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l. DEIS Comments and MMS Reponses

On January 18, 2008 MMS published a notice in the Federal Register (see Appendix B) stating the
availability of the DEIS, how to obtain copies of the DEIS, information on how to comment, and
information about the public hearing locations and times. The public notice period was set to expire 60
days from the Notice of Availability. On March 10, 2008, MMS extended the public comment period for
another 30 days until April 21, 2008.

MMS received comments through its public connect website on it’s Web page at
http://ocsconnect.mms.gov/psc-public/, via emails, via oral or hard copy comments provided at the four
public hearings (i.e., the Mattacheese Middle School in West Yarmouth, Massachusetts, the Nantucket
High School, in Nantucket, Massachusetts, the Martha’s Vineyard Regional High School, in Oak Bluffs,
Massachusetts, and at the University of Massachusetts Boston Campus, in South Boston), and via hard
copy comments mailed in. In all, more than 45,000 comments were received.

1. Comment Index
(See Appendix L - hard copy & CD Number 1 and 2)

All comments received were logged, assigned a Letter ID, reviewed, assigned topic codes and placed in a
Comment Index provided in Appendix L on hard copy and on CD Number 1 and 2.

Each entry within the Comment Index contains the following information; Letter ID, Name of Agency
or Organization, name of commenter, and associated alpha numeric comment codes (note: the CD copy
contains additional information on the names of people who submitted the more than 45,000 form letters
— see discussion below on form letters). The Comment Index is located on Appendix L - CD Number 1
and 2 and on hard copy.

Example of Comment Index —¢

Comment Index

Letter ID |Agency/Craanization |Last Name |First Name |cemment Codes
Federal Agencies (ordered by agency)

|A-:|'.u sory Council on Historic

00011 Freservation Eddins ohn T. 5-28, J-4, 1.5

T_l

a. Letter ID’s

The Letter ID’s located in column one of the Comment Index, are not listed in chronological
order. Letter ID’s are initially arranged by assigned categories and then listed alphabetically by
agency, town, organization or last name (in the case of elected officials and the general public).
The following is a complete list of categories for each Letter ID in the Comment Index.
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List of Categories for Letter ID’s in the Comment Index

B Comment from Elected Official
F Comment from Federal Agency
FT Comment from Federally Recognized Tribal Organization

L Comment from Local Agency
N Comment from NGO

P Comment from General Public
Q Form Letter

S Comment from State Agency

TMB Comment from elected official at Martha's Vineyard public hearing
TMF Comment from Federal Agency at Martha's Vineyard public hearing
TMFT Comment from Federally Recognized Tribe at Martha's Vineyard public hearing
TML Comment from Local Agency at Martha's Vineyard public hearing
TMN Comment from NGO at Martha's Vineyard public hearing

TMP Comment from general public at Martha's Vineyard public hearing
TMS Comment from State Agency at Martha's Vineyard public hearing
TNB Comment from elected official at Nantucket public hearing

TNF Comment from Federal Agency at Nantucket public hearing

TNFT Comment from Federally Recognized Tribe at Nantucket public hearing
TNL Comment from Local Agency at Nantucket public hearing

TNN Comment from NGO at Nantucket public hearing

TNP Comment from general public at Nantucket public hearing

TNS Comment from State Agency at Nantucket public hearing

TUB Comment from elected official at UMASS public hearing

TUF Comment from Federal Agency at UMASS public hearing

TUFT Comment from Federally Recognized Tribe UMASS public hearing
TUL Comment from Local Agency at UMASS public hearing

TUN Comment from NGO at UMASS public hearing

TUP Comment from general public at UMASS public hearing

TUS Comment from State Agency at UMASS public hearing

TYB Comment from elected official at Yarmouth public hearing

TYF Comment from Federal Agency at Yarmouth public hearing

TYFT Comment from Federally Recognized Tribe Yarmouth public hearing
TYL Comment from Local Agency at Yarmouth public hearing

TYN Comment from NGO at Yarmouth public hearing

TYP Comment from general public at Yarmouth public hearing

TYS Comment from State Agency at Yarmouth public hearing
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b. Comment Codes

All comments received have been broken down into over 200 different alpha-numeric Comment
Codes. Comment Codes associated with each Letter are located in column four of the Comment
Index. Definitions for each Comment Code are provided on the Comment Codes List located
on Appendix L - CD Number 1 and 2 and hard copy.

Example of Comment Code(s), B-29, J-4 and J-5, assigned to Letter FOO011:

Comment Index v
Letter ID |Agency/Craanization |Last Name |First Name |cemment Codes
Federal Agencies (ordered by agency)
A dvisory Council on Historic
00011 Freservation Eddins ohn T. 5-28, J-4, 1.5

c. Comment Codes List

Example of Comment Codes List for codes B-29, J-4 and J-5 only:

B. Regulatory Process

29. Section 106 (HISTORIC/CULTURAL) CONSULTATION/ Exec Order 13,175 Tribal
communication/ Executive Order 13007/ Section 110(f)

J. Archeological and Historical Resources
4. Historical significance of NS / Nantucket Historic District (Nantucket Island)/above

ground historic properties
5. Advisory council on historic preservation review

Comment Summary and Response Table

(See Appendix L - hard copy & CD Number 1 and 2)

The Comment Summary and Response Table which provides a summary of the issues raised through
all comments is provided in Appendix L - on hard copy and on CD’s Number 1 and 2. The table is
arranged such that the Comment Code is located all the way to the left column. Reading left to right
within each comment topic code, the reader will find the summary of issues raised within that code topic.
Subsequently, in the right hand column, the reader will find responses to each summary and in many
cases there will be references to additional detailed information in the FEIS which addresses this
comment in greater detail.

The Comment Summary and Response Table is designed to cover the broad main issues at hand that
fall under that Comment Code, and does not attempt to list all the specific comments under that
Comment Code. The intent is to give the reader an understanding of the general concerns that were
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raised within that comment topic. In some responses, there is additional text to explain things that may
not be appropriate in the body of the FEIS (i.e. explaining the rational for a response).

MMS has considered all comments in its development of the FEIS. The degree to which comments were
address was dependent upon the depth of content and issues raised. This process insures that the quality of
the FEIS is improved through the inclusion and consideration of substantive information that can be used
in the decision making process.

3. U.S. Coast Guard Summary of Comments Summary and Responses
In addition, the U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) has prepared a Comments Summary and Responses.

4. Individual Comment Letters and Public Hearing Transcripts
(See Appendix L - CD Number 1 and 2 only)

Each individual comment letter received and transcripts for each speaker comment at the four public
hearings, are available on Appendix L — CD’s only.

Appendix L - CD Number 1 contains Individual Comment Letters from:

Federal, State and Local Government Agencies
Native Tribal Organizations
Elected Officials and Non-government Organizations

Appendix L - CD Number 2 contains Individual Letters and Comments from:
The General Public

Transcripts from all the Public Hearings (including any representative speakers from
agencies, organizations or elected officials)

And Form Letters.

5. Sample Form Letters
(See Appendix L - CD Number 2 and hard copy)

A sample of all thirteen types of Form Letters are provided on Appendix L - CD Number 2 and as a
hard copy in Appendix L. Please note: for letters labeled Q000008 - 12, these letters are unique, but
contain various combinations of paragraphs from form letters Q00008, Q00009, Q00010, Q00011, and
Q00012. Also, some of the form letters received were not identical to the sample form letters, but had
only minor alterations from the sample form letter. If the alteration to the letter did not change the codes
that it would receive, it was considered an instance of a form letter.
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Procedures for Reviewing a Summary and Response to a Particular

Comment Letter

To review the summary and response to a particular comment letter;

.

First refer to or open the Comment Index.
Scroll though the Comment Index to locate the agency, organization or name of interest.

3. Note Comment Code(s) associated with the comment letter of interest in the far right

column.

Example of Comment Index, for Letter ID FO0011 and associated Comment Code(s):

Comment Index

Letter ID Jigency/Organization |Last Name |First Name / JComment Codes\|
Federal Agencies (ordered by agency) \
Advisory Council on Historic
FO0011 Preservation Eddins John T B-29, J-4, J-5

4. Lastly, refer to the Comment Summary and Response Table which is arranged
alphabetically by Comment Codes.

Example of Comment Summary and Response Table for Comment Codes B-29, J-4 and J-5:

Comment
Code Number

Comment Code Name

Synthesis of Comments

Response

B-29

Section 106
(Historic/Cultural)
Consultation/ Executive
Order 13,175 Tribal
Communication/ Executive
Order 13007/ Section 110(f)

MMS received various comments explaining that the proposed action
would have greater impacts to National Register resources than are stated
in the DEIS. Some commenters said it is inappropriate to distinguish
between National Register listed properties and those that are eligible for
listing. Those commenters said mitigation is still needed.

Commenters said MMS had not coordinated fully or appropriately with
federally recognized tribes and that the required coordination must be
completed prior to proposed action approval.

Commenters said Native American cultural and religious concerns had
been inappropriately and inadequately addressed in the DEIS under
“socioeconomic resources,” and “environmental justice”. These
commenters stated that their concerns should have been more fully
discussed in the “cultural resources” and “visual resources” sections.
Some commenters are concerned about Native American free pursuit of
their traditional cultural and religious practices — which both historically
and currently have been dependent on a clear, unobstructed view of the
eastern horizon across the waters of Nantucket Sound.

Refer to Section 5.3.3.5.

Impacts to Native American cultural resources have
been re-organized and expanded and are now under
the Cultural Section. See Sections 4.3.5 and
5.3.3.5. MMS has met several more times with the
federally recognized tribes to understand and try to
address concerns (See Sections 1.4 and 7.2.

Visual impacts on religious practices of the tribes
are discussed in the cultural section at 5.3.3.5

34

How will MMS address
adverse effects to NHL
properties?

Comments were received that questioned how MMS would address the
elevated requirements for assessing adverse effects to properties with
National Historic Landmark status.

MMS has found that the project will have an
indirect (visual) adverse effect on two NHL
properties (the Kennedy Compound and the
Nantucket Historic District). As per the
requirements of 36 CFR 800.10, the MMS has
invited the ACHP and the Secretary of the Interior
(represented by the National Park Service’s
National Historic Landmarks Program
representative) to participate in the Section 106
consultation process for this project. On-going
Section 106 consultation meetings will focus on
identification of measures to avoid, minimize, or
mitigate potential adverse visual effects to these
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Comment
Code Number

Comment Code Name

Synthesis of Comments

Response

properties.

J-5

Section 106 process—
consulting with tribal
governments, other interested
parties, etc.

Comments were received that were concerned that MMS had not
followed the appropriate consultation requirements under Section 106 of
the NHPA, including consultation with affected tribal governments and
other consulting parties. Commenters remarked that determinations of
adverse effect must be done in consultation with consulting parties, a

process which has not yet been completed within the context of the DEIS.

MMS has undertaken formal Section 106
consultation with tribal governments and other
consulting parties, and has taken the comments and
recommendations received from all consulting
parties into account in its revised determination of
adverse effects on historic properties.
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[1I. Procedures for Reviewing Comment Codes on Individual Comment Letters
and Public Hearing Transcripts

(See Appendix L - CD Number 1 and 2 only)

To view an individual comment letter or public hearing transcript;

1. First refer to or open the Comment Index and find the Letter ID in the left column and
identify the category assigned to the Individual Comment Letter of interest. (A complete
listing of categories used to identify Letter ID prefixes for all letters and public hearing
transcripts is provided on page 3 of Appendix L — Procedures for Identif.)

Example of Comment Index, Letter ID FO0011, F = Federal letter number 000011;

Comment Index

Letter ID "\ JAgency/Organization |Last Name |First Name JComment Codes
Federal Agencies (ordered by agency)

dvisory Council on Historic
FO0011 Preservation Eddins John T B-29, J-4, J-5

2. Lastly, open the appropriate category folder, i.e. Federal. Within each folder all Individual
Comment Letters are arranged in numerical order. All public hearing transcripts are the
order in which the commenter spoke at the public hearing.

3. Once the Individual Comment Letter has been opened the Letter ID will appear in the far
right corner. Comment Codes will appear in the far right border alongside the comment topic
being discussed in that section of the letter.

Example of an Individual Comment Letter, FO0011 and Comment Codes;

ACHP Comments on Cape Wind Draft EIS p.-lof2 F00011
April 21, 2008

Ref:  Cape Wind Energy Project, Nantucket Sound, MA.

The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) appreciates the opportunity to comment J-5
on the Minerals Management Service’s (MMS) Environmental Impact Study (EIS) for the B-29
proposed Cape Wind Energy Project in Nantucket Sound, Massachusetts.
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V. Procedures for Reviewing Form Letters

To view sample Form Letters;

All sample Form Letters can be viewed in Appendix L — on hard copy and CD Number 2. For a
complete list of persons submitting form letters please refer to Appendix CD Number 2 only.

All thirteen sample Form Letters are identified with the Letter Q and then numbered 00001-00013 (e.g.
Q00001).

To view Comment Codes associated with Form Letters;

1. Refer to, or scroll to the last page (pg. 56) of the Comment Index titled Form Letters,
located in Appendix L — on hard copy and on CD Number 1 and 2. The Comment Codes
associated with each form letter is located in right hand column.

Example of last section (pg. 56) of the Comment Index titled Form Letters;

Letter 1D Jrgencyiiganization JLast Hame |First tHame |comment codes
Farm Letters
@0000 Farm letter 1 -2, O-1. P-3, P-5, P-. 5-3, T-3
Go000z Form letter 2 2, 80,01, P2
[EEAE] Form letter 3 1, 06, P2, P-23_1-3
[EREERE] Form letter 4 2, C-13. 0-1,P-3. 5.3, T3
G00005 Form letter § 2 P8, 53
00008 Form letter 8 j-1, P-3, 5-3
Go0007 Farm letter 7 -1, 0-1,P-3,P-3 13
Zo000s Form letter 8 2 P4, P8, P12
GO000D Form letter 9 -2, C-13. D-9. 01, P-5_P5_ 5.3
E00010 Farm letter 10 14,01, P8
Z00017 Farm letier 11 b2 C-14, 01,73
Eo0012 Farm lett=r 12 o1, P8
zo0013 Farm letter 13 -2, 0-1, P-3, P-5, P-8, 5.3, T-3

To review the summary and response to a Form letter;

1. Once the Letter ID — i.e. Q00001 has been located follow Steps 1-4 outlined above under;

IL. Procedures for Reviewing a Summary and Response to a Particular
Comment Letter - by identifying the Comment Code and referring to the
Comment Summary and Response Table.

