sea. ..The PTD requires a legislative permits and authorizations required for the proposed Project.
enactment by the affected STATES to authorize this project (Illinois Central RR
c. ILL) within 3 nm of land because of dredging, cabling and effects on coastal
submerged lands and fringing wetlands.

0096-004 IF the project is licensed, BOEMRE should require the Applicant to post funds  |Appendix D of the FEIS has updated the comprehensive list of monitoring and
sufficient to cover: mitigation, including voluntary financial compensation and annual monitoring,
- an annual lease for the entire area of the seafloor that is occupied by pylons that has been proposed for the agency-preferred alternative. A thorough review of
and/or interferes with protected PTD uses, including commercial and recreational |impacts on ESA-protected species is provided in the Biological Assessments
fishing, and increased shipping costs related to new navigational routes etc; prepared for USFWS and NOAA, which can be found at the following link:

- all and any harm to threatened and endangered species and their critical habitats |https://www.boem.gov/Vineyard-Wind-Consultation-Documents/
that are protected by federal and state Endangered Species Acts;

- all and any harm to non-/tidal wetlands from any aspect of the project from

manufacturing to transmission and decommissioning;

- decommissioning and recovery of 100% of the wind platforms and associated

components;

- the cascading ecological and economic effects of any accidental or intentional

pollution or waste disposal incident;

- annual studies re. *trends* and economic indicators.

0096-005 offshore wind is still in early development phase in terms of understanding risks |Thank you for your comment.
to marine life, includingincluding marine mammals, amphibians and
elasmobranchs (sharks, rays) and other electro-sensitive organisms. The preferred
plan acknowledges that risks exist for protected marine mammals and
amphibians.

0096-006 |1 think the preferred version of this project should NOT licensed. IF it is, it should|Appendix D of the FEIS has updated the comprehensive list of monitoring and
be accompanied by extensive financial and legal obligations to protect protected |mitigation relative to ESA protected species that has been proposed for the
species and habitats and inter-generational PTD interests. agency-preferred alternative.

0097-001 There needs to be more studies done BEFORE install of turbines. Tagged Appendix D of the FEIS has updated the comprehensive list of the monitoring
lobsters in that area moved a 90 miles in a couple months. The impact is far and mitigation that has been considered and evaluated for the agency-preferred
greater than just the lease area. Not enough is known about the effects of energy |alternative. Pre-construction survey monitoring has been included in Appendix D
infrastructure on marine life. But on land its not good to live under high voltage |of the FEIS and evaluated in the applicable resource-specific sections,
wires, could it POSSIBLY be the same in water? Probably good to know before |particularly Section 3.3 of the FEIS, which contains an evaluation of potential
installing hundreds. effects to lobsters.

0098-001 There is no question that the project in question will not only offset a massive Thank you for your comment.

amount of carbon produced by generating electricity but will also transfor and
invigorate our economy with new sustainable employment opportunities. Any
environmental impacts, most of which are temporary, created by the project are
mitigated by the clean energy produced and the sustainable future created.
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0099-001

This wind farm is going to hurt an already struggling fishing industry.
Regulations put on industry in the last 15 years has caused great harm and the
only thing saving us is squid. Placement of the wind farm is right where we fish
for squid and other fish as well it will put most of the fleet out of business and all
the business’s that serves the industry.

Section 3.10.2 of the FEIS has been updated to include an added discussion
relating the economic impacts on squid fisheries.

0099-002

If Vinyard Wind is serious about compensation its going to have to be in the 2
million per boat to start this will be the end of a life stile for most. The average
age of fishermen is now over 50 years old it will be very hard for most to start
new career and after all the regulations have left most will little reserves to take
them to retirement.

Section 3.10.2 of the FEIS has been revised to include an added discussion
relating the economic impacts on squid fisheries.

0100-001

The people of Vineyard Wind have worked diligently to provide renewable, off-
shore wind energy for the Cape and Islands. They have met with many groups
including fishermen, people who are worried about views and also people who
are worried about the cables. They have answered all the concerns.

Thank you for your comment.

0100-002

With this project, Massachusetts will become a national leader in the off-shore
wind energy field.

Thank you for your comment.

0101-001

RIDEM strongly recommends that the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management
(BOEM) select a combination of Alternatives D1, D2, and E over the Proposed
Action, as it will mitigate Rhode Island fisheries concerns more substantially than
compensation alone. The letter [from Rhode Island Marine Fisheries Council
dated October 12, 2018] states that the RIMFC members “recommend to the
Director of DEM and CRMC that all wind power leases off southern New
England be required to have turbines set in an east-west pattern with 1 nm of
spacing to minimize the negative impacts on historical fishing activities, and
further require that all structures are removed after the lease termination to restore
fishing access to the entire area.”

Section 2.5 of the FEIS has been included to identify the agency-preferred
alternative.

0101-002

Compensation may still be required for certain vessels or companies, but 84
turbines in an E-W, 1-nautical mile spaced grid ameliorates a variety of concerns.
» Fishing access within the turbine array (reduced conflict between the fixed and
mobile gear fisheries, mobile gear physically able to operate within the array,
easier fishing within the array due to simpler headings to follow while actively
towing gear, etc.)

Section 3.10 of the FEIS has been revised to provide additional information
related to the use of the Project area by vessels and project layout. Section 2.5 of
the FEIS has been included to identify the agency-preferred alternative.

0101-003

Compensation may still be required for certain vessels or companies, but 84
turbines in an E-W, 1-nautical mile spaced grid ameliorates a variety of
concerns...

* Easier navigation (more logical pattern for...mariners to follow, more consistent
with abutting wind farms proposed around the Vineyard Wind wind development
area (WDA) and with Vineyard Wind’s future development in the southern
portion of the lease area)

Section 3.11.6 of the FEIS has been updated to acknowledge that Alternative E
would result in fewer structures.
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* Lowered risk of allision or collision due to more logical navigational patterns

0101-004 ...merging of Alternative E with the combined Alternatives D1 and D2 will help |Section 2.5 of the FEIS has been included to identify the agency-preferred
to reduce some of the challenges associated with D1 and D2 (i.e., increased alternative.
acreage caused by wider-spaced layout). Alternative E would cause a reduction
of 22 turbines, allowing the increased acreage in Figure 2.1.-5 to be eliminated

0101-005 The 1-nautical mile spacing may also serve to reduce turbine shadowing, or Section 2.5 of the FEIS has been included to identify the agency-preferred
power loss caused by wake effects of upstream wind turbine generators (WTGs), |alternative.
to accommodate the larger 9.5 MW WTGs. This would require experimental
verification via modeling (see Frandsen 2007).

0101-006 The Department finds the Mitigation Measures for “Compensation for lost Section 3.10.2 of the FEIS has been revised to include a discussion of
income due to offshore wind energy facility operations and maintenance” in displacement and potential conflict over fishing grounds and voluntary
Appendix D to be lacking. A complete mitigation package should include more |compensation. Section 3.10 of the FEIS has been updated to include details of
than lost net revenue due to inability to access fishery resources within the WDA. |mitigation and monitoring measures relative to commercial fisheries, including

voluntary financial compensation. Appendix D of the FEIS has also been updated
to include modifications and/or additional mitigation and monitoring measures.
These additional mitigation measures could be considered by decision makers
and incorporated into the Record of Decision.

0101-007 | The consideration of only ex-vessel values omits the possible fishing impacts The study referenced in the comment has been consider in Section 3.10.1 of the
caused by potential environmental effects of construction and/or operation. These |FEIS, which now provides: Recent analysis prepared by the RI DEM for the
environmental effects may affect not only the areas within the WDA, but also WDA, using VMS and VTR data, provides an estimate of the ex-vessel value of
surrounding areas. Shoreside impacts should also be taken into consideration, as |the Rhode Island (RI) commercial fishing industry that is derived from the WDA
ex-vessel values are not a complete reflection of the economic value of (RI DEM 2019). The study suggests that the ex-vessel value of fishing in the area
potentially lost seafood landings to the state economy. Refer to the attached with an assumed 2 nautical mile buffer along the north and south boundaries is
January 14, 2019 RIDEM report on the economic exposure of the Vineyard $35.6 million for a 30-year period (including lease and construction time). The
Wind COP WDA which details an estimate of the ex-vessel value of the Rhode |analysis assumed construction of the wind farm in a manner that is consistent
Island commerecial fishing industry, along with a projection of that value over 30 |with traditional fishing practices. The study further showed that almost $21.0
years. million of the total 30-year value would be from Mackerel, Squid, Butterfish

FMP; $4.7 million form NE Small mesh Species (Hakes); $4.6 million from
Summer Flounder, Scup, Black Sea Bass FMP; $2.2 from Groundfish, $1.5
million American Lobster; $1.0 million from scallops; and with the remaining
form other species.

0101-008 Section 1.5.2. Page 1-6: Please define “reasonably foreseeable actions or other  |Definitions were provided in Appendix C of the DEIS; therefore, no changes
projects”. Only projects with power purchase agreements or state agreements in  |were warranted.
place appear to be considered in the cumulative impacts sections.

0101-009 Section 2.1. Page 2-6: What is the area occupied by each turbine (foundation plus |Appendix G, Table G-1 of the DEIS and FEIS shows the maximum area and
scour protection)? volume of scour that would be placed around each foundation.

0101-010 Section 2.1. Page 2-7: What amount of area will 10% of the inter-array and Vineyard Wind has conservatively estimated that 10 percent of the OECC would

OECC (offshore export cable corridor) equate to?

require protection, which equates to approximately 27.5 miles (44.2 kilometers).
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analyzed in detail because the presence of a Vineyard Wind transmission cable
does not prevent other developers from laying cables in close proximity to the
Vineyard Wind cable. However, this assertion ignores potential environmental
benefits and fishing mitigation due to ensuring that a smaller area will be
disturbed by construction and a more limited area will potentially have new
hangs created within it.

Number Comment Text Response

0101-011 The RIDEM suggests avoiding the use of concrete mattresses for cable coverage, |Section 3.10.2 of the FEIS has an added discussion of cable burial. Concrete
as there have been reported and unresolved conflicts with this type of coverage in |mattresses may need to be used in proper burial depth of cable is not achieved.
Rhode Island state waters.

0101-012 Visual monitoring by the University of Rhode Island has shown that the The FEIS has been updated to describe scour protection under Section 3.2.2,
mattresses have not been colonized by organisms that prefer hard bottom habitat. |including a mention of the observation that concrete mattresses at Block Island
Rock placement or other types of cable protection may be better for allowing Wind Farm were not readily colonized. The revised 3.2.2 of the FEIS also
marine life to recolonize the area post cable installation. indicates that Vineyard Wind favors rock protection. The FEIS lists potential

types of cable protection in Sections 3.1.2 and 3.2.2. In addition, the potential
location of cable protection, including cable burial risk assessment is discussed in
Sections 3.1.2 and 3.2.2 of the FEIS.

0101-013 Section 2.1.1.2. Page 2-8: The operating phase of the project is stated as 30 years |If the COP is approved or approved with conditions, the ROD will specify the
in this section. Therefore, any mitigation to the fishing industry should be done  |mitigation measures that BOEM and other resource agencies will require. Some
on a 30-year basis. of such measures that could become requirements are outlined in Appendix D of

the FEIS (updated since the DEIS), although other measures not included, or
additional details of those that are, could be included in the ROD.

0101-014  |Section 2.1.4. Page 2-11: Will BOEM actually consider any project alternatives |The alternatives considered in the NEPA analysis are included in Chapter 2 of the
that will require substantial additional survey work to resolve data gaps for WTG |FEIS. BOEM’s preferred alternative is described in Section 2.5 of the FEIS.
placements and inter-array cable locations not contemplated in the Proposed
Action?

0101-015 Section 2.1.4.1. Page 2-11: When stating that the Proposed Action will result in a |Section 2.1.1.1 of the FEIS has been updated to indicate the Proposed Action’s
minimum of 0.75 nautical mile spacing, what is this spacing measured between? |minimum, maximum, and average spacing between the WTGs. The Proposed
Is this between the towers, the foundations, or does it also incorporate scour Action has an average spacing between WTGs of approximately 0.86 nautical
protection? The Rhode Island fishing industry has stated the 1-nautical mile mile within the 75,614 acre (306 km?) WDA. The minimum distance between
spacing should be between the scour protection, as it will prevent mobile fishing |nearest turbines is no less than 0.65 nautical miles and the maximum distance
in close proximity, which therefore reduces the navigable and fishable region between nearest turbines is no more than 1.1 nautical miles (COP Section 3.1.1.1,
between turbines. Volume I; Epsilon 2020b).

0101-016  |Section 2.1.4.1. and Section 2.1.4.2. Page 2-11: Here and throughout the The DEIS analyzed potential effects from two alternatives, D1, 1 nautical mile
document, Alternative D1 and D2 seem unnecessary as they do not individually |spacing between turbines, and D2, an east-west orientation with 1 nautical mile
meet the needs of the Rhode Island commercial fishing industry. A combined spacing between turbines. Both alternatives are related to layout and Chapter 3
alternative D (1-nautical mile spaced turbines in an E-W layout) would meet the |and Appendix A of the EIS includes potential effects from both alternatives
request and save space throughout the document. considered.

0101-017 Section 2.1.7. Page 2-15: BOEM asserts that a Shared Cable Corridor was not  |As stated in Section 2.1.7 of the DEIS, shared cable corridors was an alternative

considered but not analyzed in detail and explained why it was discounted
further.
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speeds of up to 112 mph and gusts of 157 mph. They will also be designed for
maximum wave heights greater than 60 ft. Are these planning parameters
sufficient given increased storm strengths in recent years and northward shifting
peak intensities (Emanuel 2017)? The Saffir-Simpson Hurricane Wind Scale
indicates that a category 5 hurricane has sustained winds greater than 156 mph,
while the WTGs can only handle 112 mph sustained winds (category 3 hurricane
intensity). Additionally, hurricane Florence (2018 category 4 storm) had waves
that exceeded 83 ft. (www.weather.gov/wrn/florence).

Comment Text Response

Number

0101-018 Sefm? 121.1.7.dPage 2_16.: The stattelrp ent t}iatlpl‘l‘ased dle‘t/.ek)pﬁ;m ?nd mogltorlildg As stated in Section 2.1.7 of the DEIS, phased development and monitoring
potentially recucing environmena ir'npac S 15 - specuiative at this me and Coule 1y an alternative considered but not analyzed in detail and explained why it
impact project economic feasibility” is essentially affirming that economic gain is . . - - -

. R . X ) was discounted further. While this alternative might have the eventual effect
more important than minimizing environmental effects. Using this approach, . . .

C o . . . . of reducing some environmental impacts, a phased approach could present
there is limited consideration for ecosystem services, existence value of affected - . . .

. ) . permitting challenges. This alternative would also, by its nature, create
species, etc. A phased approach would allow for incorporation of the e . - . .
. L . . permitting delays and project risk that could potentially foreclose its

precautionary principle into the development process, without preventing . e : . :
: . economic feasibility. This alternative would therefore effectively be the same
innovation. Such an approach may slow development but allow ample research to as selecting Alternative G (No Action)
be conducted and impacts to be addressed on a smaller scale (in both space and )
time).

0101-019  |Section 2.3. Page 2-18: ...The Proposed Action has spacing of 0.75 nautical miles | The average separation between WTGs is 0.86 nautical miles, with a minimum
between WTGs, which fishermen have argued is not sufficient for safe fishing  |separation distance of 0.65 nautical miles, and a maximum separation distance of
and/or navigation. They have suggested 1 nautical mile at minimum. 1.1 nautical miles for the Proposed Action. See Section 2.1.1.1 of the FEIS.

Section 3.10 of the FEIS has been revised to provide additional information
related to the use of the Project area by vessels and project layout. Section 2.5 of
the FEIS has been included to identify the agency-preferred alternative.

0101-020 Section 2.3. Page 2-18: The statement that cable displacement or damage by It has been acknowledged in the revised Section 3.10.2 of the FEIS that there are
fishing gear is unlikely due to cable burial or hard armoring needs elaboration.  [unconfirmed reports of a concrete mattress being dragged by a purse seine in
The type of hard armor is of significance, as concrete mattressing may not stay in [Rhode Island waters.
place if caught on towed mobile gear, which would leave the cable exposed.

There were unconfirmed reports of a concrete mattress being dragged by a purse
seine in Rhode Island waters. While these reports were never confirmed to
RIDEM by the cable owner, it may be worth considering this possibility while
deciding on cable armoring strategies.
0101-021 Section 2.3. Page 2-18: The WTGs will be designed to endure sustained wind Section 2.3 and Appendix E (Section E.2.4) of the FEIS includes a discussion on

severe weather and natural events. The design parameters for the WTGs are
sufficient based upon historical data, site-specific measurements, and engineering
design practices. BOEM expects that the Vineyard Wind project will be designed
in accordance with the International Electrotechnical Commission (IEC) 61400-1
and 61400-3 standards. These standards require designs to withstand forces based
on site-specific conditions for a 50-year return interval (2 percent chance
occurrence in a single year) for the WTGs. This means that the WTGs are not
designed just for average conditions, but for the higher end event that is
reasonably able to occur. The newly revised IEC standards now also include a
robustness load case check for extreme metocean conditions where turbines are
designed to withstand a short-lived 500-year event (0.2 percent chance
occurrence in a single year), such as an extreme 3-sec wind gust.

During the 160 years for which weather records have been kept, ten hurricanes
have made landfall in Massachusetts and five others have passed through the
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than 5.5 million bats in northeastern North America as of 2015 reduces the
likelihood of many individuals being present within the proposed project area.”
Remove this sentence as it inappropriately downplays that the proposed project

Comment Text Response
Number
WDA without making landfall. The latest hurricane that made a direct landfall
was Hurricane Bob in 1991. Out of those ten hurricanes, five ranked as Category
1 on the Saffir-Sampson Scale, two were Category 2 hurricanes, and three were
Category 3 hurricanes. Since records have been kept, no Category 4 or 5
hurricanes have made landfall in Massachusetts. Of the hurricanes that passed
through the WDA without making landfall in Massachusetts, one was Category
2, one was Category 1, and three were tropical storms when they passed through
the WDA. The most recent of these storms was Beryl in 2006.
0101-022 Section 3.2.2.3. Page 3-19 Table 3.2.2-3: The estimated years between incidents |Section 3.10.2 of the FEIS has been revised to address the topics in this
are smaller than the life of the project, suggesting that BOEM anticipates that comment.
there will be small vessel allisions and large vessel allisions. If allisions are
anticipated, it may be necessary to discuss culpability (i.e., who is at fault and
who pays for vessel or WTG damages). This may affect vessel operators
insurance rates and availability.
0101-023  |Section 3.3.1.3. Page 3-27: The DEIS states that Vineyard Wind would restore  |Section A.8.5.2 in Appendix A of the FEIS has been revised to address the
any previously undeveloped areas on land that were disturbed by construction.  |comment.
Elaboration on restoration is necessary; how will the areas be restored?
0101-024 Section 3.3.1.3. Page 3-27: The italicized portion of the following statement Section A.8.5.2 in Appendix A of the FEIS has been revised to include a
requires a citation: “Collisions between animals and vehicles or construction reference citation.
equipment might cause direct mortality. BOEM expects this to be rare, as most
individuals should avoid the noise and vibration of the construction areas.”
0101-025 Section 3.3.1.3. Page 3-27: It is unclear what reptiles and amphibians are being |Section A.8.5.2 in Appendix A of the FEIS has been revised to remove the
referred to when discussing limited mobility and vulnerability to construction reference.
impacts. The sentence states “reptiles and amphibians mentioned above in
3.3.1.1.”, but no specific species are discussed in the preceding text in 3.3.1.1.
0101-026  |Section 3.3.2.2. Page 3-33: The type of lighting on the WTGs should also be Section A.8.3.2 in Appendix A (formerly 3.3.2.2) of the FEIS has been updated
considered as a relevant design parameter that may influence the magnitude of  |to include lighting as a relevant design parameter.
impact on birds.
0101-027  |Section 3.3.2.3. Page 3-34: It is stated that the risk of collisions between birds and |Section A.8.3.2 in Appendix A (formerly 3.3.2.3) of the FEIS has been updated
vehicles or construction equipment is negligible, as most birds would avoid the  |to include additional citations.
noisy construction areas. Research supporting the claim that birds will avoid the
noisy areas should be cited.
0101-028 Section 3.3.2.3. Page 3-35: The following statement also requires a citation: Section A.8.3.2 in Appendix A (formerly 3.3.2.3) of the FEIS has been updated
“Loons, grebes, seaducks, and northern gannets typically avoid offshore wind to include additional citations.
developments, resulting in loss of habitat and reduced risk of collision.”
0101-029 Section 3.3.3.1. Page 3-43: “Conversely, the unprecedented mortality of more Section A.8.4.1 (formerly 3.3.3.1) has been updated to include a clarifying

sentence regarding the biological significance of Project-related mortality within
the context of White Nose Syndrome related population declines.
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construction to minor by requiring the following mitigation measures as a
condition of COP approval ... : (1) adaptive management involving refinement of
exclusion zones, and (2) long-term monitoring to document the changes to the

Comment Text Response

Number
may affect bat populations already in poor shape. The preceding sentence
sufficiently makes this argument.

0101-030  |Section 3.3.3.9. Page 3-48: It is appropriate [inappropriate?] to state that “existing |Section A.8.4 of the FEIS has been revised to provide additional information.
information seems adequate to assess the potential impacts of the proposed The FEIS uses the best available information, and thus complies with the
Project,” when “estimates of population size, survival rates, reproductive, rates  [procedural requirements of NEPA to predict potential impacts on bats from the
and other biological parameters are lacking for many species of bats”. This is Proposed Action.
especially important considering drastic population declines (approaching 90% in
some areas) in regional species of bats due to white-nose syndrome.

0101-031 Section 3.3.5.3. Page 3-62: Has a power analysis been done to confirm that BOEM has not conducted a power analysis to evaluate the sampling intensity
accepted ecological and fisheries methods would be unable to detect population |needed to detect a change in benthic organism population change. However,
changes with the benthic organism mortality associated with 0.5% of WDA area? | Vineyard Wind has used a power analysis to inform the design of its benthic
This is plausible but citing an analysis would strengthen this argument. monitoring plan and has conducted a power analysis for the Fisheries Monitoring

Plan (SMAST Fishermen Workshops Report,
https://www.vineyardwind.com/document-room). BOEM believes that a power
analysis is not essential for predicting the level of impact as defined in Section
A.8.5 of Appendix A. Therefore, no further revision to the EIS was warranted.

0101-032 Section 3.3.5.3. Page 3-62: BOEM states that they could reduce potential impacts | The FEIS, Section 3.2.2 (formerly 3.3.5.3), has been updated to include
by requiring time-of-year (TOY) restrictions for horseshoe crabs, winter flounder, | monitoring initiatives to ensure documentation of potential effects on benthic
and bay scallop to protect the spawning period, larval settlement, and juvenile resources. Mitigation measures that could be included as a condition of COP
development. BOEM should rnost definitely irnplement these TOY restrictions to|approval are included in Appendix D of the FEIS. Note that additional mitigation
minimize impacts to all three species. measures could be considered by decision makers and incorporated into the

Record of Decision. Sensitive populations of horseshoe crabs, winter flounder,
and bay scallop in Lewis Bay are avoided under the revised COP. No time of
year restrictions are currently proposed for Covell’s Beach.

0101-033 Section 3.3.5.3. Page 3-63: Will the fishing industry be notified of all cable and  |Section 3.4.5.3 of the DEIS had already stated that Vineyard Wind will
scour protection locations to prevent mobile gear interactions with the new fixed |communicate where cable is buried and where cable protection is used.
structures?

0101-034  |Section 3.3.5.3. Page 3-63: “The conversion of soft-bottom habitat to new hard  |FEIS Section 3.2.2 (formerly 3.3.5.3), cites the COP for details on the benthic
bottom would be unavoidable, but this effect would be localized and should not |monitoring plan. BOEM will be coordinating with NMFS on the development of
have a population-level adverse impact on soft bottom communities, while hard |the benthic monitoring plan. The FEIS has been updated to include monitoring
bottom communities could increase from the additional substrate.” Will there be |initiatives to ensure documentation of potential effects on benthic resources.
monitoring of the soft-bottom habitat prior to construction and of new hard- Mitigation measures that could be included as a condition of COP approval are
bottom habitat during and post construction? This information would be valuable |included in Appendix D of the FEIS. Note that additional mitigation measures
to understand...[what] the added hard-bottom habitat does to the local biological |could be considered by decision makers and incorporated into the Record of
community. Decision.

0101-035 Section 3.3.5.3. Page 3-64: “BOEM could reduce potential impacts of FEIS Section 3.2.2 (formerly 3.3.5.3), has been updated to include monitoring

initiatives to ensure documentation of potential effects on benthic resources.
Mitigation measures that could be included as a condition of COP approval are
included in Appendix D of the FEIS. Note that additional mitigation measures
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changes to ecological communities on, around, and between WTG foundations
should occur. However, how does monitoring of changes reduce potential
impacts as stated? Does this imply that action will be taken if negative effects to
benthic communities are occurring?

Comment Text Response

Number
ecological communities on, around, and between WTG foundations and other  |could be considered by decision makers and incorporated into the Record of
benthic areas disturbed by the proposed Project, including the movement of and |Decision.
habitat use of protected species.” Will BOEM implement these measures? Both
should occur to minimize biological impacts to the extent practicable.

0101-036 Section 3.3.5.3. Page 3-64: It is argued that impacts related to powered Section 3.2.2 (formerly 3.3.5.3) of the FEIS has been revised and an additional
transmission cables will be negligible. Prior to making this statement, it is made |study on the effects of EMF on invertebrates is cited and compared to the
clear that there is limited information available on EMF impacts on invertebrates. |proposed Project under Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS.

Therefore, the impacts should be considered as a range (e.g., negligible —
moderate) due to the uncertainty associated with invertebrates.

0101-037 Section 3.3.6.3. Page 3-75: “Although the vertical surfaces on WTG and ESP Section 3.3.2 (formerly 3.3.6.3) of the FEIS has been updated to include a
[(electrical service platform)] monopiles would also introduce a source of new  |discussion of mussels on the Block Island Wind Farm.
hard substrate, the relatively smooth surfaces of steel monopiles are not expected
to be favorable to colonization or reef formation due to their low surface
complexity and rugosity (MMS 2009).” This has not been the case with the
Block Island Wind Farm. The vertical structures have been heavily colonized by
blue mussels. This MMS study is outdated and lessons from the Block Island
Wind Farm (the first offshore wind farm in the US, which is situated near the
Vineyard Wind Farm) should be incorporated here instead.

0101-038 Section 3.3.6.3. Page 3-75 — 3-76: “Localized loss of demersal eggs could lead |Section 3.3.2 (formerly 3.3.6.3) of the FEIS has been updated to clarify reference
to reduced fish recruitment; however, this would be limited and BOEM does not |to winter flounder stock. In addition, please refer to the EFH Assessment for a
anticipate impacts on the flounder stock.” Is this the winter flounder stock? Itis |discussion of construction related impacts on winter flounder, which can be
unclear based on the current wording. Additionally, what data are available to found at the following link: https://www.boem.gov/Vineyard-Wind-
support his claim. Only Cape-Wind-modeled cable jet plowing trough Consultation-Documents/
reconstitution times are presented as justification of recolonization. Again, these
data are outdated (2005 and 2009) and lessons learned from the Block Island
Wind Farm (including unpublished) would be more appropriate, as findings are
more recent and results were measured instead of modeled.

0101-039  |Section 3.3.6.3. Page 3-76: The proposed long-term monitoring to document the |Section 2.2.1, Section 3.3.6.3, and Appendix D of the DEIS included a discussion

of monitoring and mitigation proposed for the Project. Section 3.3.2 (formerly
3.3.6.3) of the FEIS has provided additional language for monitoring. Additional
monitoring requirements and mitigation measures, if any, will be developed in
coordination with the NMFS and included in the Record of Decision. Refinement
of monitoring strategies (such as changing monitoring zones based on field
measurements of noise) could directly reduce construction impacts from this
Project, long-term monitoring could indirectly reduce impacts on finfish and
invertebrate resources in the region. Information gained via post-construction
monitoring by Vineyard Wind could be used to inform Vineyard Wind’s
decommissioning procedures, and/or could be used by others planning similar
projects in the future, to assist in reducing potential impacts.
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help to reduce the likelihood of impacts to marine mammals? Would construction
activities be modified if sound levels exceed a certain threshold, as determined
through monitoring?

Number Comment Text Response

0101-040  |Section 3.3.6.3. Page 3-76: “Sub-lethal effects for mollusk eggs occur with an Section 3.3.2 (formerly 3.3.6.3) of the FEIS has been updated to include a
exposure of 200 mg/1 for 12 hours; for other life stages, the minimum threshold |discussion of how multiple high turbidity events could affect sessile organisms.
for sub-legal effects took 24 hours at 100 mg/1.” This is only for single
disturbance events. Construction would be ongoing over the course of two years,
resulting in regular increased turbidity. Are data available on recurring turbidity
events caused by day-to-day construction?

0101-041 Section 3.3.6.3. Page 3-76: While depositions of 0.04 in or greater may occur Section 3.3.6.3 of the DEIS included a discussion of sediment deposition.
only in limited spaces, the effect may be more severe than minor. The overlap Therefore, no changes to the FEIS are warranted. Please also refer to the EFH
with the juvenile Atlantic cod habitat area of particular concern (HAPC) is Assessment for details regarding effects to juvenile Atlantic Cod habitat, which
especially conceming, as cod are known for high site specificity in spawning. can be found at the following link: https://www.boem.gov/Vineyard-Wind-
Siceloff and Howell (2013) contend that Atlantic cod “aggregate around find- Consultation-Documents/.
scale bathymetric features on the spawning ground and utilize relatively small
areas during spawning.” If one of these spawning areas is smothered, effects will
be greater than minor.

0101-042  |Section 3.3.6.3. Page 3-77: “Noise impacts on fish and invertebrates in the WDA |Section 3.3.2 (formerly 3.3.6.3) of the FEIS has been updated with a discussion
and OECC would vary depending on the ability of the fish to detect sound of particle motion and why it was not used to assess injury and behavioral effects
pressure...” This is all true for fish, but there is no discussion of particle motion in |to fish and invertebrates.
this section, which applies to invertebrates that hear by way of statocysts. Further
discussion should address pile driving noise impacts on invertebrates.

0101-043 Section 3.3.6.3. Page 3-80: Only half of the Hutchinson et al. (2018) paper is Section 3.3.2 (formerly 3.3.6.3) of the FEIS has been updated for a discussion of
described in the EMF section; American lobster impacts are described, but little |EMF-related impacts on the little skate.
skate responses to EMF are not discussed. Considering little skates showed a
stronger response to EMF than the American lobster, those findings and their
implications should be described here.

0101-044  |Section 3.3.6.10. Page 3-85: Why are the Bay State Wind project and the three  |BOEM has revised the list of reasonably foreseeable future offshore wind
more recently leased areas not discussed in the cumulative impacts section? projects based on project progress since publication of the DEIS, and this
While these projects have not yet secured power purchased agreements, their information was included in the SEIS and carried forward to the FEIS. The list of
development is still reasonably foreseeable. Given that the consecutive area reasonably foreseeable future offshore wind projects is included in Appendix A
leased in Southern New England alone (OCS-A 485, OCS-A 487, OCS-A 500, |of the FEIS.

OCS-A 501, OCS-A 520, OCS-A 521, OCS-A 522) is over 1,400 square miles
(and the largest existing contiguous array is closer to 112 square miles — the
Walney Wind Farm, UK; Orsted), there is little existing information to compare
to this scale of development. Consequently, impacts could be moderate to major.
0101-045 Section 3.3.7.3. Page 3-102: How does long-term passive acoustic monitoring Section 3.4.2 (formerly 3.3.7.3) and Appendix D of the FEIS have been updated

to include for a discussion of monitoring and mitigation that has been proposed
for the agency-preferred alternative. Long-term passive acoustic monitoring
would not reduce the expected impacts on marine mammals, but the data
gathered could be used to inform refinement of requirements and potentially lead
to additional mitigation measures, if required. Pre- and post-construction
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impacts if the developer and the fishing industry can agree on mitigation
measures. How does BOEM ensure that this occurs?

Comment Text Response
Number
monitoring plans, if required, will be developed in coordination with the NMFS
as part of the ESA Section 7 consultation.

0101-046  |Section 3.4.5.1. Page 3-163: An addendum to the RIDEM 2017 report was Exposure of Rhode Island fisheries is discussed in the revised Section 3.10.1 of
released in 2018. The addendum provides total trip values of all trips that utilized |the FEIS, as is the value of port landings harvested from the lease area.
each wind lease area. These results should also be considered, as they encompass
full trips that may be eliminated altogether if E-W navigation is not feasible. The
addendum is provided at the end of the 2017 report, provided here:
http://www.dem.ri.gov/programs/bnatres/fishwild/pdf/107-018. Further, the
January 14, 2019 report (attached to this letter) provides the most recent estimate
of economic exposure of Rhode Island fisheries in the COP area.

0101-047 Section 3.4.5.1. Page 3-179: The inability of the National Oceanic and Section 3.12 of the FEIS has been revised to include this information.
Atmospheric Administration National Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA
Fisheries) survey vessel to operate within the WDA under any development
scenario may affect scientists ability to monitor population changes, which may
in turn affect management (e.g. quotas).

0101-048  |Section 3.4.5.1. Page 3-179: The 500 m temporary restriction zones created by | The DEIS Section 3.4.5.3 had already stated that Vineyard Wind would
construction are likely to change very regularly. This was a challenge for the communicate project construction activities and project schedule and work with
Block Island Wind Farm, as construction plans changed constantly in response to |the fishing industry to ensure that safe fishing can continue in the WDA.

a variety of external factors (e.g., weather). Construction vehicle locations and
anticipated future locations for each day should be reported to the fishing industry
to avoid conflicts, especially with those setting fixed gear... real-time reporting
will be necessary to prevent overlaps in activity due to the regular changes in
construction schedules.

0101-049  |Section 3.4.5.1. Page 3-180: “Vineyard Wind would conununicate where and DEIS Section 3.4.5.3 had already stated that Vineyard Wind would communicate
when activities would occur in the OECC to avoid conflicts with fishing project construction activities and project schedule and work with the fishing
activities.” Vineyard Wind should also communicate when fishing can return to  |industry to ensure that safe fishing can continue in the WDA.
the area post cable laying.

0101-050  |Section 3.4.5.1. Page 3-180 - 3-181: “... construction and installation activities are |Section 3.10 and Appendix D of the FEIS have been revised to include the
expected to have a moderate impact on commercial fisheries for for-hire Vineyard Wind’s voluntary established gear loss and revenue compensation
recreational fishing.” Based on feedback from the Rhode Island commercial funds for fishing interests based in Rhode Island, Massachusetts, and other states.
fishing industiy, the RIDEM disagrees with this statement that impacts willbe  |Please see Section 3.10 and Appendix D of the FEIS for more details on the
moderate. If proper compensation to those losing access to fishing grounds measures.
cannot be achieved, impacts will be major, not moderate. BOEM later states that
construction disruption payments would reduce impacts to minor, which
downplays the impacts to the Rhode Island commercial fishing industry.

0101-051 Additionally, [mitigation] payments[to commercial fishermen] will only reduce |Section 3.10 and Appendix D of the FEIS have been revised to include the

Vineyard Wind’s voluntary established gear loss and revenue compensation
funds for fishing interests based in Rhode Island, Massachusetts, and other states.
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Please see Section 3.10 and Appendix D of the FEIS for more details on the
measures.

0101-052

Section 3.4.5.1. Page 3-180 — 3-181: Does BOEM require compensation to the
fishery if there are detected negative biological impacts that result in lower
catches or other related cost increases (increased fuel costs due to navigational
changes, lower catches due to displacement of fishing vessels into other vessels
historic fishing grounds, etc.)? For instance, while BOEM anticipates that
impacts to longfin inshore squid caused by construction (pile driving noise,
sedimentation, and water quality) will be minimal, the lifespan of a squid may be
as short as 9 months. If there are any environmental impacts, a portion of a
population could be disrupted, resulting in population-level effects. Considering
construction on this project and others in the area are likely to extend many years,
there could be impacts at a biological level that lead to reduced catch for
fishermen. How will fishermen be compensated for a potential loss of this kind?

Section 3.10 and Appendix D of the FEIS have been revised to include the
Vineyard Wind’s voluntary established gear loss and revenue compensation
funds for fishing interests based in Rhode Island, Massachusetts, and other states.
Please see Section 3.10 and Appendix D of the FEIS for more details on the
measures.

0101-053

Section 3.4.5.1. Page 3-181: “A time of year restriction, however, would not
result in benefits to squid eggs given that up to 80 squid vessels throughout the
year (on average between 40 and 60) are bottom trawling on spawning squid and
squid egg mops...”” This is only a valid comparison for activities that directly alter
benthic habitat (i.e., jet plowing or pile driving). The impacts of sound are more
widely distributed than individual trawl tows, as only areas where tows occurred
will be affected. To complicate matters further, there are limited data on the
impacts of sound to squid eggs.

This comment has been acknowledged in the revised Section 3.10.2 of the FEIS.

0101-054

Section 3.4.5.1. Page 3-182: There should be more discussion on radar
interference than is presented. It would be helpful to discuss potential solutions to
the problem (new radar systems, courses to demonstrate how to configure a radar
within a turbine array, etc.). This is an issue that could also be reduced in severity
by situating turbines on lines of latitude, as it would help the vessel operator to
understand where to expect turbine foundations and towers in the absence of
properly functioning radar.

The DEIS Section 3.4.7.3 had already discussed radar interference and proposed
mitigation measures.

0101-055

Section 3.4.5.1. Page 3-182: “In addition, smaller vessels could drift into WTGs
or ESP structures during times where steerage is limited due to haul back of gear
or loss of power.” Loss of power can occur on vessels of any size and potentially
result in an allision.

This has been revised in Section 3.10.2 of the FEIS to clarify the statement.

0101-056

Section 3.4.5.1. Page 3-182: Vineyard Wind should engage with the fishing
industry to determine what form of cable armoring (rock placement, concrete
mattresses, and/or halfshell) would be the least likely to create new hangs for
mobile gear.

This has been revised in Section 3.10.2 of the FEIS to indicate a cable burial risk
assessment has been performed.

0101-057

The fisheries scientific community should also be consulted to discuss what
[cable armoring] options will be most likely to create habitat suitable for local

The FEIS has been updated to describe scour protection under Section 3.2.2,
including a mention of the observation that concrete mattresses at Block Island
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benthic communities. The concrete mattresses used for the Sea2Shore cable have
not been colonized by benthic communities to date.

Wind Farm [Sea2Shore cable] were not readily colonized. The revised Section
3.2.2 also indicates that Vineyard Wind favors rock protection. The FEIS lists
potential types of cable protection in Sections 3.1.2 and 3.2.2. In addition, the
potential location of cable protection, including cable burial risk assessment is
discussed in Sections 3.1.2 and 3.2.2 of the FEIS.

0101-058

Section 3.4.5.7. Page 3-189: When describing the Alternative D2 in the
Conclusion, it is not discussed that all other development in the area, including
future Vineyard Wind development, is expected to be situated in an E-W
formation. The United States Coast Guard (USCG) has recommended a single
contiguous pattern for all turbines in abutting sites. The Proposed Action (a
diagonal grid) therefore creates challenges to navigation and fishing if the layout
is not contiguous with surrounding developments.

Section 3.10 (formerly 3.4.5) of the FEIS has been revised to include additional
information on orientation.

0101-059

The DMF estimates that the ex-vessel value of fishing in the Vineyard Wind
COP area with an assumed 2 nautical mile (nm) buffer along the north and south
boundaries is $35,611,702.85 for a 30-year period (including lease and
construction time)...premised on existing trips...not being taken if the wind farm
is constructed in a manner that is not consistent with traditional fishing practices.
The 2 nm buffer and loss of the whole trip are assumptions based on feedback
from fishermen who prosecute various fisheries in this area.

This information was added to Section 3.10.1 of the FEIS.

0101-060

...A different assumption can be made that only a 1 nm buffer around the COP
area would be impacted (Figure 1)...For a buffer of only 1 nm, the value
associated with fishing over the 30-year period is $30,531,599.84 (Table 2). The
values in this analysis include ex-vessel value of fishing currently occurring in
the COP area plus the buffer per the assumptions stated above and below and do
not account for future increases in fish populations, increases in value, or
inflation. [Ex-Vessel Value: A measure of the dollar value of commercial
landings, usually calculated as the price per pound at first purchase of the
commercial landings multiplied by the total pounds landed.
https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/insight/glossary-catch-share-terms#ex-vessel-
value]

This information was added to Section 3.10.1 of the FEIS.

0101-061

It is important to re-emphasize that the values presented do not include any
shoreside impacts (including crew, fuel, gear, ice, processing, or packaging
costs). There are entire businesses that provide these services that may also be
affected, and many of these services occur in the major RI ports, which will also
see impacts from the offshore wind energy area if fishing is precluded from
occurring in this area. Additionally, the value of seafood served at local
restaurants has not been accounted for; restaurants may also be affected by
changes in seafood availability.

Economic impacts of the fishing industry are acknowledged in the revised
Section 3.10.1 of the FEIS.
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0102-001 It is being rushed through with NOT enough info regarding the impacts on Section 3.10 and 3.11 of the FEIS include a discussion on commercial fish and
Commercial fishing,and SAFE navigation.The current construction and location |navigation, respectively.
will destroy lucrative historical fishing grounds and will make navigation an
absolute hazard THAT WILL COST Lives one day.

0103-001 I am worried that our local fishermen do not realize that climate change is a far | Thank you for your comment.
greater threat to their livelihoods than the wind turbines that are poised to help
reduce the carbon emissions responsible for this crisis by providing a substantial
amount of clean energy...I urge the stakeholders in the fishing industry to partner
with Vineyard Wind in this important renewable energy project.

0105-001 I am a very big proponent of off-shore wind and the role it can play in reducing |Section 1.1 of the DEIS contained information on the background of the process
our GHG emissions and securing clean energy in close proximity to populated  |and project. Appendix C (formerly Chapter 4) of the FEIS has been updated with
areas, however Vineyard Wind risks poisoning this future by not seriously information on the coordination and consultation process to date for the proposed
engaging in minimizing impacts to other stakeholders...Some negative impacts  |Project.
on other stakeholders and fisheries are unavoidable, however care must be taken
to ensure that these impacts are managed and greater utility is maximized. This
requires coordination and input from other industries and states, something which
DOI and BOEM have started to disregard. Transparency is essential in assuring
that these inputs are appropriately considered....Vineyard has not and must not be
allowed by BOEM and DOI to marginalize other stake holders and jeopardize the
industry’s future.

0105-002 The layout [Vineyard Wind has] pushed through is needlessly not conducive for |Thank you for your comment.
fishing and they have been borderline dismissive of any attempts to work on
improvements.

0105-003  |Vineyard Wind and BOEM has been taking a very cavalier approach to The revised FEIS discusses the current condition of each resource in Chapter 3
environmental impacts and not approaching these studies with the rigor and good |and Appendix A.
faith required.

0107-001 Within the DEIS, impacts are identified as negligible, minor, moderate, and Beneficial impact determinations presented in the FEIS are specified as
major, and either negative or beneficial. The direction of impacts provided appropriate. If a determination does not state that the impact is beneficial, it is
throughout the analysis appears to be left unstated in most or all cases when assumed that the effect is adverse. Table 3-1 and 3-2 include definitions of
impacts are negative; it is unclear why this might be, but the approach creates impacts used for the FEIS.
ambiguity. Both the direction and magnitude of impacts should be denoted for
each conclusion drawn.

0107-002 The expected cumulative effects are also described resource by resource, which | The FEIS considers impacts on a resource-by-resource basis because the
makes it challenging to interpret important conclusions about how the proposed |potential area for impacts, and therefore the potential for the resources’
wind farm will affect all the related resources. BOEM should consider a interaction with projects identified in the expanded planned action scenario
comprehensive single discussion of cumulative effects rather than a resource-by- |(Appendix A), varies by resource.
resource approach.

0107-003 Impacts of the Proposed Action and Alternatives are only considered ‘major’ for |Thank you for your comment.

three of the affected resources: Environmental Justice, Fishing, and Navigation,
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installation and ‘minor’ for operations are not well justified in the text especially
given the likelihood of additional wind projects. It seems plausible that both

Comment Text Response
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with the comments under Environmental Justice related specifically to fishing
issues...BOEM should view fishery stakeholders as amongst their highest priority
participants in this process, and that their comments and viewpoints should be
carefully considered as the DEIS is revised...

0107-004 ...fisheries stakeholders have expressed significant concerns around their ability |Section 3.11.2 of the FEIS has been updated to further address the Project’s
to safely navigate within wind farms... related specifically to the possibility of effects on vessel navigation and transit through the WDA. BOEM will continue
radar interference, the ability to safely fish and transit during severe weather, and |to collaborate with the USCG and the fishing industry to address these concerns.
the possibility that large number of in-water structures could make search and
rescue operations more difficult. We encourage BOEM to collaborate with the
United States Coast Guard and the fishing industry to mitigate these concerns.

0107-005 It is unclear why one-mile spacing and east-west layout are combined as two sub-|The DEIS analyzed potential effects from two alternatives, D1, 1 nautical mile
options under a single alternative, except that both of these alternatives are linked |spacing between turbines, and D2, an east-west orientation with 1 nautical mile
by the need for relatively extensive additional site assessment work should they [spacing between turbines. Both alternatives are related to layout and Chapter 3
be selected (this is compared to Alternative C, which would require more limited |and Appendix A of the EIS includes potential effects from both alternatives
additional site assessment). considered.

0107-006 |...we are aware of significant concerns on the part of the fishing industry Thank you for your comment.
regarding turbine orientation and spacing, including the desire for wider turbine
spacing in designated transit lanes. We encourage BOEM to seek the maximum
level of consensus possible among developers and the fishing industry on the
layout of the Vineyard Wind project.

0107-007 ...although the Construction and Operations Plan (COP) and DEIS use a design | The development of the EIS has been based on Vineyard Wind’s utilization of
envelope approach...our understanding from Vineyard Wind’s public the PDE, which included a range of 8-10 MW WTGs as assessed in the DEIS
communication is that they intend to use 9.5 MW WTGs for the project. If this  |and was updated to allow for up to 14 MW WTGs. The FEIS assesses the
parameter has been clearly determined, the analysis in the DEIS could be made |impacts of the reasonable range of Project designs that are described in the
more specific to reflect the impacts of using 9.5 MW WTGs. Vineyard Wind COP and presented in Appendix G by using the “maximum-case

scenario” process. Therefore, utilization of a 9.5 MW WTG falls within the PDE
and impacts have been accounted for.

0107-008  |BOEM suggests [in Section 3.3.6] there is plenty of similar surrounding habitat |Section 3.3 (formerly 3.3.6) of the FEIS has been updated to state that the
around the project site as justification for assessing various impacts as negligible, |Proposed Action would develop approximately 0.5 percent of the WDA and
minor, and moderate. Is this a reasonable assessment at the present time? Will future wind facilities would likely develop similar proportions of other Wind
this statement remain true if all potential sites attractive for offshore wind energy [Lease Areas. The potential impacts are discussed in a revised Section 3.3 of the
and currently leased offshore Massachusetts and Rhode Island are developed in  |FEIS.
30-year project operation window? We suggest that BOEM should think
critically about the availability of similar suitable habitats considering the
plausible cumulative development of large areas of the continental shelf for wind
power.

0107-009 ...the assessment of [cumulative] impacts [in Section 3.3.6.10] as ‘moderate’ for |A revised Section 3.3 of the FEIS acknowledges the potential for unforeseen

impacts. However, the level of potential unforeseen impacts cannot be
determined.
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WTG underwater noise and electromagnetic frequency emissions (EMF) from
cables could have ongoing impacts on benthic and demersal species beyond what |Over the years, there have been hundreds of studies conducted at different wind
is currently known, especially because this is the first major project planned for |facilities in regards to their impacts on the marine biological environment.
the Northeast U.S. This would argue for a larger range of potential impacts of Recently there has been work to synthesize the information in these reports (see
operations, i.e. minor to moderate, vs. just minor. Thompsen et al 2016 and Bergstrom et al 2014). In addition to these impact
assessments, some countries like Belgium and Denmark have funded long-term
monitoring programs. These studies broadly show that long-term operational
impacts on the marine benthic environment are noted by an increase in animal
abundance close to the turbines, and no reported impacts at the OWF scale
(Bergstrom et al 2014). In Belgium, monitoring conducted at wind facilities
between 2005 and 2016 found the number of epibenthic and demersal-
benthopelagic fish species remained similar over the years and was not affected
by the construction of the wind facilities. Epibenthic density and biomass showed
a similar trend with an increase in the first two years after construction. These
higher values however levelled off three years after construction. As for
epibenthos, demersal-benthopelagic fish seemed to show more variance in
densities only in the first few years after construction. These results indicate that
the soft sediment ecosystem in between the turbines (at distances > 200 m) has
not measurably changed five to six years after construction and that species
assemblages within the offshore wind farms seem to be mainly structured by
temporal variability playing at larger spatial scales (e.g., temperature fluctuations,
hydrodynamic changes, plankton blooms). Similar to studies in other parts of the
North Sea, there were some species of fish that seemed to respond positively to
the offshore wind facility, but these potentially positive effects cannot be
untangled from the reduction in fishing effort within the wind facility. With the
exception of the UK, other European countries have prohibited mobile trawl
fishing within offshore wind facilities (something the US does not intend to do).
0107-010 ...the list of projects considered to be reasonably foreseeable (Appendix C, table |BOEM has revised the list of reasonably foreseeable future offshore wind
C.1-3) is extremely narrow. It is evident that energy companies have made projects based on project progress since publication of the DEIS, and this
significant financial investments in developing these areas, even considering information was included in the SEIS and carried forward to the FEIS. The list of
areas that have only been leased (Tier 5, leases OCS-A 0520, 0521, and 0522), |reasonably foreseeable future offshore wind projects is included in Appendix A
given that the December 2018 leases commanded record prices at auction. It of the FEIS.
seems overly conservative to place only projects with approved or submitted
permits and plans into the reasonably foreseeable category.
0107-011  |While turbidity, construction noise, and sediment and water withdrawal may all |Section 3.3.1 of the FEIS has been revised to clarify that EMF and operational
be considered temporary, operations noise and EMF cannot reasonably be noise would be continuous while the Project is in operations.
considered as such since the project is expected to operate for 30 years.
0107-012 1) None of the ‘relevant design parameters’ listed on page 3-74 are related to Section 3.3.6.2 of the DEIS included the relevant design parameters for the
ongoing operations. For example, are there limits on operations during certain ~ |Proposed Action and did not include any potentially variable design parameters
wind conditions that would affect the ongoing impacts of the project? related to operations. The FEIS does not warranted any changes to the text.
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0107-013

2) In ‘Construction and Installation of Offshore Components’, there is a comment
that

“BOEM could further reduce potential impacts as a condition of COP approval,
requiring Vineyard Wind to conduct long-term monitoring to document the
changes to the ecological communities on, around, and between WTG
foundations and other benthic areas disturbed”. We agree that long-term
monitoring is critical and should be a condition of COP approval but fail to see
how monitoring will reduce impacts, because it will not change the way the
windfarm is constructed. However, monitoring would allow Vineyard Wind and
BOEM to better understand the effects of wind farm construction and operations
on living resources and habitats and could inform decisions about mitigation and
the overall management of these resources.

Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS clarifies that monitoring would not reduce the level of
construction impact, but could help inform how to reduce the level of impact
from decommissioning or the impact of future projects.

0107-014

In ‘Construction and Installation of Offshore Components’, the discussion of pile
driving noise impacts is confusing, and Table 3.3.6-1 is not sufficiently
explained. We suggest moving this table to an appendix and rewriting this section
to more clearly articulate in narrative form what the radial distance and total areal
impact of noise damage to species is expected to be. The first paragraph in this
section suggests that fish can be physiologically injured by the pile driving noise
up to 5.7 miles away, but impacts are assessed as only minor, owing to the impact
area being small relative to “overall habitat available”. This conclusion should be
thoughtfully evaluated and better justified if it is valid based on available data.

Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS has been revised and includes a discussion of potential
effects of pile driving noise.

0107-015

Given that turbines will be operated for 30 years and the way sound travels
underwater, there could be more detailed discussion of impacts in the section on
...(page 3-79). The DEIS states “no study has shown any behavioral impact of
sound during the operational phase of wind energy facilities ...” but does not
clarify whether studies have been done at all, and impacts have not been
identified, or is there simply a lack of research on this topic. If there is a lack of
research on this issue, it should be added to the list of topics for which
information is ‘incomplete or unavailable’, in section 3.3.6.11 (page 3-86). The
effects of cable EMF on marine organisms could also be added to this list of
topics.

Sections 3.3.2 and 3.3.6 of the FEIS include a discussion of potential effects of
operational noise and of EMF. Appendix H includes findings of incomplete and
unavailable information.

0107-016

In the Operations and Maintenance section, is light flicker a potential concern? It
is not addressed as an impact but has been identified as an issue of concern for
land-based wind energy projects. The DEIS should note if this is not an
operational concern for marine projects, and why not, or alternatively, should
address this issue if there are potential effects on marine organisms.

Sections 3.3.2 and 3.3.6 of the FEIS include a discussion of potential effects of
shadow flicker. Appendix H includes findings of incomplete and unavailable
information.

0107-017

In the Operations and Maintenance section, reef effects are assessed as
‘moderate’ beneficial impacts. This seems generous based on the lack of
information. The DEIS only cites two studies, and one of these indicates that

Sections 3.1.2, 3.2.2, and 3.3.2 of the FEIS have been revised to include
additional information on the potential reef effect from the proposed Project and
cite a 2018 study by Causon and Gill, among others.
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monopoles (which are planned for use for part of the project) are not expected to
have much of an effect. Given the studies referenced, perhaps an assessment of
‘minor’ benefit is more appropriate.

0107-018

BOEM focuses on relatively direct effects that could impact fishing operations,
including reduced access to fishing grounds, competition over alternate fishing
locations, the potential for allisions with structures and cables, etc. There is
limited discussion of how fisheries might be indirectly affected if fish populations
decline or shift as a result of wind farm construction or operations. These
population-level effects are difficult to estimate and will be difficult to attribute to
any specific wind farm project, but this issue should be discussed in the EIS to
the extent possible.

As discussed in the revised Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS, populations of soft-bottom
species are likely to be unaffected, while populations of hard-bottom species are
likely to increase.

0107-019

A major question facing the fishing industry is how effort may shift as a result of
the windfarm. The DEIS does not reference any studies or experience from other
regions on whether or how well fishing operations may be able to continue within
offshore wind project areas. The DEIS should reference any lessons learned from
the Block Island Wind Farm, as well as from wind farms in Europe. It would be
helpful to include this type of information to support the conclusion that
displacement will have a moderate impact.

Lessons learned from the Block Island Wind Farm are now included in Section
3.10.2 of the FEIS.

0107-020

...the possibility of ‘Disruption to Fishing’ doesn’t include any consideration of
whether fishermen’s insurance policies would constrain their ability to fish within
WDA. These concerns have been raised to the Councils by fishery stakeholders.
We suggest that the EIS acknowledge this issue and provide an assessment of
whether this is a valid concern.

This information was added to Section 3.10.2 of the FEIS.

0107-021

1) In the Regional Setting section (3.4.5.1), conclusions about the magnitude of
different types of fishing in either the Wind Energy Area (WEA) or WDA are
uncertain, and vessel trip report and vessel monitoring system data each have
important limitations. These uncertainties should be referenced in the DEIS.
Section 3.4.5.12 on page 3-194 describes these caveats very briefly, but this
paragraph would be more useful in the section where the fisheries data are
presented and could be expanded upon.

The report acknowledges that VMS and VTR data collection methods have
different benefits and limitations. Both VMS and VTR sources are included in
the FEIS. Please see the revised Section 3.10.1 (formerly 3.4.5.1) of the FEIS.

0107-022

Pages 3-179 through 3-181 discuss potential disruption of fishing associated with
construction. The DEIS concludes that compensation will help to offset impacts
to fisheries, but also notes on page 3-181 that the Construction and Operations
Plan provides insufficient detail to determine the effectiveness of these
compensation programs. The reliance on compensation programs to mitigate
impacts despite a lack of clarity about how they would operate is concerning.

Section 3.10.2 of the FEIS has been revised to include a discussion of
displacement and potential conflict over fishing grounds and voluntary
compensation. Section 3.10 of the FEIS has been updated to include details of
mitigation and monitoring measures relative to commercial fisheries, including
voluntary financial compensation. Appendix D of the FEIS has also been updated
to include modifications and/or additional mitigation and monitoring measures.
These additional mitigation measures could be considered by decision makers
and incorporated into the Record of Decision.
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0107-023 3) On page 3-182 the section heading ‘Navigation — Port Impacts’ seems The impact on ports in discussed in terms of impacts on fishing vessels and their
inaccurate, since this section includes impacts of navigation constraints on fishing|access to infrastructure. Section 3.10.2 of the FEIS has been revised.
activities, not just on ports.

0107-024 5) On page 3-183, there is a lengthy discussion of trip costs, but then these data | The trip cost data was provided to illustrate the scale of costs likely involved but
aren’t used to project increased costs associated with potential effort there is significant uncertainty and variability in specific vessel costs and how
displacement and changes in transiting behavior. We suggest that these trip cost |vessels will travel (transit through the WDA or avoid it). Individual vessel fishing
data could be better utilized to estimate impacts, and to justify why this is a costs will vary with transit routes, area fished, etc. No change since DEIS.
moderate vs. major impact, since fuel costs are a key element of trip costs.

0107-025 6) On page 3-184 in reference to fishing vessel displacement issues, it says that  |Section 3.10.2 of the FEIS has been revised to address displacement.

“BOEM expects that disruptions to access or unavailability of fish as a result of
the Proposed Action during operations and maintenance may be limited to
pelagic fisheries and highly migratory species”. Based on previous comments in
this section of the DEIS and on our own knowledge, a variety of fishing vessel
types may be impacted by displacement, and availability of other species,
particularly sessile species, may be reduced. This sentence should be reworked if
the meaning is not as intended.

0107-026 7) In the following paragraph on page 3-184, effects of hanging up on project Section 3.10.2 of the FEIS has been revised to include additional information on
infrastructure are described as moderate for mobile and for-hire recreational the risk of damage or loss of deployed gear as a result of the operations and
gears, but minor for fixed gear fishermen. It is counter-intuitive that for-hire maintenance to have a moderate to major effect on mobile and fixed gear
recreational fishing with hook and line would be as likely as mobile bottom- commercial fisheries and for-hire recreational fishing.
tending gear fishing to have moderate negative impacts due to interactions with
infrastructure, particularly with respect to cables.

0107-027 8) In the fourth paragraph on page 3-184, BOEM refers to pelagic resources as  |Section 3.10.2 of the FEIS has been revised to include a discussion of
especially interannually variable, but the description of the affected environment |displacement and potential conflict over fishing grounds and voluntary
for the commercial and for hire fishery component describes variability across ~ |compensation. Section 3.10 of the FEIS has been updated to include details of
many fisheries, including those for demersal species. The focus here on pelagic  |mitigation and monitoring measures relative to commercial fisheries, including
species seems inconsistent with the earlier discussion. The comments from item 2 |voluntary financial compensation. Appendix D of the FEIS has also been updated
above about compensation being relied on to reduce impacts from to include modifications and/or additional mitigation and monitoring measures.
moderate/major to minor/moderate apply here as well; without a clear sense These additional mitigation measures could be considered by decision makers
about how the compensation program will work, and that it will be effective, it is |and incorporated into the Record of Decision.
difficult to reach a conclusion about the resulting reduction in impacts.

0107-028 9) Tables 3.4.5-10 and 3.4.5-11 that summarize the impacts of each alternative  |Please see Section 2.4 and 3.10.8 of the FEIS, which discusses the Preferred
considered across the different aspects of commercial and for-hire fisheries are | Alternative.
not very effective, because the impacts are the same across all the alternatives,
except for Alternative F. It would be much more useful to discuss the additive
impacts of a range of plausible combinations of Alternatives B-F in addition to
the impacts of Alternative A.

0107-029 10) In the cumulative impacts on page 3-193, there are a very large number of | The SEIS considered a broad range of potential reasonably foreseeable planned
potential WTGs (232) that are considered Tier 3 and therefore not reasonably actions. The basis of the SEIS was carried forward to the FEIS.
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layed through Lewis Bay.... There are multiple alternatives of landing sites that
are well prepared to accept the cables, ie; [Brayton] Point as one.
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foreseeable, which again, seems an overly conservative estimate of foreseeable
future projects. Understanding the overlaps in fisheries uses between the Tier 1,

2, and 3 projects would provide a more realistic sense of how wind farm
development might affect fisheries in the coming years, even if these projects are
less certain. The discussion about affected fisheries the South Fork Wind Farm
project area (last paragraph on page 3-193) is very useful. Including these
additional projects could increase impacts from moderate to major to major.

0107-030 11) Section 3.4.5.12 describes ‘Incomplete or Unavailable information’. Not Section 3.10.2 of the FEIS has been revised to include a discussion on
mentioned in this section is the substantial uncertainty surrounding whether or ~ |maneuverability of fishing within the WDA. Appendix H of the FEIS includes a
how well it will work for fishing operations to take place in and around WTG and |discussion on Incomplete or Unavailable Information for each resource.
the cables. This seems like a huge gap in available information that is
fundamental to estimating the magnitude of impacts to commercial and for-hire
fisheries.

0107-031 Section 4.2.5 describes consultation with the NMFS on development of the EIS. |Sections C.1.2.2.1, C.1.2.5, and C.1.2.6 in Appendix C in the FEIS have been
It would be useful for this section to summarize coordination with NMFS on non-|updated on the status of NMFS coordination and consultation as part of the EIS.
EFH aspects of the analysis. It would also be useful to include the draft EFH The EFH Assessment has been incorporated by reference and summarized in the
assessment as part of the DEIS for review by the public. EIS. The EFH Assessment can be found on at the following link:

https://www.boem.gov/Vineyard-Wind-Consultation-Documents/.

0108-001 The Marion Institute...supports the Vineyard Wind project in New Bedford, MA. |Thank you for your comment.

Wind energy is a sustainable resource that generates no pollution or hazardous
waste and therefore has a direct and immediate benefit to health impacts
associated with air pollution, such as asthma. With wind power, the region can
reduce CO2 emissions.

0109-001 I am writing to express my strong support for the Vineyard Wind Project... I am |Thank you for your comment.
writing on behalf of my own family and also as a member of Elders Climate
Action (ECA) on the Vineyard... The power provided by Vineyard Wind will
make an important contribution toward ECAs goal of a livable future, reducing
CO2 emissions by over one and a half million tons annually and powering almost
half a million homes.

0109-002  |The Vineyard Wind project is the product of many years of planning and Section 1.1 of the DEIS contained information on the background of the process
consultation. It has taken community concerns, interests, and needs into account. |and project. Appendix C (formerly Chapter 4) of the FEIS has been updated with

information on the coordination and consultation process to date for the proposed
Project.

0109-004 Concerns about turbine spacing in the waters have been addressed. Thank you for your comment.

0109-005 Turbines will be well off-shore, out of sight, and not a visual impediment. The DEIS addressed this in Section 3.4.4.3. Therefore, no change to the FEIS is

warranted.

0110-001 ...please see it fit to eliminate the possibility of any transmission cables to ever be |As specified in Section 2.1 of the FEIS, the DEIS, and SEIS contemplated two

Onshore Export Cable Routes (OECRs), with alternative options within each
route; however, since the publication of those documents, Vineyard Wind has
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stated all necessary state and local permits for the Covell’s Beach landfall
location have been acquired. Therefore, the Proposed Action (Alternative A) and
action alternatives only contemplate the one landfall location, Covell’s Beach
landfall and onshore route. Alternative B therefore is no longer evaluated as an
action alternative in this FEIS. In addition, Section 2.5 of the FEIS has been
included to identify the agency-preferred alternative.

0110-002 Lewis Bay is very shallow with scallop beds, clam flats, oyster farms, migrating |As specified in Section 2.1 of the FEIS, the DEIS, and SEIS contemplated two
fish stocks, seals feeding in the autumn, many beaches for swimming and Onshore Export Cable Routes (OECRs), with alternative options within each
recreation. Boating, which includes 2 sailing schools, Hyannis yatch club which |route; however, since the publication of those documents, Vineyard Wind has
send many sail boats out on the water each day. With lessons and many regattas, |stated all necessary state and local permits for the Covell’s Beach landfall
along with this there power boating, water sports, skiing, wake boarding, kite location have been acquired. Therefore, the Proposed Action (Alternative A) and
boarding, wind surfing, kyacking and what ever else you can name for water action alternatives only contemplate the one landfall location, Covell’s Beach
activities. landfall and onshore route. Alternative B therefore is no longer evaluated as an

action alternative in this FEIS

0110-003 ... there is the main navigatiion channel into the Bay that is one of the main As specified in Section 2.1 of the FEIS, the DEIS, and SEIS contemplated two
supply routes to the islands and the passenger ferries that transport the multitude |Onshore Export Cable Routes (OECRs), with alternative options within each
of vacationers to and fro. What would happen if this was to interrupted, island route; however, since the publication of those documents, Vineyard Wind has
commerce would suffer. There is also the major problem of shifting sands from |stated all necessary state and local permits for the Covell’s Beach landfall
winter storms, the possibility of hurricanes, that could upheave any cables and  (location have been acquired. Therefore, the Proposed Action (Alternative A) and
pose a danger to the users of Lewis Bay. action alternatives only contemplate the one landfall location, Covell’s Beach

landfall and onshore route. Alternative B therefore is no longer evaluated as an
action alternative in this FEIS.

0111-001 I am writing to express my wholehearted support for the Vineyard Wind project, |Thank you for your comment.
and to urge the BOEM to minimize delays in the permitting process to the
greatest extent possible. This project, and indeed the development of offshore
wind as a major source of renewable, clean energy, is of the utmost importance to
the citizens of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, the United States, and the
entire world. It is the single largest opportunity we have to replace coal, oil, and
gas as primary sources of electricity in the eastern United States...before it is too
late to counter the effects of climate change.

0111-002 A number of concerns have been raised regarding the projects possible impact to |Thank you for your comment.
marine life and navigational safety. Those unknowns must be respected, and
thoughtfully accounted for by the offshore wind operators. Vineyard Wind is
doing so. [Offshore wind power] it has been in commercial use globally for
nearly 30 years...there is no evidence to indicate significant hazards to marine life
and to maritime navigation than cannot be effectively mitigated with techniques
in use today.

0112-001 We write to submit comments in support of the Vineyard Wind offshore wind Thank you for your comment.
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project will deliver invaluable benefits to our districts by protecting our
environment and creating a new green economy for the Cape and the Islands.

0112-002

Since 2010, Vineyard Wind has worked extensively within our communities to
increase local involvement in the planning and development process through
dozens of forums and public events. Vineyard Power Cooperative signed the first
offshore Community Benefits Agreement with Vineyard Wind in January of
2015... Since then, the Vineyard Wind Connector Projects has conducted
extensive and sustained outreach...Vineyard Wind recently signed a Host
Community Agreement (HCA) with the Town of Barnstable. This agreement
establishes a cooperative relationship between the town and the Company to
bring power to shore on the Cape, to provide resiliency...while providing
extensive economic benefits...ensures the town’s active involvement in
reviewing...operations, ensuring protection of local environmental resources.

Thank you for your comment.

0112-004

Approving and implementing the Vineyard Wind Project will be a tangible
demonstration of our commitment to chart a clean energy future... This will be a
vital step in meeting our renewable energy and greenhouse gas reduction targets,
and protecting our fragile coastal environment...this project will not only help
transition our energy supply to renewable sources and support our local economy,
but will critically enhance the reliability of power supply across the Cape and
Island.

Thank you for your comment.

0112-005

We recognize that with any construction project there will be short-term
disturbances to residents along the land cable routes, but Vineyard Wind has
actively engaged public works and public safety officials in Barnstable as well as
state transportation officials to minimize disturbance.

Thank you for your comment.

0112-006

Vineyard Wind has also committed to a Resiliency and Affordability Fund...This
fund will contribute $1 million annually for 15 years to provide substantial and
self-sustaining benefits to local towns. ..

Section 3.4.1.3 of the DEIS provided information on the proposed Resiliency and
Affordability Fund. Therefore, no change to the FEIS is warranted.

0112-007

We cannot afford to overlook the enormous economic benefits of this project,
which will help sustain a year-round economy for the Cape and Islands.

Section 3.6.2 of the FEIS has been updated to include information on the benefit
of year-round jobs for Duke’s County.

0112-008

Vineyard Wind’s successful development is crucial to fulfilling [state renewable
energy goals].

Thank you for your comment.

0113-001

It should be noted that the total annual associated economic impact of the
Atlantic Surfclam and Ocean Quahog industries has been calculated in excess of
$1.3 billion1 with major portions of the harvests coming from within Southern
New England. It is important that offshore wind is developed in a manner that
does not unnecessarily harm the Atlantic Surfclam, Ocean Quahog or any fishing
industries..great care must be taken to preserve and manage these waters with
sound science and reasoning.

The importance of the surfclam and ocean quahog industry is discussed in
Section 3.10 of the FEIS and potential impacts on shellfish resources are assessed
in Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS.
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0113-002  |The DEIS fails to properly and completely analyze all instances of unavoidable |Potential impacts on individual stocks are beyond the scope of this document.
adverse impacts associated with the proposed action which will impact the However, the revised Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS describes applicable research
Atlantic Surfclam and Ocean Quahog (SC/OQ) Fisheries. ... In many cases regarding field studies, empirical studies, and ecosystem modeling of the effects
literature reviews, syntheses, and workshops will not yield the necessary data of offshore wind energy development. The information available is sufficient for
needed to determine the environmental impacts because little research has been  |predicting the impacts required in a NEPA analysis.
done in many areas, noted herein, that are of concern. Field surveys, empirical
studies, and ecosystem modeling must be conducted to address these concerns
before BOEM can prepare a complete, comprehensive and accurate FEIS.

0113-003 The introduction of areas containing wind arrays will complicate navigation for |Section 3.11.1 of the FEIS has been updated to include the findings of USCG’s
vessels in the areas of wind arrays and make transiting the areas in and around  |Final MARIPARS.
wind farms more dangerous. Traffic management systems, AIS transponders on
fixed structures, wind farm monitoring, crew training and tugs available for
emergencies could reduce risks associated with navigation near wind farms but
will not eliminate the risks. Traffic management systems for all wind farms must
be designed by the Unites States Coast Guard to determine what will be
necessary for safe navigation in and around wind arrays.

0113-004  |A 2 nm wide transit lane through a wind farm will not provide the necessary Sections 2.1.1.2 and 3.11 of the FEIS have been updated to discuss the 2-
measures of safety for mariners; nothing less than a 4nm traffic corridor should |nautical-mile-wide northeast-southwest navigational safety corridor identified by
even be considered as adequate for this area unless the process of determining the Massachusetts Fisheries Working Group on Offshore Wind, as well as the
safe traffic corridors is handled by the U.S. Coast Guard. Only the U.S. Coast USCG’s Final MARIPARS that evaluated the need for establishing vessel
Guard has the expertise and should be engaged in a study of the potential traffic |routing measures to enhance navigational safety. Section C.5 in Appendix C of
density and the need for vessel traffic routing measures for the Vineyard Wind  |the FEIS, has been clarified to indicate that a 2 nautical mile transit corridor or
Farm and any other wind farms planned off our coasts...It should be the Coast greater was an alternative considered but not analyzed in detail and explained
Guard that proposes to BOEM, routes through WEAs that follow very nearly the |why it was discounted further.
routes currently being used by both fishing vessels and commercial vessels alike
as they transit the area. The Coast Guard should work with BOEM towards
finding routing solutions with appropriate traffic lane widths, set-backs and areas
of separation that balance the many competing demands, will ensure an
appropriate level of safety and will avoid impediments to vessels traveling along
designated routes through WEAs.

0113-005 Design modifications such as East-West orientation, adequate turbine spacing of |Section 2.1 of the DEIS described the Proposed Action and Alternatives

2nm so that larger vessels can harvest within the wind lease areas, and transit
lanes determined by the U.S. Coast Guard are all absolutely feasible within the
economic parameters, particularly if VW will request a short extension of its
Power Purchase Agreement with the State of Massachusetts.

considered. The suggested design modifications would create permitting delays
and Project risk due to the need for additional surveys for some or all of the
Project area, which would be inconsistent with EO 13807 in addition to
impacting the proposed Project’s ability to meet the requirements of its power
purchase agreements, potentially foreclosing its economic feasibility. In addition,
the suggested design modifications would involve turbines being outside the
lease area and would essentially constitute a different proposal. This would
therefore not meet the purpose and need of this EIS, and would effectively be the
same as selecting Alternative F (No Action).
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0113-006  |The proposed spacing of the turbines and inter-cable arrays, capable of carrying |Maneuverability with the WDA would vary depending on the fishing gear and
66,000 within the Vineyard Wind Farm will have unavoidable major adverse species targeted. Although it is expected that initially it would be more
impact to the Atlantic Surfclam and Ocean Quahog Fisheries. The area within the |challenging for some fisheries to operate in the WDA, with time, most fishermen
Vineyard Wind Farm will no longer be able to be safely or efficiently harvested |[would adapt to WTGs spacing and would be able to fish successfully in the
when the wind farm is in operation. The SC/OQ biomass is patchy, vessels need |[WDA.
large spatial areas to locate and harvest clams. The gear type and vessel size used
in the SC/OQ fishery has a minimum operability threshold that will not permit
vessels to work within wind energy areas with turbine spacing of ~<1nm.
0113-007 What is the impact of a crewmember or fishing vessels coming into contact with |Direct contact with the OECC cable could potentially cause damage to fishing
a broken 66,000-volt cable... equipment or vessels, as well as potential severe injury or death. Vineyard Wind
would bury the inter-array cables (connecting the WTGs and the ESPs within the
WDA) and export cable to a target burial depth of 5 to 8 feet (1.5 to 2.5 meters).
Vineyard Wind anticipates no more than 10 percent of the cables may not
achieve the proper burial depth and would require cable protection in the form of
rock placement, concrete mattresses, and/or half-shells. Such covers can change
the fish habitat (soft-bottom habitat to hard-bottom habitat) and can also damage
fishing gear and equipment, which in turn could cause a potential safety hazard
should gear snag or hook on seabed structures.
0113-008 The DEIS states that there will be “Minor impacts on scientific research and Section 3.12.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include information on conducting
surveys in all Project phases.” As concerns the Atlantic Surfclam and Ocean biological/stock surveys in the WDA.
Quahog fishery scientific research and biomass surveys, this is incorrect, the
impacts will be major within the Vineyard Wind offshore wind farm. The
operation of the Vineyard Wind offshore wind farm with turbine spacing of
~Inm will present navigational obstructions for clam and fishery surveys.
Vineyard Wind and other developments with similar spacing will collectively
prevent scientific research and surveys in the cumulative wind energy areas...
Stock assessments are heavily based on data coming from regular clam surveys
and biannual bottom trawl surveys performed by National Marine Fisheries
Service North East Fisheries Science Center on the commercial vessel ESS
Pursuit and the research vessel Henry B. Bigelow. The stratified random design
that the survey has followed for the past several decades will be impacted by the
ship’s limited accessibility to the wind farm(s), whether it is unable to tow within
a certain distance of each turbine or unable to tow anywhere in the entirety of the
wind farm....Changes to surveys result in greater scientific uncertainty in a stock
assessment. Additional uncertainty will cause the Fishery Management Councils
to reduce quotas fishery-wide. Moreover, developing novel stock assessment
methods to accomodate lost survey area will take significant time and resources.
0113-009 |... wind farms are expected to act as aggregating structures for many MAB Section 3.12.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include information on conducting

species, and it is unclear if that is likely to be an attraction effect that might affect
the location of animals but not necessarily total abundance, or if it could create

biological/stock surveys in the WDA.

K-130



Vineyard Wind 1 Offshore Wind Energy Project—FEIS

Appendix K—Public Comments and Responses

Index

Comment Text Response

Number
new habitat that might affect total species abundance. This has the potential to
disrupt a long-standing and important time-series of fisheries data, and the new
uncertainties could have a significant impact on management decisions and
fishery allocations...These impacts can be mitigated somewhat by spreading the
turbines out a minimum of 2nm so that survey vessel can sample within the wind
farm(s).

0113-010 The DEIS requires a 5-8 ft burial depth of inter-array cables. This is inadequate  |Section 2.1.1 of the FEIS has been updated to address cable burial risk for the
based on last summer’s Block Island cable exposures. ... monitoring [of cable proposed Project. The OECC would have a target burial depth of up to 5-8 feet
placements] should be independently conducted or verified on a biannual basis.  [(1.5-2.5 meters). Appendix D of the FEIS has been revised to address monitoring

of cable burial.

0113-011  |No protective equipment such as circuit breakers, fuses and relays are mentioned |As discussed in the DEIS, cables will be buried or covered with protective
for the electrical system that will pose a grave danger to commercial fishermen in |material to reduce any potential contact from fishing gear or anchors. The cables
the event the vessel’s gear or a crewmember comes into contact and breaks the  |are heavily reinforced to reduce damage if disturbed. Safety precautions for
electric cables. potential contact with the cables will be specified in the FDR and FIR.

0113-012  |Decommissioned cables left in place will eventually become a hazard to As described in Section 2.1.1.3 of the FEIS, pursuant to 30 CFR Part 585 and
commercial fishing vessels and plans and funds to remove all debris, including  |other BOEM requirements, Vineyard Wind would be required to remove or
cables, must be allocated now...If Vineyard Wind puts material in the ocean decommission all installations and clear the seabed of all obstructions created by
decommissioning plans should be made for its removal before construction the proposed Project. Vineyard Wind would need to obtain separate and
begins. subsequent approval from BOEM to retire any portion of the Proposed Action in

place.

0113-013 Multi-decadal projections of spatial shifts stock and fishery, relative to wind Potential impacts on individual stocks are beyond the scope of this document.
energy installation locations must be considered when consequences to fisheries |Multi-decadal projections of fishery behavior and economics are beyond the
associated with these projects. These analysis must be done before the likely scope of this document, which already analyzed in Section 3.3.5 of the DEIS the
environmental impacts can be reasonably estimated for the operational period of |economic exposure of commercial and for-hire recreational fishers who use the
the project. To Implement a financial compensation program only for WDA. Further revisions to the FEIS were not warranted.
documented loss of income due to inability of fishing vessels to access previously
fished locations within the WDA is inadequate in a region of rapid climate
change and associated shift in fisheries. Loss of grounds will impact all harvesters
as all harvester lose the fishing opportunity associated with the area, as those
displaced from one area move to another and the available grounds are
consolidated for all harvesters.

0113-014 ...the extent to which windfarms could affect recruitment behavior in bivalves is |As discussed in the revised Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS, a field survey of a Dutch
unknown...Compensation that is restricted to a demonstrated loss of net revenue |[wind farm found no effect of the wind farm on bivalve recruitment (Bergman et
due to inability to access fishery resources within the WDA does not account for |al. 2010). The revised Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS also indicates that the rate of egg
the loss potential of sustained consequences to early life history stages of shellfish|and larval survival to adulthood for many species of marine organisms is very
as a direct result of the WDA. low (MMS 2009), and mortality of larvae as a result of the proposed Project

would not likely be significant.

0113-015  |Bivalve larval settlement and metamorphosis are highly sensitive processes for  |As discussed in the revised Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS, offshore wind farms have

which nearly nothing is known about the role of the soundscape but the

been demonstrated to increase biomass of bivalves near turbines.
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project working together to impact fish and fisheries on an ecosystem level. If
fish stocks are subject to scour, sedimentation, changes in currents, increase
temperature, EMF, substrate change, and turbine noise how is survivability
cumulatively impacted?
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possibility for major potential negative impacts is real and must be researched
before these environmental impacts on clam larvae are known. Acoustic
alteration by wind farms may create zones where settlement or metamorphosis
may be unavoidably distorted

0113-016 The Nantucket Shoals and New England Shelf appear to be the source of the Waters of the cold pool are not included in any designated EFH. A revised
coldest water found in the MAB in late winter, yet the potential of unavoidable |Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS mentions that WTGs could affect mixing and the
environmental impact, of the Vineyard Wind Farm on the Cold Pool isn’teven  |thermocline, and discusses the potential consequences for the cold pool and
discussed in the DEIS. The projected impact of the Vineyard Wind Farm, and the |marine organisms.
cumulative impacts of multiple projects, on stratification and cold pool stability
must be examined...To ignore the Cold Pool as an Essential Fish Habitat is
simply negligent; not modeling the likely impacts of the removal of wind energy
from this region and the impacts of the wind farm wake effects of this project and
those projects likely to follow is irresponsible.

0113-017  |Itis our opinion that the true environmental impacts of this and other wind energy|Section 3.10 and Appendix D of the FEIS have been revised to include the
areas will be much worse than those described in the DEIS. We encourage Vineyard Wind’s voluntary established gear loss and revenue compensation
BOEM to require Vineyard Wind to pay $500,000 annually into a Regional funds for fishing interests based in Rhode Island, Massachusetts, and other states.
Scientific and Monitoring Program. If construction is allowed to proceed on this |Please see Section 3.10 and Appendix D of the FEIS for more details on the
fast track schedule, adequate time is not being allowed for the meaningful measures.
environmental research needed to proceed responsibility.

0113-018 ...the DEIS doesn’t address potential impacts to the water column of removing  |Brostrom (2008) postulates that upwelling may “strongly influence the local
large amount of wind energy from the atmosphere layer above. Extracting energy |ecosystem,” but concedes that further studies are needed to determine wind farm
from wind changes regional air currents, which can in turn affect how the nearby |influence on the upper ocean. Further, Clark et al. (2014) state that the
ocean circulates, according to Goran Brostrom of the Norwegian Meteorological |phenomenon of upwelling caused by wind farms has yet to be explored.
Institute in Oslo. In a paper published in 2008 in the Journal of Marine Systems, |Appendix E in the FEIS has been updated to address the potential atmospheric
Brostrom shows in a model that winds swirling at 11 to 22 miles per hour and oceanic impacts associated with offshore wind facilities. Please see Sections
downwind of large farms are uneven. As they blow over the ocean, they can roil |E.2.6 and E.4.4 of Appendix E of the FEIS, which has been revised.
the waters, causing upwelling.

0113-019  |When does BOEM address the cumulative impacts of multiple projects on an BOEM has revised the list of reasonably foreseeable future offshore wind
ecosystem level? The development of the adjacent lease sites is foreseeable and  |projects based on project progress since publication of the DEIS, and this
cannot be simply ignored. When does the full-WEA analysis occur? Only a total |information was included in the SEIS and carried forward to the FEIS. The list of
disregard of our environment would permit simple incremental analyses, never  |reasonably foreseeable future offshore wind projects is included in Appendix A
determining the impact if the full goals of the states for offshore energy in the of the FEIS.
mid-Atlantic Bight / Southern New England are realized compared to a true “no
action” of not having wind energy facilities in this area at all.

0113-020 The DEIS has failed to address the multiple impact factors from the proposed The potential effects of wind farms on offshore ecosystem functioning are

discussed in the revised Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS, along with three recent
modeling studies that generally indicate that offshore wind farms can provide
positive impacts on local ecosystems.
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NWF, and CLF to deploy additional mitigation measures to protect the North
Atlantic right whale during activities pertaining to the Project’s construction and
operations...We strongly recommend that BOEM incorporate these planned
mitigation measures detailed in Attachment A into the FEIS, re-running the
analysis to accurately factor these actions into the agency’s assessments of

Number Comment Text Response

0113-021  |All layout alternatives presented in the Vineyard Wind COP will turn the entire  |Section 3.10 and Appendix D of the FEIS have been revised to include the
area into a no-go zone for the Atlantic Surfclam and Ocean Quahog Vineyard Wind’s voluntary established gear loss and revenue compensation
Fishery...While fishermen should be compensated for exclusion from fishing funds for fishing interests based in Rhode Island, Massachusetts, and other states.
during any project phase, direct, one-off negotiations with those in the SC/OQ  |Please see Section 3.10 and Appendix D of the FEIS for more details on the
industry are inappropriate. ..the entire SC/OQ harvest industry should be measures.
compensated appropriately. U.S. Fisheries are all different, mitigation and
compensation plans can’t be one size fits all and the compensation plan described
in the Vineyard Wind COP will not work for the Atlantic Surfclam and Ocean
Quahog industry.

0113-022  |... the ecosystem impact of this farm and the cumulative impacts of multiple Sections 3.2.2,3.3.2, and 3.10.1 of the FEIS have been revised to include
projects on an ecosystem have the potential to have catastrophic consequences to |additional details on the potential habitat impacts resulting from proposed Project
our industry. What is the compensation plan if that happens? There has not been |and the action alternatives. Furthermore, Sections 3.3 and 3.10 of the FEIS have
any ecosystem modeling to see what it would mean to take 8 or 9 gigawatts of  |revised the discussion of impacts on fish species and commercial fisheries,
wind energy from the ecosystem or what the wake effects would be on the cold  |respectively. Further discussion of impacts is provided in Appendix A of the
pool with that many turbines in our oceans right on top of the most productive  |FEIS.
fishing grounds on the U.S. Eastern Seaboard.

0113-023 we would like to see comparative environmental impact analyses with putting As stated in Section 2.1.7 of the DEIS, alternative locations for the wind energy
wind farms inshore or on land. Putting such large-scale wind energy projects in  |facilities outside of lease OCS-A 0501 was an alternative considered but not
the middle of such a rich ecosystem and to determine that impacts will only be  |analyzed in detail and explained why it was discounted further.
minor to moderate without the necessary analyses is purely speculative.

0113-024  |we hope that this process can be slowed down so that the necessary research and |As stated in Section 1.3, EO 13807 on Establishing Discipline and
ecosystem modeling can be done to properly and completely, analyzing all Accountability in the Environmental Review and Permitting Process for
instances of unavoidable adverse impacts, noted herein, associated with the Infrastructure Projects states that it is the policy of the Federal Government to
proposed action. complete all federal environmental reviews and authorizations for major

infrastructure projects, such as the proposed Project, within 2 years of the
publication of the NOL

0114-001 I am reaching out to you in favor of this upcoming project...This project is a step | Thank you for your comment.
in the right direction towards becoming sustaintable and environmentally
friendly...

0114-003 It also will reduce 1.6 million tons of carbon which is not only beneficial for our |Section A.8.1 in Appendix A of the FEIS has been revised to include an analysis
environment but for our health, reducing asthma, various cancers, diseases and  [using EPA's AVERT and COBRA tools to assess air quality and health benefits.
many other illnesses that have been contributed to the burning of fossil fuels.

0115-001 On January 22, 2019, Vineyard Wind signed a landmark agreement with NRDC, |Section 3.4.2 of the FEIS has been revised in coordination with NMFS and

includes the proposed mitigation and monitoring measures for marine mammals.
Furthermore, Section 3.4 and Appendix D of the FEIS include the draft
Incidental Harassment Authorization measures proposed to be issued under the
MMPA.
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Vineyard Wind’s updated whale protection plan submitted to BOEM on January
22,2019 and include this new analysis in the FEIS...It is imperative that all
potential stressors acting on this species be minimized and mitigated to the full
extent practicable in order to ensure the species continues...We strongly
recommend that BOEM incorporate all the planned mitigation measures
described above in Section I and included in Attachment A into the FEIS, re-
running the analysis to accurately factor these actions into the agency’s
assessments of potential impact levels and evaluations of mitigation measures for
other protected, endangered or threatened species of marine mammals and sea
turtles. As the DEIS notes [page 3-90], in addition to the North Atlantic right

Number Comment Text Response
potential impact levels and evaluations of mitigation measures for other protected
and endangered species.

0115-002  |Fundamental to satisfying NEPA’s requirement of fair and objective review, The DEIS and FEIS include all currently available information and/or survey
agencies must ensure the “professional integrity, including scientific integrity,” of |information that BOEM requires as part of the COP development. In addition,
the discussions and analyses that appear in environmental impact statements. To [BOEM has an extensive environmental studies program, which it uses to fill data
this end, they must make every attempt to obtain and disclose data necessary to  |gaps. Pursuant to 40 CFR § 1502.22, when an agency is evaluating reasonably
their analysis. The simple assertion that “no information exists” will not suffice; |foreseeable significant adverse effects on the human environment in an
unless the costs of obtaining the information are exorbitant, NEPA requires that it [environmental impact statement and there is incomplete or unavailable
be obtained. Agencies are further required to identify their methodologies, information, the agency shall always make clear that such information is lacking.
indicate when necessary information is incomplete or unavailable, acknowledge |Appendix H of the FEIS includes a discussion on Incomplete or Unavailable
scientific disagreement and data gaps, and evaluate indeterminate adverse Information for each resource.
impacts based upon approaches or methods “generally accepted in the scientific
community.” Such requirements become acutely important in cases where, as
here, so much about an activity’s impacts depend on newly emerging science.

Finally, NEPA does not permit agencies to “ignore available information that
undermines their environmental impact conclusions.” Thus, BOEM’s review
must be thorough and must abide by the legal standards discussed above.

0115-003 ...BOEM needs to rigorously review the potential impacts of offshore wind The revised FEIS discusses the current condition of each resource, and potential
development on marine wildlife and habitat here in the U.S. and develop and impacts, in Chapter 3 and Appendix A and discusses potential monitoring and
adopt appropriate mitigation measures. Various potential impacts that may be mitigation measures in the updated Appendix D. Additional monitoring and
associated with offshore wind construction and operations have the potential to  |mitigation measures, if required, will be developed in coordination with
directly, indirectly, and cumulatively impact marine species and habitats in the  |applicable Federal, State, and local resource agencies and/or other stakeholders.
coastal zone and offshore environment. The likelihood, nature, and significance
of potential impacts will vary based on the siting, design, construction, and
operation plans of specific projects. As noted above, NEPA requires the
examination of mitigation measures for identified environmental impacts and
many forms of mitigation are available. BOEM should also thoroughly review
and document the potential positive environmental, public health, and
socioeconomic benefits of the offshore wind energy project.

0115-004  |BOEM should re-run its impacts analysis for marine mammals based on Section 3.4.2 and Appendix D of the FEIS have been updated to for a discussion

of monitoring and mitigation that has been proposed for the agency-preferred
alternative relative to the North Atlantic right whale. Pre- and post-construction
monitoring plans, if required, will be developed in coordination with the NMFS
as part of the ESA Section 7 consultation. Further discussion of mitigation
measures protective of listed marine mammals is provided in the Biological
Assessment submitted to NOAA, which can be found at the following link:
https://www.boem.gov/Vineyard-Wind-Consultation-Documents/.
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whale, NMFS has declared UMEs for humpback whales and minke whales; these
species should be closely considered by BOEM, with additional mitigation
measures established if needed.

0115-005

BOEM should re-run its sea turtle regional density estimates and exposure
models and update the FEIS accordingly. The FEIS should include updated sea
turtle density estimates and related acoustic exposure models. The most recent
survey data incorporated into the DEIS sea turtle density surface models is from
2009 and does not reflect current knowledge of sea turtle occurrence in the
Project Area. Re-running the density models with more recent data collected
from the Project Area and immediate vicinity — the Northeast Large Pelagic
Survey data conducted from October 2011 through June 2015 and additional
regional data (e.g., Atlantic Marine Assessment Program for Protected Species
[AMAPPS] data), as appropriate — would more accurately represent the current
status quo and, in turn, provide more accurate estimates of acoustic
exposures... We recommend new density surface models and accompanying
abundance estimates — which are often easier for public understanding (e.g., 10
loggerhead turtles as opposed to a density of 0.1117 loggerhead turtles per 100
km?2) — be generated and included alongside new acoustic exposure models in the
FEIS. BOEM should also incorporate into the FEIS the more recent stranding
data for 201735 and 2018, particularly as high numbers of sea turtles, mostly
endangered Kemp’s ridley sea turtles, stranded in Massachusetts in the Fall of
2018. [AUTHOR: ORIGINAL FOR REFERENCES]

...[Footnote 34] The revised model should provide a clearer indication of on-the-
water reality. For example, the DEIS model sed a density estimate of zero for
leatherback turtles during the summer whereas Kraus et al. 2016 recorded 98.
[Footnote 36] We also recommend that relative occurrence designations not be
based on abundance or number of records, as species not vulnerable to cold
stunning may naturally have fewer stranding records than others.

Section 3.3.8.3 of the DEIS included a discussion of acoustic impacts on sea
turtles. Therefore, no changes to the acoustic discussion are warranted for the
FEIS. Appendix D of the FEIS includes the monitoring and mitigation relative to
sea turtles that has been proposed for the agency-preferred alternative.

The DEIS was developed with the best available science at the time of
publication. Sea turtle density estimates are derived from Strategic
Environmental Research and Development (SERDP) Spatial Decision Support
System (SDSS) and represent the best data set to be used for animal movement
modeling, as agreed to by BOEM and NMFS on July 24, 2018.

0115-006

The FEIS must consider the full scope of impacts to federally protected birds.
BOEM must ensure that the FEIS retains consideration of the full range of
potential impacts on all bird species known to forage and rest in or near the
Project Area, or to migrate through the area, including those species protected
under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the Endangered Species Act...we are
aware that the Department of the Interior (DOI) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (FWS) are now relying on a new interpretation of the Migratory Bird
Treaty Act that limits the scope of the Act to the purposeful take of birds.38 Our
organizations strongly oppose this interpretation as contrary to the plain language
and intent of the law, and we urge BOEM to continue to implement its Migratory
Bird Treaty Act responsibilities as all previous administrations have done in the
past, with explicit recognition that incidental take is prohibited. This would also

A discussion of all potential impacts on Roseate Terns, Piping Plovers, and Rufa
Red Knots is provided in the Biological Assessment submitted to USFWS.

Section A.8.3 in Appendix A of the FEIS includes a discussion on listed species,
and a discussions of effects for each alternative.

Section A.8.3 of the FEIS has been updated with a discussion of the MBTA and
includes discussions of measures and Standard Operating Conditions that will be
used to ensure that impacts to migratory birds are minimized.
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monitoring measures. Given that existing survey efforts do not appear to have
adequately captured avian use of the Project Area, BOEM should adopt a
conservative approach in the Final EIS’s avian impact analysis. Modeling issues
stemming from recent survey efforts must be addressed. For example, BOEM’s
recent aerial surveys off the Massachusetts coastline aggregated many medium-
sized tern sightings into a shared “tern species” category, which cannot be parsed
out to provide detail on the number of endangered roseate terns. Further, the
Marine-Life Data and Analysis Team (MDAT) predictive models, while
excellent for estimating broad-scale, relative patterns of avian abundance along
the Atlantic, are not suitable for estimating range and abundance for a rare and
narrowly distributed species like the roseate tern. As a result, when these and
other data deficiencies43 are factored into BOEM’s impact model, roseate tern
presence is likely to be underestimated. he core of the roseate tern’s breeding
range, which overlaps the Project Area, is small44 and so a conservative
approach for this species and others that may be impacted by these surveys is
required by the Final EIS.

[Footnote 43]..The BRI spring tern surveys failed to identify any roseate terns,
though of the total of 23 terns found 22% unidentified and a high proportion of
unidentified terms (86%) were noted in transit surveys to and from the lease area.
The unpublished nanotag study did not include MOTUS receivers within the
area, potentially skewing data results.

Comment Text Response
Number
be consistent with the memorandum of understanding that BOEM signed with
FWS in 2009 to protect migratory bird populations.39 If DOI’s new
interpretation changes BOEM’s analysis and associated requirements for impacts
to migratory birds in any way, a detailed description and explanation of such
changes must be included in the FEIS. We note that signatories of these
comments (NRDC and Defenders of Wildlife), together with many other
organizations and states, have challenged DOI’s unlawful reinterpretation of the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act in court.
0115-007 ...the FEIS should take care to ensure that all bird species covered by the Section A.8.3 in Appendix A of the FEIS includes a discussion on listed species,
Migratory Bird Treaty Act are accounted for in the impacts assessment. All and a discussions of effects for each alternative.
Massachusetts bird species are protected and the statement that jaegers and gulls
are not species of conservation concern is incorrect. Section A.8.3.1 of the FEIS has been updated with a discussion of the MBTA
and includes discussions of measures and Standard Operating Conditions that
will be used to ensure that impacts to migratory birds are minimized.
In Massachusetts, jaegers and gulls are not listed as Special Concern species
(MNHESP 2019).
0115-008 The Final EIS should account for avian survey flaws and incorporate further Parameter used to model predicted bird occurrence used in the EIS is based on

the best available science at the time of publication. The MDAT dataset
(Curtice et al., 2018; Kinlan et al., 2016) was used to support a regional analysis
of survey data and the MassCEC dataset (Veit et al. 2016) dataset was used to
analyze local scale patterns of abundance. A framework for post-construction
monitoring program for birds and bats will be developed in coordination with
applicable Federal and State resource agencies. Additional mitigation or
monitoring measures and/or modifications to existing mitigation and monitoring
measures may be adopted in the ROD as a result of ongoing ESA Section 7
consultation with USFWS.
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0115-009  |..BOEM, in partnership with Vineyard Wind and in consultation with Rhode Section A.8.3 in Appendix A and Appendix D of the FEIS have been updated to
Island and Massachusetts, should undertake long-term Project monitoring before, |include the mitigation and monitoring measures that would be implemented to
during, and after construction for endangered species like roseate terns, red knots, |avoid, minimize, and mitigate adverse impacts on birds. Pre- and post-
and others with a suspected high collision risk, such as shearwaters and jaegers, |construction monitoring plans, if required, will be developed in coordination with
and incorporate adaptive management measures to address impacts, as needed.  [the USFWS during the course of ESA Section 7 consultation. No additional
monitoring or mitigation measures relative to birds were included in the FEIS.
0115-010 The FEIS should include recommendations to minimize and monitor impacts of |The revised COP would utilize the landfall only at Covell’s Beach and would use
the Project on fish, invertebrate and benthic resources and Essential Fish Habitat. [HDD; the FEIS has been revised accordingly in Sections 2.1, 3.1, 3.2, and 3.3. In
...With respect to the proposed cable routes, we have a strong preference for light of this, Massachusetts Division of Fish and Wildlife has declared that no
Alternative B which would limit the offshore export cable landfall to the Covell’s [time-of-year restriction is necessary to protect the horseshoe crab.
Beach location and enable the use of the horizontal direct drilling (HDD)
technology to avoid disturbance of the nearshore and beach environment.45 This
location and the use of HDD will result in fewer impacts and risks to winter
flounder spawning areas, horseshoe crabs, and other benthic resources as
compared to the Lewis Bay landfall option described in Alternative A. Horseshoe
crabs are of particular concern because of their declining abundance in New
England.46 Because horseshoe crabs use Covell’s Beach as a spawning site, we
believe that additional protective measures are warranted, including the use of
HDD,47 to avoid disruption of horseshoe crab spawning activities.
[FOOTNOTE 47] - It is our understanding that the Massachusetts Division of
Marine Fisheries (MA DMF) has determined that the use of HDD for landfall at
Covell’s Beach “should avoid any disturbance to horseshoe crab spawning
habitat.” See the letter from MA DMF in teh Massachusetts Final Environmental
Impact Review, p. 199, available at
https://vineyardwind.app.box.com/s/9mg2zp4nuy80ct8pdljd 1 dw08ku8deh6.
0115-011  |As a general matter and to ensure minimal impact on Essential Fish Habitat Section 2.2.1, Section 3.3.6.3, and Appendix D of the DEIS included a discussion
species and those listed under the ESA, we recommend that BOEM and of monitoring and mitigation proposed for the Project. Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS
Vineyard Wind work closely with Rhode Island and Massachusetts fishery has provided additional language for monitoring. Additional monitoring
managers and NMFS to consider and implement appropriate mitigation measures [requirements and mitigation measures, if any, will be developed in coordination
to avoid, minimize, and mitigate potential adverse impacts to Essential Fish with the NMFS and appropriate other agencies and will be included in the
Habitat, fish and invertebrate populations which may be affected by construction [Record of Decision.
activities particularly during vulnerable times of spawning, larval settlement, and
juvenile development.
0115-012 Given that the offshore wind energy industry is in its infancy in the Atlantic and |Section 2.2.1, Section 3.3.6.3, and Appendix D of the DEIS included a discussion

much will be learned during the construction and operation of this Project, a
comprehensive monitoring effort is needed. BOEM, in partnership with Vineyard
Wind and in consultation with Rhode Island and Massachusetts fishery managers
and NMFS, should conduct long-term monitoring before, during, and after
construction to document changes to the marine environment and its ecological

communities in and around the Project Area as suggested above, and, if

of monitoring and mitigation proposed for the Project. Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS
has provided additional language for monitoring. Additional monitoring
requirements and mitigation measures, if any, will be developed in coordination
with the NMFS and appropriate other agencies and will be included in the
Record of Decision.
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biological resource category. For example, in estimating the aggregate impact of
the stressor that is noise on the biological resource category of marine mammals,
one would aggregate the impacts from the noise from pile driving plus vessel
noise plus operational noise, etc. Instead the DEIS separates out noise exposure
categories, having pile driving resulting in a minor to moderate risk,57 potential
behavior impacts from vessel sound as minor to moderate,58 etc.; there is no
summary of impacts from the serious stressor that is noise.

Without estimating the overall impact of stressors like noise to each biological
resource category like marine mammals, it clouds the full extent of a potential
impact or stressor, whether and when recovery may occur, and what mitigation
measures are appropriate. BOEM must ensure NEPA review fully calculates
biological impacts, and this would help provide the accurate assessment
necessary to identify and mitigate impacts and allow firm footing for the Project
and industry to thrive.

Comment Text Response

Number
necessary, design appropriate adaptive mitigation strategies to address impacts
identified.

0115-013 The FEIS should acknowledge the scientific uncertainty surrounding bat presence| The DEIS included information on cave bats in Section 3.3.3.1 and BOEM
and potential interactions...we recommend that BOEM adopt a more conservative |determined that the proposed Project-related impacts had the potential to result in
approach in the FEIS by exploring the incorporation of additional data into the  |impacts on cave bat populations already affected by White Nose Syndrome.
document and by highlighting areas of scientific uncertainty. ...there is not Furthermore, while WTGs on the OCS may not impact cave bats, onshore
enough data to authoritatively conclude, as the DEIS does [page 3-42] that activities could have impacts on cave bats and this was analyzed in the DEIS.
exposure risk is low...BOEM should also factor consideration of cave- Therefore, the FEIS does not warrant any changes. More information on cave
hibernating bats in its FEIS impact analysis....We further encourage the agency to bats can be found in the Biological Assessment submitted to USFWS for listed
discuss with FWS the potential benefit of incorporating data from the Motus species located at this link: https://www.boem.gov/Vineyard-Wind-Consultation-
Wildlife Tracking System into its analysis, which may involve additional Documents/. The Biological Assessment is currently under review by the
consideration of the endangered Indiana bat in this impact analysis. USFWS.