To view a list of individuals that submitted a Form letter;

1. All individuals that submitted form letters are listed by name in files listed by Letter number
(e.g. Q00001) located on Appendix L - CD Number 2.
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Comment Index

Letter ID JAgency/Organization JLast Name [First Name [Comment Codes
Federal Agencies (ordered by agency)
Advisory Council on Historic
F00011 Preservation Eddins John T. B-29, J-4, J-5
B-2, B-3, B-4, B-8, B-18, B-26, B-27, B-29, B-30, B-35, B-37,
B-40, C-1, D-3, D-12, D-13, D-20, D-21, F-1, F-3, F-4, G-2, |-4,
F00010 [Army Corps of Engineers Godfrey Christine A. J-6, K-2, M-1, M-2, M-4, P-2, P-6, P-7, P-9, P-21, U-5
Department of Commerce, B-15, B-18, B-27, B-28, D-18, E-1, E-8, F-3, F-4, G-2, G-3, G-4,
F00004 NOAA \Weiher Rodney F. G-5, G-7, G-9, L-5, M-5, U-2, U-4
F00007 DOI, BIA Kardatazke, Ph.D |James T B-29, J-1, S-2
DOI, Bureau of Indian Affairs,
F00001 Eastern Regional Office Kardatazke, Ph.D |James T. B-1, J-1, K-2, S-2
DOI, National Park Service,
F00002 Northeast Region Reynolds Michael T. B-10, B-27, B-29, B-31, C-6, H-1, K-3, K-6, L-5, P-8, V
F00006 DOI, US Geological Survey Devine James F. D-3, F-2, H-1, H-4, H-5, H-9
B-7, B-14, B-37, B-39, C-3, C-6, D-3, D-13, D-15, D-18, D-21,
E-1, F-1, F-3, F-4, G-2, G-4, G-5, G-7, G-8, H-1, O-1, O-3, P-19,
F00008 EPA [Timmerman Timothy L. P-22, R-6, T-2, U-4
F00003 Marine Mammal Commission Ragen Timothy J. B-15, D-10, G-7, L-5, U-2, U-4
Mid-Atlantic Fishery
F00012 Management Council [Jensen \W. Peter B-25, B-28, D-21, G-2, G-3, G-5, G-7, S-2, U-2, U-5
New England Fishery
F00013 Management Council Pappalardo John B-23, B-28, D-13, D-18, D-21, G-2, G-3, G-7, P-21, S-2, U-2, U-5
B-7, B-18, B-23, B-27, C-10, C-15, C-16, C-17, C-18, E-4, E-8,
F00005 USFWS Bartlett Michael J. F-2, G-4, G-5, G-7, H-1, H-5, H-8, T-2, U-1, U-4, U-5
Native American Tribal Organizations (ordered by organization)
Mashpee Wampanoag Historic
TYFT00001 Preservation Officer Green George Chuckie C-1, G-2, J-1, J-4, P-21
FT00004 Mashpee Wampanoag Tribe Green Jr. George "Chuckie" B-2, B-29, G-2, J-1, J-5, J-6, P-21
FT00001 United South and Eastern Tribes|Cook Michael A-1, B-1, J-1, K-2
FT00003 United South and Eastern Tribes|Cook Michael A-1, B-1, B-29, B-33, J-1
TMFT00001 |Wampanoag Tribe Maltais Cheryl C-1, J-1, J-4
TUFT00001 \\Wampanoag Tribe \Vanderhoop Emily A-1, E-1, G-2, G4, J-1, K-2, M-1, P-21
TUFT00002 |Wampanoag Tribe Maltis Cheryl A-1, B-3, J-1
\Wampanoag Tribe of Gay Head
- Aquinnah, Tribal Historic
FT00005 Preservation Office \Washington Bettina M. A-1, B-22, B-29, B-33, C-1, J-1, J-2, J-6, K-2, P-14, T-2, T-3, U-6
\Wampanoag Tribe of Gay Head A-1, B-2, B-16, B-29, B-33, C-1, C-3, J-1, J-2, J-6, K-2, K-6, P-14,
FT00002 (Aquinnah) Andrews-Maltais |[Cheryl P-21, T-2, T-3, U-6
\WWampanoag Tribe of Gay Head
FT00006 (Aquinnah) [Andrews-Maltais |[Cheryl A-1
State Agencies (ordered by agency)
Coastal Resource Management
Council, State of Rhode Island
S00004 and Providence Plantations Fugate Grover J. B-5
MA Department of Conservation
S00006 and Recreation Sullivan Richard K. D-2, U-4, U-5
MA Division of Fisheries &
S00010 \Wildlife French, Ph.D. Thomas W. B-27, H-1, S-2, U-1, U-4
MA Division of Fisheries and
\Wildlife, Natural Heritageand
S00007 Endangered Species Program  |Melvin Scott H-1, U-1
S00001 MA Division of Marine Fisheries |Diodati Paul J. D-10, D-18, D-21, F-1, G-2, G-7, U-2
S00002 MA Division of Marine Fisheries |Diodati Paul J. S-8
S00011 MA Division of Marine Fisheries [Estrella & Ford Bruce T & Kathyrn  |G-2, G-7, P-21, U-2, U-5
Massachusetts Department of
S00005 Environmental Protection \Weinberg Philip B-18, B-34, F-3, U-2, U-4, U-5
Massachusetts Historical
S00003 Commission Simon Brona B-29, B-33, K-2, K-6
Massachusetts Office of Coastal
S00008 Zone Management McGee Leslie-Ann U-1, U-2, U-5
Massachusetts Office of Coastal
S00009 Zone Management McGee Leslie-Ann D-10, D-13, D-18, D-21, E-1, F-3, G-3, U-1, U-2, U-4, U-5
Local Agencies (ordered by agency)
Barnstable Municipal Airport
L.00002 Commission Griffin, Jr. John T. A-1, C-1, M-2
Barnstable Municipal Airport
TYLO0001 Commission Griffin John A-1, B-26, C-1, M-2
L00003 Cape Cod Commission Baur Donald C. B-4, P-8, S-2
B-4, B-33, B-39, D-3, D-10, D-20, D-21, E-8, F-1, F-2, F-3, I-1,
L00005 Cape Cod Commission Niedzwiecki Paul -2, |-3, J-4, K-2, K-3, L-1, L-5, M-1, P-25, U-4, U-5
General Manager of Steamship
TYL0O0002 Authority Lamson Wayne B-25, M-1, M-4, P-2
TML0O0001 Martha's Vineyard Commission |Powell Jim B-2, C-1, C-3, G-2, P-21

* See last page for Form Letter Index
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Letter ID JAgency/Organization Last Name First Name [Comment Codes
TUL00002 Nantucket Memorial Airport Bussiere Rob A-1, B-25, B-26, M-2
Nantucket Memorial Airport
[TNLO0001 Commission Peterson B-26, M-2, M-6
TUL00003 Shellfish Constable Osmers Tom C-1, C-2, C-11, F-1, G-2, P-21
Shellfish Warden for the Town of|
TML00002 \West Tisbury Osmers Tom A-1, C-2, M-1, P-21
TULO0001 Speaking for John T. Griffin Carroll Cliff A-1, B-26, C-1, M-2
TNL0O0002 Steamship Authority Ranney H. Flint B-25, M-1, M-4, M-5, M-6
B-2, B-6, B-16, B-17, B-38, C-3, D-2, D-3, D-5, D-7, D-21, F-3,
L00004 [Town Of Banstable McLaughlin Charles S. H-1, H-5, K-2, M-1, M-6, P-24, S-2, U-5
Town of Barnstable, Assistant
L00001 [Town Attorney McLaughlin Charles S. B-7, B-17, D-3, M-1, S-1, S-2
Town of Edgartown, Board of
00006 Selectmen Serpa Margaret A-1, C-1, C-2, K-2
TML0O0003 [Town Planning Board \Wilson Alan B-4, K-2, K-3, N-1
\Woods Hole and Martha's
Vineyard and Nantucket
TUL00004 Steamship Authority Gifford Charles B-25, M-1, M-4
\Woods Hole, Martha's Vineyard
and Nantucket Steamship
00007 Authority Lamson \Wayne C. B-3, B-25, B-30, C-3, M-1, M-4, M-6, U-3
\Woods Hole, Martha's Vineyard
and Nantucket Steamship
L00008 Authority Gifford Charles G. A-1, M-1, M-4, P-8
\Woods Hole, Martha's Vineyard
and Nantucket Steamship
L00009 Authority Lamson Wayne C. B-1, M-1, M-4, U-3
Elected Officials (ordered by name)
B00005 State Representative Atsalis Demetrius J. A-1, B-3, O-1
B00006 State Representative Atsalis Demetrius J. B-3, B-19, S-2
Statement from William
Marasco-Town of Yarmouth
TUB00005 Selectman [Audience Member C-1, G-4, P-7
[ Town Councilor from Precinct 7
TYB00016 in Barnstable which is Cotuit Barry Richard A-1, H-1, M-1
TYB00005 Assembly of Delegates Bergstrom Ron P-2, P-21
On Behalf of Stae
TYB00002 Representative Jeff Perry Bishop Charles P-2, P-21
Speaking on behalf of State
Representative Demetrius
TUB00002 Atsalis Bishop Charles B-3, C-3
TYB00013 Barnstable Town Council Canedy [Ann B-2, B-3, J-4
TUB00008 Barnstable Town Councilor Canedy [Ann A-1, B-2, B-3, M-1, M-2, P-2
B00001 [Town Councilor Canedy [Ann Baxter A-1, B-2, B-3, B-4, M-1, M-2, P-2, P-15
TYB00015 Barnstable Town Council Chirigotis Frederick P-7, P-23
Representing (letter) Six
Chairmen of Massachusetts
TUB00009 Legislative Committees Costello Neal A-2, O-1, P-3, P-5
TYB00012 Barnstable Town Council Crocker James H. D-7
TUB00011 State Rep Bristol County D'Amico Steve A-2, S-3
TUB00010 City Councilor Davis Henrietta A-2, O-1
B00008 U.S. House of Representatives |Delahunt (William D. A-1, B-3, B-23, B-25, B-37, J-1, M-2, P-2, P-23, S-2
TMB00004 Selectman - Town of Chilmark  |Doty Warren F-1, G-2, G-7, P-21
TYB00018 Selectman Town of Barnstable |Gilmore Jerry P-23
TYB00017 'Yarmouth Board of Selectmen  |Groskopf [Aubrey C-1
B00007 State Senator Hedlund Robert L. A-2, O-1
TMB00003 Selectman - Town of Tisbury Israel Tristan A-1, C-1, C-3, P-21
President Barnstable Town
TYB00010 Council lJoakim Janet |A-1, B-4, C-3, D-7
B-2, B-6, B-23, B-25, B-27, B-30, B-35, B-37, C-6, G-2, G-4, H-1,
B00009 Senator Kennedy Edward M. M-1, P-2, P-7, P-8, P-21
Board of Selectmen of
TNB00002 Nantucket Kopko Michael A-2, O-1, P-3, R-5
Speaking on behalof of Pat
natale-State Representative of
TUB00003 the 30th Middlesex Dist. Lowell Frances |A-1, B-3, B-30, O-1, P-25
Resident of Centerville and
Elected Representative to the
Assembly of Delegates from the
TYB00003 [Town of Barnstable Lynch Tom B-25, B-30, D-3, D-7, M-1
TYB00009 Selectman Town of Yarmouth  |Marasco Bill C-1, P-7
TYB00008 Chairperson Town of Yarmouth |McAuliffe Suzanne D-7, D-13, L-1
TYB00014 Barnstable Town Council Milne Greg B-2, B-24, P-23
On behalf of Representative
TYB00011 Demetrius Atsalis Morgan John A-1, B-30
Speaking on behalf of Chuck
Green-Town of Mashpee
TUB00001 Selectmen Murphy Roberta C-6, J-1, O-2, P-21, P-23, R-2
TYB00007 Selectman Town of Falmouth Mustafa [Ahmed S-3
B00003 State Representative Natale Patrick M. A-1, B-3, S-3
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Speaking on behalf of State
TUB00004 Representative Jeffrey Davis Nichols Jane P-2, P-21
District Attorney for the Cape
TYB00004 and Islands O'Keefe Michael K-2, M-1, M-2, U-5
TYB00001 State Senator O'Leary Robert B-3
Read for Selectmen-Town of
TUB00007 Chilmark Osmers Tom F-1, P-21
B00004 State Representative Patrick Matthew C. P-3, P-18
TYB00006 State Representative Patrick Matt P-18
Onbehalf of Congressman Ed
TUB00012 Markey Rodges lan Pager 0-1
TMB00002 Selectman - Town of Edgartown [Serpa Margaret C-1, C-3, C-12
B00002 Member of Congress Smith Lamar B-1, B-8, B-23, B-26, M-2, P-2
Speaking on behalf Margaret
TUB00006 Serpa-Selectmen of Edgartown |Tacker Lisa C-1, K-2
TMB00001 Selectman - Town of Oak Bluffs |Waite Roger A-1
Board of Selectmen of
TNB00001 Nantucket \Willauer Whitey C-3, P-23
Non-Government Organizations (ordered by organization)
Alliance to Protect Nantucket
N00008 Sound \Wattley Glenn B-32
Alliance To Protect Nantucket
NO0020A sound \Wattley Glenn B-43
Alliance To Protect Nantucket
N00033 sound B-43
Alliance To Protect Nantucket
N00036 Sound \Wattley Glenn G. B-37
Alliance to Protect Nantucket
TMNO0003 Sound Parker [Audra P-21, P-22, P-23
Alliance to Protect Nantucket
TMNO00005 Sound Tacker Lisa A-1, B-1, B-32
Alliance to Protect Nantucket
TNN00001 Sound Parker lAudra K-2, M-2, M-4, M-6, P-21
Alliance to Protect Nantucket
'TNNO0005 Sound \Wattley Glenn C-6, D-2, P-23
Alliance to Protect Nantucket
'TNN00006 Sound Rockwell Heather B-15, B-27, G-2, G-5, G-7, T-2, U-2
Alliance to Protect Nantucket
'TNNO0007 Sound Dineen Kate A-1, P-19
Alliance to Protect Nantucket
TUNO00001  |Sound Nickerson Susan B-3, B-10, C-1, C-6
Alliance to Protect Nantucket
TUNO0002 Sound Parker [Audra B-2, J-1, M-1, M-2, P-2, P-21, P-23
Alliance to Protect Nantucket
TUNO0035 Sound \Wattley Glenn J-1, P-25
Alliance to Protect Nantucket
TYNO00O5 Sound \Wattley Glen B-23, B-25, B-30, C-3
Alliance to Protect Nantucket
TYNOO009 Sound Parker Audra P-2
Alliance to Protect Nantucket
TYN0O010 Sound Nickerson Susan B-23, B-30, C-6, C-10
Alliance to Protect Nantucket
N00007 Sound, Inc. Butler Patrick M. B-4, B-12, B-17
Alliance To Protect Nantucket
N00020B Sound/1 \Wattley Glenn B-43
Alliance To Protect Nantucket
N00020C Sound/15 \Wattley Glenn B-43
B-2, B-3, B-4, B-6, B-7, B-10, B-12, B-15, B-16, B-17, B-18, B-19
B-22, B-23, B-25, B-26, B-27, B-28, B-29, B-30, B-31, B-33, B-34
B-35, B-36, B-37, B-38, B-39, B-40, B-43, C-2, C-3, C-4, C-5,
C-6, C-8, C-9, C-10, C-13, C-15, C-16, C-17, C-18, D-2, D-3, D-4,
D-5, D-7, D-8, D-9, D-10, D-14, D-17, D-21, E-1, E-6, E-10, F-1,
F-2, F-3, F-4, G-2, G-3, G-4, G-5, G-7, H-1, H-4, H-5, H-8, H-9
1-2, -3, 1-4, J-1, J-2, J-4, J-6, K-2, K-3, K-4, K-5, K-6, L-1, L-5,
M-1, M-2, M-4, M-6, N-1, O-1, O-2, P-1, P-2, P-3, P-5, P-6, P-8,
Alliance To Protect Nantucket P-9, P-12, P-13, P-17, P-19, P-21, P-22, P-23, P-24, P-25, R-1
N00034 Sound R-6, S-2, S-3, T-1, T-2, T-3, U-1, U-2, U-3, U-4, U-5, U-6
[American Lung Association of
N00001 New England /Anderson Norman A-2, C-4, O-1
IAmerican Wind Energy
N00009 [Association Swisher Randall A-2, B-9, C-13, D-17, O-1, P-3, P-17, R-5, S-3
N00014 Barnstable Land Trust Barton JJaci B-7, F-1, G-2, G-5, G-7, H-1, L-5, P-21, T-2
TUNO0017 BLS Youth CAN Shirley Ashley A-2, O-1, P-2, P-3
TUN00016 Boston Climate Action Network [Hayes Lois A-2, O-1, P-1, P-16
Boston Latin School's Youth
TUNO00013 climate Action Network Buchanan Ava A-2, O-1
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Business Agent for the
TYN00023 Electricians Union Aikens Marty O-1, P-5, S-3
Cape Cod Chamber of
TYN00020 Commerce Northcross Wendy B-31, K-2, K-6, P-8, P-22
Cape Cod Chamber of
N00003 Commerce Northcross Wendy K. K-2, K-6
Cape Cod Chamber of
NO00006 Commerce O'Brien John A-1, P-17, P-22
Cape Cod Chamber of
N00015 Commerce O'Brien John D. |A-1, B-20, D-17, P-8, P-17, P-23
Cape Cod Chamber of
TYNO0019 Commerce O'Brien John P-8, P-17, P-23
Cape Cod Marine Trades
N00028 lAssociation Berner Clifton |A-1, B-25, D-7, D-21, K-4, M-1, M-5, M-6, P-2, P-21
Center for Health and the Global
N00012 Environment Chivian Eric A-2, C-4, O-1, P-3, P-16, S-3
Chamber of Commerce on
TNN00008 Nantucket Bakalar Tracy C-1, M-1, M-2, P-2
N00037 Clean Power Now Hill Barbara J. A-2, B-14, C-14, O-1, P-3, P-25, S-3
NO00052 Clean Power Now Elrick Richard D. G-3, M-3, O-1, P-3, P-8, R-5
TNN00003 Clean Power Now Pawa A-2, O-1
TUNO0003 Clean Power Now Hill Barbara B-9, O-1, P-3
TUN00021 Clean Power Now Argo Liz A-2, R-5
TUN00023 Clean Power Now Kleekamp Chuck P-4
TUN00024 Clean Power Now Pawa Matt 0-1
TUN00027 Clean Power Now Griswold \William P-4, R-5
TUNO0030 Clean Power Now Cummings Charlie S-6
TUNO0O31 Clean Power Now Elrick Richard P-8
TUNO0033 Clean Power Now Borchert Carl R-5, S-3
TUNO00038 Clean Power Now Stimpson Chris P-23
TYNOOOO3 Clean Power Now Hill Barbara A-2, O-1, P-3, S-3
TYNOOO13 Clean Power Now Elrick Richard M-3, P-3
TYNOOOO1 Clean Power Now Argo Liz R-5
Clean Power Now, Campaign for|
TYNO0016 a Solar Nation Stimpson Chris A-2, K-1, O-1
N00055 Clean Water Action Glick Lilah A-2, O-1, P-8, S-3
N00024 Coalition For Buzzards Bay Rasmussen Mark B-2, B-9, D-3, G-2, H-1, H-5, M-1, U-1
B-14, C-17, D-10, D-18, F-1, F-3, G-5, H-1, H-3, H-5, N-1, O-1,
NO00038 Conservation Law Foundation |Reid Susan P-3, P-8, P-16, P-21, S-3, U-1, U-2, U-4, U-5
N00026 Consumer Energy Alliance Taldykin Melissa E. C-13, C-14, O-1, P-3, P-4, P-5, S-3
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
NO00039 Defenders of Wildlife Request A-1, B-2, B-3, B-19, B-27, B-30, U-1, U-4
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
N00056 E2 Request A-2, C-13, O-1, P-3, P-4, P-5, P-8, P-12, P-18, S-3
IA-2, B-7, O-1, P-1, P-3, P-4, P-5, P-12, P-15, P-16, P-18, R-5,
N00013 E2 New England Hartman Berl S-3
Energy Consumers Alliance of
N00027 New England Chretien Larry B-9, P-4, P-12, P-15, P-19
TUN00022 Environment Massachusetts Connett Diana O-1, S-3
TUNO0036 Environmental Business Council ]Moon Dan A-2, O-1, P-3, S-3
TUNO000O6 Environmental Entrepreneurs Hartman Berl A-2, P-1, P-5, S-3
Environmental League of
N00021 Massachusetts Goodman Nancy A-2, B-2, D-15, O-1, U-5
NO00040 Envrionmental Law Society and Susan Walton JAmaan Husain O-1, T-3
TUN00014 Fishermen's Representative Giacalone Vito A-1, M-1, M-2, M-4, P-21
NO00053 Green Decade |A-2, C-13, O-1, P-3, P-4
NO00041 Greenpeace Smolski Katherine |A-2, B-25, D-3, G-1, H-6, O-1, S-2, T-3, U-1, U-4
TUN00029 Greenpeace Young Rose A-2, O-1, P-3
TUN00032 Healthlink Mondale Lee A-2, O-1
N00050 Humane Society Young Sharon B. B-7, B-21, B-23, C-3, C-6, D-5, G-2, G-5, G-7, T-1, T-2, U-2
Hyannis Area Chamber of
N00029 Commerce Converse Deborah G. A-1, B-2, B-3, D-3, D-14, P-2, P-8
Hyannis Area Chamber of
TYN00022 Commerce Simpson Skip A-1, C-1, P-8
N00017 Hyannis Yacht Club Mezzetti Emily A-1, B-2, J-4, K-4, M-1, P-2
TYNO00012 International Wildlife Coalition  |[Morast Dan B-6, U-5
K. Fjeld Health Policy and
TUNO0037 Clinical Practice Murphy Roberta O-1, P-2, P-8, P-21
Lower Laguna Madre
N00061 Foundation Kittelberger Walter A. B-30, H-6, |I-2
Marine Engineers Beneficial
N00002 [Association Campbell (William J. A-2, O-1
Maritime Trades Council of
Greater Boston and New
NO00005 England Dhooge Gerard A-2, O-1
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Martha's Vineyard Chamber of
N00035 Commerce Gardella Nancy B-2, B-30, G-2, H-1, M-1, M-2
B-22, B-27, B-28, F-2, F-3, G-5, H-1, H-5, O-1, P-3, S-3, U-1,
N00023 Mass Audubon [Johnson Laura A. U-2, U-4, U-5
Mass Boating and Yacht Clubs
NO00057 [Association, Inc Clinton David A-1, B-2, B-3, C-3, M-1, M-4
Massachusetts Affordable
TUNO0015 Reliable Electricity Alliance McMahon Joyce A-2, P-1
TUN00019 Massachusetts Audubon Society|Clarke Jackie H-5, H-6, O-1, U-4
Massachusetts Boating and
N00025 lYacht Clubs Associations Clinton David B-3, B-25, C-6, D-3, K-4, M-1, M-4, M-6
Massachusetts Clean Energy
and Climate Change Initiative at
TYNOOO17 Conservation Law Foundation  |Reid Sue 0-1
Massachusetts Climate Action
TUNO00034 Network Schlicher Fred O-1, P-3, P-5
Massachusetts Fisherman's B-28, C-1, D-21, E-1, E-7, F-2, G-2, M-1, M-4, P-21, R-4, S-2,
N00032 Partnership Gifford Charles G. T-2, U-4
Massachusetts Fisherman's
N00042 Partnership Barrett Edward M. P-21, S-2
Massachusetts Fishermen's
TUNO0005 Partnership Sanfilippo [Angela A-1, C-1, P-21
Massachusetts Fishing
TYNOO0O6 Partnership Barrett Edward B-30, D-7, G-4, G-7, P-21
Massachusetts Interfaith Power
TUNO0011 and Light MacAusland Steve A-2, O-1
Name Withheld at
Massachusetts Marine Trades [Commenter's
N00054 Association Request A-1, B-25, M-1, M-5, P-2
Masssachusetts Clean
Energy/Climate Change Initiative
TUNO0008 at Conservation Law Foundation |Reid Sue P-3
Metropolitan Boston Building
TUNO00010 Trades Coyle James A-2, K-1, P-5, R-5
Nantucket Island Chamber of
N00058 Commerce Bakalar Tracy B-16, C-1, M-1
TMNO004 Nantucket Soundkeeper Bragonier Dean A-1, B-30, J-1, P-21
National Ocean Industries
N00018 Association Harb Kim A-2
National Trust for Historic B-23, B-29, B-31, C-3, C-6, C-10, C-14, C-17, J-2, J-4, J-5, J-6,
NO00060 Preservation and Michael Smith |Roberta Lane K-6, P-25, T-2, U-5, U-6
Natural Resource Defense C-13, D-18, G-5, H-1, H-5, L-1, L-5, O-1, P-8, S-3, T-3, U-2, U-4,
N00043 Council Greene Nathanael U-5
New England Clean Energy
N00010 Council d'Arbeloff Nick A-2, B-9, O-1, P-5, P-8, S-3
TUNO0018 Northeast Seafood coalition O'Dell Jackie P-21
Northeast Sustainable Energy
TUN00025 [Association Barclay David A-2, O-1
TUNO0007 NRDC Moir Rob A-2, O-1, U-2
TYNOO0O011 Nutter, McClennen & Fish Cox Eliza B-4, B-12
B-1, B-2, B-3, B-6, B-15, B-16, B-18, B-19, B-27, B-30, C-10,
N00016 Oceans Public Trust Initiative Lowry Cindy G-2, H-1, S-2
A-1, B-2, B-3, B-10, B-16, B-18, B-19, G-2, G-4, G-5, H-1, P-2,
N00030 Oceans Public Trust Initiative Lowry Cindy T-3
N00044 Oceans Public Trust Initiative Lowry Cindy B-19
NO00045 (Oceans Public Trust Initiative Lowry Cindy B-25, M-1, M-4
Ohio Valley Environmental
TYNOO0O4 Coalition Keating Janet JA-2
N00046 Ostervill Anglers Club Cirillo Ken A-1, B-25, D-6, E-1, E-9, K-4, M-1, P-1, P-7, P-21, T-3
N00047 Passenger Vessel Association |Borgstrom Mike B-25, M-1, M-4, M-6
TUNO0039 Piledrivers Local 56 Borrus David A-2, O-1, P-3, P-5
TUN00020 Resident of Cape Code Mihos Christy S-7
N00004 Seafarers International Union Dhooge Gerard A-2, P-5
TYNO0002 Seafarers International Union Dhooge Gerard B-9, P-5, P-21
TUN00028 Sierra Club Hermann David A-2, O-1
Sierra Club, Massachusetts
N00049 Chapter Dowds Philip B-2, B-28, D-3, G-2, G-6, H-1, P-8, T-2, U-4, U-5
Smith Chaiman
N00062 SPB "SPB" Gregory K-3
N00011 Three Bays Preservation Counsell Lindsey B. A-1, B-27, H-1, H-5, P-8, S-2
TYN0O0014 Three Bays Preservation Counsell Lindsay A-1, H-1, H-5
TUNO0009 Union of Concerned Scientist Rogers John B-14, O-1, P-3
TYN0OO18 Union of Concerned Scientists  |Graf Kristen B-9, O-1, P-4, S-3
NO00059 Vineyard Conservation Society B-2, B-3, C-4, O-1, P-9
TMNO00002 Vineyard Conservation Society |Cole Kaysea C-4, O-1, S-3
\Whale and Dolphin
N00048 Conservation Society Asmutis-Silva Regina A. B-15, G-2, G-5, G-7, G-9, T-2, U-2
TMNO00001 \Wind Stop Bussiere Rob H-1, P-23, R-1
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TNN00004 \Wind Stop Bussiere Robert B-7, D-16, K-3, P-2, P-6, P-22, R-1
TUNO0004 \Windstart Carroll Cliff A-1, D-7, M-2, M-4, P-21
TUN00026 \Windstop Bussiere Rob IA-1, B-2, B-10, C-2
TYNO0007 \Windstop Carroll Cliff D-3, D-7
TYNO00O8 \Windstop Bussiere Robert C-1
TNN00002 \Windstop.org Carroll Cliff B-25, J-4, M-1, M-2, M-4
N00019 X-2
N00022 [X-2
N00031 [X-2
N00051 [X-2
TUNO00012 Dineen Kate B-2
TYNOOO15 Peros Jon B-7, F-2, G-4
General Public (ordered by last name)
P01949 IAbbott Jayne B. & TW Osler JA-2, T-3
P01883 Abbott Lisa |A-2, C-14, O-1, P-3, P-5, S-3, T-3
P02289 IAbbott Nancy-alyce A-1, C-2, U-5
P02034 Aberg Robert A-2, P-3, R-5, S-3
P01544 lAbrahamson Maureen A-2, B-9, O-1
P01457 [Ackerman Kubi A-2, O-1, S-3
P00980 Adair Malcolm A-2, O-1, P-3
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03026 Request A-1, C-1
TYP00039 Adams Jack C-2, P-17, P-23
P00313 Adams Joyce A-2, O-1, P-3
P03352 [Adams Mark A-1, C-2, D-4
P02002 IAdamski Thomas A-2, B-9, P-3
P02806 Adamski Thomas A-2, O-1, P-3
P01827 Addison Emlyn A-2, B-9, P-3
P02360 Aderer Kevin A-2
TUP00055 Adler Charles A-2, K-1, S-3
P02797 Adorney Mark A-2, S-3
P02095 Afshari Stephanie A-2
P00495 Agen Matthew A-2, P-1, P-4, S-3
P00839 Agnew David A-2, B-2, O-1, P-8
TMP00027 Agnoli Jeffery |A-1, B-2
P00080 Aguilar Cynthia C-4, C-12, G-2, J-1, P-2
P02721 Ahlport David A-2
P01663 Ahlstrom Tom and Sandy A-2, B-9, O-1, R-5
P00824 Aiston Jennifer A-2, B-9, O-1
P00506 Alam Mohammed A-2, S-3
P01317 Albanese Franklin A-2, O-1, P-3, S-3
P02293 Alden Susan A-2, O-1
P00185 Alessi Alison A-2, O-1
P00594 Alexander Jeffrey A-2, C-13, O-1
P01599 Alexander L.S. A-2, B-9, O-1
P01270 Alexander Lisa A-2, B-9, C-13, G-3, K-1
P01621 Alfieri Janet A-2, O-1, P-7, S-3
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03120 Request A-1, C-1, K-2, P-2
P00067 Ali Lisa M. IA-1, A-2, B-2, B-10, B-28, K-2, L-1, P-2, P-3, P-6, P-8, S-2
P00069 Ali Sharif A-1, K-2, P-2
P00467 Alinskas Linas A-2
P02814 alinskas linas A-2
TUP00007 Alkens Martin P-1, P-3, P-5, S-3
P02557 Allan-Piper Christie O-1
P00927 allardi steven A-2, B-9, P-3
P02030 Allen Bethany A-2, P-3, P-14, S-3
P02559 Allen David C-13, P-3
P01499 Allen Deborah A-2
P02685 Allen Douglas A-2, O-1
P00694 Allen Thomas A-2
P02690 Allen Todd A-2, P-3
P00005 Allfather Randi A-2, K-1, O-1, P-3, R-5
TNP00009 Allfather Randy R-3, R-5
P01490 Allman Edward A-2, P-3
P01509 Allred Eric A-2, S-3
P01649 Alper Adam A-2, B-9, O-1
P02672 ALPERN SHELLEY A-2, P-3
P02645 Altman Leslie A-2, O-1, S-3
P00967 Altman Susan A-2, O-1, P-3, P-4, P-5
P02106 Aluisy Abbey A-1, D-4, R-5
P00088 Amols Lisa A-2
P01726 Amsler Megan A-2, B-9, O-1
P01984 Amsler Megan A-2, B-9, C-13, S-3
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P02058 Amsler Megan A-2, C-13, O-1, P-3, S-3
P02419 anctil michael A-2
P00370 Anders Paul A-2, O-1, P-3, P-5, P-8, S-3
P02549 lAnderson Dorothy A-2, P-3
P02976 /Anderson Dorothy A-2
P01524 lAnderson Jake |A-2, C-13, P-3
P01372 /Anderson Jeanne A-2, O-1, S-3
P00243 lAnderson John A-2, C-14, D-3, P-1
P03198 [Anderson Judith A-2, O-1
P03097 [Anderson Karen A-1, P-13
P00958 lAnderson Nils |A-2, B-9, O-1
P01634 /Anderson Steve A-2, O-1
P03424 Andrews Janet S. A-1, C-1, C-3
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03045 Request C-1, H-1
P00651 Angellli Terry A-2, B-9, O-1
P01361 IAngels Donald A-2, C-13, R-5, S-3
P00873 Anick David P-3, P-8, S-3
P02105 Anick David A-2, P-3
P00120 [Anonymous Fern O-1
P00975 Anthony Michael JA-2
P00297 Antonelli FFrank O-1, P-4
P02663 Antonellis John A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3, P-5
P03012 [Antonellis Patricia M-1, M-2, P-21
P01134 Apicella Joe O-1, P-1, P-3
P02403 Arak Deborah A-2, S-3
P00425 Arcese \Wallace A-2, P-1, P-3, S-3
P02981 Arel Michael A-2, O-1, R-5
P00645 Arena Linda A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3
P00924 Armaline Robert A-2, B-9, O-1, S-3
P00307 Arnold Kenneth C-13, D-7, P-3, P-5, P-8, S-3
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03092 Request A-2, G-1, M-3
P00870 IArsham Jane A-2, B-9, O-1
P01508 Artley Dick A-2
P03124 Arvay Joseph C-1, C-3
P01964 arvidson will S-5
P01159 Asghar Najam A-2
P02801 Ashe Peter A-2, O-1, P-3, P-5, S-3
P00737 Ashleigh Moira A-2, B-9, O-1
TYP00027 Asmutis-Silvia Regina B-15, G-2, G-5, G-7, L-5, U-2
P00485 ASTBURY julian A-2
P03264 /Asuaje Solon lAna Zarina A-2, P-5
P02489 atkinson MD katherine A-2, O-1
P00325 attridge paula A-2, O-1
P03334 Atwood Alan F. A-1, B-4, C-3, M-1, P-21, P-23, T-3
P02769 [Aubuchon Sarah C-13, K-1, O-1, P-3
TUP00056 IAudience Member |Kathryn A-2, G-2
TMP00041 [Audience Member A-2
TMP00047 [Audience Member O-1
TUP00013 IAudience Member P-3, S-3
TUP00025 [Audience Member 0-1
TUP00034 Audience Member O-1, P-5, S-3
TUP00044 [Audience Member 0-1
TUP00058 /Audience Member A-1, D-4, D-8, D-20, R-1
P02768 Auerbach Ira A-2, P-3
P00600 IAugenstern Joy A-2, B-9, O-1
P01767 Augustine Chad A-2, B-9, P-3
P03167 austin jean and tom C-12, M-1, M-2, R-2
P02683 Autler Gerald A-2, O-1, P-3, U-5
P01577 Averett AJ A-2, C-13, O-1, P-3, P-5
P02484 Aversano [Antonio A-2, B-9
P00366 Avery Donald A-2, C-13, O-1, P-3, P-8
P01487 [Aychman Dale A-2, S-3
P02871 Ayer Jude A-2
P01940 Ayers Glen A-1, C-1
P02128 Ayers Glen A-2, C-1
P00154 Aylmer Irene T. A-1, B-2, C-1, C-4
P02232 Babicka Mr and Mrs Jerry A-2, O-1, P-3, S-3
P00200 Bach Penelope L. A-2, C-2, M-1
P01628 Backer Joey A-2, B-9, O-1, S-3
P00545 Backman Rebecca A-2, B-9, O-1
P03404 Bacon Carter B-3, B-25, B-26, M-1, T-3
P03405 Bacon Carter X-1
P01843 Bacon Larry A-1, C-1, K-2, K-4, M-1, P-14
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P03266 bacon larry M-1
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03329 Request B-3, M-1
P01546 Bacon Pamela A-2, O-1
P01618 Baer Janet A-2, B-9, O-1
P02142 Bagley Micaela A-2, O-1
P00225 Baiba James D. A-1, D-7
P03325 Bailey Beverly A-1, C-1, K-4
P02110 Baird Randi A-2, K-1, O-1, P-3
P01686 Baird Richard A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3
P02064 Baisley James A-2, C-13
P03297 Baker [Anne A-1, B-2, B-25, D-1, P-7
P03390 Baker Bruce R. A-1, C-1, T-3
P01055 Baker Deborah A-2, O-1
P01975 Baker Deborah A-2, S-3
P00657 Baker Veena A-2, B-9, O-1, S-3
P00652 BALAZS STEPHEN A-2, U-5
P01838 Balderston Anita A-2, B-9, S-3
P01723 Baldwin Ed A-2, B-2, O-1, R-5
P02017 Baldwin Jennifer A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3, P-5
P01613 Baldwin Stephen & Kate |A-2, B-9, O-1
P01563 Bales Bart A-2, B-9, C-14, K-1
P02854 Ball David A-2, O-1
P00816 Balzac Elena A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3
P01397 Bangs Jackson A-2, P-3, R-5, S-3
P02430 Banks Hannah P-5, S-3
P00830 Banta Robert A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3
P00496 Banwell Peter A-2, O-1
P01552 Baptista Ross A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3
P00707 BARACCHINI Susan A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3
P02187 Barbone Paul A-2
P01989 barbosa alexandra A-2
P01310 Barfield Bryan A-2, P-3, S-3
P02236 Barg Lori A-2, K-1, O-1, P-3, S-3
P01808 Barger Elizabeth A-2, O-1, P-3
P00351 Barnes [Aaron A-2, P-3, S-3
P01986 Barnicle Nadine |A-2, C-13, G-3, S-3
P01611 Baron Brett A-2, O-1
P01554 Barrett Dawn A-2, B-3
TUP00005 Barrett Edward C-1, M-1, P-21, R-1
P00141 Barrett Jon A-1, C-1, C-2, D-3
P00213 Barrett Marilyn B. A-2, B-30, C-13, C-14, O-1, P-3
P00639 Barrett Maureen A-2, O-1, P-3, S-3
TUP00024 Barrett TIm A-1, G-4, O-1, P-3
P03464 Barrington James E. A-1, G-2, M-1, P-2, P-23
P02586 Barrows Steven 0-1
P03131 Bart, Jr. \Walter A-1, T-3
P00983 Bartel Bruce C-13, O-1
P01001 Barten Ted A-2, O-1, P-3
P02491 Bartenhagen Jessica A-2, O-1, S-3
P02474 Barthel Carolyn A-2, O-1, P-3
P02045 Bartholomew Jean A-2, C-14
P02816 Bartlett Mike A-2, P-3, P-8, S-3
P00002 Bartlett Richard C. H-3, O-1, R-3
P01788 Barz Katherine A-2, B-9, O-1, S-3
P01337 Basch Darlene A-2, P-3, S-3
P00295 Bashaw Douglas A-2, O-1, P-3
P02349 Basis Krista O-1, P-5, S-3
TMP00006 Bass Chris A-2, O-1, P-4
P01004 Bassett Amelia A-2, C-13
TNP00017 Bassett George C-1, C-3, D-7, D-19, M-5
P03113 Bassett Jeffrey A-1, B-2, D-2, D-3, M-1, P-23
P03366 basta karim A-1, C-1, P-7, P-8, P-23
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03028 Request A-1, B-2
P02480 Batchelder Patti P-3
P01470 Bateman Richard A-2, O-1, P-3, S-3
P03357 Bates Kenneth H B-4, C-1, D-3, D-12, E-10, I-1, N-1, P-2, P-8
P02428 Batra Neelesh A-2, O-1, P-3
TYP00037 Baty Steve P-7, P-23, P-24
P01813 Bauer Andy A-2, P-1, P-4
P02627 Bauer Martin A-2, O-1, S-3
P02468 Bauer Michael A-2, H-6
P01079 Bauer Rudolf A-2, O-1, P-1, P-3
P00476 Bauman Martin A-2, P-3
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P01870 Baumann Bill A-2, O-1, P-3
P03450 Baxter Lincoln A-1, C-12, K-1, M-4, S-2
TYP00029 Baxter C-2, C-3, M-1, M-2, M-4
TUP00028 Beatty John S-3
P00331 Bechtold Ruth A-2, C-14, G-3, K-1, O-1, P-1, P-4, P-5, P-18, S-3
P01873 Becker Alan A-2, K-2, K-6, O-1, P-3, P-5, S-3, T-3
P00482 Becker [Anthony A-2, O-1
P00696 Becker Eric A-2
P02881 Becker Mary Ellen A-2, O-1
P03101 Beckett William C-1, K-2
TNP00031 Beckham Steven JA-2
TMP00062 Beckman M-3, S-3
P00950 Begg Matt A-2, O-1, S-3
P00633 Belanger Mark A-2, P-3, P-8, S-3
P00473 Belisle Joseph A-2
P00643 Belisle Joseph A-2, B-9, O-1
P00892 bell andy A-2
P01456 Bell Steven A-2, P-3, S-3
P01969 Bellemore Kimberly A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3, P-5, S-3
P03288 Bellinger Jr Robert A A-1, B-2, C-12
P02466 Bendroth Norman |A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3, P-5, S-3
P03247 Benefit Jennifer D-3, K-2, P-21
TMP00022 Benefit Jennifer C-3, G-2, P-21
P01117 Bengel Elsa and John A-2, P-1, P-5
P00820 Benjamin George A-2, O-1, R-5, S-3
P01098 Bennett Colin A-2
P01148 Bennett Robert A-2, P-3, P-4
P00148 Bennstein Harriet A-2, C-1, C-2, P-8
P03122 Benoit Michael A-1, C-1, D-3, K-2, M-1, P-2
P00318 Benson Bonnie A-2, P-8
P02832 Benson Gregory A-2, O-1, P-3, P-5
P01560 Benson Sigrid A-2, K-1, O-1
P01561 Benson Sigrid A-2, O-1
P00305 Benzie Patrick A-2
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03025 Request A-2, K-4
P02498 Berg Jordan A-2, O-1
P03320 Bergdoll David A-1
P03035 Berger Dana IA-1, B-2, D-1, L-1
P01888 Berger Janice M A-2, S-3
TNP00013 Berger John G-7, P-21, R-4
P03473 Berkowitz Glen A-2, B-9, G-6, H-6
P02892 Bernault Janet B-9, S-3
P02950 Bernstein Harriet |A-1, B-4, C-1, E-1, G-2, K-2, M-1
P00090 Bernstein Laura C-4, P-3
P02527 Berry Michael A-2, O-1, P-3
P01447 Bescript Linda A-2, S-3
P02092 Bessendorf Ari A-2, B-22, S-3
P01248 Best John P-3
P02608 Best Thomas A-2, O-1, P-3
P03439 Beusmans Jack D-9
P02147 Beutel John A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3
P01038 Bialek Eileen A-2, O-1, P-3
P00644 Biebesheimer Fred A-2, K-1, M-3, P-8, S-3
P00895 Bigelow Robert A-2, C-13, R-5
P01532 Bigler lAnnette O. A-2, B-9, O-1
P03280 billings amy C-12, K-2
P00086 Billings Amy K. C-2, C-3
P00233 Bilodeau Robert A-2, P-3
P01261 Bird Samuel A-2, B-9, O-1
P00523 Birdsey Barbara A-1, S-2
P00528 Birdsey Charles A-1, B-2, C-1, D-4, G-2, M-1, P-23
P03361 Birmingham Hilary A-1, C-12, P-7
P02158 bishonden wendy A-2, S-3
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03469 Request B-2, C-4, C-12, C-13, F-1, H-1, O-1, U-2
TNP00026 Bishop Charles B-7, B-30
TYP00040 Biskbing Sheila C-1, D-4, O-2, P-8
P01600 Biton Leiran A-2, B-9
P00468 Bittman Sam IA-2, B-9
P02587 Bittman Sam 0-1
P00178 Bjornholm Mike JA-2
P03447 Blackman D S-5
P02356 Blackshaw Kenneth A-2, P-3
P02984 Blake Jack A-2, K-2, S-3