0115-014  |Although more research is needed to characterize how bats are using offshore Section A.8.4.4 in Appendix A of the FEIS has been updated to include
areas in the Atlantic, it would be reasonable to assume that bats — particularly additional information on bats and height of structures, specifically the increase
migratory, tree-roosting species that seem to be attracted to land-based wind in mortality rates associated with increased turbine height documented at some
turbines — may experience a similar attraction to turbines offshore, which could |land-based WTG.
put them at increased risk for collision. BOEM’s assessment of the impacts to
bats should, therefore, be conservative. Determining whether local bat species are
attracted to offshore wind turbines via robust post-construction monitoring will
be critical to assessing potential impacts and whether adaptive management
measures should be considered, as needed. The FEIS should also note the
scientific uncertainty surrounding the degree to which bat mortality may increase
with tower height and should adjust the language regarding bat impacts in
Alternative E accordingly. [AUTHOR: ORIGINAL FOR REFERENCES]

0115-015  |The FEIS should provide the aggregate impact of each stress category for each | The biological resources sections of the FEIS have been updated to address this

and similar comments, specifically related to pile driving impacts as well as noise
generated by Project vessels and operational WTGs. BOEM has coordinated with
NMEFS in the development of the Biological Assessment relative to marine
mammals and the potential adverse effects relating to noise for the proposed
Project, taking into consideration their feedback and, in some cases, their direct
edits to the FEIS.
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development and other stressors on right whales...in its analysis of stressors
potentially affecting North Atlantic right whales, it is imperative that BOEM
afford more detailed consideration of seismic surveys for oil and gas
development in the Mid- and South Atlantic in the FEIS. While it is true that the
issuance of permits for these activities by BOEM is still pending at the time of
this letter, five incidental harassment authorizations have already been issued by

Number Comment Text Response

0115-016  |The FEIS should better account for ecosystem uncertainity... BOEM should Appendix D of the FEIS has updated the comprehensive list of the monitoring
adopt a precautionary approach to account for fundamental gaps in our and mitigation that has been considered and evaluated in the updated assessment
understanding of species and their behavioral responses and employ the best in the document. As explained in the updated Appendix D of the FEIS, Vineyard
available scientific methods to monitor and, if necessary, design adaptive Wind has committed to monitoring efforts for a number of resources. According
mitigation strategies. BOEM provides commentary on “incomplete or to the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), monitoring is “fundamental for
unavailable information”; however, this assessment does not appear to be carried |ensuring the implementation and effectiveness of mitigation commitments,
forward for complete consideration in all parts of the impacts analysis and the meeting legal and permitting requirements, and identifying trends and possible
agency should adopt a more open approach to the appraisal of data gaps and means for improvement” (Council on Environmental Quality 2011). Because
uncertainties in the FEIS. monitoring efforts proposed are specifically intended to perform these functions

described by CEQ — to identify trends and possible means for improvements
through refinement - they are a critical element of mitigation, and also identified
in Table D-1, Appendix D of the FEIS. Monitoring programs would be
developed in coordination between BOEM and agencies with jurisdiction over
the resource to be monitored. Appendix H of the FEIS includes a discussion on
Incomplete or Unavailable Information for each resource.

0115-017 As aresult, in addition to the consideration of potential individual and aggregate |BOEM prepared a SEIS that included an expanded planned action analysis,
impacts from the Project, BOEM must also analyze the cumulative impacts of ~ |which described the methodology in Chapter 1 and the list of projects considered
reasonably foreseeable offshore wind development projects on habitat as well as  |in Appendix A of the SEIS. Potential impacts are considered as described in
the physiology, behavior, and overall health of marine life cumulatively for the |Appendix A and in individual resource sections. BOEM has revised the list of
U.S. East Coast. reasonably foreseeable future offshore wind projects based on project progress
In conducting this analysis, BOEM should define cumulative impacts to since publication of the DEIS. Each resource section addresses, in the DEIS,
encompass: (i) repeated disturbance from the same activity over time and space; |SEIS, and FEIS, potential environmental impacts of reasonably foreseeable
(ii) the interactions between different types of potential impacts; (iii) multiple future projects identified in Appendix A. The effects assessments in each
wind energy development projects; and, (iv) the broader context of other ocean  |resource-specific section have been updated based on recent project updates as
uses both within the leasing area and that may be encountered by transboundary |well as new information received between preparation of the DEIS and FEIS.
and migratory species during their life cycle. The potential impacts of offshore  |Appendix H of the FEIS includes a discussion on Incomplete or Unavailable
wind development will occur in an already-compromised acoustic and otherwise |Information for each resource.
affected environment. In this context, BOEM must consider the impacts of other
activities and events as part of its environmental analysis, including, but not
limited to, vessel collisions, bycatch and entanglement, and the potential for
large-scale seismic exploration and offshore oil and gas drilling. BOEM must not
only consider past and present federal and non-federal actions, but also
reasonably foreseeable future federal and non-federal actions.

0115-018 | The FEIS should fully consider the cumulative impact of oil and gas The five [HAs issued in November 2018 for incidental harassment of marine

mammals have been added to the scenario as described in Appendix A of the
FEIS. Section 3.4 and Appendix A of the FEIS have revised the discussion of
Geological and Geophysical surveys associated with oil and gas development
that may contribute to impacts on marine mammals.
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NMEFS under the Marine Mammal Protection Act and therefore this action should
be considered “reasonably foreseeable” by BOEM

0115-019

The FEIS should fully cosider the cumulative impact of oil and gas development
and other stressors on right whales. BOEM must recognize....that [seismic
surveys for oil and gas development] would result in a serious additional and
long-term stressor for North Atlantic right whales throughout much of their range
and would interact cumulatively with other stressors, includign those potentially
arising from offshore wind development...BOEM should clearly acknowledge the
serious risks posed to North Atlantic right whales by seismic surveys, including
the expectation that those risks would result in a “major” cumulative impact level
when combined with other existing and potential stressors. In addition, BOEM
should carefully consider the cumulative impacts of vessel noise, as vessel traffic
has already been demonstrated to have drastically reduced communication of
North Atlantic right whales in the Northeast.

Section 3.4 and Appendix A of the FEIS have revised the discussion of
Geological and Geophysical surveys associated with oil and gas development
that may contribute to impacts on marine mammals.

0115-020

BOEM should include active offshore wind lease areas in its analysis of
cumulative impacts. The FEIS for the Project — and each offshore wind EIS that
follows — should address the cumulative impact of a build-out of East Coast
offshore wind power [including] South Fork Wind Farm (90 MW for New
York), Revolution Wind (400 MW for Rhode Island, 300 MW for Connecticut),
U.S. Wind’s Maryland project (248 MW for Maryland), Skipjack Wind Farm
(120 MW for Maryland), and Dominion’s Coastal Virginia Offshore Wind
Project (12 MW for Virginia), which have all received offtake commitments at
this time. As a result, it is within BOEM’s purview, in collaboration with state-
coordinated efforts (e.g., the NYSERDA Environmental Technical Working
Group), as appropriate, to ensure potential cumulative impacts occurring across
different lease areas are analyzed and used to inform mitigation and monitoring
efforts.

BOEM has revised the list of reasonably foreseeable future offshore wind
projects based on project progress since publication of the DEIS, and this
information was included in the SEIS and carried forward to the FEIS. The list of
reasonably foreseeable future offshore wind projects is included in Appendix A
of the FEIS.

0115-021

We question, however, BOEM’s decision to only consider wind energy projects
falling within Tiers 1, 2, and 3 as “reasonably foreseeable” and to only analyze
the cumulative impacts of development activities in these lease areas. In our
view, at minimum, site assessment and characterization activities in all lease
areas are “reasonably foreseeable” within the timeframe that the Project will be
operational, and have the potential to contribute cumulative impacts. We
therefore recommend that BOEM also consider the cumulative impacts of site
assessment and characterization activities for lease areas classified as Tier 4 or 5.

BOEM has revised the list of reasonably foreseeable future offshore wind
projects based on project progress since publication of the DEIS, and this
information was included in the SEIS and carried forward to the FEIS. The list of
reasonably foreseeable future offshore wind projects is included in Appendix A
of the FEIS. Site assessment activities are considered reasonably foreseeable for
all leased areas.

0115-022

The FEIS should fully analyze the Project’s environmental, climate, public
health, and socioeconomic benefits. The DEIS touches briefly on the Project’s
benefits in various sections. However, the Project’s environmental, public health,
and jobs benefits are more extensive than those described. As noted above, the

Information based on public and stakeholder comments has also been added to
Section 2.4 of the FEIS summarizing the potential benefits of the project.
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Project will have an array of positive environmental, public health, and climate
benefits... Benefits to climate and public health from an increase in offshore wind
projects vary across different scenarios, and the quantity of benefits or drawbacks
are often site-specific. Factors including local electrical grid infrastructure, local
constraints, and market conditions contribute to variability of these benefits.
Offshore wind projects also produce environmental benefits because unlike fossil
fuel generation or nuclear facilities, offshore wind power does not rely on large
sources of freshwater or seawater for cooling, nor do offshore wind facilities
produce the same solid or liquid wastes that are associated with conventional
sources of power. Further, offshore wind facilities do not produce the fly ash or
bottom ash waste that result from coal-fired plants or spent fuel rods that result
from nuclear plants. The Project will also create both construction and long-term
operations and maintenance jobs. For all these reasons, BOEM should more
thoroughly document and describe the Project’s environmental, public health,
and climate benefits in the FEIS, including the cumulative benefits of the Project.

0115-023

Similarly, the FEIS should expand upon and provide greater detail on the
negative environmental and public health impacts of Alternative F (the No
Action alternative under which the project is not built).

Alternative F has been fully evaluated in the DEIS and subsequently the FEIS.
Chapter 3 and Appendix A of the FEIS provides more information on each
resource area.

0115-024

Overall, in this specific case, we think the way that the PRoject DEIS
incorporates the project envelope approach is appropriate... We caution that
should Alternatives D1 or D2 be selected that care be taken to ensure that impacts
resulting from eventual construction and operations would fall within the
maximum design scenario identified in this DEIS. Currently, the DEIS notes that
should Alternatives D1 or D2 be selected, additional survey work is necessary. If
survey work entails impacts that extend beyond the full spectrum of this DEIS’s
maximum design assumptions, then a supplemental environmental review could
be necessary, which would negate the efficiency benefits of the PDE process.

Thank you for your comment.

0115-025

It is imperative that all potential stressors acting on [the North Atlantic right
whale] this species be minimized and mitigated to the full extent practicable in
order to ensure the species continues... We strongly recommend that BOEM
incorporate all the planned mitigation measures described above in Section I and
included in Attachment A into the FEIS, re-running the analysis to accurately
factor these actions into the agency’s assessments of potential impact levels and
evaluations of mitigation measures for other protected, endangered or threatened
species of marine mammals and sea turtles. As the DEIS notes,29 in addition to
the North Atlantic right whale, NMFS has declared UMEs for humpback whales
and minke whales;30 these species should be closely considered by BOEM, with
additional mitigation measures established if needed.

Section 3.4.2 and Appendix D of the FEIS have been updated to include a
discussion of monitoring and mitigation that has been proposed for the agency-
preferred alternative relative to the North Atlantic right whale. Pre- and post-
construction monitoring plans, if required, will be developed in coordination with
the NMFS as part of the ESA Section 7 consultation.
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from the Project, BOEM must also analyze the cumulative impacts of reasonably
foreseeable offshore wind development projects on habitat as well as the
physiology, behavior, and overall health of marine life cumulatively for the U.S.
East Coast. In conducting this analysis, BOEM should define cumulative impacts
to encompass: (i) repeated disturbance from the same activity over time and
space; (ii) the interactions between different types of potential impacts; (iii)
multiple wind energy development projects; and, (iv) the broader context of other
ocean uses both within the leasing area and that may be encountered by
transboundary and migratory species during their life cycle. The potential impacts
of offshore wind development will occur in an already-compromised acoustic
and otherwise affected environment. In this context, BOEM must consider the
impacts of other activities and events as part of its environmental analysis,
including, but not limited to, vessel collisions, bycatch and entanglement, and the

Il\?lilr:;)er Comment Text Response

0115-026  |BOEM must ensure that the FEIS retains consideration of the full range of An updated discussion of collision (Section 4.2.1.6) and displacement (Section
potential impacts on all bird species known to forage and rest in or near the 4.2.2) impacts on Rufa Red Knots, Piping Plovers, and Roseate Terns is
Project Area, or to migrate through the area, including those species protected discussed in the Biological Assessment submitted to USFWS, which can be
under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the Endangered Species Act. found at the following link: https://www.boem.gov/Vineyard-Wind-

Consultation-Documents/.

Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS includes a discussion on impacts on fish species;
Section A.8.3 in Appendix A of the FEIS includes a discussion on listed species,
and a discussions of effects for each alternative.

0115-027 | As little data exists on bat species’ use of the offshore environment and the Section A.8.4 of the FEIS has been revised to provide additional information.
potential for interactions with offshore wind turbines, we recommend that BOEM | The FEIS uses the best available information, and thus complies with the
adopt a more conservative approach in the FEIS by exploring the incorporation of|procedural requirements of NEPA.
additional data into the document and by highlighting areas of scientific
uncertainty. While studies to date reveal bat activity appears to decline with
increased distance from shore, there is not enough data to authoritatively
conclude, as the DEIS does,50 that exposure risk is low. In offshore bat surveys
of the Atlantic, migratory tree-bats were widespread, with, for example, eastern
red bats detected at 97% of all surveyed sites, including the most remote site.51
BOEM should also factor consideration of cave-hibernating bats in its FEIS
impact analysis. Recent survey data of bats offshore the United States found clear
evidence of cave-hibernating bats, including Myotis species like the threatened
northern long-eared bat and little brown bats, offshore.52 We further encourage
the agency to discuss with FWS the potential benefit of incorporating data from
the Motus Wildlife Tracking System into its analysis, which may involve
additional consideration of the endangered Indiana bat in this impact analysis.53

0115-028 ... in addition to the consideration of potential individual and aggregate impacts  |Appendix A of the FEIS has been updated to provide additional discussion of

impacts.

potential for large-scale seismic exploration and offshore oil and gas drilling.

K-142




Vineyard Wind 1 Offshore Wind Energy Project—FEIS

Appendix K—Public Comments and Responses

Il\?lilr:;)er Comment Text Response
BOEM must not only consider past and present federal and non-federal actions,
but also reasonably foreseeable future federal and non-federal actions.

0115-029 | The COP must provide enough specifics on each possible configuration coverd |Thank you for your comment.
by the proposed envelope to evaluate impacts on affected species and to fully
evaluate the proposal.

0115-030  |Additionally, to encompass the full range of reasonably foreseeable impacts, The development of the EIS has been based on Vineyard Wind’s utilization of
BOEM’s analysis must include an alternative that combines the most disruptive |the PDE, which is detailed in Appendix G. The FEIS assesses the impacts of the
components for each option included in the envelope. reasonable range of Project designs that are described in the Vineyard Wind COP

and presented in Appendix G by using the “maximum-case scenario” process.
Chapter 3 and Appendix A of the FEIS assesses the maximum-case scenario.

0115-031 As a general matter with respect to all offshore wind projects going forward, we |Thank you for your comment.
strongly advise BOEM to ensure all project details relevant for assessing
potential impacts are provided and reviewed so that a solid, legally defensible
Record of Determination may be issued.

0115-032  |itis essential that BOEM conduct a technical, quantitative analysis of the Section 3.4.2 of the FEIS has been revised in coordination with NMFS. The
cumulative impacts of offshore wind development, against a baseline of other revised Section 3.4.2 of the FEIS includes a discussion of impacts on North
reasonably foreseeable actions, on the North Atlantic right whale. This analysis  |Atlantic right whales. Section 3.4 of the FEIS has revised the discussion of
should then be incorporated into the agency’s NEPA compliance documents. impacts on North Atlantic right whales. Further discussion of impacts on North
We recommend that the analysis quantify the percentage of the North Atlantic  |Atlantic right whale is provided in the Biological Assessment submitted to
right whale population potentially exposed to conceivable impacts from offshore [NOAA, which can be found at the following link:
wind development on an annual basis85 and, as a worse-case scenario, the https://www.boem.gov/Vineyard-Wind-Consultation-Documents/. The FEIS
potential impact on population viability of a long-term or permanent loss of incorporates by reference the technical quantitative analysis of the North Atlantic
foraging and other habitat within all lease areas expected to be developed. The  |right whale presented in the Biological Assessment submitted to NOAA and the
analysis should also examine the additional energetic expenditure experienced if |Incidental Harassment Authorization submitted in relation to this proposed
right whales were to avoid all lease areas expected to be developed during their  [Project.
migration.

0115-033  |Habitat avoidance may also result in right whales being displaced into shipping |Section 3.4.2 of the FEIS has revised the discussion of vessel strike impacts on

lanes, thereby increasing the risk of ship strikes, one of the leading causes of
North Atlantic right whale mortality.86 The analysis should estimate the
additional potential risk that displacement into shipping lanes, and the increased
vessel traffic resulting from wind development itself, may pose along the East
Coast and evaluate that risk against that of jeopardy to the species’ survival and
recovery as required by the ESA and, more broadly, all impacts short of jeopardy
as required by NEPA. Such an analysis will allow BOEM to determine if existing
mitigation measures are adequate or if potential impacts need to be managed as
projects are developed concurrently and sequentially. For example, considering
vessel collision risk for the entire East Coast may illuminate that more
comprehensive vessel speed mitigation measures need to be in place at the
project level in order to reduce the overall cumulative risk.

marine mammals. Section 3.4.2 and Appendix D of the FEIS have been updated
to include a discussion of monitoring and mitigation that has been proposed for
the agency-preferred alternative. Further details regarding vessel strikes are
provided in the Biological Assessment submitted to NOAA, which can be found
at the following link: https://www.boem.gov/Vineyard-Wind-Consultation-
Documents/. The Biological Assessment predicts that NARW could be displaced
from their usual habitat by noise for no more than 6 hours per day during
monopile installation and up to 14 hours per day during jacket installation;
according to Pyc et al. 2018 (COP Volume III Appendix M; Epsilon 2020a), the
maximum radial distance that whales would be displaced would be
approximately 2.2 nautical miles (4 kilometers). The shipping lanes lie greater
than 21.6 nautical miles (40 kilometers) away from the closest potential location
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for pile driving; therefore, the risk that whales would be displaced into shipping
lanes is minimal. All Project-specific Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation
measures relative to the NARW are being developed in coordination with the
NMES as part of the ESA Section 7 consultation. Per the Vineyard Wind -NGO
agreement: A mandatory speed restriction of 10 knots shall be observed within
Dynamic Management Areas (“DMAs”) established by National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (“NOAA”) Fisheries, with the exception of crew
transfer vessels. A mandatory speed restriction of 10 knots shall be observed
within DMAs by crew transfer vessels, unless under approved conditions.

0115-034

BOEM should conservatively assess the potential loss to the right whale of
communication and hearing range87 and assume that any substantial decrement
will result in adverse impacts on the species’ foraging, mating, or other vital
behavior. A conservative approach is justified given the species’ extreme
vulnerability, where any additional stressor may potentially result in population-
level impacts, and the difficulty in obtaining empirical data on population-level
impacts on wild animals.

Section 3.4.2 of the FEIS has revised the discussion of acoustic impacts on
marine mammals. Further details regarding acoustic effects to these species are
provided in Appendix F of the FEIS and in the Biological Assessment submitted
to NOAA, which can be found at the following link:
https://www.boem.gov/Vineyard-Wind-Consultation-Documents/. All Project-
specific Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation measures relative to the
NARW are being developed in coordination with the NMFS as part of the ESA
Section 7 consultation.

0115-035

...to best account for the impacts of the simultaneous development of multiple
lease areas on North Atlantic right whales, we further recommend that the agency
take steps to prepare a Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
encompassing all U.S. East Coast offshore wind development as soon as possible
to help inform future offshore wind leasing and permitting reviews. Such an
approach will ensure that alternatives and mitigation measures are considered at
the scale at which impacts would occur.

BOEM believes that the information available is adequate for analyzing potential
impacts on NARW from the proposed Project.

0115-036

...BOEM should ensure the necessary research and monitoring is carried out to
address offshore wind/wildlife uncertainties in the offshore environment
regarding... mitigation options may be needed to ensure species’ protection and
provide the certainty that will allow for further ramp-up of the industry. Improved
and sustained data compilation would also advance understanding of species’
occurrence in the Project Area and region. As the U.S. offshore wind industry
moves forward, we recommend BOEM support the collection and analysis of
comprehensive baseline data and undertake a regional approach to ongoing data
collection in collaboration with developers, scientists, resource managers, and
other stakeholders.

Appendix D of the FEIS has also been updated to include modifications and/or
additional mitigation and monitoring measures. Additional mitigation and
monitoring measures may arise from consultations and coordination with Federal
and State resource agencies. These additional mitigation measures could be
considered by decision makers and incorporated into the Record of Decision.

0115-037

BOEM should also take immediate measures to address uncertainty related to the
influence of climate change on coastal and marine species and habitats (e.g.,
range shifts). While global climate change is acknowledged as a potential
cumulative impact in the DEIS,88 this is not enough. BOEM should act

expeditiously to obtain additional empirical data on current shifts in species and

The FEIS considers the benefits that could result from the project in the context
of climate change. See Chapter 2 and Section A.8.1 in Appendix A of the FEIS.
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navigation) ecology of sea turtles.91 It has been determined that sea turtle hearing
sensitivity overlaps with the frequencies and source levels produced by many
anthropogenic sources; however, more research is needed to determine the
potential physiological and behavioral impacts of these noise sources on sea
turtles.... As the offshore wind industry advances, studies are needed to determine
critical ratios and temporary and permanent threshold shifts so that accurate
acoustic threshold limits for anthropogenic sound sources can be added to
NMEFS’s sound exposure guidelines for protected species like sea turtles, and
additional monitoring and mitigation protocols can be developed to minimize
impacts to sea turtles during offshore wind development and operation and other
anthropogenic activities. Experiments are also needed to: (i) spatially separate
acoustic pressure and intensity to determine which component(s) of sound sea
turtles detect to determine if hearing sensitivity changes under pressure;95 and
(ii) conduct underwater audiograms of sea turtle species of all age classes, as
hearing sensitivity is known to change with age.96 Given this, not only should
monitoring of sea turtle sensory ecology be conducted, but a conservative

Il\?lilr:;)er Comment Text Response
habitat distributions and work to improve its predictive modeling of future
species distributions. This information should then be factored into BOEM’s
review of offshore wind development activities in order to account for
uncertainty related to climate-induced dynamic shifts in species distribution (e.g.,
marine mammals, birds, forage fish, and sharks).89

0115-038 BOEM also retains the ability to adopt supplemental mitigation measures should |Appendix D of the FEIS has also been updated to include modifications and/or
monitoring or the agency’s data collection efforts identify an unexpected negative |additional mitigation and monitoring measures. Additional mitigation and
impact. While it would be inappropriate for BOEM to rely on an adaptive monitoring measures may arise from consultations and coordination with Federal
management plan to address the environmental considerations highlighted ina  |and State resource agencies. These additional mitigation measures could be
DEIS in lieu of specifying necessary mitigation measures, the agency is allowed |considered by decision makers and incorporated into the Record of Decision.
and encouraged to adopt further adaptive management measures if needed.

0115-039 ...in determining the potential impact of noise from geophysical surveys, and Section 3.4.2 of the FEIS has been revised in coordination with NMFS and
construction and operations activities, BOEM should request from NMFS new  |includes the proposed mitigation and monitoring measures for marine mammals.
guidelines on thresholds for marine mammal behavioral disturbance that are Furthermore, Section 3.4 and Appendix D of the FEIS include the draft
sufficiently protective and consistent with the best available science. Multiple Incidental Harassment Authorization measures proposed to be issued under the
marine species have been observed to exhibit strong, and in some cases lethal, MMPA.
behavioral reactions to sound levels well below the 160 dB threshold defined by
NMES for Level B take, leading to calls from the scientific community for the
agency to revise its guidelines.90 Acceptance of a 160 dB threshold for Level B
take will result in BOEM’s significant underestimation of the impacts to marine
mammals and potentially the permitting, recommendation, or prescription of
ineffective mitigation measures (e.g., under-protective exclusion zones).

0115-040  |...fundamental gaps remain in our knowledge of the sensory (e.g., hearingand ~ |BOEM believes that the information available is adequate for analyzing potential

impacts on sea turtles from the proposed Project.
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approach should be adopted in EISs to guard against impacts to these threatened
and endangered species.

0115-041  |BOEM should require offshore wind developers to commit to carry out scientific |Appendix D of the FEIS has updated the comprehensive list of monitoring and
research and long-term monitoring to advance understanding of the effects of mitigation, including the commitment to contribute funds to regional monitoring
offshore wind development on marine and coastal resources and ocean uses and |programs that has been proposed for the agency-preferred alternative.
the effectiveness of mitigation technologies (e.g., noise attenuation, thermal
detection) over the life of the Project. Science should be conducted in a
collaborative and transparent manner, utilizing recognized marine experts,
engaging relevant stakeholders, and making results publicly available and shared,
as appropriate, on the Northeast and Mid-Atlantic Ocean Data Portals.

Developers should coordinate with state and regional scientific efforts97 to
ensure results from individual lease areas can be interpreted within a regional
context and contribute to the generation of regional-scale data, which is required
to address questions related to population-level change and cumulative impacts
across the geographic range of the North Atlantic right whale and other affected
species.

0115-042 Developing and testing vessel design solutions that could reduce risk of collision, |Section 3.4.2 of the FEIS has been revised in coordination with NMFS and
collision-related mortality, serious injury, and other impacts for North Atlantic  |includes the proposed mitigation and monitoring measures for marine mammals.
right whales and other large whales and sea turtles as well as disturbance from  |Furthermore, Section 3.4 and Appendix D of the FEIS include the draft
noise (e.g., enclosed propellers, modified hull design) should also be a priority for|Incidental Harassment Authorization measures proposed to be issued under the
BOEM. Ship strikes are a serious concern for marine mammals and sea turtles  |MMPA.
and it is of vital importance that solutions be developed and their efficiency be
independently and scientifically tested. For the solutions aimed specifically at
reducing the incidence and severity of vessel collision, such tests must be
conducted in a manner that enables direct comparison with the efficacy of vessel
speed restrictions in reducing the risk of collisions. ¢

0116-001 ... request BOEM to reopen the public comment period....following the public The public comment period for the DEIS for the Vineyard Wind Project was
meetings in Massachusetts and Rhode Island that were canceled due to the extended until February 22, 2019 due to the government shutdown. Furthermore,
government shutdown....and to schedule a public hearing regarding the VW BOEM rescheduled the five public meetings and they were held on February 11,
DEIS in New York, specifically on the eastern end of Long Island, either in 12,13, 14 and 15, 2019. Appendix C (formerly Chapter 4) of the FEIS was
Montauk or Shinnecock... New York’s fishing communities should not be left out|updated with this information as well as information related to the virtual public
of the public meeting process. Without a dedicated Long Island meeting, those  |meetings held during the SEIS public comment period.
from New York who wish to attend to give input at a soon-to-be-rescheduled
BOEM public meeting will suffer undue hardship of excessive travel and cost to
travel to RI and/or Ma for a public hearing.

0116-002  |New York’s commercial fishermen have been left out of the BOEM MA Section 1.1 of the DEIS contained information on the background of the process
process...New York State’s Department of State at no time was invited to any of |and project. Appendix C (formerly Chapter 4) of the FEIS has been updated with
the BOEM MA task force meetings, as they should have been, to request federal |information on the coordination and consultation process to date for the proposed
consistency review of the MA WEAs, as Rhode Island has.... even though New  |Project.
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York commercial fishermen have fished in the area of the Vineyard Wind lease
area for decades
0116-003  |New York has several fisheries regulated by the NEFMC or jointly with the Mid- | This has been acknowledged in Section 3.10.1 of the FEIS.
Atlantic Fishery Management Council (MAFMC) and since the 1980s has
ranked in the top three states landings for squid, whiting, ling, butterfish and
scup, all fisheries that take place within the Vineyard Wind WEA.
0116-004  |BOEM should no longer ignore the errors made during the BOEM MA task force| Thank you for your comment.
process in 2010-12 and instead make an attempt to right the errors before this
DEIS goes any further.
0116-005 The squid fishery that exists within the Vineyard Wind WEA, with a 20-year Section 3.10.1, Figure 3.10-2 of the FEIS acknowledges that squid is an
lease, is a short-term use of the environment compared to the harvesting of important fishery in the WDA, with squid fishing vessel density in the WDA
millions of pounds in squid from the area for over 40 years by New York’s characterized as medium high to high. However, as specified in the FEIS, less
fishermen. In fact, in some years, 90 percent of their June through September than 2 percent of the total coast-wide value for Mackerel, Squid, and Butterfish
summer season has been spent in the Vineyard Wind WEA catching squid. FMP is from the WDA. In addition, Section 3.10.2 of the FEIS states that “In a
given year, it is possible that the center of the resource’s exploitable biomass
would be found within the WDA during operations and maintenance. If that were
to occur, some fisheries—Tlike the squid trawl fishery—may not be able to safely
operate and harvest the resource in the WDA using status-quo fishing techniques.
In this situation, a large portion of annual income for vessels may be inaccessible
during operations, resulting in major impacts on individual vessel owners for a
given year that could have longer-term impacts due to low operating capital.”
However, mitigation measures identified in Appendix D and the use of
compensation payments to affected fishermen would, if consummated, reduce
impacts.
0116-006  |There is nothing that will have a greater detrimental effect on the long-term Thank you for your comment.
productivity of the area south of Nantucket, within the VW WEA, then creating
an offshore wind energy site there, destroying the ocean via pile driving, jet
plowing and criss-crossing the ocean floor with miles of EMF-laden transmission
cables in a dynamic tide environment in an area that not only harvests millions of
pounds of seafood for humans each year, but feeds the entire ecosystem each
summer, whales, birds, turtles, and man. It will be an environmental crisis of epic
proportions, one that can be avoided.
0117-001 APCC believes Vineyard Wind has largely addressed the major issue areas Thank you for your comment.
associated with the project through proposed actions that would avoid, minimize
or mitigate most of the potential environmental impacts in the offshore and
onshore aspects of the project.
0117-002 ...APCC is also keenly aware that impacts to the environment and to humans will | Thank you for your comment.

be catastrophically more significant if nothing is done to address climate change,
and if projects such as Vineyard Wind do not more forward. As the first major
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offshore wind project in the United States, Vineyard Wind will be a significant
step forward in the effort to shift our reliance from greenhouse gas-causing fossil
fuels to clean renewable energy sources.

0117-003

APCC supports the package of mitigation proposed by Vineyard Wind to protect
marine mammals...in addition to Vineyard Wind’s mitigation proposals, APCC
recommends that BOEM require the implementation of other mitigation
measures described in Appendix D of the DEIS, including long-term passive
acoustic monitoring, daily pre-construction passive acoustic monitoring and
visual surveys, and the prohibition of pile driving from sunset to sunrise during
construction. Protection of marine mammals must be a fundamental component
of this project, and APCC calls on BOEM, the National Marine Fisheries Service
and Vineyard Wind to continue to seek additional mitigation strategies to further
reduce the potential for adverse impacts, especially potential impacts to North
Atlantic right whales.

Section 3.4.2 of the FEIS has been revised in coordination with NMFS and
includes the proposed mitigation and monitoring measures for marine mammals.
Furthermore, Section 3.4 and Appendix D of the FEIS include the draft
Incidental Harassment Authorization measures proposed to be issued under the
MMPA.

0117-004

APCC recommends that BOEM require additional mitigation measures it has
considered in its analysis that would further reduce potential for impacts to avian
species during construction as well as during ongoing operation phases of the
project, particularly mitigation that could help reduce the potential for fatalities of
federally listed bird species... In its written comments on the project’s
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Report (SDEIR), NHESP noted
Vineyard Wind’s comprehensive mitigation strategy to protect marine mammals
and recommended that a similar approach be implemented for listed avian
species. APCC supports NHESP’s recommendation and looks to further
coordination between Vineyard Wind and NHESP, along with BOEM’s input, to
develop a strategy to maximize protection of listed avian species.

A framework for post-construction monitoring program for birds and bats will be
developed in coordination with applicable Federal and State resource agencies.
Additional monitoring or mitigation measures relative to birds were included in
the FEIS. Section A.8.3.2 and Appendix D of the FEIS include updated
mitigation and monitoring measures that would be implemented to avoid,
minimize, and mitigate adverse impacts on birds.

0117-005

APCC applauds the efforts of Vineyard Wind and the town of Barnstable to
develop a Host Community Agreement that facilitates the use of Covell’s Beach
as the cable landing site, enables onshore underground cable routing to be located
entirely within existing roadway layouts, and establishes coordination between
Vineyard Wind and the town on protecting groundwater at the substation site
through a spill containment system, stormwater management plan and other
mitigation.

Thank you for your comment.

0117-006

APCC strongly encourages the project applicant to continue to pursue the
possibility of using biodegradable dielectric fluids for the substation’s main
transformers, as described in the FEIR...Ensuring that water supplies are
protected from hazardous material spills is of paramount importance, and APCC
therefore recommends that DRI approval be conditioned on the Commission’s
and the town of Barnstable’s review and approval of a completed plan.

Section 3.2.2.3 of the DEIS (A.8.2 in the FEIS) includes a discussion of the
proposed substation and the proposed impervious containment sumps for
dialectic fluids, as well as, additional substation components and measures to
minimize or avoid potential impacts on water quality in the event of a potential
spill. Therefore, no change to the FEIS is warranted.
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0118-001

[The Madeket Residents Association members are] concerned about the potential
for visual blight, particularly at night if there are red lights at the top of each
turbine that will blink every two seconds. We would very much appreciate it if
BOEM were to require the installation of an Aircraft Detection Lighting System
(ADLS).

Section 3.9.2 of the FEIS has been updated to include revised discussion of the
importance of nighttime sky and the potential implementation of ADLS.

0119-001

I support Vineyard Wind for the economic benefits, environmental responsibility
and community benefits that have all been carefully built into the project. Please
permit this project as defined by Vineyard Wind, LLC. Americans continue to
consume more power every year, and this is a model project for meeting energy
demands sustainably.

Thank you for your comment.

0120-001

The Vineyard Wind proposal for offshore wind turbines is part of a major, and
entirely necessary, scaling up of renewable energy in the Northeast United
States...The proposed turbines will produce electricity for tens of thousands of
homes in the ISO-New England electrical grid service area. It will allow us to
turn off natural gas and oil burning plants, and with the other proposed sitings of
offshore wind, will steeply reduce our impact on the global climate system.

Thank you for your comment.

0120-002

It is unfortunate that siting did not incorporate the concerns of fishers, including
their customary East-West trawling routes. To delay the project to remap and
relocate and re-approve these concerns now will delay the project, and potentially
lead to its cancellation. Significant compensation, technical support, and
retraining of fishers affected is appropriate.

Section 3.10 of the FEIS has been revised to provide additional information
related to the use of the Project area by vessels and project layout. Section 2.5 of
the FEIS has been included to identify the agency-preferred alternative.

0123-001

I write to you in strong support of Vineyard Wind LLC offshore wind project.
Having been born and raised on Nantucket and being a small business owner [
have seen the effects of climate change taking place on Nantucket... This project
has the ability to galvanize support for offshore wind and move us a big step
forward in addressing climate change by producing energy locally.

Thank you for your comment.

0123-002

I feel that Vineyard Wind has done an excellent job in addressing fisheries,
whale, bird and human concerns.

Thank you for your comment.

0124-001

I am writing to express strong and unequivocal support for the Vineyard Wind
proposed offshore wind energy project... we need to do as much as we can to
mitigate the effects of climate change by transitioning to clean, renewable energy.

Thank you for your comment.

0124-002

I care about the environmental impact of a project like this, but given that similar
projects have been so successful in Europe, I do not see reason for concern.

Thank you for your comment.

0125-001

This project is important not only because it would be the first commercial-scale
offshore wind project in the country but because it represents a major step
forward in tackling climate change, including meeting Massachusetts goals for
emissions reductions.

Thank you for your comment.

0125-002

I support this project because Massachusetts sorely needs energy diversity and
offshore wind is the only renewable energy technology that can sustainably

Thank you for your comment.
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deliver at scale and replace the coal-fired power and nuclear power stations that
have closed down or will close down. Rather than building new natural gas
pipelines or biomass power stations, Massachusetts should be doing everything it
can to support offshore wind, solar, onshore wind, energy efficiency and other
sustainable approaches to reduce emissions, save money, and grow our economy.
0125-003 The project will also bring substantial economic benefits to Massachusetts, Thank you for your comment.
including more than 3,000 jobs.
0126-001 I am writing to express my enthusiastic support for this offshore wind project. Thank you for your comment.
Moving this project forward is critical for the protection of Rhode Island
coastlines, fisheries (due to climate change’s impact on ocean acidification, sea
level rise, fish migratory patterns, and more), air quality, and all of the other
countless impacts that climate change has.

0126-002 In addition, Vineyard Wind has worked tirelessly to make sure the project will | Thank you for your comment.
protect local ecosystems. In fact, Vineyard Wind has proposed a $30 million
comprehensive funding package for the RI Fishing Industry that is based on a
study conducted by Dennis M. King, Ph.D., a leading expert in this field... This
project has taken the utmost care to protect fisheries and locals who rely on
fisheries for the income in the near and long term.

0128-001 This project is a step towards helping to reduce our dependence on fossil Thank you for your comment.
fuels... The research found that the negative impacts of the project would be minor
to negligible...Along with taking steps toward helping to fight Climate Change
there will be financial benefits for the local community ... Please consider moving
forward with this project.

0129-001 It’s important to enable wind energy projects like this one, as soon as possible, to |Thank you for your comment.
help meet the reduction in CO2 than needs to happen to prevent the worst
impacts from climate change. Cape Cod will be hit very hard by climate change,
and we have an opportunity to lead the nation by moving forward with this great
new source of clean energy.

0130-001 I speak in favor of the Vineyard Wind project and offshore wind in general...I | Thank you for your comment.
believe that wind-generated electricity is an important resource for New England.
Shallow-water and close-to-shore projects such as Vineyard wind are an
important demonstration of this energy source.

0131-001 [Clean Water Action] supports the Vineyard Wind project for several reasons. Thank you for your comment.
First, the project will deliver 800 MW of emission-free electricity generation to
Massachusetts from the nation’s first large-scale offshore wind farm.

0131-002 Second, Vineyard Wind will reduce Massachusetts’ reliance on natural gas and | Thank you for your comment.
lower ratepayers’ electricity bills.
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0131-003 Third, Vineyard Wind has worked closely with local communities in developing |Thank you for your comment.
its project and has made improvements to it based on community and other
stakeholder input.
0131-005 ...the project more than addresses the limited community concerns about noise | Thank you for your comment.
and light pollution.
0131-006  |Vineyard Wind is committed to responsible renewable energy project Thank you for your comment.
development as evidenced by the recently announced agreement with
environmental organizations to protect the critically-endangered North Atlantic
right whale (NARW). This historic agreement sets a strong standard of protection
for this species and will help Massachusetts achieve its climate change and
renewable energy goals without further endangering the NARW.
0132-001 This area is frequented by many highly migratory pelagic fish from tuna, marlin, |Section 3.9.2 of the FEIS has been revised to discuss vessel access to the WDA.
and mahi mahi as well as countless marine mammals. As a recreational
fisherman, boater and lover of the ocean, its critical to keep this area open to all. |Fishing activities within the WDA might be impacted to the extent access to the
Furthermore, there are commercial fishermen who depend on this area to earn WDA is restricted; fishing gear is entangled with protections placed over cables
their living and provide for their families. Please allow unrestricted access to the |or around foundations of WTGs or ESPs; and/or maneuverability restrictions
area of the Vineyard Wind project. within the WDA result in the displacement of fishing vessels.
Concerning vessel access to the WDA, it is worth mentioning that temporary
limited or restricted access areas (safety zones) may be set up around active
construction areas where applicable. However, note that BOEM does not have
the authority to restrict access to the WDA during operations. In addition, the
USCG has stated that they will not restrict access to the WDA during operations.
The USCG’s authority to establish safety zones only extends to the boundary of
the territorial waters of the United States, which is 12 nautical miles from shore
and outside the WDA.
0134-001 The Vineyard Wind project is critical for the Island of Martha’s Vineyard and the | Thank you for your comment.
Commonwealth of Massachusetts. The benefits of the project are environmental;
economic; and community.
0134-002  |The project will contribute in a major way to slowing the rate of climate Thank you for your comment.
disruption, chiefly by the avoided carbon dioxide emissions of over 1.6 million
tons annually. The project has the potential to supply as much as 6% of the
Commonwealth’s energy consumption.
0134-003 The project will improve air quality in the region by avoiding over 1,000 tons Thank you for your comment.
annually of NOx emissions, which will improve the respiratory health of the
Commonwealth.
0134-004 The project will improve the health of our surface waters both fresh and ocean by | Thank you for your comment.
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0135-001 The Vineyard Wind project is crucial and critical step in helping reverse the Thank you for your comment.
effects of climate change on the Earth. Its benefits far outweigh its detriments
and, as was so eloquently said at the hearing tonight in Vineyard Haven, if we do
not reverse the effects of climate change, the fishing industry and others’ short
term concerns will be moot.

0135-002 Vineyard Wind will support [Martha’s Vineyard] environmentally and Thank you for your comment.
economically.

0136-001 As along time climate activist I am eager to see wind power developed off the = |Thank you for your comment.
coast of New England to mitigate the carbon footprint of electricity generation.

0136-002 ...it looks like alternative 2 is marginally better than the others, because it only Section 2.5 of the FEIS has been included to identify the agency-preferred
goes ashore in one location causing less disruption of the environment there. alternative.

0136-003 I don’t particularly care if there are 80 bigger turbines versus 100 smaller ones, as | Thank you for your comment.
long as the output remains about S0O0MW. Though I suspect there may be less
environmental disruption with putting in just 80, which would be good.

0136-004 I know there is going to be short-term disruption of the aquatic life, and I am Section 3.4 of the FEIS includes a discussion of potential effects on marine
particularly concerned about the Right Whale population being impacted, but the {mammals.
long term effects of doing nothing would be more destructive ultimately to life in
the region.

0136-005 |l am concerned by the objections of the fishing industry to any wind farm- I think | Thank you for your comment.
they are being short sighted by not acknowledging the long-term effects of fossil
fuel energy generation. The fisheries are already being decimated by the
acidification and heating of the oceans- we need to address climate change
immediately and on a very wide scale if there are going to be any fish to catch in
50 years.

0137-001 I stand in strong support of this development which will make use of RI’s natural | Thank you for your comment.
resources to help bolster renewable energy production and protect our
environment and coastline which is impacted by climate change.

0139-001 I would advocate for some monitoring of the effects on waterman and their Appendix D of the FEIS has also been updated to include modifications and/or
families. Different fish species may need to be harvested. This may require additional mitigation and monitoring measures. Additional mitigation and
refitting of gear and the expenses involved. I would advocate for more clear monitoring measures may arise from consultations and coordination with Federal
language about use of leased areas by the public. and State resource agencies. These additional mitigation measures could be

considered by decision makers and incorporated into the Record of Decision.

0139-002  |The proposed cable landing at Craigville Beach may be problematic. Thousands |Section 3.4.6.2 of the DEIS included Vineyard Wind’s proposed construction
of visitors are on the beach on any given summer weekend. There are basically  |timing, including scheduling onshore construction to occur after Labor Day and
two ways out: 1-Craigville Beach Road and then Main Street in Centerville, 2-  |before Memorial Day, outside of the busiest tourist season; therefore, no change
Strawberry Hill Road...If Vineyard Wind continues as planned, the access via to the FEIS was necessary.

Strawberry Hill Road would be compromised. This will have an economic
impact on residents and businesses in the area...I would advocate that the cable on
land be placed in a tunnel/culvert large enough to allow human access to inspect
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and repair the entire distance from landing on Craigville Beach to the point where
the cable crosses South Main Street or even Route 28 without having to work in
the traveled roadway.

0140-001 Spacing: 1 mile spacing of turbines is not enough for safe fishing practices. Bad |Sections 3.11.2 of the FEIS has been updated to further describe navigational
weather, mechanical breakdown while in the area would severely impact the impacts on fishing vessels within the WDA, while Section 3.10 of the FEIS has
safety of a commercial fishing vessel. been updated to further describe the Project’s impacts on commercial fisheries.

0140-002 Habitat Impacts: NEFS X feels that the DEIS overstates the potential for reef FEIS Sections 3.1.2, 3.2.2, and 3.3.2, have been updated to explain potential
effectsbenefits. There is no real evidence that supports this. It is just as likely that |benefits and caveats of the reef effect and acknowledge the possibility of
there would be negative effects such as attracting an invasive species with the infestation by invasive species.
construction.

0140-003 Scope: The scope of the area analyzed is to small. It needs to address the impacts |BOEM believes that the geographic scope of the analysis is adequate. Refer to
to all adjacent ecosystems,not just the construction footprint. Appendix A of the FEIS for a visual representation of the geographic analysis

area for each resource.

0140-004  |Monitoring: There is no monitoring plan. NEFS X would like to see at minimum |Appendix D of the FEIS has updated the comprehensive list of the monitoring
a three year pre construction monitoring study to adequately survey and establish |and mitigation that has been considered and evaluated for the agency-preferred
a baseline for this area. Sixteen months is not enough given the variance in stock |alternative. Pre-construction survey monitoring has been included in Appendix D
assements. The monitoring plan should be done by an institution such as of the FEIS and evaluated in the applicable resource-specific sections,

SMAST. particularly Section 3.10 of the FEIS for commercial fisheries.

0140-005 Mitigation: There is no Mitigation Plan. This project has the potential to Sections 3.2.2 and 3.3.2 of the FEIS have been revised to address biological
negatively impact fishing all along the East Coast. Damage to prey monitoring, while Section 3.10.2 has been revised to discuss compensation to
species,mortality to marine mammals, displacement of fishing effort can have far |commercial fishermen. Appendix D of the FEIS has also been revised to include
reaching effects. An open and transparent negotiation with all parties should be  [updated list of the monitoring and mitigation that has been considered and
the standard by which we manage this developement of our public resource. evaluated for the agency-preferred alternative.

0141-001 This project is being pushed too fast. There is no environmental impact study. The revised FEIS discusses the current condition of each resource in Chapter 3
There is history over in Europe where environmental damage has been done due |and Appendix A.
to the installation of wind turbines. The damage was in Scotland and Ireland.

0141-002  |The future impacts on the fishing industry will be tragic and wont be known for |Sections 3.10.2,3.4.2,3.2.2, and A.8.6.2 (Appendix A) of the FEIS have been
years. Fishing grounds will be decimated or off limits. There also could be revised to provide additional discussion of impacts on commercial fisheries and
interruptions in migration patterns of the right whales, cod and flounder, and NARW.
squid and scallop larva flows Fishermen do not know what will happen and
neither do you.

0141-003 Its time for you to protect the ocean environment by initiating a monitoring Appendix D of the FEIS has also been updated to include modifications and/or
program, one that will be ongoing and look at all the systems and species that additional mitigation and monitoring measures. Additional mitigation and
could be hurt. monitoring measures may arise from consultations and coordination with Federal

and State resource agencies. These additional mitigation measures could be
considered by decision makers and incorporated into the Record of Decision.

0141-004 There is also no mitigation program in place that can do justice to the commercial | Appendix D of the FEIS has also been updated to include modifications and/or

additional mitigation and monitoring measures. Additional mitigation and
monitoring measures may arise from consultations and coordination with Federal
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and State resource agencies. These additional mitigation measures could be
considered by decision makers and incorporated into the Record of Decision.
0141-005 The transit lanes should be 4 miles wide. Section C.5 in Appendix C of the FEIS, has been clarified to indicate that a 2
nautical mile transit corridor or greater was an alternative considered but not
analyzed in detail and explained why it was discounted further.

0141-006 The decommissioning plan should include the purchaser of the electricity being |As described in Section 2.1.1.3 of the FEIS, pursuant to 30 CFR Part 585 and
responsible for all decommissioning costs when the entity that will hold the bond |other BOEM requirements, Vineyard Wind would be required to remove or
defaults. decommission all installations and clear the seabed of all obstructions created by

the proposed Project. Vineyard Wind would need to obtain separate and
subsequent approval from BOEM to retire any portion of the Proposed Action in
place.

0142-001 I propose that BOEM delay the Vineyard Wind (VW) project as outlined in their |Thank you for your comment. EO 13807 on Establishing Discipline and
COP by a minimum of 2 years. This delay is requested to allow VW time to Accountability in the Environmental Review and Permitting Process for
complete the legally required environmental surveys regarding their impact on  |Infrastructure Projects states that it is the policy of the Federal Government to
other stakeholders. complete all federal environmental reviews and authorizations for major

infrastructure projects, such as the proposed Project, within 2 years of the
publication of the NOL

0142-002  |The COP does not allow for adequate time to establish the environmental impact |The revised FEIS discusses the current condition of each resource in Chapter 3
baselines. VW itself time and again in public reports and statements has admitted |and Appendix A.
that sufficient data do not exist. The State of RI requires at least 5 years of
baseline data prior to construction. The US Government has similar requirements.

0142-003 Rapid installation of any offshore wind farm without these [environmental] Section 1.2 of the DEIS provided a discussion of the Purpose and Need for the
baselines are illegal but the regulations are going slack due to environmental proposed Project. As such, no change to the FEIS was warranted.
pressure and unrealistic political pressure.

0142-004 In reading the objections of the RI Fisheries Advisory Board (FAB) and news Section 3.11.2 of the FEIS discusses impacts on marine radar. Pursuant to draft
articles from MA, I was confused by... [ the objection that] the wind turbines USCG conditions for authorizing the Project (submitted in April 2019), Vineyard
impact our radar negatively... but I consulted other experts in the Oceanographic |Wind will conduct a project-specific study of impacts on marine communication,
field and I would like to share my enlightenment with you here... RADAR would |navigation, and radar.
be great for detecting the wind farm structures when they are not rotating.

However when they are rotating the reflections from the blades will cause a great
deal of noise and confusion. Thus the wind farms are going to limit the usefulness
of RADAR in their vicinity, other ships and wind structures will be difficult to
see with RADAR when the turbines are spinning. Even on sunny days, ships use
radar to navigate and maintain separation between other objects. This is a serious
safety concern.
0142-005 In reading the objections of the RI Fisheries Advisory Board (FAB) and news Thank you for your comment.

articles from MA, I was confused by... [ the objection that] we need to fish from
East to West... but I consulted other experts in the Oceanographic field and 1
would like to share my enlightenment with you here... East to West orientation
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based on a standing gentlemen’s agreement is a misrepresentation of this point.
What this really means is that over decades of stakeholder use, the fishing
community has realized how to maximize their efficiency. This reduces fuel use,
effort and increases their profit and safety (less time at sea). When you dig into
this deeper and consult the fishermen and the Oceanographers, what you find is
that the contours of the seabed (bathymetry, elevation contours) roughly follow
an East to West orientation in the lease area for VW. But what they really are
doing is mostly following the old LORANC navigation lines. This was already
on charts and easy for a diverse community to agree on and work together within
a common resource. Fishing boats try to catch along these lines and crustacean
anglers wait for prey to cross these lines moving onshore and offshore. Why do
the fish and bentic dwellers live this way? At the end of the day, most organisms
will try to minimize the energy they spend to live, if they stray far beyond this
they could exhaust their energy reserves and die. These ones are removed by
evolution. These organisms eat, evade being eaten and reproduce. The ocean is
always in motion due to tides, thermodynamics or wind stress. Oceanographic
Theory (e.g. A.E. Gill, “Atmosphere - Ocean Dynamics” among many other
Oceanographic texts) shows that flow in the ocean will be trapped to follow the
bathymetry. The vorticity due to the Earth’s rotation and the difference in
pressure when you go across the slope regulate this balance. So for the most part
the water is flowing along the contours of the bottom trying to stay at the same
level and not progressing to the shore. The waves that you see crashing on the
shore are a transport of energy not a transport of mass as occurs in currents. The
motion of the water carries plankton with it. Plankton, either zooplankton or
phytoplankton serve as food for our species of commercial interest. So fish can
find the depth they like and patrol these currents for food. Big fish eating the
smaller fish... the benthic dwellers migrate to and from shore in their feeding
patterns. So to maximize fishing efficiency, humans have learned to follow these
contours which in this case, happen to mostly lie East to West.

0143-001

Potential damage to sea birds and migratory birds is inadequately proven. It
should be mandated that netting be placed under the base of all moving uprights
to collect any dead birds, with daily checks observed by non government
monitors, and mandated weekly reporting for the total duration of the time the
structures are in place. Findings of substantial deaths should result in the removal
of the turbines.

Section A.8.3.2 and Appendix D of the FEIS include updated mitigation and
monitoring measures that would be implemented to avoid, minimize, and
mitigate adverse impacts on birds.

0143-002

In addition, the comparisons to passive solar use of emerging and more effective
panels has not been adequately measured in comparison with these turbines. New
consumer panels that operate in partial sun and winter conditions with double the
effectiveness of current technology are expected on the market in 2022. This new
technology can be piggy backed onto existing panels for rapid installation. Other

Considering another technology, such as distributed generation, as opposed to the
project proposal would equate to the no action alternative because Vineyard
Wind only acquired the rights to develop a wind energy project in its lease.
Further revisions to the FEIS were not warranted.
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new passive solar is on the horizon and should be given a higher priority for the
greater control they offer.