* See last page for Form Letter Index

Page 9 of 57



Letter ID JAgency/Organization Last Name First Name [Comment Codes
TNP00036 Blake Lyman A-2, O-1
P01654 Blake Pam A-2, B-9, K-1, O-1, R-5
P02911 Blake Suzanne O-1, P-3, P-5
P01513 Blakeley Cynthia A-2, S-3
P01586 Blakeway Darrell A-2, K-1, O-1
P01587 Blakeway Darrell |A-2, B-9, K-1, O-1
P01834 Blanchard Kevin A-2, B-9, O-1
P01785 Blanton Ashley A-2, B-9, O-1
P02912 Blau Ron A-2, K-1, P-8
P02532 Bleier Mark A-2, O-1
P03394 Bliss Gilbert A. A-2, O-1
P03255 Bloch Robert C-1, D-3, P-23
P02053 Block-Schwenk Kevin A-2, B-9
P02078 Blodgett Nicole A-2
P02599 Blondin Dorothy A-2, P-4
P01717 Bloom, FSSJ Sister Emily A-2, B-9, O-1
P01814 Blouin Jennifer A-2, B-9, O-2
TYP00026 Blum Michelle K-2
P01593 Blumenfeld Sandra A-2, O-1, P-3
P01517 Boardman Deborah A-2, C-13, O-1
P01772 Boardman William A-2, P-3, S-3
P02166 Bober Martina A-2, S-3
P02433 Boccuti David A-2, O-1, P-3, P-5, S-3
P02952 Boccuzzi Mr. & Mrs. Robert A-2, O-1, P-1, T-3
P01849 Bodian Elinor W. A-2, O-1, P-1, P-3
P02541 bodwell mary A-2, O-1
P01143 Bogins \William C-14, P-3, P-4, P-5
P01958 Bogins William A-2, O-1, P-3, P-5, S-3
P03331 Bogle Gregory S. A-1, C-5
TUP00043 Bohannan Melissa A-2, K-1, O-1
P01426 Bohnert Allen A-2, S-3
P01187 Boie Heidi B-9, K-1, O-1, P-3
P00787 Bok Victoria A-2, B-9, O-1, S-3
P01237 Bolman I R. Morton A-2, S-3
P02765 BOLMANT STEPHANIE A-2, R-5
P02454 Bolton William 0-1
P00991 Bolus Joseph A-2, K-1, O-1, P-3
P03193 Bonaiuto Mark/Marianne A-1, B-3, B-4, C-1, C-12
P02311 Bond Emery A-2, C-13, O-1, P-5
P02848 Bond Heather A-2
P01437 Bonds Julia A-2, O-1, S-3
P00474 Bonin Donna A-2, S-3
P02184 Bonse Bonnie A-2, K-1, S-3
P01189 Bonura Thomas A-2, K-1, P-3
P00315 Boosahda Laurie C-14, K-1, L-2, P-1, P-3, R-5, S-3
P02411 Booth Christine P A-2, O-1
P00093 Booth Christopher A-2, C-11, M-3, O-1
P00499 Booth Fred A-2
P01336 Booth Jacalyn A-2, P-3, S-3
P02168 Booth Vincent A-2, S-3
P02882 Booth-Fox Rebecca A-2
P00001 Borchert Carl A-2, B-26, P-5, R-2
P00116 Borchert Carl A-2, P-4, R-5
P01912 Borchert Karen JA-2
TNP00005 Borchert C-13, C-14, H-6, O-1, P-3, P-4, R-5
P02029 Borden William A-2, K-1, P-3, S-3
TUP00048 Borden \William A-2, M-3, S-3
P00902 borges elizabeth A-2, B-9, O-1
TYP00031 Borjeson Ron A-1, B-28, M-1, M-5, P-21
P01308 Bornstein Sandra A-2, P-3, S-3
P00230 Borrelli Peter R. B-2, B-10, B-30, C-3, S-2
P02859 Boston David P-3
P03057 Boston Sandra A-2, O-1
P00271 Bottger Troy A-2, P-1
P00050 Bouchard Zach JA-2
P00075 Bouchard Zach A-2
P01070 Boucher Richard & Gail A-2
TUP00053 Bouchier Oliver A-2, K-1, O-1
P03194 Bourg Karen B-2, H-1
P02050 Bova David A-2, P-3, R-5, S-3
P00593 Bowditch Kate A-2
P02802 Bowen IAnn |A-2, C-13
P00435 Bowen Tim A-2, C-13
P01867 Bowler Scott R. A-2, O-1, P-3, P-5, R-5, S-3, T-3
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03145 Request B-2, C-2
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P01293 Bowne Robert A-2, O-1, P-3, S-3
P00239 Boyce Dana B. A-1, B-13, C-1, C-14, H-1, M-1, M-2, M-4
P01752 Boyce Joseph A-2, S-3
P02630 Boyle Meg A-2, B-9, O-1, P-4, P-5
P00023 Brace Susan A-2
P02357 Brackney Johanna O-1, P-3
P01795 Braden Steve A-2, B-9, O-1
P01914 Bradford Meredith A-1, B-2, B-3, C-12, K-4, P-2, P-8, P-9, P-21, P-23
P00192 Bradley Al B-22, C-1
P02849 Brainerd Tim A-2, K-1
P00247 Bramante Tory A-2, C-2
P02256 Brandt Francis A-1, C-14
P01710 Bratberg Jeffrey A-2, B-9, O-1
P01364 Braun Ashley A-2, O-1, S-3
P01408 Brauner Mike A-2, S-3
TMP00053 Bray Robin A-1, C-1, C-3, C-6, H-1, O-1
P03427 Bray Robin W. S-5
P01424 Brayton Austin A-2, S-3
P00244 Breen Jennifer A-2, B-3
P00750 Breeze-Thorndike [Timothy A-2, B-9, O-1, S-3
P02616 Breskin Julie A-2, O-1, P-3, P-4, P-5
P02897 Breslau Esther K-1, O-1
P01921 Breton Elizabeth A. A-1, B-2, M-1, M-2, P-8, P-23
TYP00034 Brickus Romas D-4, R-1
P01701 Bridges Darel Gabriel A-2, B-9, O-1
P01052 Bridwell Jeff A-2, O-1, P-3
P02749 Bridwell Jeff A-2
P00018 Brier Mary Lou C-1,C-2,C-4
P03183 Briggs John C. A-2, S-3
TMP00037 Briggs Michael D-10
P00408 Brill Barry A-2, P-3, P-5
P02169 Brinkman Robert A-2, O-1, S-3
P02553 Brockway-Peirce |Jennifer A-2
P01610 Brodaski Katharine A-2, B-9, C-13, O-1
P02545 Broderick Ellen A-2, O-1
TUP00009 Broderick Helen A-2, O-1, R-5
P02250 Broderick Susan 0-1
P02414 Broer Bettina K-1, O-1, P-1
P01889 Brogan Bob A-1, B-2, D-7, P-2, P-7, P-8, P-23, T-3
P02000 Bromer Peter A-2, K-1, O-1, P-3, P-5
P03152 Brooks Elizabeth C-3, C-4, D-3, E-1, F-1, R-2
P03164 Broscheit Klaus F. C-4, D-3, P-13
P00498 Brossi Michael A-2, P-3
P01205 Brossi Michael A-2
P00735 Broughton Ruth A-2, B-9, O-1
P02099 Brower Howard A-2, B-9, H-1, O-1, S-3
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03316 Request A-2, K-1
P00857 Brown Cornelia A-2, B-9, C-14, K-1, O-1
P01953 Brown David A-2, C-13, P-1, R-5
P02088 Brown Emily A-2, O-1, S-3
P02437 Brown Eric 0-1
P00162 Brown Jeff A-2, O-1
P02546 Brown Lynn A-2
P02385 Brown Patricia A-2, O-1
P02079 Brown Paul A-2, K-1
TMP00045 Brown Richard B-2, C-12, D-2
P02779 brown stephen A-2, K-1
P00188 Brum Michelle A-1, C-1
P02860 Brummer Simon A-2
P01779 Bruno Jeffrey A-2, C-13
P00356 Bryant Carolyn A-2, O-1, S-3
P00009 Bryant Stanley R. C-13, C-14, K-1, P-3
P00170 Brydges B. A-1, O-1
P00690 Buchanan David A-2, B-9, P-3, R-5
P01691 Buchner Clark A-2, K-1, O-1
P01216 Buchner David A-2, C-13, G-3, K-1, M-3, P-3, P-4
P00678 Buchsbaum [Aaron A-2, B-9, O-1, S-3
P02831 Buck Peter K-1, P-3
P01140 Buckley Bradford A-2, K-1, P-3
P01720 BUCKLEY FRANK A-2, B-9, O-1
P03222 Buckley Nancy IA-1, B-2, C-4, K-2
P03459 Buckley Stephen G-7, K-1
P00013 Buckly Joseph A-1, C-1
P01194 Buckner Edward A-2, B-3, C-13
P02462 Budne Philip A-2

* See last page for Form Letter Index

Page 11 of 57



Letter ID JAgency/Organization Last Name First Name [Comment Codes

P01619 Budreau Alan A-2, B-9, M-1, O-1

P00908 Buell Barbara A-2, K-1, R-5

P02646 Buell Devin B-9, C-13, O-1, P-3, P-5, S-3

P01653 Bueno [Amy A-2, B-9, O-1

TYP00041 Bulda Rich D-3, K-4

P00231 Bulda Richard S-2

P02718 Bullard Clark A-2, P-8

P02104 Bullard John A-2, B-9, H-6, O-1

P02955 Bundy Robert L. A-2, O-1

P02858 Bunyard Simon A-2, B-6, K-1, O-1, P-1, P-3, P-5, S-3
Burch/Schwebel/RiJAmy/Michael/Steven/ |A-2, B-27, C-6, D-4, D-6, D-12, D-19, E-1, E-9, G-3, H-5, K-2,

P02260 denour/Robbins  |David K-6, M-5, M-6, P-1, P-4, P-14, P-19, S-2, S-3

P03157 Burford Doris C-14, H-8, P-1

P00804 Burgel Josh A-2, B-9, O-1, U-1

P00111 Burgess lAnna E. A-1, C-2, D-14, M-2

P00112 Burgess Charlotte B-7, E-1, G-2, H-1, P-8

P00109 Burgess Thomas K. A-1, B-7, D-3, D-7, F-1, G-2, M-1, M-2, P-8

P00085 Burke Beverly A-1, B-2, C-4, C-5, K-2, P-7

P00613 Burke Joe A-2

P03415 Burke John C-2, G-2, P-21

P03225 Burke Kevin , Barbara A-1

P00617 Burns Joseph A-2, B-9, O-1, P-8

P03199 Burroughs-Merrill |Anna |A-2, D-5, K-2, P-7, R-5

TMP00033 Burton Jessie D-10, D-15, D-19, P-23

P02617 Busby Fawn A-2, O-1, P-3, P-4

P00896 Bushe Michael A-2, S-3

P00469 Bushey Ryan A-2, O-1, P-3

P01887 Bushnell Martha W |A-2, C-12, O-1, P-3, P-5, S-3, T-3

P02234 Bushway Carol A-2, P-3, S-3

P03244 BUSSIERE CATHLEEN M A-1, C-1, D-4

P00914 Butler Brian A-2, S-3

P00659 Button Donald A-2

P02308 Buttrick John A-2, C-13, O-1, P-4

P02744 Byers Paxson Susan A-2, C-13, P-3

P00400 byrne james A-2, P-3

P00741 Byrnes Kathleen A-2, O-1, S-3

TMP00003 Cabana Peter O-1, P-4

P03027 Cabot Samuel M-1

P02922 Caci Carolyn |A-2, C-13

P00796 Cady Brian A-2, B-9, O-1

P01657 Cady Deborah A-2, B-9, K-1, O-1

TMP00004 Cage A-2

P03218 Cahoon Dennis A-1,C-1, T-3

P01860 Calandrelli John D. A-2, O-1, P-3, P-5, S-3, T-3

P01992 calder mike A-2, P-5, S-3

P00041 Calderwood Constance & Owen |A-2

P03346 Caldwell Stephen A-2, O-1

P01617 Caliandro Paul A-2, K-1, R-5

P01347 Calkins [Angela A-2, P-3, S-3

P00291 Call Timothy A-2, O-1, R-5

P02369 Callahan David A-2, P-3, P-5

P02101 Calouro Moses B-9, C-13, M-3

P02301 Calouro Moses M-3, O-1, P-5, S-3

P02538 Camp Joel A-2

P01340 Campbell Barbara A-2, P-3, S-3

P02937 Campbell John IA-2, B-3, K-1, R-5

P02179 Campbell Rebecca Em A-2, K-1, S-3

P00017 Campbell Stephen & Elizabeth |A-1, B-2, B-3

P01244 Canavan Benjamin A-2, C-13

P02521 Canavin Shannon A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3, P-4, P-5

P03463 Candrick William L.W. A-1, B-2, C-4, K-4, P-7, P-21

P01422 CANER ANNABEL A-2, S-3

P01430 Cann Heather A-2, S-3

P01439 Cann James A-2, S-3

P01999 cannon patrick A-2, P-3, S-3

P01926 Capachione Carol Lee A-1, M-1

P01916 Capachione Chris A-1

P01929 Capachione Joseph A-1

P01906 Capachione Susan A-1

P01874 capen constance A-2, H-1, O-1, P-3, P-5, S-3, T-3

P02205 Capozzelli J. A-2, O-1, P-3, P-5, S-3, T-3

TMP00035 Captain Douglas B-3, C-1, K-2, O-1, P-3, P-21

P03096 Carangelo Kenneth J. K-1, P-1, P-3

P03452 Cardenas Belinda A-1, C-1, M-1

P00929 Cardinale Lorelei A-2, O-1, P-3

P00513 National Grid Carey Joseph D-21, U-5

P02005 Carey Walter A-2, O-1, P-3
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P00383 carignan geoffrey C-4, O-1, P-8, S-3
P00026 Carito Heather A-2
P02568 Carlo Dorothy A-2, L-2, T-3
P02788 Carlo Dorothy A-2, P-3
P02607 Carlsson-Bull Jan A-2, O-1, P-4, P-5
P01298 Carlton Jeff IA-2, C-13, K-1, P-1, S-3
P01330 Carmona Eddie A-2, P-3, S-3
P01737 Carnes Rachael A-2, B-9, O-1
P02953 Carney b A-2, C-13, K-1, O-1
P02869 Carpenter Catherine A-2, O-1
P02603 Carpenter Jason A-2, P-3
P03273 Carpenter Joanne A-1, C-2, K-2, K-3
P01990 Carr Paul C-13, P-3
P02245 Carra Robert A-1, C-12, S-2
P02407 Carrabba Linda O-1, P-3
P02116 Carr-Kirk Debra A-2, D-1
P02056 Carroll Brian A-2, O-2, P-8, S-3
P02016 carroll fergal P-3
P02569 Carroll Marion A-2, K-1
P01780 Carrubba Sandra A-2, B-9, C-13, R-5
P02347 Carstens Kay A-2
P00810 Carter Connie A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3
P02373 carter leslie P-4
P01784 Carter Tracy A-2, O-1
P00286 Cartwright Sally A-2
P00049 Casale Joseph A-2
P00963 Caseau David M. A-2, P-3, S-3
P02297 Casey John A-2, K-1, P-3, S-3
P02748 Casey Kathryn A-2, K-1, O-1, P-3
P00140 Casey Rosemary A-1, C-5
P01206 Caspar Brady |A-2, C-13, P-3, P-4, P-8
P02439 CASSINARI JOHN A-2, O-1
P01643 Castorena Celeste A-2, B-9, C-14, O-1
P00457 Cauchon Thomas A-2, C-13, P-3
P01299 Cavalletto Matthew A-2
P00610 Cavanagh Lily A-2, B-2, O-1
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03221 Request A-1
P00387 Center Clifford A-2
P02108 Cercone Nicholas A-2, B-9, K-1, P-3, P-13
P02012 Cerne Gregory A-2, P-5
P03137 Cetrulo Kyle C-1, K-4
P03306 Cetrulo Kyle A-1, C-12
P02785 Chace Jeremiah |A-2, C-4, S-3
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P02963 Request A-2
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P02948 Request A-2, B-9
P02579 Chadran [Achmad |A-2, B-9
P00780 Chaffee James A-2, B-9, K-2, O-1, P-3, R-5
P02486 Chaffee Judith A-2, O-1
P02917 Chaffee Roberta A-2, O-1, P-3, S-3
P01514 Chaffin S A-2, S-3
P00691 Chamberlain Pam A-2, B-9, D-1
P00471 Chambers Robin A-2, O-1
P03356 Chambers Steve A-1, C-2, D-6, P-8, P-23
P01334 Champagne Lenora A-2, K-1, R-5, S-3
P00033 Champion Robert L. A-1, C-2, C-3, K-2, M-1, M-2, M-4, P-6, P-7, P-8, P-23
P00964 Chandler Rhiannon A-2, O-1, P-3
P02249 Chang Dora P-14
P01257 CHAPMAN GEORGE A-2
P00272 CHAPMAN MARCIA A-2
P01256 CHAPMAN MARCIA A-2, M-3, R-5
P01535 Chapp Timothy A-2, C-13
P01104 Chaput Patricia A-2, B-9
TNP00047 Charder Ara C-1, C-2, C-3, P-8
TUP00047 Charder Ara C-2, C-3
P00786 Chartier David A-2, B-9, C-14, O-1
P00916 Chase Fred A-2, C-13, G-6, P-3
P02081 Chase Susan A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3, P-8
P00761 Cheek Kenneth A-2, B-9, O-1
P01787 Chen James A-2, O-1, P-3
P02921 chenevert david A-2, P-8
P02947 Chenoweth Russ A-2

* See last page for Form Letter Index Page 13 of 57



Letter ID JAgency/Organization Last Name First Name [Comment Codes
P02999 Cherrick Kyle A-2, O-1, P-3, P-4, S-3
P02795 Chiaraviglio Lucius A-2, B-6
P02878 Childs Bob A-2, P-3
P02904 Chipman Eric P-3
P02282 Chipperfield GH A-1, C-1, P-21
P01604 Christenson Derek IA-2, B-9, C-13, O-1
P03107 Chuairy Stacia A-1, B-2, C-1, M-1, M-2, P-21, R-1
P03112 Chuairy Stacia B-2, P-7
P01012 Ciarcia Daniel A-2, O-1
P02782 Cicchetti George i A-2, O-1, P-3, R-5
P03006 Cicchetti Michael H. A-1, C-3, K-2
P00198 Cipollini Oliver P. A-1, T-3
P01570 Citkowitz Elena A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3
P01862 Clark Gordon A-2, P-5, P-8, T-3
P00701 Clark Harold A-2
P00327 Clark Linda A-2
P03083 Clark Maria A-2, O-1
P02364 Clark Rachael A-2
P00277 clark stocky A-2, C-13, O-1
P00489 clark stocky A-2, R-5
P01715 Clark Theda A-2, B-9, O-1
P02571 Clarke-Mason Lauren A-2, P-1, P-4, S-3
P02358 Clary Audrey K-1, O-1, R-5
P03399 Clayborne Catherine A-2, O-1
P00358 Cleaver Christopher A-2
P00572 Clements Jean A-2, B-9, O-1
P00893 Clements Jean A-2, B-9, O-1
P02743 Clements Jean A-2
P00341 Cleveland Eric IA-2, C-14, H-6, L-2
P01127 Cleveland Pamela A-2, P-3, P-5
P02653 Clifford Hal A-2, O-1
P03136 Clifford Jennifer A-1, C-1, K-2, P-2
P03303 Clifford Richard A-1, C-2, K-2, M-1, T-3
P01135 Clinton David A-2, O-1, P-3, S-3
P02943 Clinton Hillary A-2
P01170 Clisham Mary Ellen A-1, C-1, K-2
P03315 CLOUTIER E.J. A-2, M-3