0144-001

Compare the minimal cost to survey sites to the financial, social and scheduling
costs it is going to cost from the delays and court cases. Let the citizens profit
from this project, not the lawyers. Look what happened for years in MA to result
in no offshore wind energy. You need to plan ahead so the next wind farm can go
in with ease, and the next and the next. Are we going to lawyer up for each set of
turbines to be installed? This should become routine, not a fight and negative
political perceptions resulting. We have enough drama in the White House.
Please do something balanced and sensible.

Thank you for your comment.

0144-002

The only stakeholder in this proposed project that opposes working together is
Vineyard Wind. They have repeatedly ignored the concerns of other stakeholders
and bluntly insist on pushing forward due to their risky economic proposal. Why
do the citizens, taxpayers and tourists need to pay for their success? Simply read
the documents submitted by Vineyard Wind to the State of Rhode Island, who
actually has the authority to stand up for the other stakeholders.

Thank you for your comment.

0144-003

The risk with this developer is too great to the citizens. Do not start down a path
that is not optimized for all stakeholders. Do not start down a path that will set the
stage for the many, many more wind farms to come. Do not start down a path
that is going to raise the prices of seafood and increase our dependence on
seafood imported from China (e.g. most of our consumed cod). This is not an
economically viable plan on many fronts. They are going to fail to meet their
schedule.

Section 3.7.2 and Tables 3.7-3, 3.7-4 and 3.7-5 in the FEIS summarize Vineyard
Wind’s estimates of construction-phase employment, tax revenues (state and
local), and operations-phase economic activity that would potentially be
generated in Massachusetts by the Vineyard Wind 1 Project. These data were
also provided in the DEIS.

0144-004

What Vineyard Wind should be forced to do, by BOEM, is to step back and do
the simple geophysical survey for the locations that are beneficial to all. If they
would relocate the WTGs in accordance with their negotiations with the
Fisherman’s Advisory Board as described very well in earlier comments by the
RI-CRMC we could all move forward. We will set the initial conditions for the
massive development that is to come; we can save lives.

Thank you for your comment.

0144-005

What is the risk to simply surveying again and making a new layout versus
attempting to proceed and going to the courts?

While all the action alternatives considered in the DEIS, the SEIS, and the FEIS
meet the purpose and need, some of the alternatives could require additional
survey work as specified in Chapter 2 of the FEIS.

0144-006

They gave MA until June to rule on their CZMA enforceable policies but they
keep making RI try to rush through the process. They are doing this since RI has
an Agency that can contest them on behalf of stakeholders and MA does not.
From other comments, NY also does not.

Thank you for your comment.

0144-007

It is obvious that Vineyard Wind cares only about the money, so why not do an
economic study and take the economically best path, which I suspect will be to

This EIS provides an evaluation of both beneficial and adverse effects of the
Proposed Action and the alternatives to the Proposed Action. Per 40 CFR
1502.23, a cost-benefit analysis is only required if it is relevant to the choice
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Vineyard Wind Spring Tern Survey. We appreciate that these boat surveys
attempted to record flight heights of birds, but boat surveys are inadequate in
estimating such factors. First, the boat surveys only sample during fair weather
(sea state 2-4 on the Beaufort Scale, which qualifies as up to about 15 knot winds,
or 17 mph), and birds tend to fly at higher heights during higher winds (Ainley
2015). Second, boat surveys are notorious for underestimating flight heights
(Johnston and Cook 2016 and Harwood et al. 2018). Advancements in digital
aerial survey technology in the last couple of years have shown that many
collision and displacement vulnerability scores are likely to be higher than
estimated in previous studies based on boat surveys, particularly for gannets and
terns. Johnston and Cook (2016) showed that boat surveys underestimate flight
heights, where over 50% of terns and gannets were estimated within the rotor
swept zone (RSZ) in digital aerial surveys, compared to less than 15% of both
species observed in the RSZ during boat surveys (see Table 2 of report). This
underestimation of flight heights in boat surveys was additionally validated with
the use of drones (Harwood et al. 2018). Given the paucity of information on
flight heights that is specific to the proposed site, a scientifically rigorous
monitoring plan will be necessary to adequately minimize and mitigate birds at
risk of collision and displacement. ----- Ainley, D., Porzig, E., Zajanc, D. and
Spear, L. (2015). Seabird flight behavior and height in response to altered wind
strength and direction. Marine Ornithology 43: 25-36. ----- Johnston, A., & Cook,
S. C. P. (2016). How High Do Birds Fly?: Development of Methods and
Analysis of Digital Aerial Data of Seabird Flight Heights. British Trust for
Ornithology, Report No. 676, 53pp. -----Harwood, A. J., Perrow, M. R. and
Berridge, R. J. (2018). Use of an optical rangefinder to assess the reliability of

Comment Text Response
Number
simply survey sites appropriate to all the stakeholders who are also making among environmentally different alternatives being considered. No edits to the
changes for any installation. EIS are warranted.
0145-001 Please provide full information to the public and extend the comment period. The public comment period for the DEIS for the Vineyard Wind Project was
Vineyard Wind DRAFT COP Vol. II-A October 22, 2018 is incomplete. Sections |extended until February 22, 2019 due to the government shutdown. Furthermore,
1 - 4 are redacted in their entirety. If the main issue is the placement of the wind |BOEM rescheduled the five public meetings and they were held on February 11,
turbines then please provide sufficient data for the public to make informed 12,13, 14 and 15, 2019. Appendix C (formerly Chapter 4) of the FEIS was
comments. updated with this information as well as information regarding the virtual public
meetings held during the SEIS public comment period.
Portions of the COP have been redacted due to confidentiality and proprietary
information.
0146-001 Imperative vineyard Wind project permitted wjutmost urgency&expedience - Thank you for your comment.
allowance of Vineyard Wind(& similar projects) is crucial to welfare of
Nantucket,C&I, Mass., greater region, nation& planet.
0147-001  |American Bird Conservancy has some concerns with the Appendix I1I-O Parameters used to model predicted bird occurrence in the EIS are based on the

best available science at the time of publication. The MDAT dataset

(Curtice et al., 2018; Kinlan et al., 2016) was used to support a regional analysis
of survey data and the MassCEC dataset (Veit et al. 2016) dataset was used to
analyze local scale patterns of abundance. A framework for post-construction
monitoring program for birds and bats will be developed in coordination with
applicable Federal and State resource agencies. No additional monitoring or
mitigation measures relative to birds were included in the FEIS. However,
additional mitigation or monitoring measures and/or modifications to existing
mitigation and monitoring measures may be adopted in the ROD as a result of
ESA Section 7 consultation with USFWS.
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seabird flight heights from boat-based surveyors: implications for collision risk at
offshore wind farms. J. Field Orn. 89(4): 372-383.
0147-003  |Recommendation: Monitoring Program: If Vineyard Wind wishes to proceed Parameters used to model predicted bird occurrence in the EIS are based on the

with collecting flight height information on boat surveys, then, at the very least,
they should use range finders designated specifically to measure heights at
different distance bins from the observer (see Harwood et al. 2018). However,
this is not enough, as other methods are much better at estimating flight height
(e.g., digital aerial imaging surveys, radar, or tracking studies). Without the use of
range finders, they may as well continue without collecting information on flight
heights during boat surveys. In fact, we encourage Vineyard Wind to continue to
conduct boat surveys, so that they may be able to analyze their pre- and post-
construction surveys using “Before, After — Control, Impact” (BACI) or “Before-
After Gradient” (BAG) protocols. In other words, they have set an important
baseline against which the results of future pre- and post-construction surveys
should be compared, using the same methods. Controlling the method over which
distribution and abundance data on birds are collected will allow the surveyors to
evaluate displacement over the long term. For example, Mendel et al. (2019)4
used a BACI approach with 14 years of pre-construction data and 3 years of post-
construction data from boat-based and aerial surveys. They showed that wind
facilities in the North Sea caused a loss (i.e., reduction and redistribution) of loon
habitat, which could lead to indirect long-term effects on their populations. To
adequately quantify flight heights, Vineyard Wind and other developers will need
to conduct additional surveys designed for this purpose, for example high
resolution digital aerial imaging. Previous studies have found that boat- and aerial
surveys each provide important complementary information when it comes to
estimating the exposure of birds to offshore wind energy development
(Camphuysen et al., 2004; Camphuysen and Garthe, 2004). For example, boat
surveys are better at identifying the foraging behaviors of small seabirds and
providing in situ data on fish biomass via echosounder (i.e., “fish finder”),
whereas digital aerial surveys are better at identifying large submerged animals,
such as marine mammals and sea turtles (Goyert et al. 2018). If Vineyard Wind
proceeds with high resolution digital aerial surveys, then we recommend that they
include control plots adjacent to the wind turbines, for both pre- and post-
construction surveys. However, such “reference” or control plots (without
turbines) will require careful selection based on oceanographic characteristics
(e.g., depth, distance to shore, and productivity) to ensure that they are
representative of the treatment plots (with turbines). This will help to remedy the
lack of an adequate baseline due to limited pre-construction survey time. We urge
Vineyard Wind and other developers in the region to implement a suite of
complementary survey methods to adequately assess the collision and

best available science at the time of publication. The MDAT dataset

(Curtice et al., 2018; Kinlan et al., 2016) was used to support a regional analysis
of survey data and the MassCEC dataset (Veit et al. 2016) dataset was used to
analyze local scale patterns of abundance. A framework for post-construction
monitoring program for birds and bats will be developed in coordination with
applicable Federal and State resource agencies. Additional monitoring or
mitigation measures relative to birds were included in the FEIS. However,
additional mitigation or monitoring measures and/or modifications to existing
mitigation and monitoring measures may be adopted in the ROD as a result of
ESA Section 7 consultation with USFWS.
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displacement vulnerability of birds during the 30-year lease period. ----- Mendel,
B. Schwemmer, P., Peschko, V., Miiller, S., Schwemmer, H., Mercker, M.,
Garthe, S. 2019. Operational offshore wind farms and associated ship traffic
cause profound changes in distribution patterns of Loons (Gavia spp.). Journal of
Environmental Management Volume 231: 429-438 ----- Camphuysen, C. J., Fox,
A.D., Leopold, M. F., and Petersen, 1. K. (2004). Towards standardised seabirds
at sea census techniques in connection with environmental impact assessments
for offshore wind farms in the U.K. Pages 1-38 in A comparison of ship and
aerial sampling methods for marine birds, and their applicability to offshore wind
farm assessments. Royal Netherlands Institute for Sea Research, Texel,
Netherlands. ----- Camphuysen, C. J., and Garthe, S. 2004. Recording foraging
seabirds at sea: standardised recording and coding of foraging behavior and
multi-species foraging associations. Atlantic Seabirds, 6: 1-32. ----- Goyert, H.F.,
Gardner, B., Veit, R.R., Gilbert, A.T., Connelly, E., Duron, M., Johnson, S.,
Williams, K., (2018). Evaluating habitat, prey, and mesopredator associations in
a community of marine birds. ICES Journal of Marine Science, 1-11.

0147-004  |We are considering a combination of the proposed Alternatives in the EIS (e.g., |Section A.8.3 in Appendix A of the FEIS has been updated to include a
Alternatives A, B, C, E), but require more detailed information in the subsequent |discussion of mitigation measures for terns and piping plovers. Appendix D of
draft of the EIS. As explained in our prior letter, we ask for further discussion of |the FEIS has also been updated to include modifications and/or additional
Alternatives A and B, with respect to how they will help minimize impacts to mitigation and monitoring measures. Additional mitigation and monitoring
impacted bird species (Piping Plovers and Least, Common and Roseate Terns), |measures may arise from consultations and coordination with Federal and State
particularly given the proposed mitigation stated in Appendix D (i.e., time resource agencies. These additional mitigation measures could be considered by
restrictions on activities near the alternative cable landfall sites). decision makers and incorporated into the Record of Decision. No additional

mitigation or monitoring measures relative to birds were included in the FEIS. A
detailed discussion of potential impacts as well as the potential benefits of
proposed mitigation measures to ESA-listed species is provided in the Biological
Assessment submitted to USFWS, which can be found at the following link:
https://www.boem.gov/Vineyard-Wind-Consultation-Documents/.

0147-005 An avian tracking study by Loring et al. (in review) should be able to provide A discussion of Loring et al. 2018 and 2019 relative to Roseate Tern, Piping

more information to inform Alternative E. The final report has been delayed for
release due to the government shutdown, but we urge BOEM to consider its
results to inform Alternative E. Alternative E increases the rotor height from 27-
191m (8 MW turbines) to 31-212m (10 MW turbines). Roseate Terns tend to fly
below and within the lower limits of the rotor swept zone, while other migratory
species (e.g., Piping Plovers, Red Knots) tend to fly above and within the upper
limits of the rotor zone (Loring et al. 2018). There is a chance that increasing the
lower limit of the rotor height to 31m would reduce the collision risk of Roseate
Terns, by avoiding their dominant flight heights. However, there exists a tradeoff
in identifying which other protected birds (e.g., Piping Plovers, Red Knots) may
be at greater risk of increased rotor height. We strongly urge BOEM to take this

Plover, and Rufa Red Knot flight heights is provided in Section 3.1 of the
Biological Assessment submitted to USFWS. The Band Collision Risk Model
used the 9.5 MW (taller) turbines to model predicted collision morality. In both
cases Piping Plover and Rufa Red Knot mortality rate was estimated as zero.

Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS includes a discussion on impacts on fish species.
Section A.8.3 in Appendix A of the FEIS includes a discussion on listed species,
and a discussions of effects for each alternative. The Biological Assessment
submitted to NOAA can be found at the following link:
https://www.boem.gov/Vineyard-Wind-Consultation-Documents/.
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into consideration when identifying the optimal level of mitigation, and whether
Alternative E provides the least impact to birds. ----- Loring PH, McLaren JD,

Smith PA, Niles LJ, Koch SL, Goyert HF, Bai H. 2018. Tracking movements of
threatened migratory rufa Red Knots in U.S. Atlantic Outer Continental Shelf
Waters. Sterling (VA): US Department of the Interior, Bureau of Ocean Energy
Management. OCS Study BOEM 2018-046. 145 p.

0147-006  |Additionally, as explained in our prior letter, we recommend a revision of the Citations for avoidance rates used in the Band Collision Risk Model are included
collision risk assessment of Roseate Terns, Piping Plovers and Red Knots, using |in the Biological Assessment submitted to USFWS.
conservative avoidance rates that are supported by the literature (see biological
assessment (BA) conducted by the US Fish and Wildlife Service). This is Section A.8.3.1 in Appendix A of the FEIS includes a discussion of listed species
necessary to justify whether an incidental take permit should be required for the [status as well as the Biological Assessment submitted to USFWS, which can be
Threatened and Endangered species exposed to the Vineyard Wind project. found at the following link: https://www.boem.gov/Vineyard-Wind-

Consultation-Documents/.

0147-007  |To reiterate the summary from our prior letter: in their current form, the COP and |Section A.8.3 in Appendix A and Appendix D of the FEIS have been updated to
EIS are incomplete without a transparent, scientifically rigorous monitoring, include the mitigation and monitoring measures that would be implemented to
minimization, and mitigation plan. The monitoring, minimization, and mitigation |avoid, minimize, and mitigate adverse impacts on birds. Pre- and post-
plan should be approved by a non-affiliated avian stakeholder advisory group, construction monitoring plans, if required, will be developed in coordination with
with state and federal agency oversight. Long term (>5 years) pre- and post- the USFWS during the course of ESA Section 7 consultation. No additional
construction studies need to follow “Before, After — Control, Impact” (BACI) or |monitoring or mitigation measures relative to birds were included in the FEIS.
“Before-After Gradient” (BAG) protocols (e.g., with appropriately-selected
control plots adjacent to the Vineyard Wind lease area for comparison). Such
studies should be conducted independently from the developer (i.e., supported
through a bird mitigation fund) and be systematically designed to accurately and
precisely quantify the collision and displacement vulnerability of protected birds
to offshore wind energy development. Mortality estimates need to be submitted
to the overseeing agencies (e.g., USFWS, MassWildlife) and detection-and-
curtailment systems tested and installed (for larger bird species, such as
kittiwakes and gannets), along with deterrent technology.

0147-008 We also recommend that Vineyard Wind follow an adaptive management plan  |Effectiveness of the mitigation and monitoring measures would be required of
based on the results of the monitoring, minimization, and mitigation plan (see Vineyard Wind as a condition of COP approval pursuant to 30 CFR § 585.633.
ABC’s comments on BOEM’s EA). This needs to include the reassessment of a |Appendix D of the FEIS includes monitoring efforts proposed that are intended
Section 7 ESA consultation (i.e., determining the likelihood for adverse effect). |to identify trends and possible means for improvements through refinement and

are a critical element of mitigation. Continued consultation with resource
agencies has occurred during the development of the FEIS, and any additional
monitoring or mitigation measures as part of that process that are not already
included in Appendix D of the FEIS may be included in the ROD, if the COP is
approved or approved with modifications.

0148-001 [Commercial fishing] businesses support hundreds of fishing families and form |Please see revised Section 3.10 (formerly 3.4.5) of the FEIS for a discussion on

commercial fisheries and for-hire recreational fisheries.
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any Environmental Impact Statement prepared for projects off our coast
accurately account for the impact that the project may have on the commercial
fishing industry here. Unfortunately, the DEIS as it currently stands, does not
inspire confidence that such an accounting is taking place. In our review of
Section 3.4.5 (Commercial Fisheries and For Hire Recreational Fishing) we
found that 75% of the tables containing publicly accessible data contained errors
including mixing up landings between years or not accurately representing the
value of landings in a given year. The fact that these issues (and others, fully
detailed in our attached letter) occurred throughout this section of the report leads
us to the inescapable conclusion that this report does not represent the quality of
work that the American taxpayers deserve. If the remainder of the report is
written with the same lack of care and attention to detail on display in Section
3.4.5, how can stakeholders trust any of it? This section needs a careful rewriting,
and the entire EIS needs another thorough review to ensure that comparable
errors are not included throughout the document.

0148-002

Table 3.4.5-3: Years are misreported. The 2011 column is actually 2015 data.
The 2012 column is 2016 data. The 2014 column is 2012 data. The 2015 column
is 2014 data, and the 2016 column is 2011 data. Additionally, several values for
Chatham, MA and New Bedford, MA are misreported. The correct information
can be found in Table 11 in the Rhode Island DEM’s analysis (Livermore 2017).

Section 3.10.1 of the FEIS has been revised and the data have been updated.

0148-003

Table 3.4.5-4: Again, years are misreported. The 2011 column is actually 2016
data. The 2012 column is actually 2011 data. The 2013 column is actually 2012
data. The 2014 column is actually 2013 data. The 2015 column is actually 2014
data, and the 2016 column is actually 2015 data. Additionally, many of the values
listed are incorrect for otter trawl and scallop dredge. The actual data can be
found in Table 18 of the Rhode Island DEM analysis (Livermore 2017).

Section 3.10.1 of the FEIS has been revised and the data have been updated.

0148-004

Table 3.4.5-6: Again, years are misreported. The 2011 column is actually 2013
data. The 2012 column is actually 2015 data. The 2013 column is actually 2011
data. The 2014 column is actually 2012 data. The 2015 column is actually 2014
data. The 2016 column appears to be correct. The actual data can be found in
Table 25 of the Rhode Island DEM analysis (Livermore 2017).

Section 3.10.1 of the FEIS has been revised and the data have been updated.

0148-005

This misreporting has a dramatic effect on how the data look. For example, the
way Table 3.4.5-4 is currently written, the value of combined landings over time
appear to be decreasing, while in reality, they are increasing.

Section 3.10.1 of the FEIS has been revised and the data have been updated.

0148-006

Table 3.4.5-2 (data from Kirkpatrick et al. 2017) appears to be correct, meaning
that 75% of the tables produced using publicly available datasets are inaccurate.

Section 3.10.1 of the FEIS has been revised and the data have been updated.

0148-007

There are three additional tables (5, 7a, and 7b) that were produced with data
from personal communications, and are therefore not able to be cross-referenced
by a third party reviewer. Given the dismal percentage of correct reporting using

Data provided in are publicly available at https://www.boem.gov/Renewable-
Energy-GIS-Data/. No change since DEIS.
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publicly available data, it is difficult to trust that these tables are reported
accurately.

0148-008

...In tables 7a and 7b, it is unclear whether the “top seven FMPs” refers to the top
seven in the region or the top seven in the WDA. Please make this clear.

Section 3.10.1 of the FEIS has been revised to clarify.

0148-009

Another dataset that appears to exist only as a personal communication with
NOAA was used to develop Figure 3.4.5-3. This graphic violates basic tenets of
appropriate data reporting laid out by the National Center for Educational
Statistics in their “NCES Kids Graphing Tutorial” (National Center for
Educational Statistics 2019). Line graphs are appropriate for reporting trends over
time, not across categories. Also, the figure legend is wrong. All of these missteps
together make the figure difficult to interpret and further undermine our trust in
this document.

Section 3.10.1 of the FEIS has been revised, as well as the figure.

0148-010

In Figure 3.4.5-4, it is unclear why lobster fishing data from outside the region of
interest is included. Trap fishing for lobsters is spatially managed, with each
permit holder only able to fish in areas where he / she has a history of fishing.
Therefore, it is not possible for harvesters to easily transfer between areas, should
the lobster fishery in their permitted area collapse. Thus, the inclusion of lobster
pot landings from the North Shore and Cape Cod Bay are largely irrelevant to the
DEIS. We would encourage decreasing the spatial coverage of this figure to
allow for better visibility of the areas actually impacted by the Vineyard Wind
project, as is the case in most of the other maps in Section 3.4.5.

Figure 3.10.-3 on Lobster Pot Landings in Section 3.10.1 of the FEIS shows the
importance of lobster resources in the WDA compared to other, nearby locations.
This is a valid approach where the relevance of a resource is shown with respect
to the total resource/effort. The FEIS includes revisions to this figure.

0148-011

Figures 3.4.5-2, 5, and 6 are misleading as well. The maps purport to show
“Fishing Intensity” and on page 3-186 are used to justify the obviously false
statement that Lewis Bay itself has “high to very high density of fishing vessels
targeting squid, medium high density of vessels targeting surfclam and ocean
quahog, medium-high to high density of vessels targeting scallop...”. These
graphics currently purport to demonstrate “Fishing Intensity.” However, VMS
tracks also include non-fishing activity, such as transiting. For example, in Figure
3.4.5-5 clear transit lanes are visible where vessel traffic is concentrated coming
out of New Bedford before spreading out into fishing grounds west and
northwest of the Vineyard Wind Lease Area.

Section 3.10.1 of the FEIS clarifies that the figures show fishing vessel density.

0148-012

There is certainly value to including transit lanes in these figures; however, it
needs to be made absolutely clear that these figures represent both fishing effort
and transit, NOT solely fishing effort. The absence of this distinction artificially
and incorrectly increases the amount of area that could be considered “fishing
grounds,” potentially reducing the relative proportion of fishing effort impacted
by the wind project. In the interest of providing an honest accounting of the
projects impact, this distinction must be made. If maps of “fishing effort” are
desired, simply producing the same maps but filtering out VMS tracks > 4 knots

Section 3.10.1 of the FEIS clarifies that the figures show fishing vessel density.
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would be a better indicator. Additionally, removing any tracks inside state waters
(as VMS is used in federal waters fisheries) would provide another filter to pull
out slow-speed transiting in harbors / canals.

0148-013

The “Conditions and Trends” section of this analysis is also misleading....As
written, this section suggests declining landing values. However, selecting years
of high landing value to compare with 2017 is an inappropriate way of looking at
this data. For example, the surfclam/ocean quahog value in 2017 is 81% higher
than it was in 2012, and the mackerel/squid/butterfish value in 2017 is almost
eleven times higher than the 2007 value. A more informative look at the data
would be to z-standardize it across each fishery. Z standardized values describe
deviation from the mean in number of standard deviations, such that a z-score of
1 indicates a value that is one standard deviation above the mean. Z scores are
calculated as z=(x-p1)/c, where x is the point of interest, 1 is the mean of the data
set and o is the standard deviation of the data set. ... Modeling these values over
the time series available shows no trends for four fisheries (scallop, multispecies,
mackerel/squid/butterfish, and monkfish), negative trends for two fisheries
(surfclam, B =-0.24, p = 0.003; skate, B =-0.21, p = 0.014), and a positive trend
for one fishery (fluke/scup/black sea bass, f = 0.26, p < 0.001). f BOEM is not
willing or able to present a similar trend analysis, you should at least remove the
inappropriate language currently used to describe trends.

Section 3.10.1 of the FEIS has been revised to provide clarification on the
conditions and trends.

0148-014

The statement is made that “More than 70 percent of the Jonah crab catch landed
in southern New England came from the region that includes portions of the
WDA and OECC.” Why is this fishery barely mentioned in Section 3.4.5?

Section 3.10.1 of the FEIS was revised to provide additional information on
Jonah Crab in the WDA.

0148-015

The statement is made that “BOEM could further reduce potential impacts as a
condition of COP approval, requiring Vineyard Wind to conduct long-term
monitoring to document the changes to ecological communities on, around, and
between the WTG foundations and other benthic areas disturbed by the proposed
project, including protected species movement and habitat use as well as to
centrally fund long-term regional monitoring of population level impacts.” Does
BOEM intend to do this? If so, please include such language; if not, please
remove this language as a potential option for mitigation / monitoring.

Section 2.2.1, Section 3.3.6.3, and Appendix D of the DEIS included a discussion
of monitoring and mitigation proposed for the Project. Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS
has provided additional language for monitoring. Additional monitoring
requirements and mitigation measures, if any, will be developed in coordination
with the NMFS and included in the Record of Decision.

0148-016

The impacts of jet plowing on species with demersal eggs or pelagic eggs are
acknowledged on pages 3-76 and 3-77. Are there any plans to enforce seasonal
prohibitions on jet plowing to protect these eggs? If not, why was that alternative
not considered in this analysis? Similar closures to protect other species are
mentioned, so why not commercially valuable fish species?

Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS has been revised to explain why the loss of a fraction of
eggs and larvae would not likely have a population-level impact. Section 2.2.1,
Section 3.3.6.3, and Appendix D of the DEIS included a discussion of
monitoring and mitigation proposed for the Project. Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS has
provided additional language for monitoring. Additional monitoring
requirements and mitigation measures, if any, will be developed in coordination
with the NMFS and included in the Record of Decision.
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0148-017

Why are the only alternatives considered to have the same impacts (Table 2.4-1)?
Were only a narrow range of options considered? It seems odd that there are no
differences between any alternatives for air quality, water quality, birds, bats,
coastal habitat, benthic resources, finfish/inverts/EFH, marine mammals, sea
turtles, demographics/economics, cultural/historical resources, commercial
fisheries, land use, or other uses (14 out of 18 impact categories). The only
categories that showed differences centered around the proposed landfall in
Lewis Bay.

Please see Chapter 2 for a discussion on additional alternatives BOEM
considered.

0149-001

Analytical Inconsistencies: There are several instances in the DEIS and COP
where significant inconsistencies exist in the descriptions of fisheries and the
analysis of impacts from the proposed action. Where these disparities arise from
the content of the COP (and particularly in studies that Vineyard Wind has
conducted), BOEM has the federal responsibility to conduct an independent and
comprehensive review to determine their accuracy. In but one example,
references to the lobster fishery include: 1. “TA]n estimated five to six lobster
boats fished in the Vineyard WLA” (COP Section 7.6.2.2, Volume III; Epsilon
2018); 2. “No pots and traps or fishing effort by longline occurred in the WDA or
along the OECC.” (COP Section 7.6.2.2, Volume III; Epsilon 2018); and 3.
“Following engagement with commercial fishermen, Jim Kendall, Vineyard
Wind’s Fisheries Representative, estimates that the majority of fishing vessels
operating in the WDA are fixed gear vessels (i.e., gillnetting and lobster pot
fishermen)” (Kendall, 2016; Vineyard Wind, 2011). These statements, and others
in the COP and DEIS as noted in these comments and those of other fishing
industry members, are clearly inconsistent and make it difficult to provide
informed comments regarding its analysis and conclusions.

The most recent information on lobster revenue and landings (provided by
NOAA) has been incorporated in the revised Sections 3.10.1 and 3.10.2 of the
FEIS. Information in the EIS has been checked for consistency and BOEM is
confident that the information in the EIS is accurate.

0149-002

Impacts Characterization: The DEIS defines “moderate” impacts as those where
“[i]mpacts on the affected activity or community are unavoidable.” RODA feels
that many of the impacts characterized as “moderate” could in fact be further
mitigated or avoided with proper research and safeguards that have not been
contemplated in the DEIS. These are too numerous to specifically address in
these comments, therefore we have highlighted some of the major ones and
encourage BOEM to continue to engage in communications with fishing industry
members—and support relationship-building between the offshore wind energy
and fishing industries—to identify existing or innovative methods to minimize
impacts and promote coexistence.

Thank you for your comment.

0149-003

We also submit that the DEIS’s list of “‘unavoidable” impacts should include
ecosystem-level changes related to shifts in habitat suitability, species
composition and abundance, and other factors.

The EIS analyses has not concluded that the Proposed Action or any of the action
alternatives would result in ecosystem-level changes related to shifts in habitat
suitability, species composition and abundance, and other factors. Therefore, no
additional changes in the FEIS were warranted.
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0149-004

Wind Turbine Generator (WTG) Layout Orientation: As noted in the DEIS,
RODA continues to support an East-West turbine orientation to slightly lessen
(but not eliminate) impacts to current fishing vessel operators in the WDA, per
Alternative D2 (Section 2.1.4.2). As stated in the DEIS, additional survey work
would be required to re-orient WTG placement, potentially delaying the
construction schedule and timing of the project for at least one year (Section
2.1.4.2). RODA supports additional survey work implementing layout
alternatives to reduce moderate and major impacts to the fishing community. The
DEIS concludes that conducting such survey work would render the project
economically unviable, but provides no justification in the record for that
conclusion. It is therefore impossible to provide meaningful comments
comparing the proposed action with Alternative D2.

While all the action alternatives considered in the DEIS, the SEIS, and the FEIS
meet the purpose and need, some of the alternatives could require additional
survey work as specified in Chapter 2 of the FEIS.

0149-005

WTG Spacing: As we have commented previously, the spacing between turbines
is likely to be more indicative of impacts to fishing activity than the orientation.
Even if the WDA was designed with an East-West orientation, there would
remain a substantial number of fishing industry professionals who would not be
capable of safely operating their vessels and gears within the array if turbines are
separated by only one nautical mile or less. According to RODA members and
input from the fishing industry at large, most commercial fisheries will not be
able to operate in an array with spacing of only one nautical mile. If wider
spacing between WTGs was implemented, additional vessels would be able to
actively fish in the WDA, but each gear type and vessel size would have specific
operability thresholds that have not yet been studied or conclusively established.
Again, RODA supports additional survey work and collaboration between
BOEM and Vineyard Wind and other developers to investigate adequate turbine
spacing to allow for fishing efforts with multiple gear types and vessels at this,
and future, wind development sites.

Section 3.10 of the FEIS has been revised to provide additional information
related to the use of the Project area by vessels and project layout. Section 2.5 of
the FEIS has been included to identify the agency-preferred alternative. Vineyard
Wind’s supplemental navigational risk assessment (COP Volume III, Appendix
M-I, Epsilon 2020a), which BOEM and USCG reviewed and found adequate for
the purposes of this EIS, demonstrates that it is technically possible to fish and
transit through the proposed project. Section 3.10 includes a discussion of access
and maneuverability with the WDA by fisherman.

0149-006

RODA strongly disagrees with the statement in the DEIS that there would be a
net increase in environmental impacts if the spacing between turbines were to be
increased to 1.5 or 2 nautical miles. While larger spacing between turbines would
increase the initial proposed project area, an increase in spacing to 1.5 nautical
miles would still appear to accommodate the placement of ample turbines within
the lease area to achieve the project’s stated purpose and need of procuring 800
megawatts (MW) of offshore wind energy. Furthermore, it is irresponsible to cite
the negative environmental impacts of cable laying and increased vessel trips
during construction (as referenced in the DEIS) without also looking at the
potential environmental benefits of increasing the spacing between turbines—
environmental benefits that could include, but would not be limited to, decreased
biological impacts to fishery stocks due to larger undisturbed area between

Resource-specific sections of Chapter 3 and Appendix A of the FEIS have been
updated to include an updated discussion of potential adverse and/or beneficial
impacts of the Project. While various alternatives may modify the degree of
impacts, none were found to reverse the direction of an impact. The description
and analysis of Alternative D1, as well as that in Section C.5 in Appendix C of
the FEIS have been revised to acknowledge the benefits of those alternatives, as
well as the impacts.
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turbines, reduced economic impacts if more fishing could continue within the
project area, and fewer safety risks.

0149-007 Range of Alternatives Regarding Project Design: The DEIS does not sufficiently |BOEM decided not to analyze in detail an alternative that contemplates the use of]
present all reasonable alternatives to the proposed action. RODA disagrees with {84 9.5-MW WTGs, spaced 1.5 nautical miles between them. When compared to
the conclusion that “Alternative Spacing between Wind Energy Turbines” other alternatives being analyzed in detail (i.e., Alternatives A, B, C, and E), this
(Section 2.1.7) would not meet the purpose and need of the project and thus we |alternative will substantially increase the footprint of the project and its
believe it should be considered as a full alternative to the Proposed Action. With [environmental impacts—particularly due to increased seabed disturbance for
the information provided by the DEIS, we believe that rough calculations show  |inter-array cables and increased duration of vessel trips during construction and
that a spacing of 1.5nm between turbines would fit the purpose and need of the  |operations. While increased spacing between WTGs would allow for better
project. Approximately 800 MW are proposed to be generated from this project, |maneuverability of fishing vessels that are actively fishing within the Project
and it is our understanding that Vineyard Wind plans to construct turbines with  |area, the substantial increase in project footprint would also increase the OCS
an individual output of 9.5 MW. In the current proposed action, 100 turbines will |areas that are subject to navigational impacts resulting from the project by
be constructed in the lease area, with locations for an additional six turbines for a |introducing WTGs in OCS areas not reached by other alternatives (i.e.,
total of 100-106 turbines in the VW Lease Area. It is unclear whether spacing of |Alternatives A B, C and E). Therefore, this alternative was not analyzed in detail
2 nm between turbines would allow the project to meet its stated goals, but many [because BOEM expects it to result in more impacts than those expected from
fishing industry participants support a minimum 2-nm spacing so this possibility |other alternatives being fully analyzed (e.g., Alternatives A B, C, and E). Section
should be fully considered. According to Figure 2.1-6 (page 2-17) the layout of |C.5 and Figure C.5-1 in Appendix C of the FEIS show that spacing 1.5 nautical
alternative spacing of 1.5nm between turbines shows 14 turbines, out of 106, miles or greater would exceed the boundary of the Vineyard Wind Lease Area,
outside of the lease area. With the expectation of installing turbines that generate |which would not be consistent with the Purpose and Need of the proposed
9.5 MW, the 800 MW threshold for this project will still be met with only 92 Project. To achieve 800 MW utilizing the 9.5 MW machine, which Vineyard
turbines — all of which fit within the current lease area. There is no information  |Wind announced in November 2018, the proposed Project would only need 84
that suggests that the 800 MW must be procured from within only one portion of |turbines, but the greater spacing options would still exceed the limits of the
the overall lease area (the WDA) in order to preserve room for future projects,  [boundary.
when the entire WLA was delineated and leased without a specific procurement
need. Thus, it is necessary for an alternative including increased turbine spacing
to be added to the Final Environment Impact Statement and be explored in full.

0149-008  |Cable Burial: The DEIS currently does not provide sufficient analysis that a 5- to |Sections 2.1.1 and 3.10.2 of the FEIS have been updated to address cable burial

8-foot burial depth of cables would be adequate to prevent exposure of cables
(Section 3.4.5.3). Cable exposure is problematic for many reasons, and RODA
suggests Vineyard Wind conduct thorough studies to ensure the best location and
depth of cables to limit exposure risk, as well as the risk of impacts from heat or
electromagnetic fields that may transfer from the cable to benthic sediment or the
water column. ...Robust approaches for evaluating cable burial best practices
exist, and RODA recommends that the developer follow guides used in European
offshore energy projects such as the Cable Burial Risk Assessment (CBRA), or
similar methodology, to reduce exposure risk... It is imperative that the cable is
not only initially buried to the correct depth, and that its depth is in fact verified
by permitting authorities, but that a monitoring system is in place to ensure that it
remains sufficiently below the surface...

risk for the proposed Project. The OECC would have a target burial depth of up
to 5-8 feet (1.5-2.5 meters). Vineyard Wind considers cable burial a priority, and
would use iterative analyses of survey data, advanced burial techniques, and
micro-routing to maximize burial and minimize the need for cable protection
(Epsilon 2018a). Vineyard Wind as performed a cable burial risk assessment and
based on survey data, Vineyard Wind expects that burial of the inter-array cables
would be successful without requiring cable protection. Vineyard Wind would
survey the cable burial depth after construction and would monitor the depth
periodically. The DEIS already considered a potential mitigation measure of
requiring a minimum cable burial depth.
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0149-009

protective devices such as mattresses pose risks to fishing operations, safety, and
gear. These risks should be more fully described and analyzed in the DEIS.
RODA requests both the project developer and BOEM to continue to work with
the fishing industry to develop solutions for proper cable installation, and to
mitigate gear conflicts and loss that may result from cable interactions.

Section 2.1.1 of the FEIS has been updated to address cable burial risk for the
proposed Project. The OECC would have a target burial depth of up to 5-8 feet
(1.5-2.5 meters). Vineyard Wind is preparing a separate cable burial risk
assessment.

0149-010

RODA supports requiring long-term monitoring of cables as referred to in the
DEIS (Section 3.4.5.2), but advocates for monitoring to be conducted
independently and more frequently than on an annual basis using the best
available technological means. In addition to natural threats such as seismic
activity, sediment mobility, and submarine landslides, there are numerous
anthropogenic activities that pose a risk of cable exposure such as dredging,
benthic fishing, and grounding of ships. Due to all of these potential threats,
monitoring cables often and thoroughly is important. RODA believes that BOEM
should require all developers to partake in regular and independent cable burial
status monitoring,

Thank you for your comment.

0149-011

Transit Lanes: RODA remains concerned that the process for identifying the
MA/RI WEAs, the execution of power purchase agreements with individual
states, and the development of Construction and Operations Plans for offshore
wind energy projects have occurred before reasonable transit lanes have been
identified for fishing vessels to travel to fishing grounds beyond the lease areas.
While we are appreciative that Vineyard Wind and adjacent leaseholders have
engaged extensively in conversations to identify such transit lanes, the leasing
process must be modified so that necessary transit routes are identified before a
developer is bound to terms that render it difficult to modify site plans to
accommodate fishing vessels that must safely and efficiently traverse the large
lease areas.

Thank you for your comment.

0149-012

As you know, there is still no broad “consensus” on the location nor position of
reasonable transit routes throughout the large complex of New England WEAs.
To reiterate, the fishing industry “consensus” is that transit lanes must be a
minimum width of 4 nautical miles in order to accommodate safe passage, and
further studies must be done to ensure that radar interference will not extend
beyond that distance.

Sections 2.1.1.2 and 3.11 of the FEIS have been updated to discuss the 2-
nautical-mile-wide northeast-southwest navigational safety corridor identified by
the Massachusetts Fisheries Working Group on Offshore Wind, as well as
USCG’s Final MARIPARS. Section C.5 in Appendix C of the FEIS, has been
clarified to indicate that a 2 nautical mile transit corridor or greater was an
alternative considered but not analyzed in detail and explained why it was
discounted further.

0149-013

At this point, it is extremely difficult for the fishing industry to work toward
“back-filling” lease plans with no-build areas to accommodate vessel transit
when developers consider them to be essentially voluntary exercises. While most
(but not all) of the transit lanes that have been contemplated for the Northeast
lease areas to date tend to fall outside of the Vineyard Wind WDA, there is no
assurance that any specific area will be designated as a transit lane given the

Sections 2.1.1.2 and 3.11 of the FEIS have been updated to discuss the 2-
nautical-mile-wide northeast-southwest navigational safety corridor identified by
the Massachusetts Fisheries Working Group on Offshore Wind, as well as
USCG’s Final MARIPARS. Section C.5 in Appendix C of the FEIS, has been
clarified to indicate that a 2 nautical mile transit corridor or greater was an
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inability of each of the adjacent leaseholders to achieve agreement on consistency
between their project layouts. Other developers have not stated support for the
transit lanes that fall to the south of the WDA; moreover, the majority of fishing
vessel transit through the WLA actually occurs within the WDA itself. If
Vineyard Wind’s preferred location for transit lanes outside of the WDA is not
included in the other projects’ COPs, it is unclear that any functional lanes will be
designated at all. The fishing industry broadly needs assurance that there are
workable options on the table both for our industry and all developers, including
the ones that acquired the new leases in the December 2018 auction.

alternative considered but not analyzed in detail and explained why it was
discounted further.

0149-014

Fishing vessel transit patterns can be determined from a number of sources
including, but not limited to, VMS data, AIS data, fishing vessel plotter
information, and knowledge acquired from fishermen themselves. To our
knowledge, the first time there was a true evidence-based analysis of such
patterns was only when RODA requested one of the National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS) for a workshop on December 3rd, 2018. This should have been
done far earlier for these areas. BOEM must conduct this type of analysis in
advance of future lease sales, either through its interagency data access
agreements or by working with partner agencies, states, or contractors. It should
also not proceed with any leasing or project approvals that may interfere with the
ability to delineate transit routes through lease areas until those areas are properly
identified.

Thank you for your comment.

0149-015

In addition to the necessary locations and widths of lanes through the arrays to
accommodate fishing vessel transit, RODA has concerns about the way such
lanes are characterized and evaluated from a broader vessel traffic viewpoint.
Modeling and analysis tools that accurately reflect vessel movements and vessel
interactions are critical to determine if routing measures are appropriate for all
marine traffic and to evaluate the changes in navigational safety risk resulting
from different siting and routing scenarios. Even with a “‘consensus” as to siting,
proper modeling and analysis are necessary to evaluate transit lanes and their
effects. We believe that the U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) is the only entity with the
expertise to perform these analyses and BOEM should defer to any
recommendations it issues with regard to vessel transit.

Thank you for your comment.

0149-016

Finally, the DEIS fails to use consistent language in describing transit lanes. It
uses “transit corridors” or “transit lanes,” often interchangeably, to reference both
access within an array and crossing through an array to access grounds on the
other side. “Transit lanes” should refer to those routes necessary to access fishing
grounds on the other side of a WEA—or to vessels crossing an array generally—
not to fishing within an array. BOEM should continue to work with the USCG,
other maritime experts, and the fishing industry to refine how transit lanes will be
classified and what navigational principles will apply.

Section 3.10 of the FEIS has been revised to address terminology discrepancies.
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0149-017

Trawl Survey Inaccessibility: RODA is concerned with the inability of fisheries
research vessels to access the Vineyard Wind Lease Area as related to the
Impacts on Commercial Fisheries and For-Hire Recreational Fishing (Section
3.4.5.3). Fisheries rely on up-to-date and comprehensive data to ensure stock
assessments are accurate and inform fishery management. At the most recent
New England Fishery Management Council meeting (January 29th, 2019),
NMES stated that it will not be able to operate its survey vessels in WEAs. The
loss of its ability to conduct fisheries-independent data collection due to
inaccessibility will not only obstruct understanding of stock status within
development areas, but will also increase uncertainty in regional stock assessment
models. We believe loss of consistency in survey efforts is a significant concern
for the fishing industry as it may lead to increased scientific and management
uncertainty, and potential decreases in catch limits as required by the Magnuson
Stevens Act. Conducting surveys in adjacent or other areas cannot simply make
up for survey efforts based on randomized sampling, and thus accuracy of stock
assessment models may be diminished.

Sections 3.12.2 and 3.12.1 of the FEIS have been revised to include additional
discussion of impacts on survey efforts.

0149-018

The DEIS suggests that “NMFS survey methodology may need to change to
account for the inability to sample in certain areas” (Section 3.4.5.3) with no
framework for developing such new methodology. RODA intends to work with
NMES to develop these novel methods, which will likely take time and resources
for which the DEIS does not account. Impacts to data collection for research
purposes in development areas are at best unknown if NMFS (and other research
survey vessels) cannot operate in this area or future energy development sites.
While impacts to data collection and surveying seem minor when they pertain to
a partial lease area, collectively wind energy development areas may critically
hinder stock assessments in the region due to the impacts to research
methodology and accessibility. We suggest that BOEM looks at this issue from a
holistic standpoint and ensure that energy development projects do not come at
the cost of scientific certainty needed to support sustainable fisheries.

Additional clarification has been provided in Sections 3.12.2 and 3.12.1 of the
FEIS regarding survey efforts potentially impacted by the proposed Project.

0149-019

Navigational Safety: While RODA applauds the proposed Marine Coordinator
position to coordinate and communicate Vineyard Wind construction and
installation plans with USCG, pilots, port authorities, state and local law
enforcement, and commercial operators to decrease risk incidents (Section
3.4.7.3), we are concerned with the lack of a full analysis of vessel navigation in
the area. We reiterate that the USCG is the entity with the best expertise to
provide information regarding navigational safety, and recommend that BOEM
fully adopt any recommendations it provides.

Sections 3.12.1 and 3.12.2 of the FEIS have been updated with additional detail
about the status of the FAA process, as well as a reference to the Marine
Coordinator Position. Furthermore, Section 3.11.2 (formerly 3.4.7.3) of the FEIS
has been updated to include coordination with USCG for considering additional
recommendations regarding navigational safety, and to include information about
the revised navigation risk assessment for the Project (Vineyard Wind 2019).

0149-020

The current DEIS’s impact analysis is based almost entirely on AIS data from a
two-year period. This is not sufficient data to draw conclusions about vessel

navigation in the WEA, as: (1) fisheries in the region exhibit significant

Section 3.11 of the FEIS has been updated to include additional information
about VMS data, as provided in Vineyard Wind’s Supplemental Navigational
Risk Assessment.

K-169




Vineyard Wind 1 Offshore Wind Energy Project—FEIS

Appendix K—Public Comments and Responses

Index
Number

Comment Text

Response

interannual ecological variability; (2) vessels are not required to use AIS outside
of the 12 nm Territorial Sea; and (3) the AIS data utilized in the impact analysis
does not include navigation by vessels <65 feet. In order to ensure that incident
risk is minimized, we hope that BOEM and developers will work to better
include vessels in smaller size classes. We request a full analysis using VMS
data, which is readily available as seen by the analysis NMFS did for the NY
Transit Workshop on December 3, 2018. (It is our understanding that multiple
agencies have access to these data sets and, regardless of which one performs
such analyses, we urge closer cooperation to ensure that they are completed
efficiently and correctly.)

0149-021

The DEIS notes that increased traffic is expected at ports, particularly New
Bedford (Section 3.4.7.3), leading to traffic jams and increased wait time to enter
the harbor. As currently presented, the DEIS does not consider that increased
time to market for many fisheries will reduce product value if fishing vessels are
required to wait to offload. RODA suggests that mitigation for delayed offloading
and determination be addressed prior to the start of construction and installation,
and that offshore wind facility [service] vessels give way to fishing vessels
returning to port.

Section 3.11.2 (formerly 3.4.7.3) of the FEIS has been revised to address impacts
on ports as a result of increased vessel traffic due to construction and installation
of the Project.

0149-022

Lastly, while ground-based radar systems are expected to be located a sufficient
distance from the WDA to not cause radar interference, the DEIS does not
adequately addresses the potential for radar interference from vessels navigating
in or near the WDA. BOEM and USCG have acknowledged this important issue;
we believe that it must be fully addressed prior to construction in the
development area.

Section 3.4.7.3 of the DEIS included a discussion of impacts on radar and
associated mitigation measures; therefore, no changes to the FEIS are warranted.

0149-023

Decommissioning: The DEIS provides very little detail regarding
decommissioning requirements, noting instead that “[d]ecommissioning plans are
subject to an approval process that includes public comment and government
agency consultation.” For example, it says “cables may be retired in place,” but
there is no description or analysis of any potential long-term impacts of
deactivated cables or how those impacts would be monitored, much less how that
decision would be made. The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
requires a public comment process and consideration of the environmental
impacts of any major federal action. If project decommissioning will not undergo
further NEPA review, the DEIS should contain much more explicit detail
regarding decommissioning activities. At a minimum there should be assurances
as to the process and the factors BOEM will evaluate in making future decisions,
in light of the vagueness of the DEIS.

As described in Section 2.1.1.3 of the FEIS, pursuant to 30 CFR Part 585 and
other BOEM requirements, Vineyard Wind would be required to remove or
decommission all installations and clear the seabed of all obstructions created by
the proposed Project. Vineyard Wind would need to obtain separate and
subsequent approval from BOEM to perform decommissioning activities, and to
possibly retire any portion of the Proposed Action in place. Prior to authorizing
decommissioning activities, BOEM will perform a NEPA review of the proposed
decommissioning activities.

0149-024

Additionally, RODA requests that future decisions restrict the use of explosives
in decommissioning if it does not conduct a NEPA-compliant environmental

Section 2.1.1.3 of the FEIS describes the decommissioning process and
requirements.
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review to assess the potential impacts of that activity, which are unknown to us at
this time but could significantly negatively impact fishery resources.

0149-025

Impacts to Specific Fish Stocks Should be More Thoroughly Considered: ...the
DEIS should provide more thorough analyses regarding the impacts of the
proposed action to individual fish species and stocks. The DEIS’s accompanying
Biological Assessments provide some level of detail regarding impacts to
protected (endangered) resources, but BOEM relies primarily on its EFH
Assessment to describe specific affected fishery resources. While the EFH
descriptions overall appear to be accurate, there is much additional information,
including life history, stock status, management structure, seasonality, and more,
that influence the degree to which negative impacts to a given fish stock may
have unusual or augmented biological and/or economic repercussions.

Potential impacts on individual stocks are beyond the scope of this document.
However, Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS speaks generally about potential effects on
fish and shellfish. The EFH Assessment provides more details on potential effects
on specific fish and shellfish.

0149-026

Moreover, significant scientific uncertainty exists regarding the Georges Bank
cod stock (that which is found in the WDA and all of the lease areas off of MA
and RI). That uncertainty in large part fueled the reductions in catch limits and
even led to the analytical assessment of this stock not being accepted during
NMFS’ most recent operational update meetings. The depleted state of the
Georges Bank cod stock, in addition to being concerning in and of itself, has
outsized impacts on fishing practices and revenue. It is one component of the
Northeast multispecies fishery complex, which is managed as a unit due to the
mixed nature of the stocks both in terms of ecological interactions and how they
are caught. The majority of the commercial fleet is managed according to a
“sector,” or “catch share” regime, which provides quota allocations of each stock
to groups of fishermen. If a sector reaches its quota of any groundfish stock, it
must stop fishing altogether in that stock area. Georges Bank cod has thus
become a “choke stock™; if fishermen are unable to avoid catching it while
targeting other—and often highly abundant—stocks (such as Georges Bank
haddock), they lose the ability to continue to fish for those target stocks. Any
further decreases in the Georges Bank cod population that result in lower catch
levels will therefore not only jeopardize the recovery of the resource itself, but
they will necessarily decrease revenues from all groundfish stocks. Moreover,
population estimates for this stock rely heavily on NMFS trawl survey data...
reduced survey coverage will increase the scientific uncertainty that is driving the
severe catch limitations. The DEIS does not provide any analysis of the true
fisheries impacts from the Vineyard Wind proposal in light of this biological and
management complexity. Rather, it focuses narrowly on habitat impacts and
readily dismisses alteration of juvenile cod Habitat Area of Particular Concern
(HAPC) due to the size of the WDA relative to the entire HAPC. RODA requests
BOEM and Vineyard Wind to conduct a full, quantitative inquiry into the likely
impacts to this depleted resource from the WDA within the HAPC, as well as to

No part of the WDA includes HAPC for juvenile cod. Overlap of the OECC and
HAPC for juvenile cod is described in the EFH Assessment. The EFH
Assessment can be found at the following link: https://www.boem.gov/Vineyard-
Wind-Consultation-Documents/. Note that the EIS does not detail likely effects
on individual fish stocks, because an assessment of species-specific or stock-
specific effects is outside of the scope of this document.
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gather any necessary information to determine how the stock and fishery would
be affected from full build-out of the lease area and adjacent sites.