Name Withheld at

Commenter's
P03313 Request M-1, M-2
TUP00037 Cobb Jarred O-1
P00526 Codding Geoffrey E-1, G-2, H-1, M-1, P-1, P-6, P-21
P00806 Coffin Marion A-2, B-9, O-1, R-5, S-3
P02924 cohen linda C-14, P-3
P00094 Cohen Michael B-2, C-2, C-3, P-3
P02471 Cohen Naomi A-2, O-1, P-5
P02510 Cohen Peter A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3, P-4, P-5
P01418 Cohen Sarah A-2, S-3
TNP00034 Cohen Steven A-1, C-1, C-3, G-2, K-4, M-1, P-2, P-8, T-3
P02010 Colasante lAngelo S-3
P02941 Cole Mary A-2, 0-1, R-5
P02942 Cole Mary A-2, P-3, R-5
P02990 Cole Mary A-2, K-1, P-3, S-3
P01089 Cole Robert A-2
P01675 Coleman Peter A-2, B-9, K-1, O-1
P00065 Coleman Roz C-3
TUP00031 Cole-Tucker Reed C-4, E-1, G-2, G-7
P00453 Colina Fernando B-3, S-3
P00503 Collier David A-2, O-1
P01493 Collins Amy A-1, B-2
P01017 Collins Jame A-2, C-14, P-3
P00567 Collins Margaret Goud A-2
P00706 Collins Tony A-2, B-9, O-1
P00656 Conant Roger A-2
P03174 Condlin Gigi B-2, C-12, D-3, P-23
P00209 Condon Barbara A-1, B-30, C-4, C-14, D-1, K-1, O-1, P-2
TUP00015 Condon Connie A-1, P-2, P-21
TMP00020 Conklin Hilary D-3, G-4, H-1, K-2, M-1, M-2, P-6, P-21, P-23
P00144 Conlon John C-4, G-2
P00646 Conna David A-2, B-9, O-1, P-8
P02658 Conna David C-14, O-1, U-5
P01523 Connelly Dan A-2
P01733 Connelly William A-2, B-9, O-1
P03457 Connett Diana A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3, S-3
P01164 Connick Timothy A-2, P-3
P01819 Connick Timothy A-2, P-13
P03005 Connolly Carolyn A-1, B-2, C-3, P-2
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P03355 Connolly Carolyn A-2, B-2, C-2, C-3, K-4
P00620 Connolly Christina A-2, B-9, O-1
P00744 Connolly Ed A-2, B-9, O-1
P00043 Connolly Joseph V. C-2
P00766 Connolly Patricia A-2, B-9, O-1
P01141 Connors William F. A-2, P-3
P00208 Constantine Barbara C-3
P01896 Conti Linda A-1, B-3, C-2
P02381 Convery Barbie A-2
P02042 Conway Abby A-2, O-1, P-5
P02071 Cook Aubrey |A-2, O-1, P-5
P00719 Cook Candice A-2, B-9, O-1
P01137 Cook Chris A-2
P00841 Cook Kevin A-2, B-9, P-3
P01765 Cook Peter A-2, C-13, K-1
P01099 Coolidge Beth B-3, B-9, O-1, P-3
P00537 Coonley Kiril A. B-3, C-14, D-1, D-2, P-7, P-23
P01122 Cooper Amy A-2, C-13
P03261 Cooper Marcia A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3
P01669 Cooper P.E. Brian A-2, B-9, C-14, O-1
P02925 Coor Jennifer A-2
P02478 Coppinger Lise |A-2, P-3
P03446 COQUILLETTE |ROBERT A-2, O-1, P-3, R-5
P01697 Corbett Joanne A-2, O-1, P-3
P02774 Corcoran Mary H. A-2, C-13, K-1, P-3, R-5
P02198 Cordell Dusty A-2, O-1, P-3, P-5, S-3, T-3
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03206 Request A-1, C-1
P01362 Cornwell Marilyn A-2, D-3, S-3
P01026 Cornwell William A-2, O-1, P-3
P02513 Corr F A-2, O-1
P02759 Correia Ernest A-2, B-9, P-3, P-5, S-3
P02931 Corruccini Rebecca A-2, O-1, P-3, P-5, S-3, T-3
P01379 Cory [Andrew A-2, O-1, S-3
P00302 Costabile Paul K-1, M-3, O-1, P-3
P02094 COte Sarah A-2, C-13, O-1, P-3, S-3
P02957 Cote Sarah A-2, B-9, S-3
P03302 Cote Sarah A-2
TYP00025 Cote Sarah A-2
TUP00029 Cotter Damion A-2
P02939 Coughlan Gerald D. A-2
P01651 Councilman David A-2, B-9, O-1, R-5
P00014 Courcier Suzanne A-1, B-2, B-3, P-6, P-13, P-15
P02825 Courtney Brigid A-2, O-1
P02076 Cousar Catherine A-2, O-1, S-3
P01631 Coutant Roger A-2, B-9, O-1
P01029 Couto Nathan A-2, C-13, K-1
Couture-Wash
P03160 Ashore Debra B-2, C-1, E-10, K-3
P01528 Covey Kevin A-2, O-1, P-3
P02350 Cowan Barbara A-2, O-1, P-3
P03162 Cowles Neill S. A-1, K-2, M-1, M-2
P03400 Cox Chris A-1, C-1
P03277 Cox Christopher A-1, K-4
P02514 Cox Edythe A-2, O-1
P02520 Cox Mary A-2, O-1
P03401 Cox Mary A-1, C-1
P02367 Coyle James K-1, P-5, R-5
P00771 Crabtree Duane A-2, B-9, O-1
P03282 Craig [Andrew A-1
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03082 Request A-1, B-2, K-2, P-13
P00987 Cramp Millard A-2, C-14
P02354 Cravens lJames A-2, K-1
P01774 Cretu Catherine A-2, B-9, C-13, R-5, S-3
P00630 Crockett Gregory A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3
P01425 Crockett Michael A-2, S-3
P02698 crockett robert A-2, C-14
P02334 Croft Edward 0-1
P01672 Cromwell Mare A-2, B-9, O-1
P01051 Cronin Joseph A-2, P-4
TNP00015 Cronin Larry F-1, G-2, I-1, M-1
P02560 Crook Thomas A-2
P00175 Cross [Anne 1-1
P00616 Cross Candace A-1, A-2, B-9, K-1, O-1
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P00584 Cross lan C-13, O-1, P-3, P-8
P01355 Cross Melanie A-2, K-1, S-3
TYP00036 Crossley Bill B-30, G-2, K-2, P-23
P01009 Crotwell Kyle A-2
P00779 Crounse Brian A-2, B-9, O-1
P03181 Crounse Brian A-2, B-9
P02227 Crown Deb A-2, O-1, P-3, S-3
P00008 Crozier Prudence Slitor A-1, C-2, D-1, K-2, P-7
P02382 Cserr Robert A-2, O-1, P-5
P00704 Csinsi David A-2, B-9, H-6, O-1, P-1
P00458 Cuccaro lAndrea A-2, O-1
P01174 Cuddeback Kevin A-2
P02470 Cuker Ronna A-2, O-1, P-3, P-5, S-3
P00294 Cully Scott S-3
P00674 Cummings Jean A-2, B-9, K-1, O-1, S-3
P02117 Cuneo Tony A-2
P00006 Curington John A-2, O-1, P-3, P-5
P03017 Curley Mark A-1, B-2, C-1
P02070 Curran Paudraig A-2, P-5, S-3
P02910 Curtin Theodore A-2, P-8
P00661 Curtis [Andrew A-2, B-9
P02215 curtis heather IA-2, D-1, P-3, S-3
P01158 Curtis James A-2
TMPO00060 Curtis James D-2, D-15
P01283 Curtis Richard A-2, P-3, S-3
P00446 CURTO ROBERT A-2
P00508 CURTO ROBERT A-2
P01215 CURTO ROBERT A-2, P-3
P01963 CURTO ROBERT A-1
P01664 Cush Dan A-2, B-9, C-14, O-1
P02936 Cushing David A-2, S-3

Name Withheld at

Commenter's
P03024 Request A-1, C-1, D-4
P00465 Cusick Amy H-6
P02464 Cutler Douglas A-2, O-1

B-2, B-3, B-10, B-11, B-34, C-1, C-3, C-5, C-6, D-2, D-5, D-12,

P01919 Cutler Sherrie S. G-2, K-6, M-1, M-2, M-4, M-5, P-8, P-17, T-3
P01579 Czukor Ted A-2, B-9, O-1
P00450 Dabney Edith A-2, P-3
P00753 Dabney Fred A-2, B-9, O-1
P00477 Dabney Lewis S S-5
TNP00014 Dackerman Ray C-3
P00242 Daener Thomas B-3, B-22, C-1, C-4, D-3, M-1, M-2
P01285 Daetz Douglas A-2, P-3, S-3
P01892 Dahmen Doris G. C-1
P02422 Dale William A-2, B-9
P01161 D'Alessio Glenn H-3
P02624 D'Alessio Glenn A-2, G-3, H-6, K-1, P-1, P-4, P-5, P-15
P00776 Dallas Janice A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3
P01641 Dalpe Linda A-2, B-9, K-1, O-1, R-5
P02629 Dalterio Michael J A-2, G-1, H-6, K-1, M-3, O-1, P-1
P00764 Dalton Deborah A-2, B-9, O-1
P02366 Daly Carleen O-1, P-3, P-5, S-3
P02277 Daly Janet M. A-1, C-2, R-1
P00726 Daly Rob A-2, B-9, O-1
P00352 Daly William A-2, O-1, P-3, P-4
P01139 Damroth David A-2
P00056 Danato Mark A-1
P01580 Dandekar Natalie A-2, B-9, O-1
P01358 Danesh Marilyn A-2, S-3
P02960 Daniels Jimmy A-2, P-1, P-4
P01147 Danielson Erik A-2, P-5
P01282 Danner Claude A-2, P-3, P-5
TYP00051 Danner Claude A-2, P-1, P-3, P-4, P-5, R-5
P02193 Danton Mary Jo A-2, O-1, P-3, P-5, S-3, T-3
TMP00005 Dantzig 0-1

Name Withheld at

Commenter's
P03143 Request C-1, K-2
P01816 DaSilva Meagan A-2, P-3, S-3
P01662 Dater [Anthony W. A-2, B-9, O-1
P01658 Daum Christine IA-2, B-9, C-13, O-1
P00591 Davids Glenn A-2, C-13
P00889 Davidson Elizabeth S. A-2, O-1
P00072 Davidson Eric A. A-1, A-2, C-1, K-1, P-1, P-3
P00289 Davidson Helen A-2, S-3
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P01307 Davie Adam A-2, S-3
P02714 Davies Don A-2, S-3
P02435 Davies Cole Mary A-2, P-3, P-5
P00928 Davis Doug A-2, O-1, S-3
P02100 Davis G James A-2, B-9, K-1, O-1, S-2
P02299 Davis G James A-2, O-1, P-3, P-8, S-3
P01414 Davis Jadd A-2, O-1, S-3
P02879 Davis Larry A-2, O-1
P00954 Davis Matthew A-2, O-1, P-3, P-8, S-3
P01778 Davis Susan A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3
P02997 Dawley Dr Daniel A-2, K-1, R-5
P00337 DAWOUD FREDDY A-2, G-1, G-3, H-6, O-1, P-3, P-5
P02796 Dawson Doreen A-2, O-1, P-3
P01603 Day Mackenzie A-2, B-9, O-1
P00074 de Bernede Laurent A-2
P01048 de Geofroy Chas A-2, O-1
P01995 de Geofroy Chas A-2, O-1
P02449 de Kadt john 0-1
P01920 De Puttere [Andree A-2
P01706 De Soto Angella A-2, B-9, O-1
P02543 Deal John A-2
P01865 Deane Trish H-1, O-1, P-3, U-1
P02576 Dearman Jeff A-2, O-1, S-3
P00136 deBettencourt Penny A-1, C-1
P01249 DeCicco Mark A-2, P-5, S-3
TNP00027 DeCosta Bob C-3, G-2, M-5, P-3, P-21
P01473 Deering Susan A-2, R-5, S-3
P00828 Deery Margaret A-2, O-1, P-3
P02204 Dehning Nicholas IA-2, C-14, K-1, O-1
P00985 Delano Paul A-2, P-4
P02162 Delanoy Kay A-2, K-1, S-3
P00566 Delmont [Ani A-2, B-9, O-1
P01136 Demars Bonnie A-2
P00445 Demars John A-2, M-3
P01399 Demb Susan A-2, K-1, R-5, S-3
P02887 Demers Tom O-1, P-3
P00401 D'Emilia-Perrault |Ida A-2, P-3
P02061 Demopulos Abigail A-2, O-1
P02285 Denaro Mike A-1, P-2, P-23
P01762 Denny Donald A-2, B-9, O-1
P00427 densmore ship A-2
P00378 DePietro Debra A-2, O-1, S-3
P00333 Derdiarian Stephen A-2, K-1, P-8, R-5, S-3
P02322 Descy Don A-2, K-1
P00998 DeSimone Karen A-2
P00132 Desmane Frances D-1, D-12, G-2, H-1, M-1, M-2
P01064 Desmarais Dennis A-2, K-1, O-1
P02077 DeSmedt Megan A-2, O-1, P-3, S-3
P01492 Desmond Mike A-2, K-1
TMP00059 Desmone Frances C-2, D-12, G-5, M-1
P01060 Deupree [Anne A-2
P01319 Deutsch Rebecca A-2, S-3
P00846 Devaney Margaret A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3
P01128 DeVillars John A-2, C-13, P-4, P-5
P03197 Devonshire Linda D-3, K-2, P-2
P02395 DeWalt Jerry A-2
P00913 DeWalt Jerry & Julie A-2, B-9, O-1
P00292 Dewhirst Chris K-1, O-1, P-3, R-5
P01803 DeWind Susan A-2, B-9, K-1, O-1
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03186 Request A-2, P-3
P02676 Dhooge Gerard A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3, P-5
P01754 Diamond Marcia A-2, B-9
P01207 Diamond Sarah |A-2, C-13
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03269 Request B-4, P-8
P02420 Dick Dan A-2, O-1, P-3, P-5, S-3
P00569 Dickens Alan A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3, P-8
P01837 Dickinson Robert A-2, B-9
P01601 Dickson Alicia A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3
P02086 Dickson Kristia A-2, O-1, S-3
P02631 Diehl Wade B-9, P-8, S-3, T-3
P01280 Dietz Joel A-2, P-3
P02562 DiGianni carol A-2, O-1, P-3, P-4, P-5
P00970 DiGiovanni Joan A-2, K-1
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P00224 DiGregorio Rosemary A-1, B-30, C-1, C-2, C-4, D-10
P03030 Dillon Donald A-1, P-23
P03283 Dillon Donald B-3, C-1
P01516 DiMatteo Richard A-2, S-3

Name Withheld at

Commenter's
P03159 Request B-37

Name Withheld at

Commenter's
P02988 Request A-1, P-23
TYP00049 Dineen Patty K-3, P-6
P01073 Dinsmore Janet A-2, P-3
P01092 Dioguardi Paul A-2, G-3
P00688 DiPrima Richard A-2
P01097 DiSibio Ralph A-2
P01107 Ditelberg Jeremy A-2
P03065 Dixon Penelope A-2, K-1, P-3
P01500 Dobjensky Sarah A-2, O-1, S-3
P02415 Dobrowolski Rafal A-2, O-1, P-3, P-5
P02975 Dodds Douglas A-1, B-2, C-5, D-3, K-2, L-1, T-3
P00662 D'Oench Larry A-2, P-3, R-5
P02131 Doering James A-1
P00194 Dolan Steve A-1

Name Withheld at

Commenter's
P03375 Request A-1, B-2, K-2, N-1
P00368 Dolle [Johanna A-2, P-3, P-5, S-3

Name Withheld at

Commenter's
P03063 Request A-2, P-14
P00861 Donlan Joseph A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3
P02817 Donnelly Russell A-2, C-4, R-5
P00436 Donnelly Russell A-2, R-5
P00350 Donovsn Shannon A-2, P-3, S-3
P00107 Doolan Peter A-1, K-2
P01230 Doonan Richard S-5
P02830 dorcey irene A-2
P03108 Dorsey Pamela A-2, O-1
P01763 Doty Russell A-2, K-1, O-1
P01721 Doubet David A-2, B-9, C-14, O-1
P02548 Douglas Judy A-2, O-1, P-3, S-3
P00241 Douglas Robert S. A-1, G-2, K-2, P-7, P-23
P03098 Douglass J. B-37
P03050 Douglass Jillian B-2
P01144 Dounias Linos A-2, K-1, M-3
P00077 Doultt Janet P-3, P-4
P00372 Dovell Matthew C-13, P-3, P-5, R-5, S-3
P00748 Dowdell \William A-2, B-9, C-13, O-1
P02840 Dowds R Philip A-2, B-9, C-4, O-1, P-3
P02391 Dowe Chuck A-2, O-1, P-3, P-5
TNP00046 Dowling Rachel J-4
P00371 Doyle Brian A-2, C-13, O-1
P02281 Doyle Kathy A-1, C-1
P03374 Doyle-Burke Christine A-1, C-1, K-4
P02325 Doyon Valerie A-2, O-1
P01360 Drahovzal James A-2, P-3, S-3
P00494 Drake Alden S-5
P01667 Drake Dorothy A-2, B-9, O-1, R-5
P02813 Drake Elisabeth A-2, K-1, O-1, P-3, S-3
P02780 DRAKE MARY A-2, O-1, P-3
P01286 Draper Barry A-2, K-1, S-3
P01606 Draus Patty A-2, B-9, O-1, S-3
P03049 Drechsel IAnn A-1, B-2, T-3
P02087 Driggs Marty O-1, P-3
P03285 Drucker Jeanmarie A-1, J-4
P01525 Drury Kathleen A-2, S-3
P02453 Dryden Jennifer A-2, O-1, P-3, P-5
P03296 Dsida Mike A-2
P01908 Duane John A-1, C-1, C-3, K-2
P03342 Duane John A-1, C-3, M-1
P01607 Dube Mona A-2, B-9, O-1, S-3
P00891 Duce Jonathan A-2, P-3
P02661 Duckwall Richelle A-2, P-3
P01859 Dudinyak Linda A-1, H-1, K-2, P-8, T-3
P02300 Dudziak Norm A-2, C-13
P00205 Duffin Margaret A-1, G-2, M-1, P-21
P01067 Duffy Catherine A-2
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P02727 Duffy Catherine A-2
P01403 Duffy Susan A-2, S-3
P02027 Duguay Brian C-13, O-1, P-3
P01252 Duhigg Michael A-2, K-1, O-1, P-3
P01258 Dullea Mark A-2, C-13
P02151 Dunn Jennifer A-2, B-3
P02919 Dunn Thomas A-2, O-1, P-3, S-3
P01369 Dunnavant Forrest A-2, S-3
P00083 Dunning \Ward C-1
P02970 Dunoyer Jean A-2, C-13, K-1, M-3
P02048 Dupill Lisa A-2, C-13, C-14, P-3
P01512 Durgerian George A-2, P-3, S-3
TYP00020 Durkin Barbara C-1, D-6, D-7, H-1, H-5, K-2
A-1, B-2, B-3, B-6, B-15, B-16, B-20, B-26, B-27, C-1, C-10, D-4,
D-7, D-8, D-10, D-17, G-2, H-1, H-5, J-1, K-2, L-1, L-5, M-1, M-2,
M-4, P-3, P-7, P-8, P-9, P-21, P-23, P-24, P-25, R-1, S-2, T-2,
P02243 Durkin Barbara T-3, U-1, U-5
P00396 Durkin Tom A-2, O-1, P-3, P-4, P-5, S-3
P03134 Durkin, PhD. Tom P-1, P-4
P00884 Dwyer Noel A-2, B-9, O-1
P01081 Dyer John A-2
P00669 Dyer-Bennet Brooke A-2, B-9, O-1
TYP00053 Dyett Granger K-1, P-4, P-9, S-3
P01540 Eades Debra A-2, B-9, O-1
P00518 Eady Lee A-2
P00558 Eberhard Tom A-2, B-9, O-1
P01679 Ebey Christopher A-2, B-9, O-1
P02401 Echavarri [August A-2
P01153 Economou Solon A-2, P-8, S-2
TNP00002 Eddy Bill A-2, B-3, D-15, P-1, P-15, S-3
P02665 Eddy William A-2, M-3, M-4, P-3, P-7, P-8, P-14, P-21, S-3
P01931 Eddy Wm. W. IA-2, B-3, D-15, G-7, M-3, M-4, P-7, P-14, S-2, S-3
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P02998 Request A-2
P03056 Edey Marion A-2, K-1, P-3
P01504 Edmands The Rev Frank A. A-2, P-3, S-3
P02396 edmonds jr thomas A-2, P-3
P03200 EDWARDES SIMON A-2
TNP00001 Edwards Jacqueline C-1, C-3, C-6, C-14
P01519 Edwards Nancy A-2, S-3
P03173 Edwards Wayne A-1, K-2
P00785 Egan [Ann A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3
TYP00030 Egan Greg B-23, M-1
P01928 Egan Gregory R. A-1, B-23, M-1, M-4
P03364 Ehntholt Christopher A-1, B-2, C-1
P03362 Ehntholt Daniel A-1, C-6, P-8
P03363 Ehntholt Eileen A-1, C-1, K-2, L-1, M-1
P01149 Einstein Thomas A-2, P-3, R-5
P01994 Einstein Thomas A-2, C-13, D-21, R-5
P00118 Ekstrom Ken D-21
P00122 Ekstrom Ken D-9
TUP00022 Ekstrom Ken D-9, P-9
P00108 Ekstrom Ken D-21
P02284 Eldredge Nancy P-23, T-3
P03393 Eldredge Nancy IA-1, C-12, D-3, D-4, P-6, T-3
P03448 Eldredge 111 Everett R A-1, J-4
P03239 Elisa King David Farer & A-1, T-3
P00664 Ellertsen Nora A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3, S-3
P00959 Elliott Matthew A-2, B-9, O-1
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03208 Request B-26, J-4, M-2, P-13
P03281 Elliott Tashia A-1, P-7, P-23
P02570 ellis candice O-1, P-3, P-5
P01220 Ellis Christopher A-2
R. Peter & Charlotte
P00237 Ellis A. A-2, B-3, C-13, P-3, R-5
P02742 Elsasser Scott A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3, P-8
P02847 Elsevier Desiree A-2, O-1, P-3, R-5
P00663 Elzweig Lynn A-2, B-9, O-1, R-5
P00758 Emeneau Barbara A-2, B-9, M-3, O-1
P02851 Emerson Willis A-2, P-3, S-3
P02752 Emmons Eric A-2, S-3
P03257 Endres Peter K. K-1
P00029 Eng Mary A-2
P02255 Engle Linda and Mike P-8
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P01124 ENGLER STEPHEN A-2, K-1, O-1
P02790 ENGLER STEVE A-2, B-6, P-3
P00055 English Margaret E. A-1, B-2, G-2, K-2, L-1, M-1, M-2, P-2
P01222 English William A-2, C-13, R-5
P03365 Entin Dr. Eileen B. A-2, B-9, O-1
P00282 Erdmann Veronica A-2, G-1, H-6, K-1, M-3, O-1, P-1, P-3, P-5, P-6
P00530 Erickson Dell A-1, K-2, P-7
P01602 Eriksson Lynn A-2, B-9, O-1, R-5
P02296 Erkiletian Kris A-2, O-1, P-5, P-21
P02651 Erkiletian Kris A-2, O-1, P-2, P-3, P-8, P-21
P00124 Erkiletian Kristof A-2, O-1
P00183 Esdale Mark A-2
P02750 Estella Janet A-2
P00437 evans bill A-2, R-5
P01855 evans dinda A-2, C-12, O-1, P-3, P-5, S-3, T-3
P00665 Evans Il Harry A-2, B-9, O-1
P02313 Everett Julia A-2, P-1
TMP00024 Everett Rebecca A-1, B-2, C-11, D-7, D-15, E-1, K-3, L-1, M-1, M-2, P-2, P-9, P-23
P03110 Everett Rebecca S A-1, C-1, D-3, E-1, K-1, K-3, L-1, P-7
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03409 Request B-2, B-4, D-5, K-2, M-1
P00734 Evert Aari A-2, B-9, O-1
P02558 faber richard A-2, O-1, P-3
P02867 Faesy Richard A-2, O-1, S-3
P01154 Falvey Chris A-2
P02075 Fang Victoria A-2, O-1, P-3
P02526 Farkas William A-2, O-1
P02355 Farley Rebecca A-2, O-1, P-16, S-3
P01687 Farnsworth Margaret A-2, B-9, O-1
P00342 Farnsworth Ron A-2, K-1, O-1, P-1
P01105 Farnum [Anne A-2, O-1, P-3, P-4
P00847 Farnum Robert A-2, O-1
P01129 Farrar Kendall A-2, O-1
P02003 farrell jon S-3
P00808 Farrell Juliet A-2, B-9, O-1
P02266 Farrell David J. C-13, G-4, G-6, K-4, M-3, P-1, P-3, P-21
P00152 Fasano Nicholas G-2, M-1, M-2, P-2
P01185 Faucher Janis A-2, O-1, P-3, S-3
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03267 Request A-1, T-3
P03243 Fawcett Edward C. A-1, C-1, D-4, P-1
P03248 Fawcett Fay Taft D-2, M-1, M-2, M-4
P03249 Fawcett Fay Taft X-1
P02807 Fayette Brad 0-1
P03064 Fee Sheila + Matt A-2, K-1
P01676 Feer Barbara A-2, B-9, K-1, O-1
P02177 Feinberg Cynthia A-2, S-3
P01768 Feir Deborah A-2, B-9, C-14
P00874 Fekete Jill A-2, B-9, O-1
P00845 Feldberg Roslyn A-2, B-9, O-1
P02026 Feldman Brett A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3, P-4, S-3
P02973 Felipe Miguel A-2, O-1
P00836 Felshin Sue A-2, O-1, P-8
P02706 Felsman Rex A-2, P-3, S-3
P01707 Ference Larry A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3
P02286 Ferguson Fred-Munro A-1, C-2, T-3
P01288 Ferlauto Steven A-2, C-13, K-1, P-1
P01605 Fernald Joanna A-2, B-9, O-1
P00811 Ferrante John and Verna A-2, B-9, O-1, S-3
P01997 ferrari matt A-2, O-1, S-3
P00301 Ferris T A-2
P01460 Ferrisi Lisa A-2, O-1, S-3
P00536 Ferro Michael A-1, M-2, P-7, S-2
TUP00023 Ferro Michael D-3, D-4
P03171 FERRO MIKE D-3, D-12, S-2
P03214 FERRO MIKE D-1, P-7, S-2
P03215 FERRO MIKE L-5, S-2
P03227 FERRO MIKE B-3, H-1, S-2
P03237 FERRO MIKE K-2
P03238 FERRO MIKE X-1
P03246 FERRO MIKE G-7
TYP00028 Ferro Mike C-2, D-7
P03178 FERRRO MIKE C-13, D-3, D-21, G-2, L-1, P-2, P-7
P03385 Fessenden Hart W A-1, B-2, B-21, M-1, M-2, P-8
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P03388 Fessenden Lauren A-1, T-3

P02928 ficsor steven A-2, O-1

P02708 Field Susan L. A-2, K-1, O-1

P01749 Fielder David A-2, B-3, B-9, P-3

P02641 Fieldman, Ph.D. |Glenn A-2, O-1

P00672 Fieldsteel Margaret A-2, B-9, O-1

TUP00012 Filio Joan A-2, S-3

P01171 Fillman Donald "Manny" A-1, R-5, S-2

P02241 Fine Daniel A-2, C-13, O-1, P-3, S-3

P03372 Finnerty, Jr. John F. A-1, B-2, C-2, C-12, P-23

P02655 fischer steven A-2

P03052 Fish Allan D-6, E-1, M-2, P-2, P-21, P-23, T-3

P01352 Fisher Judith A-2, P-3, S-3

P01777 Fisher Laura A-2, B-9, P-3

P00142 Fisher Madeline A-1, C-2, G-2

P00004 Fisher Shirley and Peter A-1, G-2

P01750 Fiske Jeff A-2, C-13

P00585 Fitch lan A-2, B-9, O-1

P01476 Fitzgerald Dawn A-2, S-3

P00214 Fitz-Gibbon Bonnie M-1, M-4, M-6

TNP00048 Fitz-Gibbon Bonnie C-1, D-2, D-4, D-15, P-10, R-1

P01041 Fitzpatrick Robert |A-2, C-14, O-1
Fitzpatrick

P00216 Macolini Ruth C-14, E-1, G-2, H-1

P00452 Flagg Charles A-2, C-13

P01264 Flammer Charles B-9, O-1, P-3, R-5, S-3

P01351 Flannery Patricia A-2, K-1, P-3, R-5, S-3

P00615 Fleck Paula A-2, B-9, K-1, O-1, R-5

P01738 Fleming Chris A-2, K-1

P00016 Fletcher Linda A-1, M-1, M-6

P00711 Fletcher Mitchell A-2, O-1, P-3

P02519 fletcher tanis A-2, G-1, H-6, O-1

P00497 Flomenhoft Gary A-2

P01821 Flood Georgia A-2, B-9, O-1

P01452 Flores Charles A-2, S-3

P02495 Florio Sharon A-2, S-3

TMP00009 Florio Sharon S-3

P02971 Flourens Francoise A-2, K-1, P-3, R-5

P03340 Floyd [Ann A-1, B-3, B-25, C-8, G-2, H-1, M-6, P-21

P01410 Floyd Kevin A-2, S-3

P01409 Flynn Jonathan A-2, P-3, S-3

P03088 Flynn Stanley & Annda A-2, O-1, P-5

P00481 Flynn Steve A-2, P-4

P01811 Foehrenbach Richard A-2, O-1, S-3

P02044 Fogg Eric A-2, P-3

P02766 Fogliatti Karen A-2, B-9, P-3

P00703 Foley Laura A-2, C-13, S-3

P01022 Folino Jim A-2, S-3

P01886 Foote Danny C-4, P-7

P03002 Foote Jesse A-2, O-1, S-3, T-3

P02022 forbes mike C-12

P02894 Ford Charles A-2, O-1, P-3

P03123 Ford Chrisanne C-3, K-2, P-7, P-23

TNP00024 Foregger Doug C-1, C-3, H-1, K-3, M-1

P01120 Foresteire John A-2, O-1, P-3

P02413 Forman Ellen A-2, P-3

TYP00015 Fornari C.L. C-2

P02254 Forrest William J. C-4

P01537 Fortier Mark A-2, P-3, S-3

P02469 Fortunato D'Anna O-1, P-5

P02332 Forward Jean 0-1

P01642 Fosberg lora A-2, B-9, O-1, S-3

P01822 Foster Janet A-2, B-9, O-1

P01998 Foster Joel C-13, P-3

P00718 Foster Kristin A-2, B-9, O-1

TUP00033 Foster Mark U-4

TMP00032 Foster Mark B-7, B-27, B-31, H-1, H-5

TUP00039 Foster, Jr. Mark D-4, D-15

P00877 Fouracre Susan A-2, O-1, S-3

P01112 Fouracre Susan A-2, S-3

P03241 Fournier Amy J. A-1, B-2, C-1, G-2, H-1, P-2, P-6, P-7

P00561 Fournier John A-2, B-9, D-2, O-1

P00995 Fowle Dennis A-2

P02584 Fox Spinks Francis A-2

P01023 Frank Sally A-2, K-1

P02682 Frank Sally A-2, P-3

P01872 Franklin Cynthia A-2, O-1, P-3, P-5, S-3, T-3
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P00147 Franklin Robert A-2, C-2, O-1
P01329 Frantz Steven A-2, P-3, S-3
P01115 Franzel David A-2, K-1, P-3, R-5
P01429 Franzen Amy A-2, S-3
TUP00038 Franzen Bill C-1, M-1, M-4, P-21, P-23
TYP00019 Fraser Michael Travers C-3
P03474 Frazee Richard A A-1, B-2, D-6, F-1, P-7, P-8
P03156 Frazee Robert M-1, M-4
TNP00010 Freedman Don O-1, S-3
P02482 Freedman Linda A-2, P-3
P02507 Freeman Isabel A-2, K-1, O-1
TUP00014 Freeman O-1
TYP0O0008 Freeman 0O-1, R-5
P01300 Freemon IV Terrell A-2, O-1, P-3, S-3
P00562 Fremont Nancy A-2, B-9, O-1
P00869 Fremont Nancy A-2, B-9, O-1
P03411 French Harry A-1, C-1, P-7
P02444 French Robert A-2, O-1, S-3
P01690 Fresquez Sallly A-2, B-9, O-1
P01718 Freude Sharon A-2, B-9, O-1, R-5
P02341 Fried Christopher A-2, O-1
P03106 Friedman Carol A-1
P01627 Friedrich Kristian A-2, B-9, O-1
P01682 Friend Doug A-2, B-9, O-1
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03428 Request C-2, 0-1, T-3
P00999 Frost \William P-4
P00382 Fry Christopher P-3
P00660 Fry Gene A-2, B-9, O-1, P-8
P01384 Fry Miguela A-2, O-1, S-3
P02803 Fulop John A-2, S-3
P00288 Funston Rod A-2, S-3
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03059 Request A-1, P-21, P-23
P01832 Furze Brian A-2, P-3, R-5
P00171 Fussell Stephanie A-2, O-1, P-3
P01103 Gaberman Jonna A-2, P-3
P03207 Gabriel J. Bruce C-1, K-1, P-2
P03284 Gabriel J. Bruce A-1, K-1, P-2
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03020 Request A-1, B-2, C-1, H-1, P-23
P01188 Gage Edward A-2, K-1, R-5
P02667 Gaines [Amanda A-2, H-6, O-1, S-3
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03341 Request A-2, B-3, S-3, T-3
P02171 Gale Charlie A-2, S-3
P00025 Galeano Blanca A-2
TUP00018 Gallagher Bernie C-1, J-4
P03034 gallagher Daniel J C-1, J-2
P03471 Gallagher, Jr. Francis J. A-2, K-1, O-1, P-1, R-5
P01709 Gallivan Brendan A-2, B-9, O-1, S-3
P02067 Gallivan Melissa JA-2
P01276 Ganshirt Edward A-2, B-9, C-13, O-1, P-3
P00397 Garb James A-2, O-1, P-3, P-5, S-3
P01466 Garcia [Angelo A-2, P-3, S-3
P01323 Garcia Gina A-2, S-3
P00145 Gardella Nancy A-1, C-1, P-1
P03260 Gardella Nancy K-2, M-1
P02787 Gardner Dorothy C-13, K-1, P-3, P-5, S-3
P02772 Gardner Norma A-2, C-13, P-3
P03413 Gargiulo [Anthony A-1, C-1, K-3
P00849 Garland Jeff A-2, B-9, O-1, R-5
P01386 Garrett Colleen A-2, S-3
P03081 Garrison Colin K-2
P02062 Garrison Leslie A-2, C-13, O-1, P-3, S-3
P02280 Garrison Melanie B. A-1, D-3, G-2
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03291 Request A-1, B-2, C-1
P00532 Garvey Jenna A-1, C-1, H-1, L-1, T-3
P02211 Garvey Jenna A-1, B-2, C-1, C-13, G-2, G-5, H-1, H-5, O-1, P-3
P03038 Garvey Jenna C-1, H-1
P02183 Garvey Megan A-2, K-1, S-3
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P01483 Garwood Ruth A-2, O-1, P-3
P02338 Gascon David A-2, O-1, P-3
P00321 Gaskin Steve A-2, K-1, O-1
P02412 Gastonguay Tusi A-2, S-3
P02547 Gately Mark A-2, O-1, P-3, S-3
P03116 Gatti Alfred W A-1, C-5, P-23
P02933 Gau John A-2, O-1, P-3
P00012 Gaudrault Joseph A-1, B-3, B-6, C-4, C-13, P-8
P00229 Gaudrault Joseph A-1, B-2, C-1, C-14, O-1, S-2
P02363 Gazin-Schwartz ~ |[Amy O-1, P-5
P02866 Geiger John W. A-2, S-3
P00364 Geist James A-2, P-3, P-5
P00438 Geist James A-2, O-1, P-5
P02200 Geist Kurt A-2, O-1, P-3, P-5, S-3, T-3
P01110 Gelbspan Ross A-2, C-13, O-1
P02400 Gelderloos Pat A-2, O-1, P-3
P02550 Gelinas Kimberly A-2, P-3
P00505 Genereux Andre C-13, P-3
P02386 Gentile Becca A-2, P-3, S-3
P03396 Gentile Jac A-2, O-1
P03071 Gentner Kenneth A-1, D-1, D-8, P-23
P01571 George Mary |A-2, B-9, O-1
P01829 Georgetti Peter A-2, O-1
P00692 Gerbi Mary A-2
P02753 Gerlach Elizabeth B. A-2, O-1
P00391 Gerlach Elizabth B. A-2, B-9, O-1
TNP00029 Germinara Len A-2
P00715 Gerrish Maureen A-2, B-9, O-1
P02828 Gerstein Philip JA-2
P02712 Geyser Conrad A-2, B-9
P01306 Ghorban Christina JA-2, C-13, S-3
P00403 Giacchino Maria A-2, P-3
P00938 Giachetti Janet A-2, O-1, S-3
P02445 Giacomozzi Christine A-2, O-1
P00119 Gibbons Fern A-2, B-9, O-1, P-1
P01629 Gibson Marshall A-2, B-9, O-1
P00587 Giddings Katie A-2, O-1
P02677 Giddings Katie A-2, O-1, P-3, S-3
P00454 Giery Jason A-2
P01831 Gigg Greg A-2, O-1
P01978 Gilardetti, MD Robert A-2
P02776 Gilbert Mary A-2, O-1, P-3, P-5, R-5
P03047 Gilbert Mary A-2, K-1
P02496 Gilburg Amy A-2, P-3
P00945 Gildea Robert A-2, B-9, O-1, R-2
P00058 Giles Kenneth C-11, M-2, M-4, P-8, P-23
P03293 Giletti Ted A-1, B-2, B-4, C-1, P-7, P-8, P-23
P02032 Gilheeney John A-2, C-14, P-3
P01583 Gillmore Cheryl A-2, B-9, C-14, O-1
P03066 Gilmore Diana A-2
P02935 Gilstein Robert P-3, S-3
P01639 Giltinan Allen Carter A-2, B-9, O-1, S-3
P01744 Gingerich Mike O-1, P-3
P03434 Giordano Susan A-2, S-3
P01062 Giorgio Judith A-2
P00251 Gismondi Rosemary O-1, P-3
P01046 Gismondi Rosemary A-2, O-1, P-3
P03370 Giudice John A-2, O-1, P-3
TYP00012 Glassman Sarah P-2, P-6, P-8
P01346 Gledhill Azyadeh A-2, P-3, S-3
P00519 Glick Lilah A-2, O-1, S-3
P01728 Gluck S. A-2, B-9, O-1, R-5
P02324 gluck-sosis suzanne A-2, O-1