0149-027  |Winter flounder, for its part, is one of the few fishery stocks in the WDA of As discussed in the revised Section 3.2.2 of the FEIS, studies of heat from buried
specific focus in the DEIS. Although the DEIS states “[1]ocalized loss of cables have estimated that temperatures directly above a cable could rise by 0.19
demersal eggs could lead to reduced fish recruitment” and “[p]ermanent habitat |°C (0.342 °F) in sediment and by 0.000006 °C (0.0000108 °F) in the water,
alteration in the form of scour and cable protection would reduce the habitat for |which are insignificant as far as fish are concerned (RICRMC 2010). Considering
species such as winter flounder,” it simply concludes without further analysis that |that there are no significant impacts on finfish, invertebrates, and essential fish
“this would be limited and BOEM does not anticipate impacts on the flounder  |habitat predicted from the proposed Project, BOEM believes that it is not
stock.” It does not consider that the latest stock assessment, in 2017, concluded  |necessary to evaluate the rebuilding of fish stocks. Note that this document does
that the Southern New England/Mid-Atlantic winter flounder stock is overfished |not specify likely effects on individual fish stocks, because an assessment of
and extended its rebuilding timeline to 2023, nor that flounders are likely to be  |species-specific or stock-specific effects is outside of the scope of this document.
particularly sensitive to temperature increases associated with cables. As with
Georges Bank cod, BOEM must evaluate impacts to the rebuilding timeline and
the implications of delayed rebuilding on both the stock itself and on groundfish
fishery catches and revenues overall.

0149-028  |Analysis of Impacts from Underwater Noise Is Incomplete: The DEIS sections  |In general, commenters have requested very detailed analyses of impacts of the
regarding sound impacts to fish populations primarily focuses on noise arising  |Proposed Action to individual fish stocks, life stages of individual species, and
from project construction and its potential effects on squid behavior... With age/sex structure analyses of individual fish stocks. BOEM has reviewed the
regard to squid (and certain finfish species)... the DEIS over-relies on relevant literature regarding the potential effects of the Proposed Action on all
assumptions that they will simply swim away from noise that exceeds tolerable |marine life. During that review, there has been no evidence to support that the
thresholds, unless they are sessile or too small to swim away, in which case Proposed Action will have a level of impact necessitating research at the level of
individuals will die but the population will quickly recover. (The DEIS makes detail requested by commenters for this project. However, BOEM recognizes that
similarly unsupported conclusions regarding sedimentation impacts to fish stocks, |offshore wind is a new industry in the U.S. and is thus committed to monitoring
to which the essence of these recommendations also applies.) We understand that |the effects of the first commercial scale project, just as BOEM and other agencies
there is a need for further scientific research regarding impacts of underwater have studied the impacts of the first demonstration scale project in the U.S. —
noise to specific stocks, including squid, and request additional resources to Block Island Wind Farm.
accomplish such studies. At a minimum, given the currently available
information, these predicted impacts can and should be quantified based on how
many individuals may be in an area at a given time, and how behavioral changes
or mortality to those animals may impact stock abundance and recruitment,
including considerations of seasonality and age structure.

0149-029 |...the DEIS is silent on a wide variety of potential impacts from the sound Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS has been updated to include additional information on

associated with offshore wind energy facility construction. For example, there is
peer-reviewed evidence that loud underwater sounds, and the associated pressure
changes or vibrations, are likely to impact the survival and development of fish
larvae and invertebrate stocks including scallops, which is not considered in the
DEIS.

acoustic impacts on fish resulting from pile driving activities, including a
discussion of proposed hammer energies to be used during pile driving. Acoustic
monitoring will be used to ensure that the minimum level of sound attenuation is
achieved. Please also refer to the EFH Assessment for a discussion of acoustic
related impacts on fish and invertebrates. The EFH Assessment can be found at
the following link: https://www.boem.gov/Vineyard-Wind-Consultation-
Documents/.
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monitoring devices to record ambient noise in the lease area not only before and
during construction, but throughout the life of the project; (2) that BOEM,
Vineyard Wind, and/or others conduct studies on the impacts of construction and
operational noise to fish populations; and (3) that any impacts found to be in
excess of those predicted and analyzed in the DEIS are required to be fully
mitigated during any project phase.

Number Comment Text Response

0149-030  |Also related to the construction phase, the DEIS states that the PDE covers a Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS has been updated to include additional information on
hammer size up to 4000 kilojoules (kJ) for monopile foundations, and 3000 kJ for|acoustic impacts on fish resulting from pile driving activities, including a
jacket foundations, which is consistent with current equipment specifications. discussion of proposed hammer energies to be used during pile driving. Note that
However, its analysis for radial distance to thresholds for fish from impact Vineyard Wind is not proposing to use impact energies greater than 2,500 kJ.
hammering only includes hammer energies of up to 2500 kJ. We would expect |Acoustic monitoring will be used to ensure that the minimum level of sound
that the increased energy levels would greatly multiply acoustic effects of attenuation is achieved.
piledriving, and the DEIS should reflect this.

0149-031 As to sound impacts from the operational phase of a wind energy facility, BOEM |Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS has been revised for a discussion of operational turbine
summarily states that “[n]o study has shown any behavioral impact of sound noise recorded from the Block Island Wind Farm and includes information on
during the operational phase of wind energy facilities” and declares this sound pressure level measurements from operational WTGs in Europe.
information “low priority.” To the best of our knowledge, there are also no
studies showing that sound from wind energy facility operation does not impact
fish behavior, and there is good reason to believe it would. This is an area that
absolutely should be further studied, as there is a high probability of impacts.

Studies from Europe show that species such as cod may perceive operational
noise from wind energy facilities at distances of 7 km or greater...

0149-032 ...Based on discussions with experts at Rutgers University, we understand that Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS has been revised as a field survey of a Dutch wind farm
operational noise may impact shellfish too, particularly in early life stages; for found no effect of the wind farm on bivalve recruitment (Bergman et al. 2010).
bivalves, larval settlement and metamorphosis are highly sensitive processes that |Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS has been revised for a discussion of operational turbine
may be affected by changes in sound. Recent research has demonstrated that noise recorded from the Block Island Wind Farm
oyster settlement, for example, is highly influenced by underwater soundscapes...

0149-033  |BOEM relies on assumptions regarding ambient noise at the Block Island Wind |Section 3.3 of the FEIS has been revised to provide additional discussion of
Farm (BIWF) to inform its DEIS; this information is not necessarily applicable to [sound attenuation, which includes the best example of an offshore wind farm in
the Vineyard Wind lease area, which is much further offshore in an the United States.
oceanographically and ecologically distinct area.

0149-034  |We therefore request: (1) that BOEM require autonomous passive acoustic As stated in the revised FEIS Appendix D, Vineyard Wind would conduct or

fund monitoring of ecological communities in the WDA, benthic resources,
fisheries, and protected species. Additional requirements could be incorporated
into monitoring plans during coordination with the agencies responsible for
managing each resource. 1) As described in Appendix D, PAM would be used
before, during, and immediately after construction; additional PAM could be
incorporated into monitoring plans. 2) Vineyard Wind will conduct or fund
studies of ecological communities in the WDA, benthic resources, fisheries, and
protected species. 3) In Nantucket waters, annual monitoring and reporting would
be required, as would a plan to mitigate any excess impacts discovered. Note that
BOEM has already contracted with NOAA and Woods Hole Oceanographic
Institute to study the effects of offshore energy development on black sea bass
and on squid. Note also that BOEM regulations require under 30 CFR §585.633b
Vineyard Wind to submit certification of compliance with certain terms and
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conditions annually and to submit a statement identifying mitigation and
monitoring methods and their effectiveness and any recommendations for
changes.

0149-035 The DEIS Does Not Consider Impacts to Water Flow or Larval Dispersion: The |Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS has been revised to include a discussion of changes to
DEIS contains virtually no consideration of the hydrographic effects of placing  |the pelagic environment caused by WTG foundations. An updated discussion of
large fixed structures in the water column to either the physical or biological hydrographic effects of WTG foundations is provided in Appendix E Section
environment. The most relevant study of these impacts, to our knowledge, was  |E.3.3.
commissioned by BOEM from Dr. Changsheng Chen at SMAST. The DEIS,
inexplicably, cites this study to conclude that development of the Vineyard Wind
WDA is not likely to influence southward dispersion of larvae, but ignores other
pertinent information in the study. For example, with regard to large-scale
variability, “the presence of wind turbines can increase the spatial dispersion and
speed of larval movement, but will not block the larvae within the wind turbine
facility area.” For small-scale variability, “the presence of wind turbines can also
decrease the spatial dispersion.” The study bluntly concludes that “the modeling
assessment of the impact of the future offshore wind energy facilities on the
marine environment should be done with consideration of the wave-current
interaction process,” which was not performed in the DEIS.

0149-036  |Benthic invertebrates are likely to be particularly sensitive to disruptions in larval |Section 3.2.2 of the FEIS has been updated for the assessment of the effect of
dispersion patterns and sedimentation. They spawn in discrete areas and rely on  |hydrodynamic changes on larval transport. The results of the Chen et al. study
having the correct currents to distribute larvae to suitable grounds for settlement. |with respect to larval transport are clarified in Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS.

Even small-scale disturbances to those pathways—whether from mortality at a
spawning site, inability to reach settlement areas, or both—could have serious
repercussions for populations even outside of a wind energy array. The DEIS
does not consider any of these relevant potential impacts for benthic species
found within the lease area.
0149-037  |Evaluation of the impacts of the proposed action to ocean circulation patterns and | Appendix E of the FEIS has been updated to include additional information

water flow is particularly important given the location of the project area in the
region of the Cold Pool. The Cold Pool is a 20-60 meter thick band of cold, near-
bottom water that persists from spring to fall over the mid and outer shelf of the
Mid-Atlantic Bight and the southern portion of Georges Bank. It is a geographic
rarity and drives much of the productivity of a large portion of the Northeast
Shelf Large Marine Ecosystem. The Cold Pool’s uniqueness derives from a very
low level of mixing and a highly stratified thermocline. The DEIS fails to
consider impacts to the Cold Pool, resultant impacts to fisheries resources, and
any other regional or local oceanographic effects that will arise from the
installation of turbines, which are likely to increase mixing throughout the water
column.

related to atmospheric and oceanographic effects of offshore wind facilities.
Please see Sections E.2.6 and E.4.4 of Appendix E of the FEIS. A revised Section
3.3.2 of the FEIS mentions that WTGs could affect mixing and the thermocline,
but this would not likely have a significant effect on either the cold pool or on
surface water temperatures; therefore, this potential consequence would likely
have little effect on fish.

K-174



Vineyard Wind 1 Offshore Wind Energy Project—FEIS

Appendix K—Public Comments and Responses

in light of the DEIS’s absence of analysis on a holistic, ecosystem basis.
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0149-038  |Research on Wind Energy Removal: In addition to mixing effects anticipated Appendix E of the FEIS has been updated to include additional information
with the installation of massive fixed structures, other impacts are likely to result |related to atmospheric and oceanographic effects of offshore wind facilities.
from atmospheric changes associated with large-scale offshore wind energy Please see Sections E.2.6 and E.4.4 of Appendix E of the FEIS.
development. Wind energy facilities are designed to efficiently remove or harvest
wind energy from the ecosystem, which may change underwater conditions
based on reduced shear effect at the surface of the ocean. The DEIS does not
address any potential environmental impact of removing energy from this
atmospheric boundary layer, nor acknowledge that available information is very
limited regarding the overall ecosystem shifts that may result from the
combination of atmospheric and hydrographic changes.

0149-039  |While understanding and measuring large-scale climatic fluctuations is difficult, |Appendix E of the FEIS has been updated to include additional information
RODA would like to express concern with the lack of scientific research related to atmospheric and oceanographic effects of offshore wind facilities.
conducted on the impacts turbines will have on prevailing surface wind and Please see Sections E.2.6 and E.4.4 of Appendix E of the FEIS.
atmospheric conditions. Numerous scientists and fishermen alike have expressed
concern on the potential for these expansive wind farms to extract energy from  |Appendix D of the FEIS has also been updated to include modifications and/or
ocean winds, which are responsible for many ecological processes unique to the |additional mitigation and monitoring measures. Additional mitigation and
region. We encourage BOEM and Vineyard Wind to support scientific studies to |monitoring measures may arise from consultations and coordination with Federal
help better understand how these projects will affect the entire ecosystem. and State resource agencies. These additional mitigation measures could be

considered by decision makers and incorporated into the Record of Decision.
Long-term monitoring is included in Appendix D, which can be selected by the
decision maker.

0149-040  |The Predicted “Reef Effect” Is Highly Speculative and Poorly Supported in the  |Sections 3.1.2, 3.2.2, and 3.3.2 of the FEIS have been updated to consider
DEIS: The DEIS makes a sweeping statement that the proposed project will have |potential reef effect from cable protection and scour protection and cite a 2018
a “[m]oderate beneficial long-term reef effect from piles and scour protection.”  |study by Causon and Gill, English et al. 2017, and HDR 2019.

This proclamation is not supported by any evidence or facts. In fact, the only
study cited in the DEIS specific to a potential reef effect in any reasonable
geographic proximity to the lease area is one conducted by the Minerals
Management Service in 2009; that study concluded that the Cape Wind Energy
Project would not create such an effect. It also notes that although a so-called reef
effect has been observed around existing turbines in Europe, “benefits to fish and
invertebrates [of such an effect] are inconclusive.” It is therefore entirely unclear
upon what information BOEM bases its positive conclusions in the DEIS.

0149-041 Notably, the DEIS is also internally inconsistent in finding a “moderate Section 3.2.2 of the FEIS explains how an increase in rare hard bottom habitat
beneficial” impact despite the qualifier that “impacts on a population level for would be more impactful than an equal decrease in abundant habitat.
most species should be minimal,” when elsewhere in the document biological Furthermore, the FEIS has been reviewed to ensure consistency in terms.
impacts to fish are deemed “minor” or “negligible” due to the limited affected
geographic area compared to the population range as a whole.

0149-042  |The supposition of beneficial impacts of a “reef effect” is particularly problematic|Section 3.1.2 of the FEIS considers potential reef effects from cable protection

and scour protection and cites a 2018 study by Causon and Gill, English et al.
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that hard-bottom fish stocks will increase after wind energy facility construction
due to increased benthic structure such as scour protection, and soft-bottom
stocks will decrease. This implies fishery stock dynamics are based purely on the
amount of suitable habitat type. In fact, the drivers behind stock abundance and
species richness are extremely complex. In general, the habitat impacts analysis

Il\?lilr:;)er Comment Text Response
Ecosystem engineering is not necessarily a desirable process and should notbe  |2017, and HDR 2019. The limited conversion of soft bottom habitat to hard
described so simplistically. One major consideration is that even if a “reef effect” [bottom is not anticipated to have any ecosystem level effects, especially given the
did have the outcome of increased biomass compared to the original bottom abundance of hard bottom within and adjacent to the OECC. The FEIS, Sections
structure, artificial habitats differ substantially in species composition fromthe  |3.1.2, 3.2.2, and 3.3.2, have been updated to explain potential benefits and
habitat they replace. Much evidence shows that artificial habitats—both marine |caveats of the reef effect and acknowledge the possibility of infestation by
and terrestrial—can also become hotspots for invasive species or reduce species |invasive species.
richness.

0149-043  |Predicting changes in ecosystem composition resulting from habitat alteration is a |Sections 3.1.2, 3.2.2, and 3.3.2 of the FEIS have been revised to explain potential
highly location-specific exercise, and neither the COP nor the DEIS contains benefits and caveats of the reef effect and acknowledge the possibility of
informed analysis as to what the expected outcomes of habitat alteration could be |infestation by invasive species.
at this particular site. One example of special concern to the fishing industry is the
possibility of increases in undesirable species such as the non-native European
green crab.

0149-044  |Moreover, research has shown that wind energy facilities in Europe attract seals |Section 3.4 of the FEIS has been revised to describe the potential effect of the
and may in fact increase their populations. (Russell, D. J., Brasseur, S. M., proposed Project on seals, including reference to the Russell et al. (2014) and
Thompson, D., Hastie, G. D., Janik, V. M., Aarts, G., McClintock, B. T., (2016) studies.

Mattiopoulos, J., Moss, S. E. W. & McConnell, B. (2014). Marine mammals
trace anthropogenic structures at sea. Current Biology, 24(14), R638-R639.) Seal
populations are already rapidly increasing in New England—with the harbor seal
population more than tripling and grey seals more than doubling in roughly the
last decade alone—and are a significant source of predation on severely depleted
Atlantic cod and other important fishery stocks. Their growth in numbers has also
fueled the increase in great white sharks in New England waters, which has had
positive and negative impacts in its own right.

0149-045  |Finally, the DEIS provides no information on an anticipated timeline for any The artificial reef effect is anticipated to occur rapidly and be established within
“reef effect” to take place. It also fails to evaluate whether the creation of hard 1-2 years (English et al. 2017). Although some studies have noted increased
benthic structure would be expected to increase abundance of species with an biomass and increased production of particulate organic matter by epifauna
affinity to that substrate, or whether it would simply aggregate existing growing on submerged foundations, it is not clear to what extent the reef effect
populations. If the latter, a “reef effect” could in fact have additional impacts to  |results in increased productivity versus simply attracting and aggregating fish
fishery catches that are not addressed in the DEIS. from the surrounding areas (Causon and Gill 2018).

Sections 3.1.2, 3.2.2, and 3.3.2 of the FEIS contain a revised description of
potential reef effects including a time frame and new citations.

0149-046  |Habitat Impacts: The DEIS oversimplifies ecosystem dynamics by concluding  |Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS has been updated to include a discussion of habitat-

related impacts, including temporary and long-term habitat loss, as well as water
quality effects including turbidity and sediment deposition. Further detailed
information on these topics is also provided in the EFH Assessment, which can
be found at the following link: https://www.boem.gov/Vineyard-Wind-
Consultation-Documents/. Appendix A of the FEIS has been updated with
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in this DEIS and those for future lease sites should be far more rigorous,
including consideration (and differentiation, where applicable) of any relevant
information known from studies of European wind energy facilities. The lack of
information in the DEIS and the overall high level of scientific uncertainty
regarding these issues further highlight the need for both adaptive implementation
and monitoring to better understand impacts to individual fish stocks, and
cumulative effects modeling to show how all the elements referenced in the DEIS
interact to impact fishery resources.

additional information regarding reasonably foreseeable future offshore wind
projects considered in the analysis, and 3.3 for discussion of impacts on EFH.

0149-047

There Is No Evidence to Support Claims of Positive “Sanctuary Effects’: The
DEIS states: “If the access to fishing locations is reduced, an artificial ‘sanctuary’
for fish can also develop,” implying that this is a desirable outcome, without
further explanation. In reality, the available research on the benefits of fisheries
closures in temperate areas generally—and in New England specifically—do not
support this assertion.

Section 3.10.2 of the FEIS has been revised to include additional information on
reef effect. Access by small fishing boats will not be restricted, so the reference to
a “sanctuary” has been removed.

0149-048

The DEIS also fails to provide a definition of what BOEM considers to be a
“sanctuary effect.” For the purpose of these comments, we assume it implies
commonly-discussed beneficial outcomes from certain marine protected areas
(especially in tropical areas) such as enhanced biomass, recovery of depleted
fishery stocks, increased ecosystem productivity, and the like.

Section 3.10.2 of the FEIS has been revised to include additional information on
reef effect. Access by small fishing boats will not be restricted, so the reference to
a “sanctuary” has been removed.

0149-049

[a key finding of Jthe New England Fishery Management Council [was] was that
the best way to protect vulnerable habitat and fish stocks that rely on that habitat
is to maximize catch per unit effort. That is, encouraging fishing in locations with
the greatest concentration of target stocks (and relatively low concentrations of
bycatch) provides greater net benefits to fisheries than does closing large areas to
fishing. Moreover, a 2006 study by NMFS scientists compared scallop stock
dynamics in areas inside and outside of the then-existing closed areas on Georges
Bank, which are near the WDA and other sites proposed for lease development.
That study found that long-term mean scallop recruitment was the same inside
groundfish closures and in open areas. In addition, studies from the University of
Massachusetts at Dartmouth’s School for Marine Science and Technology have
shown no difference in epibenthic community productivity between areas that are
open and closed to scallop fishing. Epibenthic community surveys in Closed
Areas I and II showed that changes in number of fish and macroinvertebrate
categories, and the density of individuals within each category, were similar in
areas open to a short-term scallop fishery and in the control areas that were closed
to fishing.

Thank you for your comment.

0149-050

Not only can “sanctuaries” fail to provide the hoped-for benefits of increased
productivity, but poorly-planned displacement of fishing effort can have strongly
negative biological impacts. Elsewhere in the DEIS, it states that fishermen may

Section 3.10.2 of the FEIS has been revised to include additional information on
reef effect.
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choose to avoid fishing in proximity to wind energy facilities, in which case:
“[T]hey may relocate to other fishing locations and continue to earn revenue.
However, this could cause increased conflict in those locations, and vessels may
incur increased operating costs (e.g., additional fuel to arrive at more distant
locations) and lower revenue (e.g., less productive area; less valuable species).”
This recurring prediction oversimplifies the ability of fishermen to simply move
their operations to another area. Moreover, it is well-documented that
assumptions about the spatial distribution of fishing effort before and after the
implementation of a closure, if those assumptions do not take economic factors
into effect, generally overstate the beneficial effects of closures and severely bias
the predicted outcome.

0149-051

In short, the assumption that closing certain areas to fishing will necessarily entail
positive impacts to fisheries and benthic ecosystems is, at best, misleading.
RODA is skeptical that wind energy facilities offshore New England will have a
“sanctuary effect” at all; in order for BOEM to assert that they will, it must
support its position with geographically-relevant ecological and economic studies
and other information.

Section 3.10.2 of the FEIS has been revised to include additional information on
reef effect. Access by small fishing boats will not be restricted, so the reference to
a “sanctuary” has been removed.

0149-052

Temperature: ...the DEIS contains no actual analysis whatsoever of the potential
impacts of those changes to the temperature of water or sediment resulting from
heat emissions emanating from the inter-array or transmission cables... the 2012
Guidelines on Best Environmental Practice (BEP) in Cable Laying and
Operation... noted that buried power cables lead to a significant rise in
temperature of the surrounding sediment, stating that “[t]here is the potential that
a long-lasting increase of the seabed temperature may lead to changes in
physiology, reproduction or mortality of certain benthic species and possibly to
subsequent alteration of benthic communities due to emigration or immigration”
as well as changes in bacterial activity leading to potential secondary impacts to
benthic flora and fauna. RODA requests that BOEM fully evaluate the extent of
known information regarding temperature impacts of subsea cables, support
future research to further understand how heat emissions affect fishery resources
and ecosystems, and require any necessary mitigation measures (such as
increased cable burial depths) to avoid these impacts.

Sections 3.2.1 and 3.2.2 of the FEIS have been updated to address heat effects for
the cable.

0149-053

Electromagnetic Fields: The DEIS also contains very little information about the
impacts to fishery stocks from electromagnetic fields, and further species-specific
analyses should be conducted in order to understand how cables would affect the
organisms in the project area. Studies have shown changes in behavior in
response to EMF, particularly for elasmobranchs. Altering behavior of any
organism should warrant additional investigation and should not be considered a
“minor” impact, moreover impacts to species with high trophic positions will
likely cascade throughout an entire ecosystem and thus should be analyzed in

Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS has been revised the discussion of EMF-related impacts
on fish.
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study regarding the true economic impacts of offshore wind energy development
(whether project-specific or regionally) to Atlantic fisheries... Needless to say, we
therefore strongly disagree with the conclusions of the private and even more
simplistic economic study Vineyard Wind presented to the R CRMC in January
2019 concluding that realized fishery losses would be far less than those
described by RI DEM.

Comment Text Response

Number
depth. Furthermore, EMFs acting as “barriers” to a particular habitat is not the
only concern for exposure to these electromagnetic fields. Influences on
predation, mating, and navigation are equally important and impacts of EMF on
behavior should be analyzed holistically, not just if the fields repel an organism
from an area.

0149-054  |Scour and Other Benthic Alterations: The proposed action would have significant | The FEIS includes a description of scour protection in Section 3.2.2. The FEIS
impacts to benthic structure due to the installation of scour protection around the |has been updated to include a list of potential types of cable protection in Sections
turbine bases. However, the DEIS lacks any description of what type of scour 3.1.2 and 3.2.2. In addition, the potential location of cable protection, including a
protection would be used or how the materials, amounts, or installation method  |pending cable burial risk assessment and report by Vineyard Wind, is discussed
would be determined (the same is also true for cable mattressing or other in Sections 3.1.2 and 3.2.2 of the FEIS.
protection). These details will significantly influence impacts to benthic
communities due to habitat alteration and changes in suspended sediment and
water quality. BOEM should properly describe and analyze the relevant
parameters and only approve scour protection methods that are least impactful to
fishery resources.

0149-055  [Social Impacts: .... [social impacts including] increased time away from family  |Sections 3.6.1 and 3.6.2 of the FEIS have been updated to include information on
due to longer and displaced fishing trips, disparate impacts to low-income community identity related to fishing industry and Section 3.6.2 has been updated
communities, and loss of historical knowledge and cultural practices [may exist]. |for possible “Ocean & Fisheries and Wind Fund” that could assist in fishery
We hope that these issues will be addressed prior to approval of construction and |technology. The DEIS addressed impacts on low-income communities in Section
installation permits as required by NEPA. 33.2.

0149-056  |Additionally, the current DEIS does not address the potential loss in a qualified |Section 3.6.2 of the FEIS has been updated to include information on potential
workforce for fishing companies if crew members are hired by wind developers. |competition for workers.

If local hiring mitigation measures outlined in Chapter 2 are included in the final
COP, shifts in skilled workers from the fishing industry to wind development
would limit the availability of experienced and skilled individuals. The fishing
industry is dependent on a skilled workforce and careful consideration should be
implemented in any local hiring mitigation plans.
0149-057  |Economic Impacts: RODA believes that, overall, there has not been an adequate |Section 3.10.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include data from multiple

sources, including: revenue intensity data (available publicly at
https://www.boem.gov/Renewable-Energy-GIS-Data/); fishing revenue and
landed pounds data by species, port, gear type, and state provided by NOAA;
data from the addendum to “Spatiotemporal and economic Analysis of Vessel
Monitoring System Data within Wind Energy Areas in the Greater North
Atlantic” prepared by the RI DEM; as well as results from the “Rhode Island
Fishing Value in the Vineyard Wind Construction and Operations Plans Area”
also prepared by the RI DEM. Effect assessment in Sections 3.10.2 through
3.10.8 meets EIS requirements. Additionally, the EIS does not conclude that
“realized fishery losses would be far less than those described by R DEM.” In
fact, it is acknowledged that it is challenging to quantify the impacts on
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commercial and for-hire fisheries as there can be disruption to fishing in the
WDA during project construction and installation, however, during operation and
maintenance fishing in the WDA will continue, but possibly at a reduced rate as
some fishermen may relocate to other fishing locations.

0149-058  |We also understand that additional studies may have been commissioned by the |Thank you for your comment.
developer that are currently considered confidential; if any relevant management
decisions are based upon these studies they must be made fully public and
available for review.

0149-059 | As with several other sections of the DEIS and COP, there are substantial Section 3.3 of the FEIS has been revised to better reflect the variety of fishery
inconsistencies in the economics impacts analyses. For example, the statement ~ |management plans and to consider the impact of regulated fishing effort on
that “[s]even different Fisheries Use and Management programs regulate populations of finfish and invertebrates.
commercial and recreational fisheries in and around the WDA in both state and
federal waters” is inaccurate given the large number of federal and state Fishery
Management Plans that control fishing activity in the project area.

0149-060  |Additionally...the implied ease of “relocating to other fishing locations” of the Section 3.10.2 of the FEIS has been revised to include additional information on
DEIS is irresponsible and unrealistic. For example, while the DEIS does discuss |relocation of fishing. BOEM has incorporated additional data provided by NMFS
the potential increased transit time, it does not take into account economic loss for|into the revised Section 3.10 of the FEIS.
fisheries that are ‘on the clock’, such as scallops and monkfish, that will lose not
only fishing time but also catch and revenue from fishing in alternative locations.

There are a wide variety of management restrictions in each affected fishery that
must be considered in determining the actual economic impacts of displacement.
RODA therefore encourages BOEM to work with NMFS, the regional fishery
management councils, and our members to develop a credible and comprehensive
framework for analyzing the economic impacts of offshore wind energy
development to fisheries.
0149-061  |Finally, the DEIS refers to a number of vessels permitted in the MA WEA and  |Fishing activities within the WDA might be impacted to the extent access to the

Vineyard Wind WLA that will lose the majority of their revenue if displaced out
of the area during construction and installation. BOEM anticipates that
compensation payments to affected fishermen will reduce impacts to “minor”
during the construction disruption period. RODA strongly believes that simply
buying off fishermen who have historically fished in the WEA is irresponsible
and diminishes the loss of a profession to a “minor” impact. In order for offshore
wind development to be sustainable and able to coexist with current ocean
utilization, it is necessary that fishing practices and traditional fishing grounds be
respected.

WDA is restricted; fishing gear is entangled with protections placed over cables
or around foundations of WTGs or ESPs; and/or maneuverability restrictions
within the WDA result in the displacement of fishing vessels.

Concerning vessel access to the WDA, it is worth mentioning that temporary
limited or restricted access areas (safety zones) may be set up around active
construction areas where applicable. However, note that BOEM does not have
the authority to restrict access to the WDA during operations. In addition, the
USCQG has stated that they will not restrict access to the WDA during operations.
The USCG’s authority to establish safety zones only extends to the boundary of
the territorial waters of the United States, which is 12 nautical miles from shore
and outside the WDA.
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Section 3.10 of the FEIS has been updated to include details of mitigation and
monitoring measures relative to commercial fisheries, including voluntary
financial compensation. Appendix D of the FEIS has also been updated to
include modifications and/or additional mitigation and monitoring measures.
Additional mitigation and monitoring measures may arise from consultations and
coordination with Federal and State resource agencies. These additional
mitigation measures could be considered by decision makers and incorporated
into the Record of Decision.

0149-062  |Importantly, it is also unclear in the DEIS what criteria BOEM will use to Section 3.10 and Appendix D of the FEIS have been revised to include the
evaluate whether any proposed compensation payments are reasonable or Vineyard Wind’s voluntary established gear loss and revenue compensation
sufficient and who would qualify as “affected fishermen” in order to achieve this |funds for fishing interests based in Rhode Island, Massachusetts, and other states.
predicted outcome of impact reduction. Please see Section 3.10 and Appendix D of the FEIS for more details on the

measures.

0149-063  |Jobs: Due to the proposed Vineyard Wind project, in conjunction with additional |Thank you for your comment.
offshore wind projects that will be constructed in the coming decade, fishing
industry jobs will be lost as fishing grounds are impacted through numerous
ecological, environmental, and accessibility factors... It is unknown at this time
how many fishery related jobs will be lost as a direct result of the proposed
action, but as currently stated in the DEIS, the offset of jobs created does not
come close to the number of jobs the fishing industry currently provides to the
community.

0149-064  |Currently, the DEIS only addresses the potential creation of jobs in Section 3.6.1 of the FEIS has been updated to include information for ocean
Massachusetts. We request the final EIS to include any positions that the economy employment data and additional explanation of Vineyard Wind job
Proposed Action would generate outside of Massachusetts, as the current generation figures. Impacts on the commercial fishing industry are evaluated in
development plan states that approximately 35 to 55 percent of jobs will be Section 3.10 of the FEIS but the impact has been restated in Section 3.6.2 of the
sourced within the United States. If these jobs are for the majority employing FEIS.
individuals outside of MA or New England, additional mitigation should be
considered as this development action will cause MA and New England based
fishermen and associated fishing industry employees to go out of business. In
short, the creation of offshore wind jobs may not be sufficient to offset localized
loss of employment.

0149-065 Cumulative Impacts: The DEIS fails to adequately evaluate two distinct types of |Appendix A of the FEIS has updated the information regarding reasonably
cumulative impacts: (1) the combined impacts of multiple factors to fishery foreseeable future actions considered in the analysis, and Section 3.10 of the
resources; and (2) the impacts of the development of multiple wind energy FEIS for discussion of impacts on commercial fisheries.
facilities across the 1400 sq. nautical mile New England lease area complex. It
also misrepresents the predicted impacts to fishery resources associated with
climate change.

0149-066  |Compounding Impacts from Multiple Disturbances: Entirely absent from the Appendix A of the FEIS has updated the information regarding reasonably

DEIS is any consideration of how multiple impact factors may work together to

foreseeable future actions considered in the analysis, Section 3.10 for discussion
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exponentially impact fish and fisheries on an individual stock or ecosystem basis.
For example, how might survivability of a given population or sub-population be
affected by changes in water column sedimentation, currents, temperature,
substrate change, etc., that occur concurrently, versus any one of these changes in
isolation? This is a critical omission from the DEIS. BOEM must make every
possible effort to characterize these cumulative impacts, which is one of the core
requirements of NEPA. Where insufficient information is available to inform
predictions, that must be clearly stated and considered as a high priority area for
future research.

of impacts on commercial fisheries, Section 3.3 for discussion of impacts of EFH,
and other resource sections for resource-specific impacts discussions. Appendix
H of the FEIS includes a discussion on Incomplete or Unavailable Information
for each resource.

0149-067

Cumulative Impacts of Large-Scale Offshore Wind Energy Development: As
many fishing industry members have expressed before, we remain concerned that
BOEM continues to take the view that an offshore wind energy facility does not
need to be analyzed for conflicts with other ocean uses until it is in the very late
stages of development. While an agency has some discretion in what it considers
a “foreseeable future action,” The Department of Interior’s own NEPA
regulations define such actions as those that are: “[S]sufficiently likely to occur,
that a Responsible Official of ordinary prudence would take such activities into
account in reaching a decision. These [activities include those] for which there
are existing decisions, funding, or proposals.” The regulations further exclude
from this definition only those actions that are “highly speculative or indefinite”
(emphasis added). A project does not have to be certain, highly likely, or have all
its details finely planned-out in order to be reasonably foreseeable. Given the
huge amount of money spent on the most recent lease sales, and the significant
costs incurred by survey and other work on neighboring lease sites, it is certainly
reasonable to expect that there will be additional wind energy facilities other than
the South Fork project near the Vineyard Wind WDA. At a minimum, one could
reasonably assume that the future projects may have similar Project Design
Envelopes and/or similar environmental impacts to those of the proposed action,
and BOEM could evaluate them accordingly with regard to the range of possible
cumulative impacts.

BOEM has revised the list of reasonably foreseeable future offshore wind
projects based on project progress since publication of the DEIS, and this
information was included in the SEIS and carried forward to the FEIS. The list of
reasonably foreseeable future offshore wind projects is included in Appendix A
of the FEIS. The assessment of effects from reasonably foreseeable actions as
presented in the SEIS was carried forward to the FEIS and updated where
appropriate.

0149-068

RODA is especially concerned that the current process will never include a full
consideration of the collective impacts to fisheries from the build-out of the entire
area. When would this full analysis occur? The Council on Environmental
Quality issued guidance to federal agencies with direct relevance to this issue,
suggesting that an area-wide EIS may be appropriate in this situation: “For
example, when a variety of energy projects may be located in a single watershed,
or when a series of new energy technologies may be developed through federal
funding, the overview or area-wide EIS would serve as a valuable and necessary
analysis of the affected environment and the potential cumulative impacts of the
reasonably foreseeable actions under that program or within that geographical

BOEM has revised the list of reasonably foreseeable future offshore wind
projects based on project progress since publication of the DEIS, and this
information was included in the SEIS and carried forward to the FEIS. The list of
reasonably foreseeable future offshore wind projects is included in Appendix A
of the FEIS. The assessment of effects from reasonably foreseeable actions as
presented in the SEIS was carried forward to the FEIS and updated where
appropriate.
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area... the overview EIS would be prepared for all of the energy activities
reasonably foreseeable in a particular geographic area or resulting from a
particular development program. This impact statement would be followed by
site-specific or project-specific EISs. The tiering process would make each EIS of
greater use and meaning to the public as the plan or program develops, without
duplication of the analysis prepared for the previous impact statement.” Although
BOEM conducted a Programmatic EIS in 2007 related very generally to the
development of offshore alternative energy in the United States, RODA submits
that that document was glaringly inadequate and erroneous in its treatment of
fisheries impacts, and it provided no details that would inform analysis of the
impacts of offshore wind energy development in the New England region. We
once again urge BOEM, ideally in advance of its decision on the proposed action
but at least before future projects are designed, to undertake a full evaluation of
the impacts of building what is likely to be the world’s largest offshore wind
energy program to the region’s highly productive and sustainable fisheries.

0149-069

Climate Change: Despite the large amount of unknown information, a wide body
of scientific studies does exist that informs predictions and fishery management
practices to the greatest extent possible. BOEM cites none of this literature to
support its sweeping conclusions that not only does it “not anticipate the
Proposed Action would make any measurable contribution to those cumulative
effects” but, incredibly, “the Proposed Action could ameliorate these effects,
although its contribution would be negligible.” It fails to even define to what
“effects” it refers, which makes it difficult to submit an informed comment to this
end. This conclusion appears to indicate that BOEM simply considers all impacts
associated with climate change to be negative, and all activities to reduce carbon
emissions to be positive. In reality, while reducing carbon emissions is an
important societal goal, an honest inquiry into the best available science would
show that climate change has been predicted to actually increase numerical
density and growth rates of Northwest Atlantic fish stocks overall. While the
effects are certain to be of vastly different direction and magnitude on individual
stocks, fisheries, and spatial scales, this is a scientifically complex topic that the
DEIS does not evaluate—nor does it predict any anticipated reduction in the
amount or pace of climate change on any spatial scale resulting from the
Vineyard Wind project (or any other offshore wind energy project).

Section 3.3 of the FEIS clarifies that the Project’s effect on climate change would
not likely make any measureable contribution to impacts on fish. Note that this
document does not analyze potential effects on individual fish stocks, because an
assessment of species-specific or stock-specific effects is outside of the scope of
this document.

0149-070

RODA strongly disagrees with the approach Vineyard Wind has taken to
addressing the mitigation of impacts to fishing activities and resources, which is
partially reflected in the DEIS but has primarily been approached through
concurrent state-based methods that have been poorly integrated into the federal
approval process. As we have expressed in the past, we believe that the
development of a common framework for such “mitigation” must be done in a

Appendix D of the FEIS has also been updated to include modifications and/or
additional mitigation and monitoring measures. These additional mitigation
measures could be considered by decision makers and incorporated into the
Record of Decision.
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transparent, holistic, and well-structured manner that includes impacts from the
wide variety of affected fishing businesses. Moreover, an appropriate mitigation
plan must follow the principles of first avoiding conflicts, then minimizing those
that are unavoidable, mitigating the impacts from new development through
appropriate use of communications and technology, and finally—only once those
have been adhered to—considering compensation for any residual losses.

0149-071

While several sections of the DEIS propose mitigation measures to offset impacts
to traditional and historic fishing practices, too much emphasis is placed on
monetary compensation. (And even so, as noted above, the DEIS fails to require
any specific process, amounts, or even guidelines for working with the fishing
industry to determine whether monetary compensation is fair and fact-based,
which is an important federal role for a large infrastructure project in federal
waters.) Given the rapid pace and large scale of proposed offshore wind energy
development in the region surrounding the WDA, and the U.S. Atlantic Ocean
EEZ more generally, it is the federal government’s duty to hold developers to
standards that seek to maximize the operational compatibility of their projects
with commercial fishing—particularly since the DEIS “anticipates that the use of
compensation payments to affected fishermen would reduce impacts to minor to
moderate.” (Section 3.4.5.3). For more information on RODA’s position
regarding fisheries mitigation, please see the appended letter we submitted to
Vineyard Wind on December 18, 2018.

Section 3.10 and Appendix D of the FEIS have been revised to include the
Vineyard Wind’s voluntary established gear loss and revenue compensation
funds for fishing interests based in Rhode Island, Massachusetts, and other states.
Please see Section 3.10 and Appendix D of the FEIS for more details on the
measures.

0149-072

RODA continues to believe that an appropriate fisheries mitigation plan can be
developed despite imminent project deadlines and without delaying project
approvals and that it is within the federal government’s purview to coordinate
such an approach. The New York Public Service Commission, for example, took
a similar approach in its “Order Establishing Offshore Wind Standard and
Framework for Phase 1 Procurement,” which requires would-be bidders to
“submit a fisheries mitigation plan, with a degree of specificity to be identified by
NYSERDA in the bid solicitation, which may also include any best practices
established by the Technical Working Group as of the time of the solicitation.”
By providing this placeholder language, NY was able to move forward with its
procurement process despite not having a conclusive mitigation framework in
place, so that best practices could be developed with full input from the industry
on an appropriate timeline.

Thank you for your comment.

0149-073

Finally, RODA submits that principles for effective fisheries mitigation should be
approached at a regional scale and not limited to near-shore fishing communities
or residents of only particular states. Fishery stocks shift in time and place, and it
is therefore inappropriate to base any mitigation plan on a short time series or
limited geographic scope when more comprehensive input can be considered and
impacts more precisely modeled if the time is only taken to do so. Federally-

Thank you for your comment.
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permitted fishermen are authorized to fish in federal waters and must be treated
equally when addressing changes to their fishing practices both in the near- and
long-term. To date, the Vineyard Wind project has not utilized this approach and
RODA remains deeply alarmed at the possible precedent that may be set by this
faulty process with regard to future wind energy project development. We
therefore hereby reiterate our request to BOEM to exercise federal leadership on
this critical matter and utilize all available flexibility in requesting all developers
to develop regional and open mitigation strategies collaboratively with the fishing
industry, in order to ensure fairness and long-term compatibility.

0149-074

Regional Science and Monitoring: The DEIS contemplates requiring Vineyard
Wind to contribute up to $500,000 annually to a regional science monitoring
program to determine impacts to fishing. RODA strongly supports this
requirement, and further requests that the selected program be public, transparent,
and inclusive of broad fishing industry input regarding study prioritization and
design. As you may know, we have been working collaboratively with offshore
wind developers as well as federal and state agencies toward a regional model for
coordinating this body of research and hope that Vineyard Wind will join us in
establishing this framework, which we expect to be before the FEIS is completed.
While we strongly urge Vineyard Wind (and all offshore wind energy
leaseholders) to join in this effort, we do not feel that the simple act of monitoring
the impacts of a project should be characterized as “mitigation,” as it is in the
DEIS. Rather, it is in the public interest to efficiently and effectively gather as
much information as possible about our offshore ecosystems in order to inform
planning and management. This may inform the mitigation of impacts for future
projects (including Vineyard Wind’s newest lease area in New England), but in
and ofitself is less likely to do so for the projects with near-term anticipated
construction dates. In order to view a developer’s participation in a regional
research effort as true “mitigation,” BOEM should consider how it would address
project modifications that may become necessary if monitoring results indicate
that impacts exceed an acceptable threshold.

Thank you for your comment.

0149-075

Dynamic Squid Avoidance Plan: The DEIS proposes the Dynamic Squid Fishing
Avoidance Plan as a mitigation measure during the construction phase of the
project. Currently, the squid industry does not have a dedicated representative to
communicate such information to relevant fishing vessels. To require daily
communication with cable vessel operators would require individual
conversations with multiple vessels in the region. RODA does not believe that
this would be a realistic or effective way to mitigate impacts to the squid fishery
during cable-laying.

Thank you for your comment.

0149-076

RODA believes that there are alternative mitigation measures that would

significantly reduce the impact of the proposed project to the squid fisheries in the

Section 3.10.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include squid revenue/landings

data for 2016. Appendix D of the FEIS has been revised to include an updated list
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region. Primarily, RODA recommends cable laying be conducted outside of the
peak squid fishery seasons and periods of peak spawning (May through August).
This measure may potentially radically reduce the interference with the biology
of the squid life history, and would improve the project’s impact to the squid
fisheries. Furthermore, in the draft COP, fishing revenue data from the 2016
fishing year is missing, pointing to incomplete data upon which compensation
and mitigation measures have been assessed. We suggest that further analysis of
data, per recommendations from the NMFS comment letter on this DEIS, should
be conducted to ensure any mitigation and compensation is sufficient to the squid
fishing industry.

of mitigation and monitoring measures. Vineyard Wind is developing a separate
cable burial risk assessment.

0149-077

To minimize negative interactions between vessels, RODA recommends cable-
laying vessels to file sail plans several days in advance prior to in-water
construction. Sail plans detailing anticipated dates, time, location and course
headings of vessel operations would enable the squid fishing fleet to improve
cable vessel avoidance in situ. Furthermore, we believe that it would be pertinent
for cable laying and construction vessels to have dedicated personnel on board to
communicate with fishing vessels in the area should issues arise. This, along with
a daily operations update broadcast, would enable the squid fishing fleet to be
aware of potential issues based on short term cable vessel intentions.

Section 3.10.2 of the FEIS has been revised to provide additional information on
cable burial and Vineyard Wind’s plans for communication and consultation with
commercial fisheries interests. Vineyard Wind is preparing a separate cable burial
risk assessment.

0150-001

[Green Energy Consumers Alliance writes] in support of the development of a
Final Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed Vineyard Wind project;
furthermore, we urge that the Final Environmental Impact Statement fully
recognizes the long-term social and environmental benefits of this project that
will result from this new source of clean, reliable electricity for the New England
power grid.

Thank you for your comment.

0150-002

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement recognizes that the proposed
Vineyard Wind project “would likely result in slowing of the climate change
process” (DEIS 3-7), on top of the reduction of other air pollutants generated by
traditional fossil fuel power plants. Although the climate change mitigation that
will result from Vineyard Wind will likely have only a marginal impact on the
area discussed in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, the cumulative
global impacts are important.

Thank you for your comment.

0150-003

Furthermore, as one of the first large-scale off-shore wind projects proposed in
the United States, the successful and timely completion of the Vineyard Wind
project is integral to widespread development of off-shore wind. This project will
bring down the costs of future clean energy development for ratepayers across the
United States. This project will result in climate change mitigation by displacing
fossil fuel generation in New England, while also paving the way for many more

off-shore wind projects in the years to come.

Thank you for your comment.
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0150-004

Vineyard Wind has developed numerous additional strategies to reduce these
minor and moderate impacts. The long-term benefits, which include climate
change mitigation, reliable electricity delivery for the New England grid, and
compliance with Massachusetts’ energy policy (DEIS 7-1), should be
emphasized in the Final Environmental Impact Statement. The long-term benefits
to the New England electricity grid are even more important in light of the
changes forecasted in New England’s electricity grid over the coming decades
...The timely development of the Vineyard Wind project and the implementation
of the proposed environmental impact mitigation strategies will be vital to New
England’s environment and energy grid for decades to come.

Section 1.2 of the DEIS discussed the Purpose and Need for the proposed Project.
The FEIS includes the beneficial impacts of the proposed Project in each
resource-specific section in Chapter 3, as appropriate.

0151-001

I attended the meeting on the Vineyard’s Wind Project in Narragansett on
February 15, and would like to add the following comments in support of the
project based on an extensive study which I attached by URI’s School of
Oceanography 2012. The following are some of the ways climate change has
negatively impacted the ecology of local fish populations: Current PH on the
surface of the ocean is significantly lower than the pre industrial levels, and also
makes it conducive to invasive species like jellyfish, at the expense of
crustaceans; Annual winter-spring cycle of phytoplankton is disrupted; [and]
Increased temperatures effect abundance, and distribution of fish communities
such as Atlantic Mackarel, Shad, Alewife, Lobster, & Winter Flounder.

Thank you for your comment.

0152-001

The Vineyard Wind development application lacks comprehensive
environmental impact studies, monitoring and mitigation.

The FEIS has been revised based on public comments and other information
received after publication of the DEIS.

0152-002

VW representatives were misleading at our Nov 11th presentation on Nantucket.
This company should be denied all permits by our authorities.

Thank you for your comment.

0152-003

Offshore windfarms are presently unreliable and economically unfeasible to
operate and maintain.

Thank you for your comment.

0152-004

Our natural resources, environment and marine life should not be slaughtered for
such a folly. Please deny these applications and spend our resources on finding
real solutions.

Thank you for your comment.

0153-001

Our two vehicle bridges (Sagamore and Bourne) are aging (built 1935) and
wearing out quickly, yet we continue to run natural gas pipelines along them. For
those unaware, natural gas is highly explosive.

Adding a natural gas component to the canal power plant will demand that
enforced safety measures are in place along the entire route of this greenhouse
gas.

Thank you for your comment.

0153-002

Flooding is a reality on Cape Cod, with eroding sand dunes and beaches. The
proposed location of the main Vineyard Wind substation is within a flood zone.
In Oct 1978, the Sandy Neck Barrier Beach was designated as an “Area of
Critical Environmental Concern” (ACEC). (Coincidentally, the Blizzard of ‘78

Section 3.2.2.3 of the DEIS (A.8.2 in the FEIS) included a discussion of the
proposed substation and the proposed impervious containment sumps for
dialectic fluids, as well as, additional substation components and measures to
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wreaked havoc that winter, with widespread flooding.) The dune structure of
Sandy Neck is changing, and there is great concern that this beach will be
compromised; if so, the entire Barnstable Harbor will be at jeopardy. The
currently proposed location for Vineyard Wind’s main substation will be at risk.
https://www.mass.gov/files/documents/2016/08/qn/sn-des.pdf

minimize or avoid potential impacts on water quality in the event of a potential
spill. Therefore, no change to the FEIS is warranted.

0153-003

Cape Cod and the Islands thrive on eco-tourism. Vineyard Wind proposes that
thousands of jobs will be generated in the advent of offshore renewable wind
energy. If anything goes wrong during the construction and operation of our
country’s first major offshore wind farm, where the state of our natural
environmental and marine quality is jeopardized, not only will existing jobs be
compromised, but the jobs of generations to come will be obliterated.

Thank you for your comment.

0153-004

Cape Cod and the Islands thrive on fishing, both commercial and recreational.
Many species, such as fluke, squid, tuna, striped bass, are migratory and use the
corridor of Nantucket Sound to travel up the coast from North Carolina to Maine.
The placement of 80+ wind turbine generators within the Sound will 100%
disrupt migration, and thus the fishing activity of mobile and fixed gear. With that
said, there needs to be well-established funds in place for the displacement of our
fishing community.

Section 2.2.1, Section 3.3.6.3, and Appendix D of the DEIS included a discussion
of monitoring and mitigation proposed for the Project. Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS
has provided additional language for monitoring. Additional monitoring
requirements and mitigation measures, if any, will be developed in coordination
with the NMFS and included in the Record of Decision. Section 3.9.1 of the FEIS
has updated the discussion of the importance of recreational fishing to economy.

0153-005

In the wake of nuclear energy’s demise at Pilgrim power plant, Massachusetts has
the unique opportunity to fill the energy vacuum with clean, renewable resources.
I support offshore wind energy, so long as it is done smartly and safely. I've read
extensive articles regarding the harnessing of offshore wind energy in Europe.
The U.S. has decades of catching up to do. Leading our country in the fight of
cutting back greenhouse gas emissions, MA residents possess the utmost
responsibility in seeing that it is done “smart from the start.”

Thank you for your comment.

0154-001

I have observed this company over the last several months, and have been
impressed with their commitment to working collaboratively with various
constituencies to resolve concerns. I believe we are now at the point where this
project needs the approvals necessary to go forward. Science tells us, with ever
increasing unanimity, that we have ten to twelve years to bring carbon emissions
down, drastically. This project can be a major step in that direction.

Thank you for your comment.

0154-002

1 hear and I’'m sympathetic to local concerns, but in every case, run away climate
change will exacerbate those concerns. I realize it takes some courage to rule in
the face of local opposition, at whatever level it exists, but we need this project
and others like it.

Thank you for your comment.

0155-001

The continued right whale sightings within the proposed wind turbine area is of
concern. Vineyard Wind plans to discontinue construction if right whales our
sighted during construction but what is the plan if their behavior is impacted after

Section 3.4.2 and Appendix D of the FEIS have been updated to include a
discussion of monitoring and mitigation that has been proposed for the agency-
preferred alternative relative to the North Atlantic right whale. Post-construction

monitoring requirements are being developed with researchers, environmental
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construction, it is too late? Appropriate pilot studies need to be conducted prior to |[NGOs, State, and Federal agencies. Although long-term behavioral impacts are
construction. not expected to be major, the results of monitoring could be applied to adaptive

requirements if the results show certain actions may be warranted.

Section 3.4.2 of the FEIS has been revised in coordination with NMFS and
includes the proposed mitigation and monitoring measures for marine mammals.
Furthermore, Section 3.4 and Appendix D of the FEIS include the draft Incidental
Harassment Authorization measures proposed to be issued under the MMPA.

0155-002  |The impact on behavior of right whales, pelagics and other species of concern Sections 3.3 and 3.4 of the FEIS include a discussion on NARW and pelagic
that inhabit our waters resulting from change in habitat, ongoing erosion as well |species.
as the noise and EMF generated from hundreds of turbines and miles of electrical
cable is unknown for the species of concern in our waters.

0155-003  |These fruitful productive fishing grounds to the recreational and the commercial |Section 2.2.1, Section 3.3.6.3, and Appendix D of the DEIS included a discussion
fleet may be changed forever and could impact the migration and distribution of |of monitoring and mitigation proposed for the Project. Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS
fish and marine mammals near shore and offshore. Appropriate pilot studies need |has provided additional language for monitoring. All pre-construction monitoring
to be conducted prior to construction. requirements would be developed in coordination with the NMFS as part of the

ESA Section 7 consultation.

0155-004  |The RFA is a proponent of green energy but not to the detriment of our resource |Sections 3.1.2, 3.2.2, and 3.3.2 of the FEIS have been revised to include
as well as when it proves to be economically feasible using only private equity, |additional information on the potential reef effect from cable protection and scour
not rate payers or public funding sources. There is no doubt that the base of each |protection and cite a 2018 study by Causon and Gill, among others.
proposed wind turbine unit serves as an artificial reef that attracts forage fish as
well as gamefish.

0155-005  |Our ongoing concerns are associated with the subsurface cable lines and To minimize EMF generated by cables, all cabling would be contained in
associated EMF and noise generated from hundreds of wind turbine units and grounded metallic shielding to prevent detectable direct electric fields. Vineyard
detrimental impact if any associated with such;... Wind would also bury cables to a target burial depth of approximately 6.6 feet (2

meters) below the surface. Sections 3.2.2, 3.3.2,3.4.2, and 3.5.2 of the FEIS have
been updated to include additional information on EMF-related impacts on
benthic resources, fish and invertebrates, marine mammals, and sea turtles,
respectively. Sections 3.3.2, 3.4.2, and 3.5.2 of the FEIS have been updated to
include additional information on operational noise impacts on fish and
invertebrates, marine mammals, and sea turtles, respectively.

0155-006  |Our ongoing concerns are associated with...impact to radar and/or safe Section 3.4.7.3 of the DEIS included a discussion of impacts on radar and
navigation; associated mitigation measures; therefore, no changes to the FEIS are warranted.

Section 3.11.2 of the FEIS has been updated with an expanded discussion of
impacts on navigation.

0155-007  |Our ongoing concerns are associated with...and the potential for the proposed Temporary limited or restricted access areas (safety zones) may be set up around

active construction areas where applicable. However, note that BOEM does not
have the authority to restrict access to the WDA during operations. In addition,
the USCG has stated that they will not restrict access to the WDA during
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some degree of direct evidence for magneto-sensitivity associated with
subsurface cables; the six species included five sharks and the yellowfin tuna.
Yellowfin tuna, bluefin tuna and sharks are located in the proposed wind turbine
areas.

Il\?lilr(:;)er Comment Text Response
operations. The USCG’s authority to establish safety zones only extends to the
boundary of the territorial waters of the United States, which is 12 nautical miles
from shore and outside the WDA. No change to the DEIS was necessary.
Sections 3.9.1 and 3.9.2 of the FEIS have been updated to include additional
discussion of impacts on recreational fishing for large pelagic species.

0155-008  |Proposed subsurface cable lines are subject to ongoing erosion of the ocean floor |To minimize EMF generated by cables, all cabling would be contained in
sediment resulting in the lack of an adequate buffer to prevent impacts resulting |grounded metallic shielding to prevent detectable direct electric fields. Vineyard
from EMF exposure. Adequate buffer must be maintained to prevent detrimental |Wind would also bury cables to a target burial depth of approximately 6.6 feet (2
impacts to the entire ecosystem. EMF could deter or attract crustaceans, forage  |meters) below the surface. Section 3.2, 3.3, 3.4, and 3.5 of the FEIS have been
fish, groundfish, finfish, highly migratory pelagic species (tuna, marlin, sharks) [updated to include additional information on EMF-related impacts on benthic
and marine mammals. Recreational anglers, charter boat captains and the resources, fish and invertebrates, marine mammals, and sea turtles, respectively.
commercial fleet are reporting such observations at the cable locations associated |Further discussion of EMF-related impacts on these species is also provided in
with the Block Island Wind Turbines that are now devoid of fish where fish were |the Biological Assessment submitted to NOAA, which can be found at the
historically located in the past. Is the EMF associated with subsurface cable following link: https://www.boem.gov/Vineyard-Wind-Consultation-
resulting in such behavior? Documents/. There is no information available on observed effects of EMF from

Block Island Wind Farm on fish.

0155-009  |Fisherman also report observations of whales and marine mammals that have not |Section 3.4.2 of the FEIS has updated the discussion of acoustic and EMF-related
been observed for 50 plus years in the Block Island Wind Turbine area until the |impacts on marine mammals. Further details regarding acoustic and EMF-related
units were constructed and up and running. Is the noise generated from the wind |effects to these species are provided in Appendix F of the FEIS and in the
turbine units or EMF impacting their behavior? Biological Assessment submitted to NOAA, which can be found at the following

link: https://www.boem.gov/Vineyard-Wind-Consultation-Documents/.

0155-010  |Claisse et al. (2015) determined six out of 99 Hawaiian fish species exhibited Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS has updated the discussion of EMF-related impacts on

fish, with additional information on EMF-sensitive species.

Claisse et al 2015 (https://www.boem.gov/2015-042/) is a BOEM literature
synthesis identifying Hawaiian fish species that may be sensitive to EMF. It is
well documented that shark species are sensitive to EMF, which is why BOEM
conducted a controlled study over the Cross Sound Cable to more closely look at
shark species behavioral changes in the presence of an energized cable. The FEIS
has been updated to discuss the results of that study. Regarding yellowfin tuna,
Claisse et al. referenced a previous study that found that yellowfin tuna could be
trained in a controlled setting to respond to magnetic field anomalies. This study
further found that “The delay in response caused by subsequent presentation of
the anomaly decreased rapidly for all but one fish tested, suggesting that at first
the fish were disturbed by the stimulus but later they paid no attention to it. (from
Walker J Comp Physiol A (1984) 155:673-679)” These findings support the
conclusion in the FEIS.
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Gully” that we have identified more than once as being located in an area utilized
by the recreational anglers as well as the commercial fleet. Recreational anglers
including the charter boat and/or for hire fleet target, bluefin tuna, yellowfin tuna,
white marlin, mahi and other species within and near Gordons Gully. The wind
turbines need to be moved north or south beyond these key fishing grounds or the
grid spacing of the wind turbines increased otherwise anglers will not enter these
areas without the fear of losing hook and line gear if hooking into a large pelagic.
Ultimately, anglers would be denied access to these key fishing grounds if the
present wind turbine grid configuration remains since anglers would not enter this
area due to safety concerns as well as potential fear of loss of hook and line gear
while targeting highly migratory large pelagics.

Il\?lilr:;)er Comment Text Response
0155-011  |Adequate buffer must be maintained and associated scientifically valid and To minimize EMF generated by cables, all cabling would be contained in
credible studies conducted to address [concerns about potential impacts of EMF  |grounded metallic shielding to prevent detectable direct electric fields. Vineyard
from the proposed action]. Wind would also bury cables to a target burial depth of approximately 6.6 feet (2
meters) below the surface. Section 3.2.2, 3.3.2, 3.4.2, and 3.5.2 of the FEIS have
been updated to include additional information on EMF-related impacts to
benthic resources, fish and invertebrates, marine mammals, and sea turtles,
respectively. Further discussion of EMF-related impacts on these species is also
provided in the Biological Assessment submitted to NOAA, which can be found
at the following link: https://www.boem.gov/Vineyard-Wind-Consultation-
Documents/.
0155-012  |The figures attached at Attachment A indicate that the proposed wind turbines are |Sections 3.3.2, 3.4.2, and 3.10.2 of the FEIS have updated the discussions of
located in critically endangered right whale areas, cod and herring spawning areas |anticipated impacts on fish and invertebrates (including highly migratory
and squid mop areas. Considering the status of the critically endangered right species), marine mammals, and commercial fisheries, respectively. Further
whale population and the fact that the proposed wind turbines are located within |discussion of ESA listed species is provided in the Biological Assessment
spawning areas and fruitful fishing grounds for the recreational and commercial ~[submitted to NOAA. Further discussion of commerecial fish is provided in the
fleet we request that the following be addressed: What is the impact to these Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) assessment. Both documents can be found at the
species as well as highly migratory pelagic species resulting from the EMF following link: https://www.boem.gov/Vineyard-Wind-Consultation-Documents/
generated from the subsurface cable lines and the noise generated from hundreds
of wind turbine units? Will the EMF or noise impact the ability for marine Note that the wind turbines would not be located in North Atlantic Right Whale
mammals or other species to navigate these waters or have a detrimental impact |Critical Habitat.
on their behavior? Will the EMF or noise generated from the units have a
detrimental impact on grunting cod that are spawning in these areas as well as
spawning herring and squid mops?
0155-013  |The proposed wind turbines are located within and area known as “Gordons BOEM does not have the authority to restrict access to or within the WDA during

operations. In addition, the USCG has stated that they do not intend to restrict
access to the WDA during operations. The for-hire recreational fishery has
identified Gordon’s Gully, located in the southern part of the WDA, as an area
that construction and installation activities may particularly impact. Trolling for
highly migratory fish may involve many feet of lines and hooks behind the vessel
and then following large pelagic fish once they are hooked. If the fishing is good
in the area, then several vessels may be involved in the fishery. Given the
navigational and maneuverability challenges under normal circumstances it is
expected that this type of fishing may be further constrained where it overlaps
with construction and installation activities. For-hire fishing boats are typically
smaller compared to commercial fishing boats, which improves their
maneuverability; however, construction traffic and noise can cause fish to leave
the area. Therefore, it is expected that for-hire fishing would have more flexibility
for use of the area during construction and installation. There is the potential,
however, for behavioral impact on target recreational species as described above
(Michael Pierdinock, Pers. Comm., September 19, 2018; FAO 2018).

K-191




Vineyard Wind 1 Offshore Wind Energy Project—FEIS

Appendix K—Public Comments and Responses

Index
Number

Comment Text

Response

Vineyard Wind’s supplemental navigational risk assessment shows that it is
technically feasible to navigate and maneuver fishing vessels and mobile gear
through the WDA, BOEM is cognizant that maneuverability within the WDA
may vary depending on many factors including vessel size, fishing gear or
method used, and or by environmental conditions. In addition, BOEM is aware
that even when feasible to fish within the WDA, some fishermen might still not
consider it safe to do so. However, BOEM also expects that, with time, many
fishermen would adapt to WTGs spacing and would be able to fish successfully
in the WDA.

0155-014

Recreational hook and line anglers targeting large pelagics such as makos,
threshers, bluefin tuna, etc., will need to safely navigate around the base of the
wind turbine structure(s) to avoid our gear being chaffed or tangled if one were to
hook into a ballistic monster mako or bluefin tuna? So how far should each wind
turbine unit be placed or what is the appropriate distance between each unit so we
can safely navigate and land pelagics in the turbine areas? A scientific credible
study assessing the adequate and safe distance to land pelagics is lacking and is
absolutely necessary, reasonable and appropriate in order to sight the units.

Section 3.10.2 of the FEIS has been updated to included additional discussion of
impacts on commercial fisheries and for hire recreational fishing. Section 3.11.2
of the FEIS has been updated to further address navigational hazards to fishing
vessels in the WDA. While some temporary access restrictions will be required
during construction and routine maintenance, access to the WDA and OECC will
not be restricted during operations. Sections 3.9.2 and 3.10.2 of the FEIS have
been updated to discuss impacts related to recreational fishing for large pelagic
species.

0155-015

The recreational anglers, charter boat/for hire and commercial fleet not only fish
but navigate through this area while transiting to key fishing grounds beyond the
proposed wind turbine areas including the Canyons. What is a safe distance
between wind turbines platforms in order to safely navigate these areas? There
are reports of radar units impacted by the wind turbine arrays. According to the
Cape Wind Energy Project, FEIS dated 2009, Appendix H “the wind farm does
have an impact on navigation.” As a result how will this be adequately addressed
without completely shutting down our ability to fish or safely transit and navigate
such areas?

Section 2.1.1.2 and 3.11 of the FEIS have been updated to discuss the 2-nautical-
mile-wide northeast-southwest navigational safety corridor identified by the
Massachusetts Fisheries Working Group on Offshore Wind, as well as USCG’s
Final MARIPARS. Sections 3.11.1 (vessel traffic in the WDA) and 3.11.2
(impacts on navigation through the WDA) of the FEIS have been updated to
further discuss this topic.

0155-016

The Block Island wind turbine project is located near shore in state waters. The
fish found within the Block Island wind turbine project waters did not include the
Highly Migratory species and/or large pelagics found in the proposed wind
turbine areas well off shore in federal waters. The species found in each area are
significantly different and one is not comparing apples to apples. More study is
needed and a pilot study is highly recommend since many of the items of concern
cannot be addressed in the laboratory setting and can only be addressed in the
proposed wind turbine areas.

Section 3.3.6.1 of the DEIS included a discussion of fish resources that may
occur within the Project area based upon the best available science at the time of
publication. All pre- and post-construction monitoring is being developed in
coordination with the NMFS. Additional monitoring requirements and mitigation
measures, if any, will be developed in coordination with the NMFS and included
in the Record of Decision. Appendix D of the FEIS has updated the
comprehensive list of the monitoring and mitigation that has been proposed for
the agency-preferred alternative. Further discussion of highly migratory species is
provided in the EFH Assessment, which can be found at the following link:

https://www.boem.gov/Vineyard-Wind-Consultation-Documents/.
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0155-017  |The RFA is a proponent of green energy but not to the detriment of our resource |Thank you for your comment.
as well as when it proves to be economically feasible using only private equity,
not rate payers or public funding sources.

0156-001 VCS promotes the broadest possible definition of conservation, including habitat, |Section 3.4.1.3 of the DEIS provided information on the proposed Resiliency and
biodiversity, open space, and community character. Therefore, we believe that for | Affordability Fund. Therefore, no change to the FEIS is warranted. The FEIS has
offshore wind to succeed, the process must promote the protection of marine been revised in Section A.8.1.2 in Appendix A to the FEIS to indicate that
resources and provide a net benefit to host communities’ local environments. To |Vineyard Wind has committed to allowing emergency management services to
this end, we were very pleased to learn of the recent agreement with conservation |use the storage battery array.
groups to take measures to protect the endangered North Atlantic right whale. We
also applaud the plans to allow our emergency management services to use
Vineyard Wind’s storage batteries, reducing local carbon emissions and air
pollution.

0156-002  (Stabilization of atmospheric greenhouse gas emissions is a global environmental |Section 2.4 of the FEIS has been updated to provide a summary of the potential
priority; yet, renewable energy projects are not without environmental costs. We |benefits of the proposed Project. A cost-benefit analysis is outside of the scope of
ask that BOEM regulatory oversight of this project prioritize the protection of ~ |[NEPA, although the DEIS and FEIS assess both beneficial and adverse impacts
biodiversity and habitat, and, to the greatest extent possible, to facilitate local in the resource-specific sections within Chapter 3 and Appendix A, and also
benefit for the host community of an environmental nature. The most provides a comparison of the alternatives analyzed. The Operations and
prominently discussed local benefit offered by Vineyard Wind to date has been |Maintenance facility will be evaluated, approved, and constructed subject to local
the planned construction of an operation and maintenance facility in Vineyard regulations such as zoning, site plan, stormwater and building permit
Haven. While this is purportedly an economic benefit, we do not consider it to be |requirements.
an environmental benefit; to the contrary, it will increase our already significant
problems of overdevelopment.

0156-003  |While we support this project in concept, we would prefer to see it take the lead | Thank you for your comment.
in promoting additional community benefits in energy conservation, improved
efficiency, and clean energy. This could take many forms: from earmarking
dollars for public transportation, to improving energy efficiency of homes and
businesses, to (our preferred outcome) providing rooftop solar for our island’s
schools and other municipal buildings.

0156-004  |Development of new commercial energy ventures without an equally forceful Thank you for your comment.
effort at local energy conservation will undercut the magnitude of change
required, and we will lose a pivotal opportunity. With emissions and temperatures
rising nearly every year, time is of the essence.

0157-001 All cities/towns in Massachusetts are ramping up their demand for clean energy | Thank you for your comment.
in the state....I wish for all renewables projects to go forward without
impediment and look forward to Vineyard Wind’s project to become a viable
component of Watertown’s clean energy plans.

0158-001 [The Vinyard Wind Project is] Much needed, environmentally and economically. | Thank you for your comment.

0159-001 I am very much in support of this project for both its environmental and Thank you for your comment.
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0160-001 Turbine Size and resulting placement: With 9.5 MW turbines, you say: ...Using | The development of the EIS has been based on Vineyard Wind’s utilization of
this 9.5-MW wind turbine also adds important flexibility in the wind array layout |the PDE, which included a range of 8-10 MW WTGs as assessed in the DEIS
and reduces the total area of the turbine array, further minimizing any impacts to |and was updated to allow for up to 14 MW WTGs. The FEIS assesses the
commercial fishermen, especially those working out of Massachusetts and Rhode |impacts of the reasonable range of Project designs that are described in the
Island ports.” What about 12 MW turbines? Vineyard Wind COP and presented in Appendix G by using the “maximum-case

scenario” process. Therefore, utilization of the 9.5 MW machine falls within the
PDE and impacts have been accounted for.

0160-002  |Is there any Pile Driving, drilling and cable trenching noise mitigation?: Bubble |Sections 3.3.2, 3.4.2, and 3.5.2 of the FEIS include a discussion of the types of
Curtains:...Hydro Sounds Dampers noise reduction technologies to be used during pile driving activities

0161-001 The fishing mitigation package is a joke. More $$$(squid, lobsters, crab, scallop, [Section 3.10.2 of the FEIS has been revised to include a discussion
fin fish)than that gets landed at Point Judith daily in the summer than they compensation. Section 3.10 of the FEIS has been updated to include details of
planned to put in yearly! It needs to be flexible & not capped. If they do billions |mitigation and monitoring measures relative to commercial fisheries, including
of damage they should be liable for billions not thousands. voluntary financial compensation. Appendix D of the FEIS has also been updated

to include modifications and/or additional mitigation and monitoring measures.
These additional mitigation measures could be considered by decision makers
and incorporated into the Record of Decision.

0162-001  |We write this letter to express our concern regarding the approach to fisheries Section 3.6.1 of the FEIS has been updated to include information for ocean
mitigation associated with the Vineyard Wind project. Seafreeze, Sea Fresh, and |economy employment data and Sections 3.6.1 and 3.6.2 of the FEIS have been
the Town Dock are the three largest seafood processors in RI and receive, updated to include seafood processing and other fishery support businesses in
purchase, process and sell most of the product harvested in the Vineyard Wind  |relation to commercial fishing industry.
project area. Despite this we have been excluded from meaningful participation in
the process for developing, informing and approving fisheries mitigation. The
direct economic impacts to our companies resulting from the Vineyard Wind
project have been left out of the fisheries mitigation plan offered by Vineyard
Wind to the Rhode Island fishing industry. Just as vessels will be adversely
impacted, shoreside infrastructure as a whole will be negatively affected by the
project, yet none of it was accounted for in Vineyard Wind report or plan.

0162-002  |Vineyard Wind has been involved in an ongoing series of negotiations with Section 3.10.2 of the FEIS has been revised to include a discussion of
Rhode Island’s Fishermen’s Advisory Body (FAB) to determine an adequate displacement and potential conflict over fishing grounds and voluntary
compensation plan to offset economic impacts anticipated from the development |compensation. Section 3.10 of the FEIS has been updated to include details of
of the nation’s first wind energy facility in federal waters. This process has lacked |mitigation and monitoring measures relative to commercial fisheries, including
structure and transparency. Furthermore, the membership of the FAB does not  |voluntary financial compensation. Appendix D of the FEIS has also been updated
include representatives of Rhode Island’s most economically important federally |to include modifications and/or additional mitigation and monitoring measures.
managed fisheries, nor any representatives from any of Rhode Island’s three These additional mitigation measures could be considered by decision makers
largest seafood businesses. We therefore have been relegated to public comment |and incorporated into the Record of Decision.
periods only, rather than having a seat at the table, for an issue that stands to have
significant economic impacts on our businesses.

0162-003  |In addition to the serious problems associated with the Rhode Island process, we |Section 1.1 of the DEIS contained information on the background of the process

remain troubled that the ultimate approval of Vineyard Wind’s project may hinge

and project. Appendix C (formerly Chapter 4) of the FEIS has been updated with
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upon its engagement with fishing industry members of only one state. Unlike the |information on the coordination and consultation process to date for the proposed
Block Island Wind Farm, the Vineyard Wind project is proposed to be located on |Project. Prior to preparation of a DEIS, BOEM held five public scoping meetings
the Outer Continental Shelf in the U.S. Exclusive Economic Zone. Activities in  |near the proposed Project area to solicit feedback and identify issues and potential
federal waters impact other ocean users from a wide range of states, including alternatives for consideration. The topics most referenced in the scoping
commercial fishing which is primarily federally permitted and operates outside of |comments include commercial fisheries and for-hire recreational fishing, Lewis
any one state’s jurisdiction. The consideration of only a sub-set of one state’s Bay, the Project description, socioeconomics, and alternatives. Additional public
citizens in determining a project’s viability would set an alarming precedent for |input opportunities occurred during the proposed Project’s planning and leasing
future projects in federal waters that may impact Rhode Island fisheries and phases between 2009 and 2015. BOEM also consulted with state, federal, and
associated businesses, as well as those based in other states in the region. tribal agencies. BOEM considered all of the resulting comments while preparing
this DEIS. Furthermore, BOEM published a DEIS on December 7, 2018, which
initiated a 45-day comment period open to all. BOEM used the comments
received on the DEIS, as well as the SEIS, to inform preparation of the FEIS.
0162-004  |we reiterate our previous request to BOEM and Vineyard Wind that an effective |Section 3.6.1 of the FEIS has been updated to include information for ocean
fisheries mitigation plan would take the approach of first avoiding conflicts to the [economy employment data and to Section 3.6.2 of the FEIS for impacts on
extent possible, then minimizing any impacts that are truly unavoidable through |commercial fisheries and shoreside industries as well as the potential “Ocean &
effective design, and finally consider appropriate monetary compensation for any |Fisheries and Wind Fund” that could assist in fishery technology. Appendix D of
residual impacts to both fishing vessels and affected shoreside infrastructure, the FEIS has also been updated to include modifications and/or additional
based on accurate and comprehensive economic impact studies. mitigation and monitoring measures. These additional mitigation measures could
be considered by decision makers and incorporated into the Record of Decision.
0163-001 Vineyard Wind, incorrectly asserts that shoreside fisheries based businesses will [Section 3.4.2 of the DEIS discussed potential impacts on shoreside fish
not experience negative economic impacts from its proposed project, and businesses. Section 3.10 and Appendix D of the FEIS have been updated to
therefore offers no compensation for shoreside fisheries businesses. include additional information on compensation for shoreside businesses.
0163-002 |...the compensation offered to fishing vessels themselves is woefully inadequate. |Section 3.10 and Appendix D of the FEIS have been revised to include the
As detailed in the attached letter, BOEM reduces impacts on fisheries from Vineyard Wind’s voluntary established gear loss and revenue compensation
“major” to “moderate/minor” due to its assumption of a comprehensive and funds for fishing interests based in Rhode Island, Massachusetts, and other states.
appropriate fisheries mitigation and compensation plan. Vineyard Wind is not Please see Section 3.10 and Appendix D of the FEIS for more details on the
offering a comprehensive or appropriate mitigation or compensation plan to RI  |measures.
fishing vessels and businesses that would reduce impacts from “major”, and has
yet to offer any compensation or mitigation to the fishing industry from any other
state. This is concerning as regards future proposals in other areas. Based on
major and unmitigated impacts, Vineyard Wind’s project should not go forward.
0164-001 This project is a small but very significant investment in our environmental Thank you for your comment.
survival.
0165-001 I wanted to comment on a few misconceptions in the media on this project. The [Sections 3.1.2, 3.2.2, and 3.3.2 of the FEIS have been revised to explain potential

epibenthic species attached to the wind towers will attract species like black sea
bass and other pelagic feeders that are migrating into Southern New England
Waters from the Mid-Atlantic region. The problems with the commercial lobster
fishery in SNE is warming waters and shell disease (not the existence of wind
farms). The lobster pot fishery and ship strikes pose more of a threat to North

benefits and caveats of the reef effect and acknowledge the possibility of
infestation by invasive species. Section 3.4.2 and Appendix D of the FEIS have
been updated to include a discussion of monitoring and mitigation that has been
proposed for the agency-preferred alternative. Monitoring requirements are being
developed with researchers, environmental NGOs, State, and Federal agencies.
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Atlantic right whales than does the Vineyard Wind structures. Seismic surveys
for oil/gas and US Navy training are emerging human activities that could effect
NARWS. The shifting baseline in the ocean will cause changes in NARW
feeding areas as the microbial food web displaces the grazing food chain which
supports the large zooplankton prey of NARWs. This will require consideration
during construction of the wind turbines and operational support, since Apex
predators; forage fish and whales will occupy different places in the ocean in
space and time than in the past.

0165-002

An adequate regional monitoring plan [of the shifting baseline community in the
ocean] is required to supplement the site specific proposals and research
programs. Some of this can come from state/federal monitoring programs and
research endeavors (science & modeling), but a major challenge is converting this
data into information useful for diverse constituent groups; policy makers and
regulators and elected officials at the grassroots and national levels. It is
important to incorporate cutting edge science into the BOEM management
process for offshore wind projects given the shifting baseline in the ocean which
is occurring faster than the policy making & regulatory process. Good example is
Omnibus Habitat Amendment 2 which was finalized in January 2018 and doesn’t
provide ways to address ocean climate change effects in the Gulf of Maine and
Nantucket Sound which border Cape Cod. NOAA Fisheries published a report on
this topic in 2017 on converting climate science into management advice.

Thank you for your comment.

0165-003

Ocean wind farms provide a source of renewable energy and are less damaging
than oil/gas development (an observation from my 9 years living in Louisiana).
Cape Cod’s Blue Economy would benefit from development of offshore wind
energy.

Thank you for your comment.

0166-001

The threat posed by climate change to our communities must be addressed.
Renewable energy sources, such as wind, are a critical part of the solution.
However, we also need to learn lessons from the past. When we were caught by
the potential for hydropower, the innumerate dams built fundamentally changed
ecosystems and almost killed off the salmon population. Let’s not let the same
thing happen with offshore wind development. As research shows there are
significant negative impacts on fish populations in response to electromagnetic
fields, we should make every effort to minimize those impacts. The current EIS
does not address this adequately. [ am not an engineer, but here are three possible
solutions to consider: 1) require multiple wind farms to share conduits, thus
minimizing the number of cables, 2) bury the cables deeper, and 3) install some
kind of extra shielding to minimize the electromagnetic field.

To minimize EMF generated by cables, all cabling would be contained in
grounded metallic shielding to prevent detectable direct electric fields. Vineyard
Wind would also bury cables to a target burial depth of approximately 6.6 feet (2
meters) below the surface. Please see Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS for more
information on EMF and fish. Section 2.1.7 of the DEIS included information on
the documents consideration of shared cable corridors and offshore regional
transmission networks.
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0166-002  |The second deficiency in the EIS is a lack of consideration for marine traffic Section 3.11.2 of the FEIS has been revised to discuss coordination with the
safety. The wind farms are what basically amount to a city on the water. Or USCQG, and to include an expanded discussion of the impacts on navigation
perhaps a large business complex. Imagine having a city on land where the roads |through the WDA.
were not wide enough to accommodate ambulances, and, as a result, it would
take emergency personnel hours to get to the center of the city because they had
to hike in instead of driving. We would not allow that on land and we should not
allow that in the sea. This the first of many wind farms and will set the
precedence for the “rules of the road” so to speak. The roads should be large
enough so that fisherman, scientists and other people working on the ocean can
do so safely - it is their workplace.

0167-001 Transit corridors must be methodically laid out to the standards using the Sections 2.1.1.2 and 3.11 of the FEIS have been revised to address both the 2
Guidance on Maritime Security Transit Corridor where the standard is for two  |nautical-mile-wide navigational safety corridor identified by the Massachusetts
lanes, one coming and one going with a 1.5 nautical mile (NM) for each. Fisheries Working Group on Offshore Wind, as well as USCG’s Final
https://combinedmaritimeforces.com/2017/09/06/guidance-on-maritimesecurity- |MARIPARS. The revised supplemental Navigation Risk Assessment prepared
transit-corridor The fishermen’s safety is always our number one priority. for Vineyard Wind and included as COP Appendix III-I (Epsilon 2020a) as well
Without adequate transit corridors the fleet will not be able to transit safely in as the USCG report was used to update the FEIS.
from sea during inclement weather and will be forced to travel countless
hours/miles around the wind lease area in its entirety.

0167-002  |Environmental impacts are not going to be fully determined until after the entire |Sections 3.1.2, 3.2.2, and 3.3.2 of the FEIS have been revised to explain potential
wind lease area is developed. The unknown effects of adding structure, also benefits and caveats of the reef effect and acknowledge the possibility of
known as reefing, into the water column will need to be closely studied as they |infestation by invasive species. Post-construction monitoring of benthic habitat
are going to create false habitat and in an environment with an ever increasing  |and of fisheries resources are described in Sections 3.2.2 and 3.3.2 of the FEIS.
population of Black Sea Bass these structures will add to their continued
increasing population as a false habitat. Black Sea Bass are a predatory fish and
consume lobsters whole.

0167-003  |The scour around the structures is also a great concern as the dynamic Section 2.1.1 of the DEIS provided a description of the Proposed Action,
environment in which these structures will be placed is that of sand and mud including scour protection. An updated discussion of the geology and seafloor
creating sand waves behind each structure will further upset the environment. conditions in the WDA, including a discussion of scour is provided in

Appendix E, Section E.3.

0167-004  |We are also concerned about the impacts to the lobster and conch resource As shown on Figure 3.10-3 of the FEIS, lobster landings from the portion of the
throughout the entire wind lease area and given the length of time it takes for WLA to be affected are low. As discussed in Section 3.10.1 of the FEIS,
either species’ to become sexually mature, lobster approximately 7-8 years and  |conch/whelk are not fished in the WLA. No change since the DEIS.
conch 9-10 years, any impact on them will be detrimental to the overall health of
the resource.

0167-005  |Electromagnetic Fields (EMF) have not been fully studied on what this will do to |To minimize EMF generated by cables, all cabling would be contained in
all the species that are harvested within the lease area. EMF has been tested on a |grounded metallic shielding to prevent detectable direct electric fields. Vineyard
very small and preliminary scale at URI and with only a lab test being done. Wind would also bury cables to a target burial depth of approximately 6.6 feet (2
There has not been enough research done on the large scale impacts of EMF on  |meters) below the surface. Sections 3.2.2, 3.3.2, 3.4.2, and 3.5.2 of the FEIS have
all the species that are harvested from within the lease area. We are extremely been updated to include additional information on EMF-related impacts on
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concerned given the number of inter-array cables between turbines and the cables |benthic resources, fish and invertebrates, marine mammals, and sea turtles,
to shore. respectively. Sections 3.3.2, 3.4.2, and 3.5.2 of the FEIS have been updated to

include additional information on operational noise impacts on fish and
invertebrates, marine mammals, and sea turtles, respectively.

0167-006  |We are also troubled about the burial depth of these cables and should these Section 2.1.1 of the FEIS has been updated to address cable burial risk for the
cables not be buried, concrete mattresses will be used in areas with strong proposed Project. The OECC would have a target burial depth of up to 5-8 feet
currents and shifting sands. This is a formula for hang ups by mobile gear and (1.5-2.5 meters).
will increase the EMF in the water we do not know if it will create an electric
fence to the vulnerable species’ until it can be reburied. To minimize EMF generated by cables, all cabling would be contained in

grounded metallic shielding to prevent detectable direct electric fields. Vineyard
Wind would also bury cables to a target burial depth of approximately 6.6 feet (2
meters) below the surface. Please see Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS for more
information on EMF and fish.

0167-007  |Turbine Layout has also been one of the most discussed topics at the MA Chapter 2 of the DEIS and FEIS includes a discussion of alternatives for the
Fishermens Advisory meetings. Without consistency in ALL the lease areas the |Proposed Action.
existing mobile and fixed gear fishing industry will not be able to maintain the
cohesive way of fishing together as they have for countless decades. The turbine
layout recommendation has always been to set the turbines one NM apart and on
an East West pattern or on the 0’s or 5’s as fishermen refer to this pattern.

Vineyard Wind is the first to a large scale wind farm and setting the standard high
and working with the fishing industry to mitigate how to best move forward has
always been encourage.

0167-008  |Research needs is also an area that the MLA has always been asking for as these |Sections 3.1 to 3.12 and A.8.1 to A.8.5 in Appendix A of the FEIS include a
wind farms will have an impact on the ecosystem and we do not have time to discussion and analysis of current conditions affected by the Project. Additional
wait. The MLA is committed to working with ALL lease holders on a multitude |information regarding monitoring and mitigation measures proposed for the
of research so we can better understand what impact these structures will have  |Project are provided in the updated Appendix D of the FEIS.
and how to better mitigate any changes in the future. We collectively have one
shot to get the baseline research done preconstruction because once they are up
the dynamic environment has changed forever. The standard for research is a
time series of 7 years and unfortunately, we will not have the pre construction
time series of 7 years. The MLA is currently working with VW and UMASS
Dartmouth on developing a multi species survey for lobster, lobster larvae, black
sea bass, plankton, water temperature and ocean acidification. We are hopeful to
get this survey in the water this spring.

0167-009  |Protected Species is yet another great concern to the MLA as the fixed gear There are no identified entanglement issues associated with the Vineyard Wind

industry is continually under siege to do more towards the protection for the
Right Whale. Massachusetts commercial lobstermen are doing more than anyone
in the world for the conservation of Right Whales. We are extremely
apprehensive that ANY impact to their feeding grounds or ability to traverse the

Project that could be misidentified for fixed gear impacts. Although there is no
direct evidence available that NARW foraging would be disrupted from
operation of the wind facility. Section 3.4.2 and Appendix D of the FEIS have
been updated to include a discussion of monitoring and mitigation that has been
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wind lease area will some how come back to bite the lobster/fishing industry and |proposed for the agency-preferred alternative. BOEM is developing post-
become their responsibility. There needs to be an in-depth study in the impacts to |construction monitoring plans that would monitor for both species occurrence
the food sourcing and species in the entire wind lease area as the dynamic and any habitat changes in the area. Appendix D of the FEIS has also been
environment will change once the lease area has been fully developed. See the  |updated to include modifications and/or additional mitigation and monitoring
sightings chart ... [provided in the submission]. measures. Additional mitigation and monitoring measures may arise from

consultations and coordination with Federal and State resource agencies. These
additional mitigation measures could be considered by decision makers and
incorporated into the Record of Decision.

0167-010 | The number of Right Whale sightings continues to increase over the years in Section 3.4.2 of the FEIS has been revised in coordination with NMFS and
Southern New England and more so in the entire wind lease area. The impacts to |includes the proposed mitigation and monitoring measures for marine mammals.
these whales will not be realized for years to come and at that point it may be too |Furthermore, Section 3.4 and Appendix D of the FEIS include the draft Incidental
late to undo the harm these structures will cause. Harassment Authorization measures proposed to be issued under the MMPA.

Further details regarding acoustic effects to these species are provided in
Appendix F of the FEIS and in the Biological Assessment submitted to NOAA,
which can be found at the following link: https://www.boem.gov/Vineyard-
Wind-Consultation-Documents/.

0167-011 [TThe MLA is greatly concerned about the area in which Vineyard Wind will be |Thank you for your comment.
developing the first large scale offshore wind farm in the United States due to the
highly productive fishing grounds for a multitude of fisheries and we want to
ensure that systematic baseline studies are done of the ecosystem and all the sea
life there within. The MLA is committed to working the commercial fishing
industry and Vineyard Wind throughout the project to ensure all voices are heard
and concerns are vetted. BOEM has the ability to make this happen as we are
moving forward into the unknown let’s move forward in a direction that ALL
other projects will adhere too the high standard you set today. Our hope is to look
back one day and know that we all did what was right by the commercial fishing
industry and the ecosystem we all depend upon.

0168-001  |Delay wind farm installations until a proper grid can be established. Vineyard Section 1.2 of the DEIS included a discussion on the Purpose and Need for the
Wind is the first large scale offshore wind farm. It will set precedents that are proposed Project. In addition, Section 2.1.1 of the FEIS includes a detailed
going to be followed as the industry develops. From the start, BOEM alone has  |description of the Proposed Action. Appendix C (formerly Chapter 4) of the FEIS
the power to properly regulate this development with guidance from past land has been updated with information on the coordination and consultation process
based development. Do not give this power over to companies and financial firms|to date for the proposed Project.
who are mostly struggling to make their stakeholders happy...

0168-002  |BOEM has leased most of the continental shelf South of Rhode Island. Each Section C.5 in Appendix C of the FEIS includes a detailed discussion for

wind farm that is proposed is installing an export cable from the turbines to land.
Let me be clear, within a lease area, each time a developer sells a power contract
to an onshore distribution agency, they are proposing installing a new cable for
that power contract....The leases have been bought and companies are selling

Alternatives Considered but not Analyzed in Detail for the proposed Project.

K-199



Vineyard Wind 1 Offshore Wind Energy Project—FEIS Appendix K—Public Comments and Responses

Index

Number Comment Text Response

power contracts to states who have mandated utilization of renewable energy by
specific dates. This is reckless....Cables everywhere and all stakeholders will lose.
0168-003  |Iurge BOEM to resist political pressures and take the time to properly plan the  |Thank you for your comment.
offshore wind projects. The stakes are high for investors as well as citizens. If we
do this wrong from the start, we will not only hinder or destroy one of our best
chances to develop lower CO2 emitting power sources...but we could turn much
needed investors away from this next grand engineering project that the US is

undertaking.
0168-004  |BOEM must not allow itself to be given thousands of pages of documents and  |Chapter 1 of the DEIS and FEIS and Appendix C (formerly Chapter 4) of the
just rubber stamp them. If we let one stakeholder group run the show, we are FEIS discuss the proposed process under BOEM’s authority.

going to head in another unbalanced direction for humanity...BOEM should be
independent of these interest groups and lead this development responsibly.
0169-001  |We are in favor of responsible development of offshore wind energy resources as | Thank you for your comment.
long as the environment and marine opportunities, including recreational fishing
are protected. [My organization,] RISSA would like to have rod and reel surveys
done as part of the wind farm research protocol as this is how recreational
fishermen (and many commercial fishermen) fish. Rod and reel surveys
conducted in all seasons when fish are present would give researchers a good idea
of what fish are in the wind farm area before, during and after construction.
Additionally, research methods to study impacts on pelagic fish such as sharks,
tuna, mahi, etc. should also be done...we would be pleased to work with you or
your scientific consultant to help design the details of a sampling program, but we
believe that actual field sampling should be started at least 24 months before any
construction. Sampling should include rod and reel surveys of bottom fish and
pelagic species during spring, summer, and fall periods as well as bottom fishing
in rocky areas during winter months. This sampling should occur in each
construction area for at least one year prior (three or four seasons); during the
construction period; and for at least two years post construction. A report should
be generated that describes sampling methods, results, and interpretation
regarding what effects were observed. A follow-up report should be written to
evaluate potential mitigation that could be implemented in subsequent
construction areas as development continues. Study methods for pelagic fish such
as mabhi, tuna, sharks as well as mammals should also occur as part of the study
protocol. Methods may include aerial surveys, acoustic tagging and other
methods to be determined. In addition, observational studies should be conducted
to observe recreational fishing activities occurring in the construction area on a
similar schedule. This information should be included in the report mentioned
above. An additional aspect of research should include surveying individuals who
fish in this area by phone, email, and in-person interviews to determine how their
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activities in the study area are changing before, during, and after construction.
RISAA can help with coordination between these individuals and the researchers.
0169-002 RISAA asked that additional structure be placed at the base of turbines to create |Sections 3.1.2, 3.2.2, and 3.3.2 of the FEIS have been revised to include

habitat i.e. mussel growth, small fish and larger fish. With minimal effort pylons |additional information on the potential reef effect from cable protection and scour
can create ideal rod and reel fishing habitat just like the Block Island Wind Farm |protection and cite a 2018 study by Causon and Gill, among others.

turbines...we believe that the four-legged structures with cross supports used at
the Block Island Wind Farm provide better habitat than mono-pile structures and
we would prefer seeing that technology used to provide this additional habitat. If
mono-pile structures are used we believe that additional structure can be
beneficial as habitat and also beneficial to the structures as anti-scour pads. When
anti-scour pads are designed the habitat value should be considered. The National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Association (NOAA) has many references to artificial
reefs and what makes them productive. They indicate that hard structure rising
above the floor of the ocean provides surfaces for encrusting organisms and
actual relief provides locations for fish to gain shelter. They recommend hard
surfaces like stone, concrete or metal and actual three dimensional spaces like
reef balls, concrete pipe sections, caves, etc. Based on this we believe that large
rock placed at the base of the tower structures with gaps and voids will provide
the best enhanced fish habitat.

0169-003 [Our] third point recommended a combined stakeholder advisory board to Thank you for your comment.
explore the impacts of not only individual projects but more importantly the
cumulative impact of multiple projects, lease areas and developers. Presently
such a fishermen/stakeholder panel with appropriate recreational participation
does not exist.

0171-001  |Vineyard Wind is the first major off shore wind project in the United States and it | Thank you for your comment.
represents a significant step in reversing our reliance on fossil fuels. The positive
environmental impacts are numerous, including but not limited to helping to
ameliorate the impacts of ocean acidification, loss of sea ice, sea level rise and
extreme weather. In addition, climate change poses significant threats to the
Cape’s natural resources and economy so this project gives us the opportunity to
participate in one of many efforts in response to this crisis.

0171-002  |There are potential threats to our marine and coastal environments as well as Thank you for your comment.
threats related to our drinking water. Over the past several months Vineyard
Wind has worked closely with the Town of Barnstable, local fishermen,
conservation NGOs, state and local agencies to ensure that this project will occur
in a way that avoids, minimizes and mitigates adverse impacts on the health of
our coastal and marine ecosystems. While not every concern was fully mitigated,
Vineyard Wind was able to greatly minimize impacts. With a project as important
and critical to the world we live in as this one, if the public and environmental
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benefits outweigh any detriments, as it does here, we should embrace the
opportunity. The Town Council gave its full support of this project.

0171-003

Vineyard Wind has worked closely with our Town Manager as well as DPW to
determine the best route once the cable made landfall to ensure the project’s
impacts are minimal where it concerns sensitive habitat areas and residential
neighborhoods.

Section A.8.6.2 in Appendix A of the FEIS has been updated to include
additional information on the onshore cable route and for details on landscaping
around the proposed substation site.

0171-004

The singular most critical concern is the risk to groundwater and public water.
This issue is so critical to the health of our Town and to the Cape in general, that
it was included in our Host community Agreement with Vineyard Wind, which I
would point out received a unanimous vote of support by the Town Council.
Specifically, our concerns were in relation to the proposed sub-station. The
proposed location of Vineyard Wind’s electrical sub-station in Independence
Park, Hyannis is located above the sole-source aquifer that services the Town’s
public water supply wells in the Hyannis area and up-gradient from the Town’s
Hyannis wells. The electrical substation will house yet-to-be-identified electrical
equipment, some of which is expected to be cooled by dielectric fluids. These
dielectric fluids, if not properly managed, could pose a risk to groundwater and
public water supplies. Everyone agrees that a release of dielectric fluids and other
hazardous materials from Vineyard Wind’s electric substation must be avoided.
In order to ensure safety and containment of these fluids, Vineyard Wind has
committed to providing design containment equal to a “minimum of 110% of the
dielectric fluid volume contained in the associated equipment plus an additional
volume to include the 100-year storm event over a 24-hour period, as well as to
providing dielectric fluid containment under each piece of substation equipment
containing dielectric fluids.” The company has committed to state of the art
containment at its substation in Independence Park and is working closely with
Town officials on final design standards. Additionally, $16 million in
supplemental funding included in the host community agreement with the town
has been dedicated to future water infrastructure and protecting our drinking
water resources.

Section 3.2.2.3 of the DEIS (A.8.2 in the FEIS) included a discussion of the
proposed substation and the proposed impervious containment sumps for
dialectic fluids, as well as, additional substation components and measures to
minimize or avoid potential impacts on water quality in the event of a potential
spill. Therefore, no change to the FEIS is warranted.

0171-005

The Town also worked with Vineyard Wind to mitigate noise pollution generated
by the substation. To ameliorate this concern Vineyard Wind will employ
enhanced noise mitigation through the addition of barriers in order to reduce the
impacts on residents at the Village Green complex, they have also added
enhancements to the proposed barrier walls and added interior walls to better
address noise concerns. Vineyard Wind will also provide complete visual
screening so as to nullify the visual pollution that might otherwise impact
residents.

Section A.8.6.2 in Appendix A of the FEIS has been updated to address this
comment.
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0171-006

In order to ensure protection of eelgrass, Vineyard Wind utilized surveys done by
the Division of Marine Fisheries. The data confirmed that eelgrass can be avoided
along the Covell’s Beach route. This is critical as this is an important habitat area
that provides refuge and sustenance to a variety of animals, and is a critical
component of sediment and shoreline stabilization. The horizontal directional
drilling approach onto Covells Beach will avoid all documented eelgrass and
mapped hard bottom, eliminating potential nearshore environmental impacts.
While surveys determined that it was impossible to totally avoid species that were
considered Special, Sensitive and Unique (SSUs), the impacts were minimal and
in balancing the entire project, the totality of the benefits outweighed these
impacts.

Section 3.1.2 of the FEIS explains how eelgrass would be avoided completely.

0171-007

The species of greatest concern is the critically endangered right whale.
According to the Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs’ Ocean
Management Plan and its mapping of SSUs, the project will not impact core
habitat for North Atlantic Right Whales. However, a group of 20-30 whales has
been seen aggregating south of the site. It is of the utmost importance that this
dynamic grouping be monitored and that drilling ceases when they are in the area,
and that vessel speeds are reduced. However, critically endangered Northern
Right Whales are severely impacted by ocean noise. Noise from shipping, sonar
testing, and drilling, drown out the sounds that whales and other marine animals
rely on to navigate, source food and find a mate. On January 22, 2019 Vineyard
Wind reached an agreement with NRDC, NWF and CLF which identified that
the protection of the critically endangered northern right whale was a top priority.
Included in the agreement is a cessation of pile driving while North Atlantic
Right Whales are likely to be present in the area, and during those periods where
there is likely to be a presence enhanced protocols are being put into place
safeguard against the effects of pile driving on these whales. Vineyard Wind has
proposed 8 mitigation measures including Passive Acoustic Monitoring (PAM)
and Protected Species Observers and the agreement ensures that the turbine
construction are being curtailed in the winter and early spring when the presence
of North Atlantic Right Whales is likely. There are being continual monitoring.
The establishment of a “Wind and Whales Fund” further signals Vineyard
Wind’s dedication to the protection of this iconic species.

Section 3.4.2 of the FEIS includes a discussion of acoustic impacts on marine
mammals. Further details regarding acoustic effects to these species are provided
in Appendix F of the FEIS and in the Biological Assessment submitted to
NOAA, which can be found at the following link:
https://www.boem.gov/Vineyard-Wind-Consultation-Documents/.

0171-008

Many are concerned about the impacts on avian species. In order to mitigate
harm to birds, Vineyard Wind has reduced the number of turbines as well as the
rotor swept areas and number of lights required. They have also reduced the
height of the turbines as well as the number of areas available for perching. While
this will not prevent all fatalities, it will substantively mitigate them.

Thank you for your comment.

0171-009

All major projects will have some impact and Vineyard Wind is no exception.

But failure to move forward on projects such as this will have far more

Thank you for your comment.
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catastrophic effects to humans and the environment and will imperil even further
those things that we profess we want to protect.

0172-001 A foundation and some cable will be a fine home and protection for small marine | Thank you for your comment.
life. Beside all the barrier reefs that were made with non-productive material, this
one will be productive for the marine life and the citizens of Massachusetts.

0173-001 I am mostly in support of this renewable wind energy project. I agree with many |Thank you for your comment.
that the affects of global warming and ocean acidification are already destroying
aquatic life to a point of no return. Our fisheries are in peril. We can only hope
that renewable energy projects and regenerative agriculture (as well as a cultural
shift in reducing energy use) can begin to curb the levels of CO2 in the
atmosphere.

0173-002  |The EIS states there is potential for temporary or permanent hearing loss of Section 3.3.2 and Appendix D of the FEIS include a discussion of noise reduction
mammals and fish during the 102 days of pile driving. It would be a big mistake |technologies proposed for use during pile driving activities. The proposed use of
to NOT use the most effective technology available for mitigating sediment noise |noise reduction technologies will be employed to ensure a minimum attenuation
for these threatened and endangered creatures. of 6 dB, resulting in reduction in the areas affected by Project-related noise

impacts. Section 3.4.2 of the FEIS includes a discussion of acoustic impacts on
marine mammals. Further details regarding acoustic effects to these species are
provided in Appendix F of the FEIS and in the Biological Assessment submitted
to NOAA, which can be found at the following link:
https://www.boem.gov/Vineyard-Wind-Consultation-Documents/.

0173-003 T urge you to mitigate the noise of pile driving by using double wall pile Sections 3.3.2, 3.4.2, and 3.5.2 of the FEIS includes a discussion of the types of
technology researched by the University of Washington and described here: noise reduction technologies to be used during pile driving activities
http://www.marinecontech.com/content/uploads/2015/02/Symposium-Full-

Presentation.pdf

0174-001  |As a resident of Massachusetts I support and approve the proposed wind energy |Thank you for your comment.
facility by Vinyard Wind. I believe there has been due diligence in researching
every aspect of the project and any potential negative impact on wildlife, marine
life and the fishing industry has been met. The positive impact of the project is
not to be understated.

0175-001 It is absolutely necessary that we continue to find and utilize new forms of Thank you for your comment.
renewable domestic energy like wind turbine-generated energy to replace fossil
fuels.

0175-002  |Mitigation measures put forth by Vineyard Wind and in consultation with other |Thank you for your comment.
agencies illustrate reasonable measures that would reduce irreversible and
irretrievable impacts during the construction, installation, operations and
maintenance phases of the project.

0176-001 Covel Beach is one of the most popular public beaches on cape cod and the The proposed cable transition from offshore to onshore would be achieved

through HDD techniques as discussed in Section 2.1.1.1 of the FEIS. The use of

K-204




Vineyard Wind 1 Offshore Wind Energy Project—FEIS

Appendix K—Public Comments and Responses

Index

Number Comment Text Response
cable would be buried 60 under the sea bed. The enforcement of this is critical to [HDD techniques will avoid or reduce impacts on the nearshore area, the intertidal
ensure that the public is safe should there ever be any electrical leakage. zone, the beach, and adjoining coastal areas.

0177-001  |We need to do all we can to reduce our use of fossil fuels, and this project helps | Thank you for your comment.
move us in the right direction.

0177-002  |The surface area of the turbine platforms will act as an artificial reef, providing  |Sections 3.1.2, 3.2.2, and 3.3.2 of the FEIS have been revised to explain potential
additional nursery grounds for some species, thus enhancing fisheries. benefits and caveats of the reef effect and acknowledge the possibility of

infestation by invasive species.

0178-001 The DEIS refers readers to Appendix III-B of the Construction and Operation Section A.8.1 in Appendix A of the FEIS has been revised to include an analysis
Plan (COP) for a complete description of emission points and emission using EPA's AVERT and COBRA tools to assess air quality and health benefits.;
calculations. However, the DEIS does not contain any quantification of emissions |however, please note that differences between the alternatives are very small and
for any of the alternative scenarios, cumulative impacts analysis, or the included |were not quantified.
discussion on clirnate change...We note that detailed emissions inventories are
periodically prepared by the Massachusetts Department of Environmental
Protection and EPA. The FEIS should include tables with emissions information
during construction and operation for each of the proposed alternatives. The FEIS
should provide readers with air emissions calculations to allow for a better
understanding of the impacts associated with each proposed alternative. All
emissions calculations should be based upon an equipment list that BOEM
anticipates will be used during the project...EPA’s most recent comprehensive
emissions inventory for the U.S. was for calendar year 2014, and is available at
EPA’s National Emissions Inventory (NEI) website at: https://www.epa.gov/air-
emissions-inventories/2014-national-emissionsinventory-nei-data.

0178-002  |We also recommend that the discussion include an analysis of future emission The emissions avoided, as described in COP Volume 111, Appendix B, Table 5-2a
reductions resulting from the production of electricity from this project and the  |(Epsilon 2020a), speculating on the future energy disposition in New England
corresponding decrease in electricity production from fossil fuel fired power beyond assessing the difference in impact of Vineyard Wind vs. Fossil Fuel is
plants in New England. The analysis should include the impacts to emissions of |outside of the purview of the FEIS. As such, no change to the FEIS is warranted.
nitrogen oxides (NOx), sulfur dioxide (S02) and carbon dioxide (CO2)...with
regard to data for power sector emissions specifically, BOEM can refer to the
annual emission report produced by ISO New England, available online at
https://www.iso-ne.com/system-planning/system-plans-studies/ernissions/.

0178-003  |EPA appreciates BOEM’s recognition of ozone as a regional pollutant, but the  |Section A.8.1 in Appendix A of the FEIS has been revised to include an analysis

DEIS incorrectly indicates the construction air emissions will have a negligible
impact because they are anticipated to last less than 2 years and attainment of the
ozone National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) is based on the annual
fourth-highest daily maximum 8-hour concentration, averaged over 3 years.
BOEM’s conclusion is misleading because 1 or 2 years of elevated
concentrations at nearby air monitoring stations could influence the 3-year
average if exceedances of the NAAQS frequently occur during the construction
period. We note that Vineyard Wind, LLC will be required to obtain emission

using EPA's AVERT and COBRA tools to assess air quality and health benefits.
Vineyard Wind is required to have and is applying for an OCS air permit with the
EPA which includes Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD).
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offsets in accordance with applicable air permitting requirements, which may
help mitigate potential impacts to air quality resulting from the project. BOEM
should revise its analysis on potential impacts to the NAAQS to more accurately
reflect the possibility of air impacts resulting from ozone formation downwind of
the source due to emissions from the construction phase of the project.

0178-004

In addition, although BOEM indicates that the use of fuel efficient engines will
mitigate air impacts, the DEIS should evaluate other mitigation options as well.
EPA recommends BOEM explore the feasibility of requiring additional
mitigation measures such as anti-idling practices and the retrofitting or
repowering of older equipment and vessels with the cleanest, most efficient
technologies to further ensure air quality impacts will be minimal. EPA is willing
to assist BOEM with the development of these mitigation measures.

Sections A.8.1.2 through A.8.1.4 in Appendix A of the FEIS have been updated
to include additional information on proposed mitigation measures.

0178-005

The DEIS refers to air impacts as minimal or minor in several locations
throughout the document. While the DEIS documents that operating emissions of
the project are relatively small and fit these descriptions, we note that the
project’s potential construction period emissions exceed Clean Air Act permitting
thresholds for major sources and are thereby subject to the Prevention of
Significant Deterioration and Nonattainment New Source Review permit
program. Although the operating emissions from the project are minimal and the
construction emissions are temporary in nature, the project is subject to major
source permitting regulations under the Clean Air Act. BOEM should revise the
FEIS’s characterization of air emissions or acknowledge, in text, the
inconsistency in terminology between BOEM’s characterization and EPA’s
forthcoming major source permitting actions to provide the general public with a
better understanding of various actions addressing the Vineyard Wind project and
how each respective agency classifies the impact.

Section A.8.1.2 of the FEIS has been updated to include the measures that
Vineyard Wind has voluntarily committed to implement to avoid or reduce
potential effects. Vineyard Wind is required to have and is applying for an OCS
air permit with the EPA which includes Prevention of Significant Deterioration
(PSD).

0178-006

Section 3.2.1 of the DEIS describes potential air quality impacts that may result
from the project...the introductory paragraph on page 3-3 states the following;: -
The proposed Project’s WTGs, ESPs, and OECC do not generate air emissions”.
Vineyard Wind’s air permit application to the EPA indicates that the WTGs and
ESPs will contain generator engines that produce air emissions... Although the
overall emissions from generator engines on the WTGs and ESPs are minimal
when compared to other emission sources for the project, BOEM should revise
this characterization in the FEIS for accuracy.

Section A.8.1 (formerly 3.2.1) in Appendix A of the FEIS has been updated to
clarify that certain sources do not generate air emissions during normal
operations. The section also provides information on the aspects of the project
that do generate emissions.

0178-007

Federal projects located within either a maintenance or a nonattainment area must
be evaluated for applicability to the Federal General Conformity regulations
found at 40 CFR 93.150-165. Specifically, if the total of direct and indirect
emissions of a criteria pollutant or precursor in a nonattainment or maintenance
area caused by a Federal action would equal or exceed the applicability

General Conformity was found to not apply to the proposed Project.

K-206




Vineyard Wind 1 Offshore Wind Energy Project—FEIS

Appendix K—Public Comments and Responses

Il\?lilr:;)er Comment Text Response
thresholds established in 40 CFR 93.153, the requirements of general conformity
must be satisfied.
Before the project work commences, BOEM must evaluate if general conformity
applies. If general conformity does apply, BOEM must complete a general
conformity analysis consistent with the requirements found at 40 CFR 93.150-
165 and submit the analysis to EPA for review. Please contact John Rogan of
EPA’s Air Programs Branch at (617) 918-1645 or rogan.johna,epa.gov to discuss
project General Conformity issues in greater detail.
0178-008  [Section 4.2 of the DEIS indicates that EPA is only a co-action agency for ESA.  |The updated Section C.1.2 in Appendix C (formerly 4.2) of the FEIS has been
We recommend that the FEIS reflect that EPA is also a co-action agency for revised to reflect the suggested addition.
interagency consultations under the MSA and NHPA.
0178-009  |Based on our review of available information and stakeholder input we continue |Section 2.5 of the FEIS has been included to identify the agency-preferred
to support a composite altemative (Alternative D2 featuring east west WTG alternative. The Department of the Interior’s NEPA regulations 43 CFR §
orientation and a minimum of 1 nautical mile spacing between WTGs in all 46.420(d) state that the Preferred Alternative “refers to the alternative which the
directions combined with the reduced project size of Alternative E). That design |bureau believes would best accomplish the purpose and need of the proposed
appears to have the greatest potential for impact minimization and avoidance. We |action while fulfilling its statutory mission and responsibilities, giving
also understand that negotiations between Vineyard Wind, fishermen and the consideration to economic, environmental, technical, and other factors.” Pursuant
State of Rhode Island are ongoing and are focused at least in part on these to the OCSLA, BOEM is required to manage the development of OCS energy
issues...EPA looks forward to ongoing active participation in discussions resources in an expeditious and orderly manner, subject to environmental
regarding project alternatives as part of the BOEM process. safeguards including consideration of natural resources and existing ocean uses
(43 USC § 1332(3)). This mandate requires BOEM to not only consider how
impacts to natural resources and existing uses could be avoided, minimized, or
mitigated, but also to consider factors that concern the technical and economic
feasibility of developing the Project.
0178-010 |...information from BOEM provided in December 2018, and during the recent | Thank you for your comment. As specified in Section 2.1 of the FEIS, the DEIS
public hearings on the DEIS indicates that Vineyard Wind has eliminated the and SEIS contemplated two Onshore Export Cable Routes (OECRs), with
New Hampshire Avenue landfall from consideration due to potential impacts in |alternative options within each route; however, since the publication of those
Lewis Bay, among other reasons...The proposed time-of-year restriction (TOYR) |documents, Vineyard Wind has stated all necessary state and local permits for the
for in-water work at Covell’s Beach from May 1 to July 31 will reduce irnpacts to|Covell’s Beach landfall location have been acquired. Therefore, the Proposed
spawning horseshoe crabs. Similarly, a TOYR described in the DEIS on the Action (Alternative A) and action alternatives only contemplate the one landfall
installation of export cable conduits from April 1 to August 31 has been proposed |location, Covell’s Beach landfall and onshore route. Alternative B therefore is no
to avoid impacts to nesting shore birds. EPA supports both of these proposed longer evaluated as an action alternative in this FEIS. In addition, Section 2.5 of
mitigation measures. the FEIS has been included to identify the agency-preferred alternative.
0178-011 EPA supports the Covell’s Beach landfall as it will result in fewer potential Section 2.5 of the FEIS has been included to identify the agency-preferred
negative impacts to coastal habitats and resident marine life in Lewis Bay. alternative.
0178-012  |The interest in offshore wind power development, as reflected in the high bids ~ |BOEM has revised the list of reasonably foreseeable future offshore wind
during the recent auctions, underscores the need for BOEM to expand the projects based on project progress since publication of the DEIS, and this
cumulative impact scenario to explore future build-out conditions where the New
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More hard/complex substrate has been identified in the Western Muskeget
channel corridor (2,022 acres) than Eastern Muskeget Option (2,003 acres)... The
FEIS should explain how all available information, including any data not yet
evaluated and presented in the DEIS, will be used to avoid and minimize impacts
to hard and complex habitat and the process to select the eastern or western
option.

Il\?lilr:;)er Comment Text Response
England lease areas are developed at different intensities for wind power. The information and the methodology specified were used to prepare the SEIS for the
current analysis does not include an evaluation of a full build future wind power |proposed Project.
developrnent scenario covering the 900,000 acres covered by existing leases...

We recommend that BOEM expand the scope of the cumulative impact analysis.
The expanded scope would more fully consider future offshore wind buildout
conditions, navigation corridors. WTG orientation, implications for the
commercial fishing industry and potential impacts to the marine environment.

0178-013  |We also encourage BOEM to use the cumulative impacts analysis to describe Additional clarification has been provided in Section A.8.1 in Appendix A of the
how the future buildout could benefit regional air quality and how it could help  |FEIS. BOEM has revised the list of reasonably foreseeable future offshore wind
states more fully meet established renewable energy generation goals. projects based on project progress since publication of the DEIS, and this

information was included in the SEIS and carried forward to the FEIS. The list of
reasonably foreseeable future offshore wind projects is included in Appendix A
of the FEIS. In addition, Section 2.4 of the FEIS has been updated to include a
summary of the potential benefits of the proposed Project. Last, Section A.8.1 of
the FEIS has also been updated to include additional benefits of offshore wind to
health and climate change.

0178-014 | The EPA regulates discharges from certain non-recreational vessels operating The FEIS addresses this comment. Please see Table 1.3-1 in Appendix B of the
within the territorial seas through its Vessel General Permit. The US Coast Guard |FEIS. Section A.8.2 of the FEIS has also been updated to address the compliance
also has standards for vessels carrying ballast water within the waters of the U.S. |with these requirements.

(extending 12 nm from shore)....EPA recommends that the FEIS include these
regulatory requirements and standards regarding ballast water management, and
Vineyard Wind’s responsibility to coordinate with these federal authorities on
such discharges in areas where applicable. We note that these requirements are
identified in the draft COP (Vol IIL, p. 56) and we also recommend that they be
referenced in the FEIS (for example in Table 1.3-1).

0178-015  |We also recommend that the FEIS include a discussion of how the project (during|Section A.8.2.2 in Appendix A of the FEIS has been updated for a discussion of
construction and operation) will be consistent with MARPOL ship waste the types of allowable discharges Project vessels.
management practices with a specific focus on the discharge of plastics.

0178-016  |Page 2-8 of DEIS mentions that before construction begins an Oil Spill Response |Thank you for your comment.

Plan, Emergency Response Plan and Safety Management System will be
developed for the project....EPA supports these efforts and requests the
opportunity to review drafts of these specific protocols prior to finalization.
0178-017  |The DEIS provides two options for the cable route through Muskeget Channel.  |Hard-bottom habitats along the two Muskeget Channel Options, as well as the

differences in potential impacts between the two and the process used for route
selection, are described under Sections 3.1.1, 3.1.2, and 3.2.2 of the FEIS.
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0178-018

The DEIS describes the presence of known eelgrass beds near the Covell’s Beach
landfall site being limited to the Spindle Rock bed, approximately 380 feet (100
meters) from the proposed OECC approach to the Covell’s Beach landfall site.
However, information provided at BOEM meeting on December 6, 2018
indicated that a new eelgrass bed had been identified. The FEIS should present
this new information and describe how this bed will be avoided, if it is located
within the OECC.

The location of eelgrass beds is discussed under Section 3.1.2 of the FEIS and the
section has been revised for additional details on distances and avoidance
measures.

0178-019

We recommend that the FEIS explain how the seafloor mapping will be
supplemented prior to construction to help avoid impacts from different dredging
and cable burial methods. We also recommend that BOEM require dynamic
positioning of construction vessels in areas of hard/complex seafloor habitat or in
areas that are not fully mapped but likely to contain these habitats.

Additional text clarifying that iterative analyses of survey data and the prohibition
on anchoring in special habitats are discussed under Section 3.1.2 of the FEIS.

0178-020

The discussion of dredging in areas of large sand waves (DEIS page 2-6)
references COP Volume II-A, Figure 2.1-13, which indicates areas prone to large
sand waves and thus likely locations for dredging activity. ...the
DEIS...discussion would benefit greatly from a visual presentation in the EIS
itself instead of a reference to another document.

Section 2.1.1.1 of the FEIS indicates the exact page number of the COP where
this information can be found. Note that the correct figure number is 2.1-17.

0178-021

EPA generally supports the following mitigative measures and monitoring
proposed in Appendix D of the DEIS to minimize and assess benthic impacts:

» Utilize horizontal directional drilling wherever possible (and we recommend
that the FEIS more fully describe the locations where additional directional
drilling could avoid impacts from the project);

* Avoid cable installation on hard/complex habitat wherever possible;

* Require the use of mid-line anchor buoys to reduce the amount of anchor chain
or line that touches the seafloor in areas where benthic vegetation or other
complex habitats may exist;

* Avoid trenching when other less damaging methods (e.g., plowing) are
available for cable installation. We recommend that BOEM establish a firm
requirement that all dredging and cable installation activities use the least
environmentally harmful method practicable for each area. In general, because it
results in substantially greater impacts, dredging should be minimized to the
greatest extent practicable; and

* Conduct long-term monitoring to document the changes to the ecological
communities on, around, and between WTG foundations and other benthic areas
disturbed by the proposed Project, including protected species movement and
habitat use.

Appendix D of the FEIS has also been updated to include modifications and/or
additional mitigation and monitoring measures. Additional mitigation and
monitoring measures may arise from consultations and coordination with Federal
and State resource agencies. These additional mitigation measures could be
considered by decision makers and incorporated into the Record of Decision.

0178-022

EPA supports measures proposed in the DEIS to minimize impacts to birds but is
concerned that there is no apparent monitoring effort proposed to assess the actual
impacts from bird collisions with turbines. Relying on the “healthy” state of bird

Section A.8.3.2 and Appendix D of the FEIS include updated mitigation and
monitoring measures that would be implemented to avoid, minimize, and
mitigate adverse impacts on birds.
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populations likely to encounter the turbines seems insufficient, particularly since
populations of some species are in decline...We recommend that the FEIS better
explain how actual impacts to birds will be assessed once the wind farm is
operational and consider appropriate mitigation for significant mortality.

0178-023

These impacts [on birds] should be incorporated into the cumulative impact
assessment as well.

Section A.8.3 in Appendix A of the FEIS has been updated for a discussion of
impacts on birds.

0178-024

On January 22, 2019 Vineyard Wind, the NRDC, NWF and CLF announced an
agreement to establish protective actions to protect North Atlantic Right Whales
during construction and operation of the project... We recommend that the FEIS
describe how the applicant/NGO agreement will be considered in the context of
overall rnitigation measures and how BOEM will consider and coordinate the
agreement with relevant state and federal agencies. The discussion should also
explain whether the agreement changes the proposed project and how the
agreement will be integrated into the operational controls for the project.

Section 3.4.2 and Appendix D of the FEIS have been revised on the discussion of
monitoring and mitigation that has been proposed for the agency-preferred
alternative. Pre- and post-construction monitoring plans, if required, will be
developed in coordination with the NMFS as part of the ESA Section 7
consultation.

0178-025

Ongoing negotiations between Vineyard Wind, the Rhode Island Fisheries
Advisory Board and the Rhode Island Coastal Resources Management Council
(RICRMC) regarding project design, construction, operation and mitigation are
scheduled to conclude following the close of the comment period for the
DEIS...BOEM staff has made it clear during interagency conversations and at
recent public hearings that the conditions of the RICRMC approval would be
adopted by BOEM and made binding on the project. EPA reserves the right to
supplement or modify our comments on the DEIS with consideration given to the
outcome of these discussions/negotiations. We would also appreciate the
opportunity to participate in interagency discussions regarding implementation of
any conditions related to these negotiations that result in project modifications.

Thank you for your comment.

0179-001

Much more studies need to be done BEFORE a project/problem of this size
happens... The potential impact of energy infrastructure on the areas ecosystem
should outweigh any short term corporate profits...Migration through this lease
area happens for whales, dolphins, turtles, sharks, squid, lobsters, crabs,
etc...Maybe install only 5 per year per lease before opening Pandoras box.

Appendix D of the FEIS has also been updated to include modifications and/or
additional mitigation and monitoring measures. Additional mitigation and
monitoring measures may arise from consultations and coordination with Federal
and State resource agencies. These additional mitigation measures could be
considered by decision makers and incorporated into the Record of Decision.

0180-001

Having participated as a resident in Yarmouth, MA Town Hall discussions with
Vineyard Wind (VW), I was impressed by the extent to which VW always
reached out to the residents, businesses and environmental organizations to listen
and act in behalf of the community and in the interest of our environmental well-
being.

Thank you for your comment.

0180-002

...fishermen are naturally concerned about changes to their fishing grounds
however they may not be recognizing that their greatest concern is not from the
impact of wind turbines but from the accumulating effects of burning fossil fuels.

I have attached one of multiple professional studies (May 2018 Inside Climate

Thank you for your comment.
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News) that explains the impact that this global emergency is having on our
marine life and consequently the the fishing industry.

0180-003  |Offshore wind technology is decades old, tried and true and one of the most Thank you for your comment.
significant contributors to clean energy.

0181-001 The economic impact of this lease to fisheries does not use the best data Section 3.10.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include reliable and accurate data
available. It cherry picks the right data to undervalue the number of fisheries &  |from multiple sources, including VMS and VTR data. BOEM acknowledges that
fisherman that could be/ or will be affected...trying to rush this energy both types of data collection methods have different limitations and advantages
infrastructure in without understanding the impact could have done unimaginable |and that analysis is constrained by data availability. Data sources that are
damage...A cautious approach SHOULD outweigh a rush to collect tax included in Section 3.10.1 of the FEIS are revenue intensity data (available
incentives. publicly at https://www.boem.gov/Renewable-Energy-GIS-Data/); fishing

revenue and landed pounds data by species, port, gear type, and state provided by
NOAA,; data from the addendum to “Spatiotemporal and economic Analysis of
Vessel Monitoring System Data within Wind Energy Areas in the Greater North
Atlantic” prepared by the RI DEM; as well as results from the “Rhode Island
Fishing Value in the Vineyard Wind Construction and Operations Plans Area”
also prepared by the RI DEM.

0182-001  |my biggest problem was with the original cable landing in Lewis Bay... the Lewis|Section 2.5 of the FEIS has been included to identify the agency-preferred
Bay estuary...is a relatively small and shallow estuary that only has one small area|alternative.
for the tide to both come in and go out. Unlike the the alternate landing area,

Covelles beach, that is deeper water and is wide open with no restrictions for the
tide to flow in and out freely. The narrow area for the tide to ebb and flow will
cause the silt, in the Lewis Bay estuary, to stay suspended in the water column.

0182-002 This silt has the potential to smother the shellfish... in Lewis Bay. The cable Section 2.5 of the FEIS has been included to identify the agency-preferred
route is directly through the scallop beds and quahog flats. It also goes very close |alternative. Section 3.3.6.3 of the DEIS discussed potential impacts on shellfish in
to other commercial quahog flats as well as mine and a few other oyster farms.  |Lewis Bay; therefore, no changes to the FEIS were necessary.

0182-003  |Covelles beach does not have any commercial shellfishing or any oyster farms  |Section 2.5 of the FEIS has been included to identify the agency-preferred
that would be affected by the installation of the cables. alternative. Section 3.4.5 of the DEIS discussed fishing spots near Covell’s

Beach; therefore, no changes to the FEIS were necessary.

0182-004  |There are several other species that live in and breed in the bay like flounders and |Section 2.5 of the FEIS has been included to identify the agency-preferred
horseshoe crabs. Not only will they be displaced by the cable installation but the |alternative.
silt could also smother their eggs when they breed.

0182-005  |There are other issues that have not been properly studied like the potential of The revised FEIS discusses the potential of EMF from the cable in several places
electrolysis or emf from the cable. If electrolysis does occur it has the potential to |in Chapter 3 and Appendix A, particularly in Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS for effects
destroy any metals that are in the water including the boats motors, chains, on commercially important species. There is no credible information to indicate
moorings, and oyster cages which I personally have over $60000 worth on my  |any risk of electrolysis from the technology in the proposed Project.
farm alone.

0182-006  |Vineyard wind stated that the cables become brittle at lower temperatures... Do | The submarine export cables would be installed at or below the seabed where

we have to worry about brittle cables all winter long, when there is a potential of
ice covering the waters surface, making it almost impossible for Vineyard Wind

temperatures do not reach freezing conditions
(https://www.boem.gov/Munitions-and-Explosives-of-Concern-Survey-
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how do you value losing 80 miles of area... the skimpy little compensation
package you offered that doesnt cover a typical day in Pt. Judith is gonna cover
these guys for a year???

Number Comment Text Response
to dig up the cables to make repairs. If they do have to dig up any section of the ~|Methodology-and-In-field-Testing-for-Wind-Energy-Areas-on-the-Atlantic-
cable, that would cause all the problems with the silt once again. Outer-Continental-Shelf/). A number of factors are involved when conducting
cable repairs, and best practices include the consideration of weather conditions
(DNV-RP-J301).
0182-007  |The potential of destroying an area that is rich in shellfish and a great tourist The proposed cable transition from offshore to onshore would be through HDD
destination will be a financial blow to the town. If the shellfish are smothered by |technique as discussed in Section 2.1.1.1 of the FEIS. The use of HDD will
silt it would put myself and the other oyster farmers and commercial minimize the potential effects on shellfish at the landfall location.
shellfishermen out of business. If there continues to be no shellfish then people
would stop purchasing recreational and commercial shellfish permits which
would be a loss of revenue for the town. And the Cape definitely needs tourists.
0183-001  [While... even the smallest project undertaken in the ocean..will have an impact on | Thank you for your comment.
the environment, I am more confident than ever in offering my full support for
it...if we don’t move forward with cleaner energy production projects like these as
soon as humanly possible, from a personal standpoint the ocean will inundate my
hotel faster than it already is and, beyond my personal stake, the damage to the
health of the world’s ocean’s will be far far worse than the impact projects like
these will create.
0183-002  |The folks at Vineyard Wind have worked hard to provide transparency, consider |Thank you for your comment.
the public’s input and take the steps they can to proceed with this project in an
environmentally responsible manner.
0184-001 The impact these turbines will have on the commercial fishing industry will last |Sections 3.10.1 and 3.10.2 of the FEIS have been revised for a discussion of
for decades. The potential for RI squid fishermen to be put out of business is potential impacts on fisheries.
looming large over their heads.
0184-002 | A select group of commercial fishermen are biding for some of the wind Sections 3.10.1 and 3.10.2 of the FEIS have been revised for a discussion of
industry”s money..30 million dollars doesn’t even put a dent in the financial potential impacts on fisheries.
impact of losing 80 miles of fishing grounds.
0184-003  |The worst part is our voices [commercial fishermen’s] are silenced. Only a select |Section 1.1 of the DEIS contained information on the background of the process
few are included in comments presented to BOEM. and project. Appendix C (formerly Chapter 4) of the FEIS has been updated with
information on the coordination and consultation process to date for the proposed
Project.
0184-004  |This is...a corporate ocean real estate grab funded by government subsidies to line| Thank you for your comment.
the pockets of a few american corporate interests, while selling off portions of our
ocean resources to foreign wind companies.
0185-001 The settlement offers to fisherman are a joke, 30 million is quite a sad statement, |Section 3.10.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include additional squid data.

Section 3.10.2 of the FEIS has been revised to include a discussion of
displacement and potential conflict over fishing grounds and voluntary
compensation. Section 3.10 of the FEIS has been updated to include details of
mitigation and monitoring measures relative to commercial fisheries, including
voluntary financial compensation. Appendix D of the FEIS has also been updated
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to include modifications and/or additional mitigation and monitoring measures.
These additional mitigation measures could be considered by decision makers
and incorporated into the Record of Decision.

0185-002  |The lack of proof that the windmills are safe to sea life, there is no studies to Thank you for your comment.
show.

0185-003  |Also what happens when you put OUR FISHERMEN OUT OF WORK? There |Thank you for your comment.
afre] zero negative comments ever shown, especially from fishermen our voices
are ailenced.

0186-001 We submit this Comment to inform you that we strenuously object to the Section 2.5 of the FEIS has been included to identify the agency-preferred
disruption to the seabed of Lewis Bay and the burial in Lewis Bay at any depth of |alternative.
transmission cables for the purpose of connecting wind generated electrical
energy to shore.

0186-002 The plowing and burial of transmission cables under the seabed of the Lewis Section 3.3.5.3 of the DEIS discussed the impacts of dredging and cable burying,
[Bay] will result in irreparable harm to our oyster farms. The disruption caused by|and acknowledged the potential for moderate impacts. Section 3.2.2 of the FEIS
plowing and burial of transmission cables will result in sand, sediment or silt provides additional information regarding impacts of dredging and cable burying.
smothering and choking the oysters... If even a small amount of sediment is found|As specified in the SEIS and FEIS, the proposed Project would utilize Covell’s
inside the oysters, this will cause harm to the brand quality of our oysters. We are |Beach and not Lewis Bay.
at risk of losing our wholesale customers if the quality of the oysters is
diminished by even the slightest presence of sand or silt inside the oyster.

0186-003 The impact of the electromagnetism, heat, sound and vibration emanating from |Section 3.3.5.3 of the DEIS provided a discussion of heat and EMF impacts from
the industrial cables into the Lewis Bay estuary will have a detrimental impact on |the submarine cable on benthic organisms, as well as measures to mitigate these
the growth pattern of our oysters. Vibrio is a concern; even a one-degree impacts. Additional information has been added to Sections 3.2.1 and 3.2.2 of the
temperature increase could be problematic. FEIS.

0186-004  |In the event of a tiniest leak of electricity into Lewis Bay electrolysis will occur  |Section 2.1.1.1 of the FEIS has been updated for a discussion of cable burial
and will cause damage to our aquafarm equipment. depth. A discussion of long-term monitoring of cable placement is provided in

the updated Appendix D of the FEIS. There is no credible information to indicate
any risk of electrolysis from the technology in the proposed Project.

0186-005  |There are known failures of cables now in place in Nantucket Sound and there is |Section 2.1.1.1 of the FEIS has been updated for a discussion of cable burial
a recent exposure of a cable off Block Island, R.I., requiring repairs....In the event [depth. A discussion of long-term monitoring of cable placement is provided in
repair to the cable in Lewis Bay is necessary, there will be no time to consider the |Appendix D of the FEIS.
protection of the 5 million oysters growing in Lewis Bay... The only way to
protect the aquafarmers from this event is to not permit cabling in Lewis Bay
from the inception of the Project.

0186-006  |C. Electro Magnetic Field and Electrolysis Section 2.1.1.1 of the FEIS has been updated for a discussion of cable burial
The possibility of electrolysis causing harm to our metal equipment is a major depth. A discussion of long-term monitoring of cable placement is provided in
concern. Appendix D of the FEIS.

0186-007  |D. Previous Suggestions of Remediation by Vineyard Yard LLC. Are Appendix D of the FEIS has also been updated to include modifications and/or
Inadequate. additional mitigation and monitoring measures. Additional mitigation and
... Vineyard Wind representatives talked about possible preventive measures. monitoring measures may arise from consultations and coordination with Federal
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a. Installing silt curtains while cabling work is being conducted... The flow of the |and State resource agencies. These additional mitigation measures could be
unsettled silt and sand is unpredictable and there are no assurances that This considered by decision makers and incorporated into the Record of Decision.
concept will work.

b. Moving oysters physically off the Lewis Bay grants. This method is in use
successfully where oyster farms are located in intertidal sea beds which go dry at
low tides. The oysters are accustomed to being exposed to air and sun. The oyster
farms in Lewis Bay are in subtidal locations, and the oysters may be damaged by
being removed from water... Southeastern Massachusetts Aquaculture Center
(SEMAC) has advised us to never remove the oysters for an extended period of
time due to high mortality rates associated with taking the oysters out of the
water.

c. Vineyard Wind has suggested that it will conduct its work in Lewis Bay during
the month of November. At that time of year, our oysters are still growing and are
very susceptible to harm. Our oysters are dormant during the months of January
and February. However, Burial of transmission cables cannot be conducted at that
time because Lewis Bay is the breeding ground for flounder during that time.

0186-008  |Furthermore, during the EFSB process, there was a suggestion that laying the It is in Vineyard Wind’s best interest to ensure that their cable is adequately
cables in the coldest of months is not practicable because the cables are not protected. The submarine export cables would be installed at or below the seabed
pliable in freezing temperatures. It is unclear whether freezing temperatures affect|where temperatures do not reach freezing conditions
the protective coating covering transmission cables or if any further problems (https://www.boem.gov/Munitions-and-Explosives-of-Concern-Survey-
exist due to freezing weather. This issue needs to be examined and understood.  |Methodology-and-In-field-Testing-for-Wind-Energy-Areas-on-the-Atlantic-

Outer-Continental-Shelf/). A number of factors are involved when conducting
cable repairs, and best practices include the consideration of weather conditions.

0186-009  |E. AQUAFARMS IN THE LEWIS BAY ESTUARY ARE AN INTEGRAL Thank you for your comment.

PART OF THE TOWN OF YARMOUTH NITROGEN ABATEMENT
PROGRAM... the nitrate content of Lewis Bay is reduced each year in large part
because of the presence of the oyster aquafarms. The Town of Yarmouth has
encouraged aquafarms in the Lewis Bay to help bring nitrogen levels to safe
standards as established by Massachusetts regulations... This is well documented
in the Cape Cod Commission study of estuaries and nitrogen abatement...

0187-001 ... the proposed Wind Energy Facility Offshore Massachusetts.....A solution for | Thank you for your comment.
clean energy to the people of Massachusetts....

0188-001 The site chosen is over 14 miles south of Marthas Vineyard and Nantucket, and |The DEIS addressed this in Section 3.4.4.3. Therefore, no change to the FEIS is
thus minimizes visual impact. warranted.

0188-002  |This site was identified after a 5-year stakeholder and community engagement  |Section 1.1 of the DEIS contained information on the background of the process
process with the Federal government which included representation from all six |and project. Appendix C (formerly Chapter 4) of the FEIS has been updated with
towns on Marthas Vineyard and the Marthas Vineyard Commission. information on the coordination and consultation process to date for the proposed

Project.
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significant resource for Vineyard fishermen. Impacts to the whelk resource of the
proposed dredging should be thoroughly explored in the FEIS...The DEIS all but
neglects the whelk fishery; significant to Martha’s Vineyard fishermen. On page
3-168, there is a very brief description of the fishery. Included is the inaccurate
statement “This fishery operates entirely within state waters, with a plurality of
the total catch being taken from Nantucket Sound”. In fact, the significant fishing

Comment Text Response
Number
0188-003  [Suggested alternative actions to reduce number of turbines and move preferred | Thank you for your comment.
cable landing to Barnstable have already been incorporated into project plans.
0188-004 Vineyard Wind has committed $3 million to advancing technologies and Thank you for your comment.
programs to ensure offshore wind can coexist with marine mammals.
0188-005  |And throughout the process, Vineyard Wind has been an accessible, transparent | Thank you for your comment.
and responsive community partner.
0188-006  |Vineyard Winds 800 MW offshore wind project will reduce CO2 emissions by | Thank you for your comment.
approximately 1,680,000 tons per year...Even more importantly, this will be the
first utility-scale offshore wind project in the country and serve as a catalyst for
an entire new industry in the region and nationwide.
0188-007 The Mass Dept of Energy Resources (DOER) determined Vineyard Wind will | Thank you for your comment.
save Massachusetts ratepayers $1.4 billion over 20 years and provide over 3,6 00
full-time equivalent jobs over the life of the project.
0189-001 There has been environmental damage from wind farms in Ireland and Section A.8.2 in Appendix A of the FEIS includes an assessment of the potential
Scotland...We will have similar damage...from silt. effects of water quality as a result of turbidity/sediment suspension.

0189-002  |We will also change the ecosystem on the bottom of the ocean, which has already | The impacts of altered seafloor habitat and a plan for monitoring potential effects

happened in Rhode Island from the 5 turbines that have been installed. are discussed under Section 3.2.2 of the FEIS.

0189-003  |The mitigation plan is a joke and offers no real compensation for fishermen. Section 3.10 and Appendix D of the FEIS have been revised to include the
Vineyard Wind’s voluntary established gear loss and revenue compensation
funds for fishing interests based in Rhode Island, Massachusetts, and other states.
Please see Section 3.10 and Appendix D of the FEIS for more details on the
measures.

0189-004 | The decommissioning plan is even worse and I’'m more surprised the Section 2.1.1.3 of the FEIS includes a discussion on decommissioning. Chapter 3

environmentalists aren’t up in arms over it. and Appendix A for each resource area describes the potential effects associated
with decommissioning of the proposed Project.

0190-001 Due dilligence has been put in from company representatives on multiple levels | Thank you for your comment.

to ensure the construction will not harm aquatic life and the fishing industry.
0190-002  |Neighboring residents not only fully support the project but furthermore are Thank you for your comment.
excited and confident that the project will generate a large portion of our state-
mandated clean energy threshold, a growth in economic development with the
creation of the blue economy corridor, assist local colleges and universities to be
destination schools for the industry and much more.
0191-001  |Dredging in Horseshoe Shoals for transmission is likely to impact whelk, a Section 3.10.1 of the FEIS has been revised to clarify that Project activities are

not expected to impact the whelk fishery.
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grounds on Horseshoe Shoals lie within the “donut hole” of federal waters
encompassing most of Nantucket Sound. There is no state oversight.
0191-002  |Although the DEIS includes considerable data from the larger ports, the data on  |Section 3.10.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include a discussion of fishing
Martha’s Vineyard and Nantucket is absent. The FEIS should include much more |trips originating from Tisbury and Nantucket.
on Martha’s Vineyard fishing.
0191-003  |Martha’s Vineyard’s economy depends upon the vacation industry, which Sections 3.6.1 and 3.9.1 of the FEIS have been updated to include
depends on maintaining the picturesque fishing fleet of small boats. The iconic  |acknowledgement of fishing fleets as a source of economic activity and visitor
small boat fishermen and fisherwomen of Martha’s Vineyard need assurance of |attraction. Further discussion of impact on commercial and recreational fisheries,
coexistence and/or appropriate mitigation. The FEIS should include much more |including monitoring and mitigation proposed relative to these resources are
data and should thoroughly explore impacts, possible avoidance of conflict, and a |provide in Section 3.10.2 as well as Appendix D of the FEIS.
mitigation plan of substance.
0191-004  |The Martha’s Vineyard fishing fleet consists mostly of small boats, often manned |Concerning vessel access to the WDA, it is worth mentioning that temporary
by a single operator with no crew. In order for fishing to continue within the limited or restricted access areas (safety zones) may be set up around active
WDA during operation, there needs to be assurance that a small boat with an construction areas, where applicable. However, note that BOEM does not have
individual operator will be able to continue as before the development. A the authority to restrict access to the WDA during operations. In addition, the
statement from USCG that the boats may still use the area, as long as they carry |[USCG has stated that they do not intend to restrict access to the WDA during
crew, would not help. Will these small boat owners be able to safely continue to  |operations. The USCG’s authority to establish safety zones only extends to the
ply their trade? Will they be able to purchase insurance for the extra liability? boundary of the territorial waters of the United States, which is 12 nautical miles
Impacts and mitigation should be thoroughly addressed in the FEIS. from shore and outside the WDA. Therefore, while Vineyard Wind’s
supplemental navigational risk assessment shows that it is technically feasible to
navigate and maneuver fishing vessels and mobile gear through the WDA,
BOEM is cognizant that maneuverability within the WDA may vary depending
on many factors including vessel size, fishing gear or method used, and or by
environmental conditions. Sections 3.10.2 and 3.11.2 of the FEIS provide
additional discussions.
0191-005 Construction impacts will restrict navigation in some fishing grounds short-term. |Appendix D of the FEIS has also been updated to include modifications and/or
This short-term conflict may result in loss of income, mortgaged boats or homes |additional mitigation and monitoring measures. Additional mitigation and
by those boat owners. There should be a mitigation plan with substance. Data on |monitoring measures may arise from consultations and coordination with Federal
Martha’s Vineyard fishermen will be crucial to a fair mitigation plan. and State resource agencies. These additional mitigation measures could be
considered by decision makers and incorporated into the Record of Decision.
0191-006  |During operation of the wind generation facility, there may be impacts on the Section 3.4.7.3 of the DEIS included a discussion of impacts on radar and
radar used by the small boats, particularly in fog or at night. Impacts need to be  |associated mitigation measures; therefore, no changes to the FEIS are warranted.
thoroughly addressed in the FEIS. Section 3.11.2 of the FEIS has been revised to include an expanded discussion of
impacts on navigation.
0191-007 Some mitigation measures for conflicts of [fishing] operation have been explored |Appendix D of the FEIS has also been updated to include modifications and/or

and are included in the proposal... Impacts should be avoided wherever possible.
Even with appropriate avoidance of conflict, it seems inevitable that there will be
some negative impact. There should be a mitigation/compensation plan with

additional mitigation and monitoring measures. These additional mitigation
measures could be considered by decision makers and incorporated into the
Record of Decision.
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substance. As such, there should be much more baseline data on Martha’s Data for Martha’s Vineyard is very limited. Information by port and state is
Vineyard fishing. provided in Section 3.10.1 of the FEIS. However, because Martha’s Vineyard has

very small ports, quantitative fishing data is confidential. Additionally, the focus
of the Section 3.10.1 of the FEIS is to characterize fishing in the WDA,
regardless of where fishing vessels are homeported.

0191-008  |On January 22, 2019, Vineyard Wind and a number of advocacy groups signed |Section 3.4.2 and Appendix D of the FEIS have been revised for a discussion of
an M.O.U. for protection of the Northern Right Whale: Vineyard Wind — NGO |monitoring and mitigation that has been proposed for the agency-preferred
Agreement January 22, 2019. This agreement should be included in the FEIS as a |alternative. Pre- and post-construction monitoring plans, if required, will be
significant mitigation measure. developed in coordination with the NMFS as part of the ESA Section 7

consultation. Further discussion of impact on North Atlantic right whales is
provided in the Biological Assessment submitted to NOAA, which can be found
at the following link: https://www.boem.gov/Vineyard-Wind-Consultation-
Documents/.

0191-009  |Because [Northern Right Whales] are seriously threatened with extinction, Section 3.4.2 and Appendix D of the FEIS have been revised for a discussion of
protection should rise above avoidance of a core habitat... The best protection for |monitoring and mitigation that has been proposed for the agency-preferred
these whales is a temporal-based avoidance of ship strikes and other construction |alternative. Pre- and post-construction monitoring plans, if required, will be
impacts. The Marine Mammal Protection Act requires vessels to cease activities |developed in coordination with the NMFS as part of the ESA Section 7
when one of these whales is sighted. MVC recommends the further protection of |consultation.
employing passive acoustic monitoring to inform the crew of nearby Right
Whales... The Vineyard Wind — NGO Agreement January 22, 2019 includes such
protection.

0191-010  |... the waters south of the Vineyard do support a resident summer population of  |Section 3.4.2 of the FEIS has been revised in coordination with NMFS and
Finback whales. It is more feasible to avoid Finback impacts by avoiding the time |includes the proposed mitigation and monitoring measures for marine mammals.
and space where they spend the summer. Details are included in the Wind Energy |Furthermore, Section 3.4 and Appendix D of the FEIS include the draft Incidental
Plan for Dukes County and references identified therein. Harassment Authorization measures proposed to be issued under the MMPA.

Further discussion of impact on fin whales is provided in the Biological
Assessment submitted to NOAA, which can be found at the following link:
https://www.boem.gov/Vineyard-Wind-Consultation-Documents/.

0191-011  {Muskeget Channel is known to be a very dynamic environment, to say the least. |Section 2.1.1 of the FEIS has been updated to address cable burial risk for the
The FEIS should explain how the cable is proposed to remain buried. Impacts of |proposed Project. The OECC would have a target burial depth of up to 5-8 feet
loose cable, and proposed response, should be identified in the FEIS. (1.5-2.5 meters).

0192-001 I fully support the establishment of off shore wind in general and the Vineyard  |Thank you for your comment.

Wind proposal specifically. They have done more than their due diligence to
examine the impact that this will have on our ocean.
0192-002  |In addition, they have had extensive communication with the fishing industry and | Thank you for your comment.

have made reasonable accommodations for operational safety standards.
Incidentally, these standards should have been negotiated by the government and
not one specific vendor, but I applaud Vineyard Wind’s efforts to do that work as
well.
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0192-003  |When we look at all of the negative impacts of fossil fuel based electricity Thank you for your comment.
production, ocean-based wind is a far less impactful method of generation. Any
negative impacts of this project are far outweighed by it’s benefits.

0193-001 I write on behalf of of the Madaket Residents Association, which represents 160 |Section 3.9.2 of the FEIS has been revised to address ADLS lighting. Section
members from the west end of Nantucket...We strongly support todays letter of  |2.1.1.1 of the DEIS addressed color; therefore, no changes to the FEIS were
comment from the Town of Nantucket regarding VinWin. We wish to add our  |necessary.
significant concerns about its impact upon the quiet rural character of our
neighborhood, Madaket, especially our beaches...Our absolutely clear view shed
is an Important asset not just to our residents, but to the entire Island of
Nantucket...The mitigation steps we ask for are minor changes involving paint
color, turbine lighting and the move (not removal) of the first few rows of
turbines to the back of the lease, all noted in more detail in the Town of
Nantucket letter.

0193-002  |We also request that scientific visual simulations, taken both at beach level and  |As part of the COP submission, Vineyard Wind prepared visual simulations of
local elevations such as Sanford Farm, at different times of day and in varied what their proposed Project would look like from various locations. These
weather, be submitted by VinWin. The current simulations are absolutely simulations were prepared as part of the larger Visual Impact Assessment which
inadequate to show the actual impact of the turbines, which is necessary to any  |is Appendix III-H.a of the COP (Epsilon 2020d). In addition, Vineyard Wind
informed decision about mitigation. prepared a nighttime video simulation and (Summer, Fall) daytime video

simulations to show what the proposed offshore wind facility would look like
under various conditions. Section 800.4(b)(1) of the Section 106 regulations
states that federal agency officials shall make a “reasonable and good faith effort”
to identify historic properties. The visual simulations can be viewed at the
following link: https://www.boem.gov/vineyard-wind/

The video simulations can be found at:
https://www.boem.gov/Night-Visual-Simulation-Video/
https://www.boem.gov/Day-Visual-Simulations-Videos/

0194-001 ...[Fisheries Survival Fund] does not believe BOEM’s leasing procedures Section 3.10 of the FEIS includes a discussion on commercial fisheries.
adequately account for the impacts to the scallop fishery --- or any commercial
fishery, for that matter --- from offshore wind energy development.

0194-002  |Indeed, it defies both the world-wide experience with offshore wind energy Section 3.10 of the FEIS includes a discussion on commercial fisheries.
development projects and ordinary common sense to seek claim that
developmetn of these massive projects will not have profound ecological impacts
on ocean and benthic habitats, including the habitat for commercially important
fish species.

0194-003 It is equally implausible to contend these major offshore developmetns, whether |Section 3.10 of the FEIS includes a discussion on commercial fisheries.
considered one at a time or cumulatively, will not have major impacts on
established marine fisheries in the area.

0194-004  |Further, slicing and dicing wind energy development phases and projects, so as to |Appendix A and Chapter 1 of the FEIS has been updated in response to public

and stakeholder comments as well as on-going consultation with resource
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therefore it is critical to promote co-existence and share stewardship of the ocean
resources by fisheries industry and the offshore wind development community. I
believe there is synergy between commercial fisheries and offshore wind
development, including utilizing mariners and fishing crews to augment the
offshore wind workforce.

Number Comment Text Response
is that blinkered approach consistent with the outer Continental Shelf Lands Act, |agencies to include additional projects, and the SEIS was developed in response.
as amended. Additionally, Appendix A has been updated to outline the effects assessment
methodology utilized in the development of the SEIS and FEIS. The appendix
and Chapter 1 also outlines the other potential offshore wind energy projects that
are considered reasonably foreseeable. The assessment of impacts is included in
each resource-specific section in Chapter 3 and Appendix A.
0194-005 ...FSF adopts the thoughtful and detailed comments on the Vineyard Wind COP |Thank you for your comment.
submitted by the Responsible Offshore Development Alliance (RODA). RODA
painstakingly details the work that is required to be done as a matter of law and
science to make reasonably well-informed decisions regarding the siting,
construction and operations of these wind projects.
0195-001 |l have been a full time year round commercial fisherman since I graduated high |Section 3.10 of the FEIS includes a discussion on commercial fisheries.
school in 1988. I primarily fish for lobsters and whelks, as well as scallops, crabs
and clams. This wind project will have incredible adverse effects on not just my
ability to continue to make my living from our ocean and help feed this country,
but thousands of others livelihoods as well. I strongly urge this entire project does
NOT continue any further. The environmental impacts will be irreversible once
this Pandora’s Box is opened.
0196-001 After review of the DEIS, I strongly encourage the Bureau of Ocean Energy Sections 2.1.1.2 and 3.11.1 of the FEIS includes a discussion of the proposed
Management (BOEM) to have a favorable review of that study and approval the |transit corridors both within and south of the WDA. Section 2.1 of the FEIS
DEIS with appropriate conditions to protect the interests of commercial fisheries |includes a discussion of the Proposed Action and action alternatives and Section
stakeholders and to minimize environmental impacts of the projects. I support the |2.5 of the FEIS includes a discussion of the agency-preferred alternative.
proposed conditions to create a transit corridor through the lease area and to
position the towers such that there is a minimum of one nautical mile between
each tower. I also support to condition to orient the wind farm in a manner that
reduces the potential risk of adverse impacts on commercial fishing vessels.
0196-002  |The proposed Vineyard Wind project provides sustainable clean electricity ata | Thank you for your comment.
very low price and will have a major positive economic impact on region and the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts.
0196-003 | Throughout the planning process, Vineyard Wind has been attentive to Thank you for your comment.
community input, particularly from fisheries and marine stakeholders, as well as
organizations and individuals interested in protecting the marine environment.
0196-004  |As you know, the commercial fishing industry is critical to New Bedford, Thank you for your comment.
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Hampshire Avenue landfall site to avoid further impacts to the already sensitive
Lewis Bay watershed.

Comment Text Response

Number

0197-001 The American Sportfishing Association (ASA) supports selecting project Thank you for your comment.
alternatives for Vineyard Wind’s Construction and Operations Plan (COP) that
minimize impacts to (1) current and future use of the area by recreational fishery
stakeholders (both private and charter), (2) fish population health (3) habitat that
supports ecosystem function and (4) ongoing and future biological monitoring
efforts.

0197-002  |As stated in detail by many commenters, ASA is concerned about BOEM BOEM has revised the list of reasonably foreseeable future offshore wind
dismissing various impacts throughout the DEIS without proper analysis to projects based on project progress since publication of the DEIS, and this
support those conclusions. For example, BOEM indicates that various impacts  |information was included in the SEIS and carried forward to the FEIS. The list of
from the COP are minor because similar unimpacted habitat exists around the reasonably foreseeable future offshore wind projects is included in Appendix A
selected wind development site. However, there are multiple adjacent lease of the FEIS. Quantitative impact analysis is provided as appropriate in the
blocks with planned wind energy projects for southern New England in the specific resource sections within Chapter 3 and Appendix A of the FEIS.
foreseeable future. Those project impacts would be additive and should be
incorporated more thoroughly into the cumulative impact analysis.

0197-003  |Additionally, the DEIS does not fully evaluate the potential impacts of Section 3.3.2 of the FEIS has revised the discussion of EMF-related impacts on
electromagnetic fields emitted across the export cables which may have adverse |the little skate.
impacts to the behavior and migration of benthic and demersal finfish species.

0197-004  |ASA suggests reworking the DEIS to more thoroughly analyze potential impacts |Section 2.5 of the FEIS has been included to identify the agency-preferred
from the COP for the Vineyard Wind Project. Without the opportunity to alternative.
consider further analyses, ASA suggests incorporating Alternative E which
would minimize the project area through the use of the largest available wind
turbine generators.

0197-005  |ASA recommends [that] time of year installation restrictions for construction Appendix D of the FEIS has also been updated to include modifications and/or
activities in the Offshore Export Cable Corridor be guided by consultation with  |additional mitigation and monitoring measures. Additional mitigation and
the Massachusetts Division of Marine Fisheries (MA DMF) to avoid impacts to  |monitoring measures may arise from consultations and coordination with Federal
spawning seasons, larval ingress, and juvenile recruitment to primary nursery and State resource agencies. These additional mitigation measures could be
habitats. considered by decision makers and incorporated into the Record of Decision.

0197-006  |Additionally, ASA supports the use of horizontal direction drilling at landfall Sections 3.1.1 and 3.1.2 of the FEIS have been revised to include additional
sites to minimize impacts to submerged aquatic vegetation, and other nearshore  |discussion of the potential impacts of HDD.
habitats that are critical for ecosystem function.

0197-007  |ASA also supports the use of project Alternative B, eliminating the New As specified in Section 2.1 of the FEIS, the DEIS, and SEIS contemplated two

Onshore Export Cable Routes (OECRs), with alternative options within each
route; however, since the publication of those documents, Vineyard Wind has
stated all necessary state and local permits for the Covell’s Beach landfall
location have been acquired. Therefore, the Proposed Action (Alternative A) and
action alternatives only contemplate the one landfall location, Covell’s Beach
landfall and onshore route. Alternative B therefore is no longer evaluated as an
action alternative in this FEIS. In addition, Section 2.5 of the FEIS has been
included to identify the agency-preferred alternative.
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0197-008

The DEIS indicates NMFS survey methodology may need to change to account
for the inability to sample certain locations within the proposed wind
development area. This potentially represents a significant issue as data obtained
by the NMFS bottom trawl survey are critical to understanding the population
dynamics of various species throughout the New England and Mid Atlantic
regions. The NMFS bottom trawl survey represents a valuable long-term dataset
and changes to its survey design may create uncertainty in the stock assessments
that rely on this index. Additionally, ASA has similar concerns with potential
impacts to the MA DMF’s spring and fall survey that has sampling locations
within the proposed project area. Therefore, we recommend further consultation
with MA DMF and NMES to fully address any impacts to the respective trawl
survey designs that would negatively impact the use of these datasets in the stock
assessment process.

Section 3.12.2 of the FEIS has been revised for a discussion of potential impacts
on fisheries surveys and Section 3.12 of the FEIS has also been revised for a
discussion of the implications of impacts.

0198-001

The New York State Department of State (Department), as the administrator of
the State’s federally-approved Coastal Management Program, offers the
following comments regarding the Vineyard Wind Offshore Wind Energy
Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) dated December 2018.
Our comments include requests for BOEM and the applicant to address impacts
to New York stakeholders raised in the DEIS and emphasize the importance of
early and robust coordination between the Department and BOEM with respect
to future lease area sales and construction and operations plans (COPs). Our
comments also seek to improve coordination efforts with BOEM, particularly
regarding submissions of consistency determinations and certifications to ensure
New York’s participation in Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA, 16 U.S.C. §
1456(c)) reviews for future offshore wind project development in this region.

Thank you for your comment.

0198-002

The DEIS identifies a range of potential impacts to New York’s coastal and
ocean uses and resources using analyses created by the federal government or
with federal data. For example, Section 3.4.5 of the DEIS identifies New York
interests in the Massachusetts Wind Energy Area and Vineyard Wind Lease Area
by acknowledging the regional setting of commercial fishing, highlighting the
importance of the Montauk, New York fishing port in value and volume of
commercial landings, and drawing attention to the fact that, on average, more for-
hire recreational fishing trips to this area originate from Montauk, New York than
any other state. The Department requests that BOEM address impacts to New
York’s offshore uses and resources as identified in the DEIS through focused
consultation with New York stakeholders.

Additional analysis and data were added to the Section 3.10.1 of the FEIS on For-
Hire Recreational fishing; however, there is limited data on for-hire recreational
fishing boats in the WDA. The COP further characterizes for-hire recreational
fishing in the WDA.

0198-003

We request that BOEM carefully evaluate turbine and transmission placement to
set an achievable and equitable precedent for future development in the region
that minimizes effects and allows offshore wind development to co-exist with
established ocean uses.

Thank you for your comment.
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0198-004  |Access to and from fishing grounds for all ports in the region will need attention |Sections 3.10.2 and 3.11.2 of the FEIS have been updated to further address port
and analysis to ascertain the best and most equitable solution to accommodating |access.
vessel transiting.
0198-005 The Department looks forward to early engagement and coordination with Thank you for your comment.
BOEM on CZMA federal consistency determinations and certifications. Such
coordination will provide New York the opportunity to review proposed lease
sales and any COPs for projects in leased areas. This will allow New York State
to most effectively review a project’s effects on the State’s coastal uses and
resources for consistency with its enforceable policies. We are committed to
working expeditiously with BOEM and affected states to responsibly site
renewable offshore energy in the region.
0199-001 Recreational fishermen need ... guaranteed fishing access all the way to the base |Fishing activities within the WDA might be impacted to the extent access to the
of the turbines WDA is restricted; fishing gear is entangled with protections placed over cables
or around foundations of WTGs or ESPs; and/or maneuverability restrictions
within the WDA result in the displacement of fishing vessels.
Concerning vessel access to the WDA, it is worth mentioning that temporary
limited or restricted access areas (safety zones) may be set up around active
construction areas where applicable. However, note that BOEM does not have
the authority to restrict access to the WDA during operations. In addition, the
USCQG has stated that they will not restrict access to the WDA during operations.
The USCG’s authority to establish safety zones only extends to the boundary of
the territorial waters of the United States, which is 12 nautical miles from shore
and outside the WDA.
0199-002  |Recreational fishermen need ... a commitment to scientific monitoring of Section 3.10.2 of the FEIS has been revised to include a discussion of monitoring
fisheries impacts, especially as more projects are proposed; and mitigation measures proposed relative to commercial and recreational
fisheries. These monitoring and mitigation measures are also discussed further in
Appendix D of the FEIS.
0199-003  |Recreational fishermen need ... continued engagement [from Vineyard Wind]  |Many of the monitoring and mitigation measures discussed in Section 3.10.2 and
with the fishing community to ensure we have input at every step of the project. |in Appendix D of the FEIS were developed in coordination with a variety of
stakeholder input, including commercial and recreational fisheries representatives
0199-004 The COMMERCIAL fisheries far outpace recreational lobbyist activity even Thank you for your comment.
though they don’t contribute nearly as much to the national economy in jobs or
revenue. PLEASE stop offering ridiculous amounts of money to appease the very
industry that has destroyed the fisheries. This is the right and proper way to
increase the Nation’s environmentally friendly power supply. Ignore the lobbyists
and do the right thing.
0200-001  |As you know, the Port of New Bedford, Massachusetts has established itself in a |Thank you for your comment.

national leadership position in both commercial fishing (as the nation’s top-
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grossing port for nearly two decades) and in offshore wind energy (as the closest
industrial port to the largest offshore wind reserves in the U.S., as well as home to
the nation’s only specialized offshore wind staging terminal). And the Port of
New Bedford’s momentum is accelerating. According to the latest economic
research, between 2015 and 2018, the Port added 1,500 jobs, business revenue
increased by nearly $500 million, and the economic value of the Port jumped by
nearly $1.5 billion (bringing the total to $11.1 billion in annual economic
activity).

0200-002

As Mayor of New Bedford for the past eight years, I have served during a
remarkable period in the development of the Port, but also in the development of
the offshore wind energy industry in the U.S. and abroad. During my tenure, I
have devoted considerable time and effort to understanding the benefits and the
potential impacts of the emergent U.S. offshore wind energy industry. I have
closely studied the European offshore wind experience, and sought out
interactions with a broad array of stakeholders. After this extended experience
and much reflection, I have come to believe the most critical task of federal
regulatory oversight (as well as state-level oversight) must be to create the
conditions necessary for the U.S. offshore wind industry to mature and thrive
while also putting in place a policy framework that protects, and even enhances,
the competitiveness of existing commercial fishing operations. Commercial
fishing operations represent the dominant commercial use of the federal waters
slated for offshore wind energy development, so it is imperative that commercial
fishing concerns receive the topmost attention of regulators. Establishing a policy
framework that fosters a positive dynamic between a promising new industry and
the most important existing industry should not be seen as a merely laudable goal
for BOEM, it should be recognized as an essential prerequisite for the future
success of both industries. BOEM’s approach to the Vineyard Wind Project, the
nation’s first industrial-scale project, will establish many precedents and have
major consequence for the relationship between the offshore wind industry and
the commercial fishing industry.

Thank you for your comment.

0200-003

First, Vineyard Wind has demonstrated a sustained willingness to revise the
Project to better address commercial fishing concerns in the areas of transit and
navigation. While there is more work to do, progress is being made and I expect
Vineyard Wind to continue to adjust its plans to lessen commercial fishing
impacts. [ also want to emphasize the importance of making sure all
accommodations to commercial fishing regarding transit and navigation are
codified in detailed, contingent approvals from BOEM and other regulators to
assure that they are fully honored and the developer held accountable. That said,
with continued effort from Vineyard Wind, backstopped by a responsible
exercise of oversight authority from regulators, I am persuaded that the Project

Thank you for your comment.
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can be executed in way that delivers the promised wind power benefits, respects
the needs of commercial fishermen, and creates a significant economic
opportunity for the City of New Bedford, the Commonwealth of Massachusetts,
and our nation.

0200-004

Mitigation is a second major area of concern for the commercial fishing industry,
and here Vineyard Wind is likewise taking important steps which I expect to
continue. It also bears repeating that any mitigation commitments to commercial
fishermen and shore-side businesses should be codified in detailed, contingent
approvals from BOEM and other regulators to assure that they are fully honored
and the developer held accountable.

Thank you for your comment.

0200-005

Fisheries and Offshore Wind Collaborative Fund: First and foremost, regulators
and developers should share a collective goal of keeping fishermen fishing within
lease areas. Dedicated funding from the offshore wind industry is essential to
achieving this goal because it would make possible the development of
innovative fishing gear and techniques that reduce the risks to fishermen and
reduce potential damage to fishing gear and vessels (as well as damage to subsea
cables associated with wind farms). With a Collaborative Fund in place,
fishermen interested in experimenting with new types of gear and methods of
fishing within lease areas will have an opportunity that might not otherwise be
available. The structure of the Fund—managed by an independent entity and led
by subject matter experts from both fishing and offshore wind backgrounds—
would ensure that resources were allocated wisely. And, over time, the Fund
would create best practices that can be replicated within wind farms in other
areas, as the industry grows. In sum, the Collaborative Fund will ensure
fishermen can continue fishing within lease areas while mitigating damage,
liability, and loss to fishermen and offshore wind operators. As this mitigation
component might apply to the Vineyard Wind Project, one could envision an
approach similar to Vineyard Wind’s Rhode Island mitigation proposal. Vineyard
Wind has committed $23 million over the life of the project to the Rhode Island
CRMUSs Ocean SAMP. That model, as applied to Massachusetts, would simply
be adapted to focus on boosting innovation and profitability in the fishing
industry through the development of improved fishing vessels, gear, and
technology.

Section 3.10 and Appendix D of the FEIS have been revised to include the
Vineyard Wind’s voluntary established gear loss and revenue compensation
funds for fishing interests based in Rhode Island, Massachusetts, and other states.
Please see Section 3.10 and Appendix D of the FEIS for more details on the
measures.

0200-006

Direct Fisheries Mitigation Fund: As for the second mitigation component, the
New Bedford Framework would mirror Vineyard Wind’s Rhode Island
mitigation proposal. It would base mitigation payments on lost fishing “value”
(as opposed to “effort”), and would establish a trust from which mitigation
payments would be made to eligible fishing businesses. The mitigation plan
would also include a permit or boat buyback mechanism for those fishermen who
decide to stop fishing on account of wind farm development. In its capacity as the

Thank you for your comment.
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“fisheries representative” to several developers, the New Bedford Port Authority
has already introduced this idea into discussion as an approach that offers cost
advantages and other benefits. In my view, a permit or boat buyback mechanism
is one of the most valuable measures that could be taken toward ensuring the
long-term coexistence of the offshore wind and commercial fishing industry.
Simply put, if a commercial fisherman doesn’t think they can fish in an area, they
should not have to. This pragmatic approach creates a future where developers
interact with fishermen that believe (if also given adequate access to supports like
the Collaborative Fund and training programs) they can coexist, even prosper,
alongside the offshore wind industry.

0200-007

Fishing Access and Training Programs: Lastly, I see great value in a direct
partnership between the offshore wind industry (both developers and supply-
chain companies) with the New Bedford Port Authority in a joint initiative to
fund Access & Training Programs that support the entry of new fishermen and
the training of veteran fishermen. These programs would go a long way toward
lessening the cost and risk to young fishermen attempting to enter the industry
and help existing commercial fishermen learn how to operate within wind farms.
Programs could focus on providing training and technical assistance in operating
a small business and marketing, apprenticeships, supporting the construction of
port infrastructure that supports fishing, and other innovative programs that
encourage and support new entry and opportunities for commercial fishermen.
The question of where geographically to direct such investments (and mitigation
more generally) is an important one. The New Bedford Framework proposes that
Vineyard Wind (and subsequent developers) target funding to New Bedford
based on the Port’s status as the dual epicenter of commercial fishing in
Massachusetts and the U.S. East Coast. Consider, for example, that virtually all
Massachusetts landings of fish from the Massachusetts and Rhode Island
offshore wind lease areas, as well as the New York call areas, are New Bedford
landings, according to the oft-cited Rhode Island DEM study of fishing activity in
these areas from 2011-2016. In the case of the Vineyard Wind lease area, 88% of
the Massachusetts landings were in New Bedford. The DEM study attributes no
landings at all front the Vineyard Wind lease area to Gloucester, Boston, or any
other ports north of Cape Cod.

Thank you for your comment.

0201-001

Access: Recreation anglers must be able to fish up to the base of turbine
foundations to take advantage of the new habitat that will be created by offshore
wind power development. We understand access may be limited during
construction.

Section 3.9.2 of the FEIS has been updated on access to the WDA during
operation. Access to the WDA is also addressed in Section 3.11.2 of the FEIS.
While some temporary access restrictions will be required during construction
and routine maintenance, access to the WDA and OECC will not be restricted
during operations. Additionally, commercial and recreational fishing methods
may need to change.
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patent for wind turbines on jack-up platforms, #US 7,163,355 B2, is held by an
American company, Offshore Wind Power Systems of Texas (OWPST) This
company is already developing an offshore wind farm near Brownsville, Texas.
The European companies who expect to build the Vineyard Wind project cannot
use the patented technology without paying for it. So, they are proposing inferior
solutions, and they are not disclosing to the public or agencies that there is a
better, American-owned solution. .The OWPST mobile jack-up platform for
offshore wind turbines is called the “Titan”. The first Titan has already been built
and is installed in the sea offshore Sweden, where it supports a meteorological
tower.There are only TWO jacket foundations built for turbines in depth over 150
feet. The Titan jack-up design is environmentally superior to the European
proposed foundations for several reasons...: * The Titan is fully assembled with a
wind turbine on shore and floated out to the site with a tugboat. No specialized
offshore wind construction ships are needed. This saves tens if not hundreds of
millions of dollars on each project. These specialized ships do not exist in the
USA yet and European ones may not be permitted in USA projects because of
the Jones Act. * The Titan has almost no construction and installation impact. It
stands on legs that press into the seafloor due to the weight of the platform. They
do not need be driven into the seabed, as do monopole or jacket foundations. This
eliminates pile driving noise. The legs can stand on any seabed type, and on
uneven seabeds. Monopoles and jackets require that the seabed is leveled flat,
destroying that habitat. « The Titan can be easily removed within a few days by a
tugboat, if there are any concerns after installation. Monopoles and jackets must
be cut out by divers with welding torches, operating from large ships, taking

Il\?lilr:;)er Comment Text Response

0201-002  |Public Input: Recreational anglers must be engaged early in the planning process |Appendix C of the FEIS has been updated for the public input process that
for offshore wind power development. Clearly communicated opportunities to  |occurred for the development of the EIS.
provide input on siting, permitting, access and other issues can avoid future
conflicts.

0201-003 Science: Fisheries research before, during and after wind turbine construction is  |Appendix D of the FEIS has also been updated to include modifications and/or
essential for monitoring impacts to species of interest to recreational anglers. additional mitigation and monitoring measures. Additional mitigation and
Study results should be publicly available and regularly communicated to our monitoring measures may arise from consultations and coordination with Federal
community. and State resource agencies. These additional mitigation measures could be

considered by decision makers and incorporated into the Record of Decision.

0202-001 ...the EIS states that the turbines will be installed on monopole or jacket As stated in your comment letter, the proposed foundation type is not
foundations. No mention is made of the alternative of mobile jack-up platforms |commercially available to be used and therefore is not an alternative that can be
for offshore wind turbines. This is a far superior and well-known solution. It considered in detail. Section C.5 in Appendix C of the FEIS under alternative
should have been included in the analysis of alternatives because it has wind turbine foundation types has been updated to indicate that mobile jack-up
significantly less environmental impact than the proposed foundation technology. |platforms are not feasible and therefore not carried forwarded.

0202-002  |The serious concern is that this solution is not being considered because the As stated in your comment letter, the proposed foundation type is not

commercially available to be used and therefore is not an alternative that can be
considered in detail. Section C.5 in Appendix C of the FEIS under alternative
wind turbine foundation types has been updated to indicate that mobile jack-up
platforms are not feasible and therefore not carried forwarded.
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weeks or months. This also has environmental impacts. Because of these
advantages, the Titan foundation alternative must be considered in the FEIS.
0203-001  |Access: Recreational anglers must be able to fish up to the base of the turbine Section 3.9.2 of the FEIS has been updated on access to the WDA during
foundations to take advantage of the new habitat that will be created by offshore |operation. Access to the WDA is also addressed in Section 3.11.2 of the FEIS.
wind power development... Besides the unique and irreplaceable social value of |While some temporary access restrictions will be required during construction
these fisheries, any loss of access in this area would result in significant impact to |and routine maintenance, access to the WDA and OECC will not be restricted
the local fishing and boating economy. This is a high dollar fishery [pursued] by |during operations.

vessels accounting for hundreds of thousands of dollars of economic activity in
electronics, gear, and tackle alone.

0203-002 We feel that the DEIS lacks thorough analysis of the potential impacts to Section 1.1 of the DEIS contained information on the background of the process
recreational offshore fishing and urge BOEM to reconcile that via consultation  |and project. Appendix C (formerly Chapter 4) of the FEIS has been updated with
with the International Game Fish Association, the American Sportfishing information on the coordination and consultation process to date for the proposed

Association, and the NOAA Northeast Fishery Science Center. Throughout this  [Project.
process many individual anglers and recreational fishing organizations have
requested formal confirmation that after construction, access in lease areas and
around turbines and other structures would be treated in the same manner as oil
rigs in the Gulf of Mexico.

0203-003 We request BOEM add firm language to the DEIS clarifying that the entire Section 3.9.2 of the FEIS has been updated on access to the WDA during
impact analysis is based on an expectation of total access to the wind farm area  |operation. Access to the WDA is also addressed in Section 3.11.2 of the FEIS.
after construction. Our ideal approach to this issue would be for BOEM to make |While some temporary access restrictions will be required during construction

post-construction access a permit condition for all offshore wind-related and routine maintenance, access to the WDA and OECC will not be restricted
structures. We feel offshore wind structures should fall under the existing US during operations. Additionally, commercial and recreational fishing methods
Coast Guard regulations regarding “aids to navigation.” This is established may need to change.

language that is well understood by both mariners and enforcement.
0203-004  |Public Input: Recreational anglers must be engaged early in the planning process |Thank you for your comment.
for offshore wind power development. Clearly communicated opportunities to
provide input on siting, permitting, access, and other issues can avoid future

conflicts.

0203-005  |Science: Fisheries research before, during, and after wind turbine construction is |Appendix D of the FEIS has also been updated to include modifications and/or
essential for monitoring impacts to species of interest to recreational anglers. additional mitigation and monitoring measures. Additional mitigation and
Study results should be publicly available and regularly communicated to our monitoring measures may arise from consultations and coordination with Federal
community. and State resource agencies. These additional mitigation measures could be

considered by decision makers and incorporated into the Record of Decision.
0203-006  |Finally, we request a more comprehensive discussion of cumulative impacts on  |Appendix A and Chapter 1 of the FEIS has updated the list of reasonably

fisheries from continued offshore wind power development. It is essential we foreseeable future offshore wind projects considered in the FEIS, and the
have a well-established framework for monitoring cumulative impacts now to methodology presented was also included in the SEIS analysis. Section 3.9 of the
avoid consequences for fisheries down the line. FEIS presents the assessment of impact on commercial fisheries. In addition,

Appendix D has been updated to include updated and new mitigation and
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monitoring measures that have been considered. If the COP is approved, these
measures (as well as others not listed) could become conditions of COP approval.

0204-001 We would like to express [The Falmouth Energy Committee’s] support for the | Thank you for your comment.

Vineyard Wind project that is proposing to bring its cable to shore in Barnstable,
MA from its lease area south of Martha’s Vineyard. This proposed project is well
sited, has undergone years of environmental review and provides copious
environmental and economic benefits to the region. These benefits are essential
as we continue to shift our economy toward lower carbon sources. The 800 MW
Vineyard Wind project is estimated to reduce 1,680,000 tons of CO2 emissions
from the New England electrical system annually. This is a critical step in
meeting our renewable energy goals and the Global Warming Solutions Act
targets.

0204-002 We strongly support Vineyard Wind as a project that has demonstrated long- Thank you for your comment.
standing outreach to the communities throughout the region. The project has been
actively engaged in creating ways to bring tangible benefits back to the people.

Vineyard Wind’s project is estimated to save ratepayers over $3.7 billion over the
life of the project. Vineyard Wind has been working with the fishing
communities and marine mammal scientists to create agreements that will help
make the monitoring during and post construction an on-going element of how
technology can integrate with the marine ecosystems.

0204-003 The Falmouth Energy Committee ardently supports the integration of offshore | Thank you for your comment.
wind into our electricity grid and believes that Vineyard Wind is a project to
make the US’s first foray into commercial-scale offshore wind generation a
success. We hope that BOEM will also see the clear merits of the project and
provide Vineyard Wind with the necessary permits to begin construction.

0205-001 This project will end the commercial fishing industry as we know it and Section 3.10.2 of the FEIS includes the discussion of potential impact on
fishermen in Massachusetts will suffer greatly. As a Massachusetts State permit |commercial fisheries, including the mitigation and monitoring measures proposed
holder we are afraid that we will no longer be able to make a living in state to offset adverse impacts.
waters.

0205-002  |The project is being rushed through and not enough time or resources have been |Chapter 3 and Appendix A of the FEIS includes the discussion of resource
spent studying the grounds, species, habitats, currently users, and the complex surveys that have occurred to date, as well as discussion of additional surveys to
matrix of other seen and unforeseen negative impacts. be conducted before, during, and after construction of the proposed Project.

0205-003 The “fishermen” liaisons are inadequate as are talks of mitigation. How is Section 3.10 and Appendix D of the FEIS have been revised to include the
Vineyard Wind planning on compensating the commercial fishermen? Vineyard Wind’s voluntary established gear loss and revenue compensation

funds for fishing interests based in Rhode Island, Massachusetts, and other states.
Please see Section 3.10 and Appendix D of the FEIS for more details on the
measures.

0205-004 This project, being 25 times larger than any other in the world, should require 25 |Thank you for your comment.

times more spent in the study of possible negative impacts. It should require 25
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times more to be paid out for mitigation and to ensure no expense is spared to
provide the best science to protect as much as [possible of] the natural way of
life; including current human users, and the natural ecosystem. We can only
imagine that with a project 25 times as great as the most destructive on the
world’s seas, will be 25 times as damaging here on our own shores.

0205-005

While attending yet another Vineyard Wind meeting recently, I was appalled to
witness that many of the “positive” comments coming from the crowd were
coming from organizations and groups that were directly profiting from the
project. These biased opinions should be labeled for what they are, any
individual, group, or organization that is profiting off the project in any way
shape or form should have to disclose this information so the general public are
aware of any and all potential conflicts of interests and biased views. With a
project of this size and magnitude, transparency is an absolute must. This is our
home and the project is backed with foreign money. Transparency is of the
utmost importance.

Thank you for your comment.

0205-006

Just as this project will forever change the visual landscape of our Atlantic coast
it will forever change the economic and traditional landscape of the Cape, my
home. My husband is a fishermen, we are both direct descendants of the
Mayflower and both our families histories are entwined with the sea. The story
has evolved over 400 years and ends with Vineyard wind. What price can
compensate the elimination of New England’s history, heritage, and traditions?

Thank you for your comment.

0205-007

How much is paid for the countless species that will be lost, the disturbance to
migratory patterns, the loss of spawning grounds, and what is the cost of all the
death and destruction that won’t be seen?

0205-008

We need to be so careful and very aware of what the ACTUAL cost of “green”
energy is and who will be paying that price, such as the endangered right whales
and endangered sea turtles.

Section 3.4 of the FEIS includes a discussion of potential effects to marine
mammals.

0205-009

The implementation of this project needs to slow down and we need to be so very
careful that we are not trading one evil for another. ... As a society and a nation is
awake and aware of the high price of negative impacts to our environmental, now
more than ever, is the time to SLOW down and ensure we are creating solutions
not more problems.

Thank you for your comment.

0206-001

[Residents of Nantucket] will be able to view the proposed wind farm from
public and private vantage points on Nantucket island.

Section 3.9.2 of the FEIS has been updated to address visibility from residences
and impact on residents from the proposed Project. In addition, Section 3.6.2 of
the FEIS includes the material on impacts on residential property values.

0206-002

[Residents of Nantucket] routinely travel on, through, and over the coastal waters
that would be affected by the proposed Project, including waters that support
marine mammals and turtles.

Section 3.11 of the FEIS has been updated for a discussion on navigation and
Sections 3.4 and 3.5 of the FEIS include a discussion on marine mammals and
sea turtles, respectively.

0206-003

[Residents of Nantucket] also fish these same waters.

Thank you for your comment.
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206-004 In addition, [residents of Nantucket] have an interest in ensuring that the cultural |Thank you for your comment.
and historic heritage of this part of New England is preserved and protected.
0206-005  |Project-Related Hazards to Safety of Commercial Fishing Activities. The DEIS  |Section 3.10.2 of the FEIS has been revised to address this comment.
fails to sufficiently address the Project’s safety impacts on commercial fishing
activities in and near the proposed wind turbine array. This impact arises, in part,
from the applicant’s decision to align/orient the rows of wind turbines in a way
that conflicts with the method and manner in which commercial fisherman fix
their gear. This conflict would create significant safety hazards that would only
worsen during bad weather or rough seas.
0206-006 In addition, it is now evident that the proposed Vineyard Wind projectis only ~ |Appendix A of the FEIS has been updated to include additional projects
one of several that may be installed in this location, resulting in as many as 500 |considered for impacts.
wind turbines, perhaps more. The cumulative safety impact on commercial
fishing must be addressed, but so far the DEIS has ignored the issue.
0206-007  |Damage to Lobster, Squid, and Flounder Fisheries. While the DEIS touts the Potential impacts on commercial fisheries for squid, lobster, and flounder are
potential for the wind turbine foundations to provide new hardscape for mussels |discussed in the revised Section 3.10.2 of the FEIS.
and certain species of sportsfish, the document fails to adequately assess the
Project’s potential to damage commercial fisheries, including those for squid, As part of the COP submission, Vineyard Wind prepared visual simulations of
lobster, flounder, and other fish that currently support the fishing economy in this [what their proposed Project would look like from various locations. These
part of New England. simulations were prepared as part of the larger Visual Impact Assessment which
is Appendix III-H.a of the COP (Epsilon 2020d). In addition, Vineyard Wind
prepared a nighttime video simulation and (Summer, Fall) daytime video
simulations to show what the proposed offshore wind facility would look like
under various conditions. Section 800.4(b)(1) of the Section 106 regulations
states that federal agency officials shall make a “reasonable and good faith effort”
to identify historic properties. The visual simulations can be viewed at the
following link: https://www.boem.gov/vineyard-wind/
The video simulations can be found at:
https://www.boem.gov/Night-Visual-Simulation-Video/
https://www.boem.gov/Day-Visual-Simulations-Videos/
0206-008 Inadequate Visual Simulations. The DEIS does not include photo-simulations Section 3.9.2 of the FEIS includes a description of the photo-simulations and

showing the aesthetic impacts of the Project. Instead, these are contained in a
separate document (or, rather, in a separate file on the BOEM webpage).
Nevertheless, the photo-simulations for Nantucket are inadequate. First, they are
taken from the lowest elevation vantage points possible — on the beach — rather
than on the bluffs or roadways along Nantucket’s western coast. As a result, the
visual simulations provide a *“best-case representation of what the wind turbines
will look from Madaket and other key viewing areas. Second, the
photosimulations should have assessed the visual impacts of the Project during

panoramic photomontages. In addition, Section 3.9.3 of the FEIS presents the
impact on visual resource from offshore wind projects.

As part of the COP submission, Vineyard Wind prepared visual simulations of
what their proposed Project would look like from various locations. These
simulations were prepared as part of the larger Visual Impact Assessment which
is Appendix I1I-H.a of the COP (Epsilon 2020d). In addition, Vineyard Wind
prepared a nighttime video simulation and (Summer, Fall) daytime video
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the period leading up to sunset, when the turbines would be seen as silhouettes  |simulations to show what the proposed offshore wind facility would look like
along the horizon. This is important given that sunsets at Madaket and elsewhere [under various conditions. Section 800.4(b)(1) of the Section 106 regulations
along Nantucket’s western coastline is a major tourist attraction. Third, the photo- |states that federal agency officials shall make a “reasonable and good faith effort”
simulations only show the impacts of the proposed Project; they do not show the [to identify historic properties. The visual simulations can be viewed at the
cumulative effects of the Project in combination with the other 400-500 wind following link: https://www.boem.gov/vineyard-wind/
turbines slated for installation immediately adjacent to the project site. The video simulations can be found at:

https://www.boem.gov/Night-Visual-Simulation-Video/
https://www.boem.gov/Day-Visual-Simulations-Videos/

0206-009 Cumulative Analysis Ignores Wind Power Leases to the Immediate Southeast of |BOEM has revised the list of reasonably foreseeable future offshore wind
Project. The DEIS asserts that it was not required to address the cumulative projects based on project progress since publication of the DEIS, and this
impacts of the proposed wind leaseholds to the immediate southeast of the project|information was included in the SEIS and carried forward to the FEIS. The list of
site because those lease rights had not been secured by any project applicant. reasonably foreseeable future offshore wind projects is included in Appendix A
According to the DEIS, it would be too speculative to assess the impacts of any  |of the FEIS. Quantitative impact analysis is provided as appropriate in the
potential wind projects at these locations. This assertion was always dubious specific resource sections within Chapter 3 and Appendix A.
from a NEPA perspective. Now, however, we are informed that the U.S.

Government has, in fact, awarded the development rights for those leaseholds
(including a second lease to Vineyard Wind LLC). Consequently, BOEM can no
longer claim that projects on these leaseholds are not “foreseeable.” For this
reason, the DEIS must include the impacts of these projects in its cumulative
effects analysis.

0206-010  |Agreement with National Wildlife Federation Does Not Protect North Atlantic  |Section 3.4.2 of the FEIS has been revised to include a discussion of acoustic
Right Whales from Project’s Operational Impacts. During the Nantucket “town  |impacts on marine mammals. Further details regarding acoustic effects to these
hall” meeting, a member of the National Wildlife Federation explained that her |species are provided in Appendix F of the FEIS and in the Biological Assessment
organization had entered into an agreement with Vineyard Wind that promised to |submitted to NOAA, which can be found at the following link:
protect and avoid take of North Atlantic Right Whales (NARWSs). We have https://www.boem.gov/Vineyard-Wind-Consultation-Documents/.
reviewed that agreement, and while it does impose important and helpful
restrictions on construction-related impacts (such as those associated with pile  |Section 3.4.2 and Appendix D of the FEIS have been revised to include a
driving and vessel speed), it does not provide sufficient measures for protecting |discussion of monitoring and mitigation that has been proposed for the agency-
NARWS from the Project’s operational impacts (such as noise and vibrations preferred alternative relative to the North Atlantic right whale. Pre- and post-
capable of disrupting whale behavior and the potential for the wind turbine array |construction monitoring plans, if required, will be developed in coordination with
to disrupt whale echolocation and navigation). Given that the DEIS likewise the NMFS as part of the ESA Section 7 consultation.
failed to address or analyze these critical issues, it appears that BOEM and
Vineyard Wind have taken the position that there is no need to study whether the
Project will have operational impacts on NARWSs. NEPA’s “hard look™
requirement, however, cannot be satisfied by simply ignoring an impact and
acting as if it doesn’t exist or won’t occur. In short, the DEIS must reexamine the
project’s operational impacts and disclose their potential to adversely affect
NARW behavior.

0206-011 Failure to Assess the Project’s Specific Impacts on the Unique History and Section 3.9.1 of the FEIS discusses the characteristics of Nantucket and Martha’s

Vineyard.
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analysis of the Project’s potential impacts on historical resources and tourism. No
part of this analysis actually examines the unique history of Nantucket and the
Project’s adverse effects on that history. Nor does the DEIS evaluate the Project’s
impacts on tourism specific to Nantucket. As a result, the DEIS underreports
those impacts.

0207-001

Of critical importance is the question of how to provide safe transit corridors for
the vessels and safety responders who travel around and, eventually, through the
planned wind farms in order to access the fishing grounds on the other side. In
hindsight, given the size and location of the leased areas, it is unfortunate that this
issue was not made more of a priority prior to the initial auction (I note favorably
the lease provision added prior to the most recent auction protecting and
extending established corridors). At least as early as 2008, when the British Coast
Guard warned mariners of the detrimental effects of WTGs on navigational radar
from a distance of 1.5 miles, the relevant agencies and government authorities
have known of the risks posed by traveling in the vicinity of turbines.

Thank you for your comment.

0207-002

Unfortunately, they are now at an impasse (I take issue with the characterization
in the DEIS that the 2-nm-wide corridor has been “developed through discussion
among fishing stakeholders and state agencies,” which may unfortunately give
the impression that fishing stakeholders are largely in agreement). Vineyard
Wind contends that a transit corridor south of the array with a two-nautical mile
width is sufficient; fishing industry groups rightly insist on at least 4 nautical
miles. Corridor width is a straightforward issue pitting safety versus profit
margin. Indeed, wind energy proponents have not shied away from making this
point publicly and repeatedly; comments from proponents submitted with respect
to the Coast Guard’s 2016 ACPARS report, for example, sharply criticized wider
corridors and their effect on developable acreage.

Thank you for your comment.

0207-003

Given the limited state of data and research, however, and without detailed
project-specific findings, I see no reasonable argument against settling on the
wider end of the spectrum. Four-nm-wide corridors are consistent with the
ACPARS and with the UK’s findings that 3.5-nm corridors pose tolerable risk if
sufficiently mitigated, especially where Vineyard Wind intends to use WTGs that
are significantly larger than existed at the time these guidelines were issued
(frankly, it is not clear to me why developers should not be required to establish
wider corridors that fit within the UK’s “broadly acceptable” risk profile given
that mitigation determinations are inherently subjective and highly fact-sensitive).

Thank you for your comment.

0207-004

Ultimately, the threat to navigational radar posed by the turbines is not in dispute.
Though the DEIS acknowledges this threat with respect to vessels within the
array (see 3.4.7 at 3-208), it is devoid of any analysis of the threat within the
proposed corridor, which is ironic considering the corridor is listed as one of the

Section 3.11 (formerly 3.4.7) of the FEIS discusses the navigational potential
effects. Furthermore, Vineyard Wind’s supplemental navigational risk
assessment (COP Volume III, Appendix III-I, Epsilon 2020a), which BOEM and
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mitigation measures benefiting ships operating within the WDA. Accordingly, |USCG reviewed and found adequate for the purposes of this EIS, demonstrates
absent such analysis, I believe that public safety demands that BOEM must come [that it is technically possible to fish and transit through the proposed Project.
down strongly on the side of caution and insist on 4-nm corridors.
0208-001 It is clear that New England’s most valuable resource for mitigating climate Thank you for your comment.
change and achieving the IPCC 2030 emission reduction goals is off-shore wind
power. But the process needed to get started on construction to take advantage of
that resource is simply not moving fast enough to even replace retiring fossil fuel
plants let alone allow for early retirement of other plants. It is essential that
Vineyard Wind and the other nearby leases get to completion as quickly as
possible.

0208-002 ...the New England fishery is also a valuable resource longer term for mitigating |Thank you for your comment.
climate change impacts. The BOEM process has managed to pit these two
resources against each other (or at least the individuals and companies that wish
to exploit these resources). It should not have had to be this way. But BOEM
would have a natural tendency to focus on it’s “energy silo” and only address
potential negative environmental impacts and none of the positive environmental
impacts.

0208-003 In the case of the Vineyard Wind lease, it appears there was a communications | Thank you for your comment.
failure around the number, orientation and spacing of the wind towers. It appears
little was learned from European experience with off-shore wind and fisheries--
though approaches in Europe seems to vary with varying success stories.
0208-004 The EIS process for the remaining leases should be changed in an effort to Thank you for your comment.
accelerate the delivery of the wind resources, by treating the entire leased area as
one to appropriately address balancing wind power resources with fishery
resources. A preliminary review of the number, orientation and spacing of the
wind towers with the fishing interests allows the fishery interest to only have to
address the issue one more time. A comprehensive approach would also reduce
uncertainties in construction planning for the remaining lessees.

0208-005 I am hopeful that off-shore wind and fisheries will turn out to not really be Thank you for your comment.
competing resources but will be developed cooperatively. Ultimately, the
offshore towers become a fairly large artificial reef which should ultimately
support fisheries. In addition it would appear there are opportunities to co-locate
offshore wind and aquaculture. Perhaps there is a model for aquaculture leasing
that addresses competing fishery resources. Thanks to whomever has to read all
these comments.

0209-001 BOEM characterizes impacts to the commercial fishing industry as “moderate”. [Section 3.10 of the FEIS has been updated to include details of mitigation and
“Moderate” impacts are defined as “Impacts on the affected [biological] resource |monitoring measures relative to commercial fisheries, including voluntary

are unavoidable” and “Impacts on the affected activity or community are financial compensation. Appendix D of the FEIS has also been updated to
unavoidable”; this includes “disruption to harvesting activities during operation |include modifications and/or additional mitigation and monitoring measures.
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of offshore wind facility”. This is the significant, and permanent, degree of loss
the Rhode Island fishing community is to expect with a proper compensation and
mitigation plan that includes a full and comprehensive analysis of all negative
impacts to the Rhode Island fishing industry. This is severe enough in itself.
Without a proper mitigation plan, BOEM characterizes the impacts to the
commercial fishing industry arising from the Vineyard Wind project as “major”,
which is defined as “The affected activity or community would experience
unavoidable disruptions to a degree beyond what is normally acceptable, AND
The affected activity or community may retain measurable effects indefinitely,
even after the impacting agent is gone and even if Vineyard Wind takes remedial
action.” Therefore, it is important that BOEM ensure that Vineyard Wind adhere
to appropriate mitigation and compensation at this time, because future adverse
impacts to the Rhode Island commercial fishing industry would be irreparable.

These additional mitigation measures could be considered by decision makers
and incorporated into the Record of Decision.

0209-002

BOEM itself acknowledges that “some fisheries- like the squid trawl fishery-may
not be able to safely operate and harvest the resource in the WDA”. The squid
fishery is the most valuable fishery within the Vineyard Wind project area,
according to the RI DEM analysis, and also the major economic driver of the
Rhode Island commercial fishing industry, as the state of Rhode Island
consistently lands more squid than all other East Coast states combined.

Section 3.10.2 of the FEIS has been updated to further assess the potential
impacts related to vessel maneuverability as well as potential migration measures.

0209-003

BOEM needs to be informed of several problematic issues with the RI process
thus far. Furthermore, we are aware of economic fisheries studies that exist that
should be a part of analysis included in BOEM’s FEIS for the Vineyard Wind
project.

Thank you for your comment.

0209-004

The affected commercial fishing industry, both the federal offshore squid trawl
fishery and the shore side businesses including fish dealers and processors, were
left off of the FAB and were not allowed to be part of the process that developed
final mitigation. We have already submitted comments from the three largest
dealer/processors in the state of Rhode Island to this effect.

Thank you for your comment.

0209-005

Mitigation negotiations between the FAB, CRMC and Vineyard Wind were
conducted privately, and none of the reports/data or proposed agreements utilized
in those negotiations have yet been made public. As this is a publicly required
process, all documents used in negotiations should have been made public for the
affected public to view, digest, engage, and comment on, prior to any agreement
or tentative agreements being signed. However, prior to a public FAB or CRMC
meeting to discuss a final fisheries mitigation proposal, CRMC signed an
agreement with Vineyard Wind on Feb. 21. Although the agreement stipulates it
is contingent upon the FAB and CRMC staff recommending the plan to the full
CRMC, no documents should have been signed without public review and input.
The final FAB meeting to take a vote on the issue is scheduled for Feb. 23; and

Thank you for your comment.
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it does not discuss echolocation at all, other than to state that whales use it. Note

Il\?lilr:;)er Comment Text Response
the CRMC meeting scheduled to take final vote on the issue is scheduled for Feb.
26. As the BOEM DEIS public comment period ends before those dates, we do
not know what the final outcome will be. However, if the tentative agreement
signed on Feb. 21 is accepted, we cannot support this.

0209-006  |BOEM is under a federal duty to obtain any and all documents used in the Section 3.10.2 of the FEIS has been revised to include additional and updated
mitigation and compensation process with regards to the Vineyard Wind project, |compensation information. Section 3.10 of the FEIS has been updated to include
because BOEM’s determination of impacts from the project to the commercial  |details of mitigation and monitoring measures relative to commercial fisheries,
fishing industry are contingent upon that mitigation being comprehensive and including voluntary financial compensation. Appendix D of the FEIS has also
appropriate. been updated to include modifications and/or additional mitigation and

monitoring measures. These additional mitigation measures could be considered
by decision makers and incorporated into the Record of Decision.

0209-007 | The Dennis King report is an economic report of fisheries impacts prepared by | Thank you for your comment.

Vineyard Wind for the RI fishery mitigation negotiations. The Sproul report is an
economic report of fisheries impacts developed for the same purpose, but to
inform the FAB and CRMC, pursuant to the Ocean SAMP, which states:
“Negotiation of mitigation agreements shall be a necessary condition of any
approval or permit of a project by the Council. Mitigation shall be negotiated
between the Council staff, the FAB, the project developer, and approved by the
Council. The reasonable costs associated with the negotiation, which may include
data collection and analysis, technical and financial analysis, and legal costs, shall
be borne by the applicant.”’[1] We have been made aware that the data collected
as part of compiling the Sproul report was used in the fisheries mitigation and
negotiation discussions, and included quantified economic data on loss of life and
vessels to be expected as a result of the Vineyard Wind project, and economic
losses to shoreside businesses, among other economic losses. Although this data
has not been submitted at this time to CRMC, it was obtained pursuant to a public
regulation and is therefore public information. We would request that BOEM
acquire this information and attach it as an appendix to the FEIS.

0210-001 We have no doubt that this project will harm commercial fishing communities  [Section 3.10 of the FEIS has been updated to include details of mitigation and
and the supply of fresh, local seafood throughout New England. BOEM must monitoring measures relative to commercial fisheries, including voluntary
compel Vineyard Wind to create a legitimate monitoring plan to determine the  |financial compensation. Appendix D of the FEIS has also been updated to
harm to the fisheries resources and a legitimate compensation plan to make the  |include modifications and/or additional mitigation and monitoring measures.
fishing community whole for that harm. We agree with comments submitted by |These additional mitigation measures could be considered by decision makers
the Responsible Offshore Development Alliance, that these plans must be done in|and incorporated into the Record of Decision.

a transparent, holistic, and well-structured manner that includes impact from the
wide variety of fishing businesses.
0211-001 [Turbines causing echolocation problems] may even cause whales to become lost [Section 3.4.2 of the FEIS has been revised on the discussion of acoustic impacts

on marine mammals. Further details regarding acoustic effects to these species
are provided in Appendix F of the FEIS and in the Biological Assessment
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that NARWs are protected under the federal Endangered Species Act and the submitted to NOAA, which can be found at the following link:

Massachusetts Endangered Species Act. The project’s impacts on these listed https://www.boem.gov/Vineyard-Wind-Consultation-Documents/.

species are, by definition, significant and require mitigation; yet the DEIS

describes the impacts as “minor” without any substantiation to back up that Section 3.4.2 and Appendix D of the FEIS have been revised on the discussion of

unfounded assessment. The DEIS should offer mitigation and / or alternatives monitoring and mitigation that has been proposed for the agency-preferred

capable of avoiding or reducing the negative effects. The DEIS ought to be alternative relative to the North Atlantic right whale. Pre- and post-construction

revised and recirculated for review and analysis prior to it taking final form. monitoring plans, if required, will be developed in coordination with the NMFS
as part of the ESA Section 7 consultation.

0211-002 Vineyard Wind is the first phase of 5 projects, likely totaling approx. 500 to 1350 |BOEM has revised the list of reasonably foreseeable future offshore wind
such turbines. The footprint of the Vineyard Wind project only displays the projects based on project progress since publication of the DEIS, and this
proposed location of the first 100 turbines. However, the area of proposed information was included in the SEIS and carried forward to the FEIS. The list of
construction encompasses only approximately one-third of the Vineyard Wind  |reasonably foreseeable future offshore wind projects is included in Appendix A
leased area. Will there be future phases of additional construction and additional |of the FEIS. Quantitative impact analysis is provided as appropriate in the
turbines / support platforms constructed in the remainder of the leased area and  |specific resource sections within Chapter 3 and Appendix A of the FEIS.
when? If so, the current DEIS is incomplete as it does not address the entire scope
of the construction proposed for the leased area. The DEIS ought to be revised
and recirculated to address this issue prior to it taking final form. This is
especially of concern because, according to C.1 Past, Present and Future
Reasonably Foreseeable Activities and Projects the cumulative impacts analysis
does not take into consideration the likely cumulative impacts related to all other
offshore wind leases.

0211-003 The footprint of the project is inside of the Right Whale Dynamic Management |Section 3.4.2 and Appendix D of the FEIS have been revised on the discussion of
Area (DMA) often used to protect Right Whales from dangers of injury due to  |monitoring and mitigation that has been proposed for the agency-preferred
human interaction such as fast-moving vessels (such as will be used during alternative. Pre- and post-construction monitoring plans, if required, will be
construction and maintenance activities). developed in coordination with the NMFS as part of the ESA Section 7

consultation.

0211-004 It is now clear that Vineyard wind does not intend to utilize a soft start as Please note that “soft start” refers to impact hammering, not scheduling. The

previously claimed because as we have learned from
https://www.rechargenews.com/wind/1708013/vineyard-eyes-faster-timeline-for-
largest-us-offshore-wind-farm This news, provided by off-shore publication
Recharge Wind, states, “Vineyard eyes faster timeline for largest US offshore
wind farm. Avangrid-backed developer has chosen preferred offshore substation
supplier for S00MW Massachusetts project. Developer Vineyard Wind is
considering pulling forward the timeline for its §00MW Massachusetts offshore
wind farm, potentially completing the full project in 2021, as major equipment
orders fall.” This would be an aggressive schedule not allowing for any type of
“soft start.” If this report is factual, something that ought to be determined vis the
DEIS process, then the DEIS ought to be revised and recirculated for review and
analysis prior to it taking final form.

proposed Project schedule A detailed Project schedule is included in COP
Chapter 4, Figure 4.1-1 (Volume [; Epsilon 2020b).
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0211-005  |The DEIS shows 89 turbine locations within the proposed project area for An alternative that contemplates the use of 84 9.5-MW WTGs, spaced 1.5
Alternatives D1 and D2 (assuming 100 turbines as originally proposed). See nautical miles between them, when compared to other alternatives being analyzed
BOEM DEIS Figure 2.1-5 at 2-13. Since Vineyard Wind now needs only 84 in detail (i.e., Alternatives A, B, C, and E), will substantially increase the
turbines the wind development area extension shown in Figure 2.1-5 is footprint of the project and its environmental impacts—particularly due to
unnecessary to accommodate the large (9.5MW) turbines Vineyard Wind has increased seabed disturbance for inter-array cables and increased duration of
committed to using for this project. BOEM acknowledges that VW “could” use a |vessel trips during construction and operations. While increased spacing between
larger turbine and thus Alternative E (84 turbines) would reduce area of WDA.  |WTGs would allow for better maneuverability of fishing vessels that are actively
See: 2.1.5, p. 2-14. Nevertheless, since Vineyard Wind has committed to using  |fishing within the Project area, the substantial increase in project footprint would
the larger 9.5SMW turbine model, then there will be no expansion necessary of the |also increase the OCS areas that are subject to navigational impacts resulting
proposed project area (WDA) under either Alternative D1 or D2. Importantly,  |from the project by introducing WTGs in OCS areas not reached by other
given Vineyard Wind’s commitment to using the larger 9.5MW turbine model, |alternatives (i.e., Alternatives A B, C and E). Therefore, this alternative was not
the DEIS should be revised to include an analysis of all the Alternatives within  |analyzed in detail because BOEM expects it to result in more impacts than those
the DEIS using only the 84 large turbines required to meet the purpose and need |expected from other alternatives being fully analyzed (e.g., Alternatives A B, C,
of the project (i.e. to generate S00MW). and E).
The development of the EIS has been based on Vineyard Wind’s utilization of
the PDE, which included a range of 8-10 MW WTGs as assessed in the DEIS
and was updated to allow for up to 14 MW WTGs. The FEIS assesses the
impacts of the reasonable range of Project designs that are described in the
Vineyard Wind COP and presented in Appendix G by using the “maximum-case
scenario” process. Therefore, utilization of the 9.5 MW machine falls within the
PDE and impacts have been accounted for.
0211-006  |If every Wind Turbine Generator installed within all the lease blocks now and in |Thank you for your comment.
the coming years is just SMW in capacity (a small assumption based on the
Vineyard Wind’s recently stated objective of installing 9.5MW generators), then
there is the potential for 1375 turbines to be installed within the current BOEM
lease blocks in southern New England waters.
0211-007 The DEIS impacts analysis overlooks the potential impacts on the commercial |BOEM prepared a SEIS that included an expanded planned action analysis,
fishing industry that will result from the installation and operation of as many as |which described the methodology in Chapter 1 and the list of projects considered
1375 turbines in southern New England waters upon build out of the BOEM in Appendix A of the SEIS. Potential impacts are considered as described in
leases. Fishing vessel displacement will occur as a result of the Vineyard Wind ~ |Appendix A and in individual resource sections. BOEM has revised the list of
and other planned and future offshore wind energy projects and must be reasonably foreseeable future offshore wind projects based on project progress
accounted for in BOEM’s analysis. since publication of the DEIS. Potential impacts are considered as described in
Appendix A and in Section 3.10 of the FEIS.
0211-008  |The DEIS indicates some limitations in addressing future project impacts, butit |BOEM prepared a SEIS that included an expanded planned action analysis,

also assumes that generalized impacts would likely be similar in nature to those
presented within the DEIS. (See at C-10). The DEIS ought to be revised to
include a more thorough cumulative analysis of all the Alternatives to improve
the overall understanding of project impacts.

which described the methodology in Chapter 1 and the list of projects considered
in Appendix A of the SEIS. Potential impacts are considered as described in
Appendix A and in individual resource sections. BOEM has revised the list of
reasonably foreseeable future offshore wind projects based on project progress
since publication of the DEIS. As was done in the DEIS, impacts of alternatives
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marine mammals. In reviewing Appendix D, it would be prudent for BOEM to
require the implementation of other mitigation measures than those few described
in Appendix D of the DEIS, including long-term passive acoustic monitoring,

Comment Text Response
Number
are addressed in individual resource-specific sections within Chapter 3 and
Appendix A.

0211-009  |The DEIS states in Table 6-1: Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Section 3.10.2 of the FEIS has been revised to discuss that Vineyard Wind could
Resources by Resource Area. “Based on the anticipated duration of construction |alter habitat during construction and operations, or limit access to fishing areas,
and operations, BOEM does not anticipate impacts on commercial fisheriesto  |however the decommissioning of the project will reverse those impacts.
result in irreversible impacts. Irretrievable impacts could occur due to loss of use |Irretrievable impacts could occur due to loss of use of fishing areas at an
of fishing areas at an individual permit level.” Hence, the DEIS implies that individual permit level. Vineyard Wind’s supplemental navigational risk
commercial fishermen may not be able to fish within Vineyard Wind’s WDA for |assessment (COP Volume III, Appendix III-I, Epsilon 2020a), which BOEM and
the life of the project (30 years), they will be able to fish within the larger WDA |USCG reviewed and found adequate for the purposes of this EIS, demonstrates
after the project. But that fails to consider the entire scope of all the leased hold  [that it is technically possible to fish and transit through the proposed project.
development areas. This assumption is not supported by any documentation.

Fishery resources impacts from construction phases of the project are largely
unknown. As such, the DEIS ought to be revised and recirculated for review and
analysis prior to it taking final form.

0211-010  |There are hundreds of gallons of oils, and other hydrocarbon fluids in each wind |Section 2.3 of the FEIS discusses of the potential for release of oil from WTGs
turbine generator and the several support platforms. The DEIS makes no analysis |and ESPs. Section A.8.2.2 in Appendix A of the FEIS has been updated to
of the potential hazards associated with spills or leaks. There are no containment |include additional information on the probability of a spill and the spill reaching
vessels to be included in any of the wind turbine generators, although I discussed |the shoreline.
with representatives of Vineyard Wind. They acknowledged that containment
vessels could be installed, but likely would not be installed. All the oil and other
hazardous contaminant hydro