Name Withheld at

Commenter's
P03348 Request A-2, B-9, K-1
P00377 Glynn Mary A-2, S-3
P00647 Gogel Louise A-2, B-9, O-1
P01526 Gogibu Isabel A-2, S-3
P02140 Gogolin Brian A-2, B-9, O-1
P00511 Gold Daniel A-2
P01719 Gold Tomme A-2, B-9, O-1
P03001 Goldberg Inna A-2
P00515 Golden Michelle A-2
TNP00003 Golding lan A-2, O-1
P00996 Goldsmith David A-2, C-13, O-1
P02696 Goldsmith David A-2, K-1, O-1, P-8, S-3
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Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03142 Request B-2, P-7
P01245 Goldstein Sherman A-2, S-3
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03013 Request A-2, T-3
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03311 Request A-1, B-2, D-1, D-2, P-7, P-23
P03402 Gollin Prof. Richard A-1, B-2, P-7
P01798 Goloskie Pamela A-2, S-3
P02732 Gomes Larry C-13, R-5, S-3
TUP00054 Gonell S-3
TUP00011 Good Neil J-4
P03476 Good Neil J-3
P01489 Goode Beth A-2, S-3
P02073 Goodman Evan A-2
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03099 Request A-1, C-1
P03310 goodman, m.d. jordan A-1, C-1
P02898 Goodrich Kevin A-2, P-3
P02143 goodwin doug A-2, B-9
P00693 Goodwin Patricia A-2, O-1
P03466 Gordon Bruce A-2, P-8, R-5, S-3
P02934 Gordon James O'Keefe A-2, O-1, P-1, P-3
TUP00004 Gordon Jim O-1, S-3
TUP00057 Gordon Meg A-1
P01596 Gordon Steven A-2
P02837 Gordon Zachary P-3
P02760 Gori Beverly 0-1
P00595 Goriainov Alexei A-2, B-9, O-1
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03212 Request A-1, C-1, C-12
P02594 Gorman Benjamin A-2, C-14, K-1, P-3
P01413 Goss Dennis A-2, P-3, S-3
P00756 Gossard Jane A-2, B-9, O-1, R-5, S-3
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03432 Request A-2
P01756 Gottfried Yolande A-2, B-2, S-3
P02798 Gould Douglas A-2, O-1, S-3
P02237 Goyette Emily A-2, P-3, S-3
P00267 Gozemba Dr. Patricia A. A-2, C-14, K-1, O-1
P02448 Gracey Susan A-2
P01213 Grad [Andrew A-2, P-1, P-3
P01824 Gradess Daniel A-2, S-3
P00941 Grady Erin A-2, B-9, O-1, P-1, S-3
P00290 GRADY JOHN A-2, P-3
P00649 Graham Gary A-2
P02959 Graham Jamie A-2, C-13, S-3
P00039 Grainger Mr. & Mrs. Douglas  [P-23, S-2
P03301 Granda Christopher A-1, P-4
P00666 Graney [John A-2, B-9, O-1
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03323 Request P-8, P-23
P00150 Grant Jack A-2, K-1, P-21
P00789 Grant Thomas A-2, B-9, O-1
P02628 Grasso Kimberly A-2
P03018 Graves Jim A-1, C-1, K-2
P02589 gray earl S-3
P01181 Gray Lowell A-2, O-1, P-3, P-5
P02199 Graybill Christina A-2, O-1, P-3, P-5, S-3, T-3
P03458 Grayson Stan A-1, B-2, J-4, K-1, P-3, P-23, S-7
P00399 Greeley Dudley A-2
P02918 Green Audley O-1, R-5, S-3
P00381 Green [Joey C-13, O-1, P-3, S-3
P00822 Green Lori A-2, B-9, P-3
P02497 Green Monica A-2, O-1
P01191 Green Shannon A-2, C-13
P00807 Green Suellen A-2, B-9, C-14, O-1
P03354 Green Tom A-2, B-9, K-1, R-5
P02093 Green Connor C-14, K-1, M-3, O-1, P-3, P-4, P-5, S-3
P01076 Greenberg Laurel A-2, S-3
P00997 Greenberg Shelley A-2, C-13, P-3, P-5
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P00604 Greenberger Rachel A-2, B-9, O-1
P02679 Greene Wade and Nathanael |A-2, C-13, O-1, S-3, V
P00309 Greenleaf Karen A-2, O-1, P-3
P02694 Greenleaf Karen O-1, P-3, P-5
P03387 Grees Jessie G-2, O-1, P-2, P-21
P00099 Gregg Jack W. U-1, U-2, U-3, U-5
P00113 Gregg Jack W. A-2, C-13, P-3

Name Withheld at

Commenter's
P03460 Request A-2, K-1, R-5
P00082 Gregory Huson R. B-2, C-2, C-5, C-12, C-14, D-14, G-2, P-17, P-21
P00765 grehl donna A-2, B-9, O-1, U-1, U-2
P00815 grehl donna A-2, B-9, O-1
P03265 Grey Nick M-4
P01059 Griffin Sean A-2

A-1, B-2, B-3, B-25, C-1, D-3, D-6, D-10, E-1, G-2, K-2, K-3, L-1,

P01909 Griffin, Jr. John T. M-1, M-2, M-4, P-2, P-6, P-7, P-8, P-13, P-21, P-23, R-1
P01151 Griffith Sarah A-2, P-3
P00831 Grimes Craig A-2, O-1, P-3
P00838 Grimm Michele IA-2, G-6, M-3, O-1
P00222 Grinspoon Harold A-2
P00911 Grinstein David A-2, O-1, P-8
P03023 Griscom, Jr. [Andrew A-1, C-2, K-4
P02640 Griswold Mary A-2, O-1
P00011 Griswold William E. H-1, H-4, S-2
P00117 Griswold William E. P-4
P00223 Griswold William E. S-2, S-3
TNP00049 Gross Jim D-9, D-19
P01267 Gross Judy Newcomb A-2, B-9, C-13, O-1, S-3
P02037 Gross Mark A-2, K-1, O-1, P-5, S-3
P00298 Grossman Lois A-2, P-5, P-8
P01835 Grout Stephanie A-2, B-9, O-1
P02214 Grumbine Rich A-2, B-5
P00096 Grzegorzewski Joshua A-2
P03172 Guarino Robert E. |A-1, C-1, C-3, P-7
P00751 Guerriero Marie A-2, B-9, O-1
P01572 Guillemard Claude A-2, B-9, O-1
P03423 Gulliver Cate A-1, C-1, K-4, P-7, P-23, T-3
P00961 Gurwitt Alan A-2, B-9, O-1
P01008 Gyllenborg Eric A-2
P00529 H Fenner Vanessa A-1, C-1, D-4, E-1, G-2, K-3, L-1, P-2, P-6, P-23
P00525 H.-Fenner Vanessa C-2
P00876 haan ian A-2, B-9, K-1, O-1, P-3
P01320 Haarmeyer Lindsay A-2, O-1, S-3
P00418 Habicht Deborah A-2, B-5
P01040 Hackmeister Peter JA-2
P00040 Hadley Alan A-1
P03109 Hadley Alan A-1
P00720 Hadlock Charles A-2, B-9, O-1
P00925 Haff Hope A-2, B-9, O-1
P00278 Hagenah Charles A-2, O-1
P00596 Halbeisen Margaret A-2, B-9, O-1
P01659 Halbert Ellen A-2, B-9, C-13, O-1
P02129 Hale Nancy A-2, R-1
P01366 Hale Pat A-2, P-3, S-3
P01032 Haley Douglas H. A-2, H-1
P00314 Haley William A-2, C-13, K-2, P-3, S-3
P00936 Hall marie A-2, B-9, O-1, R-5
P02283 Hall michael A-1, P-9, P-23
P02251 Hall Warren J. D-4
P01792 Halstead Stephanie A-2
P00335 Hambro Bruce A-2
P01755 Hamilton Christine A-2, P-5, P-9, S-3
P02701 Handley [James A-2, O-1, P-3
P00347 Hanigan Bill P-3, P-8
P00974 Hanigan Bill A-2, O-1, P-3
P00110 Hanley Cathy A-1, K-1
TMP00058 Hanlon Jamie A-1, B-2, K-2, P-13
P03037 Hann Allan A-2, K-1, R-5
P02751 Hannaford Thomas K-1, P-1
P01142 Hannon Keith A-2, G-3, P-22
P00581 Hanold John T A-2, O-1
P02483 Hanold John T A-2, P-3, S-3
P00930 Hanscom Alan A-2, O-1
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Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03391 Request A-1, G-2
P01745 Hanson Bill A-2
P01558 Hanson Kenneth A-2, C-14, S-3
P00685 Hapgood Will A-2
P01842 Happel Carol Lee A-1, B-6, C-1, C-5, K-2, P-2, P-7, P-21, P-23
P02761 Hardesty Al C-13
P01685 Haring Margaret A-2, B-9, O-1, S-3
P02664 harkins john A-2, O-1, P-3
P02309 Harnish Chris A-2, C-13, O-1, P-4
P01729 Harper Lynne A-2, B-9, O-1
P00517 Harper Michael A-2
P03051 Harrell Peter K. A-2, O-1, T-3
P01015 Harrelson Judy A-2, O-1, R-5
P01459 Harrington Snake A-2, S-3
P03135 Harris David B-3, O-1, P-3
P01695 Harris David E. A-2, B-9, O-1, R-5
P00461 Harris Jan A-2, B-3
P00962 Harris Tao R-5
P00010 Harrison Eleanor C-4, H-1, P-8, S-2
P00046 Harrison Eleanor P-8, S-2
P00221 Harrison Eleanor M. C-12, S-2
P00757 Harrison Jeremy A-2, B-9, O-1
P00605 Harrison [Jordan A-2, O-1
P00848 Harrison Yvonne A-2, O-1
P00887 Hart Elizabeth A-2, B-9, K-1, O-1
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03259 Request A-2, K-1
P02465 Hartman Deborah A-2, S-3
P00317 Hartner Eric A-2, C-14
P00486 Hartnett Kay 0-1
P01162 Harvey Sheila K-1, P-3
P00899 Haskell Cindy A-2, O-1
P00051 Hastie Linda A-2
P00817 Hathaway Pamela A-2, O-1, P-8
P03378 Hauge Paul JA-2
P01946 Hausner John A-1, K-2, M-1
P01809 Havens Adrian A-2, B-9, K-1
P00306 Haviland Peter A-2, K-1
P01520 Hayenga Jon A-2, S-3
P02596 Hayes ALyson A-2, L-2, R-5
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P02944 Request A-1, C-1, M-1, P-3
P01277 Hayes Loie A-2, O-1, P-3
P02107 Hayes Loie A-2, O-1, P-5
P01527 Hayes Thomas A-2, P-3
P01002 Hays Patricia A-2, C-14
P01025 Hayward Sandra A-2, G-1, O-1
P03055 Hazard Nancy |A-2, C-13, P-3
P01794 Hazen Stanley A-2, B-9, O-1
P01952 Head Charlotte A-2, C-4, C-13, O-1
TUP00035 Head Michael P-2, P-6, P-8
P02705 healey linda K-1, O-1
P03126 Healy Allen A-2
P03250 Heap Frederic F. A-1, M-1
P03251 Heap Frederic F. X-1
P01235 Heath Rick S-5
P03180 Hebeisen Brian A-2, H-6, K-1, O-1
P01731 Hebold Daren A-2, B-9, O-1
P00164 Heffernan Lee |A-2, M-1, M-4
P00084 Hegarty Paul E, A-1, D-7, D-21, K-2, P-2
P00641 Heine Kevin A-2, B-9, K-1
P00904 Heinz Kirsten A-2, S-3
P01190 Heller Cassandra A-2, S-3
P01296 Heller Janet A-2, C-14, S-3
P01522 Heller Janet A-2, S-3
P01259 Heller Sharl K-1, P-1, R-5
P01573 Hellman Rebecca A-2, B-9, O-1
TUP00016 Hemenway Todd C-3, C-6
TYP00013 Hemenway Todd A-1, B-29, C-3, C-12, D-9, J-4, K-2, M-1, M-2
P01890 Hemmenway Todd C-3, C-13, D-9, D-17, D-21, S-2
TNP00021 Hemmenway Todd C-3, C-12, D-9, J-4, K-2, P-2
P00976 Henderson Carolyn A-2, C-14
P02190 Henderson Hank A-2, S-3
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P01905 Henderson Kathleen A-2

P01246 Henderson Philip A-2, P-3

TMP00029 Henderson Philip A-2, O-1, P-3

P01918 Henderson Rober |A-2, D-18, G-3, K-1, M-3
P01510 Henes Donna A-2, O-1, S-3

P02452 Hennemuth Jeffrey A-2, T-3

P02054 hennigan Scott A-2

P02927 Henrick, R.N. Janemaire A-2, K-1

P00524 Henrique-Fenner |Vanessa Carmen A-1, C-1

P01415 Henry Tom A-2, O-1, S-3

P02394 Henry Wendy A-2, S-3

P00021 Henry \William L. A-2, K-1, O-1, P-3, P-16
P02821 Herlihy Joanna A-2

P01393 Herman Michele A-2, K-1, S-3

P01006 Hermenau Ed A-2, O-1, P-3, P-4, P-5
P01730 Hernandez Alvaro A-2, B-9, O-1

P01565 Hernandez Heather A-2

P01630 Hernandez Margo A-2, B-3, B-9, O-1
P03000 Herod Molly D. A-1, C-1

P01295 Herrera David B-6

P01585 Herron Elizabeth A-2, D-2, O-1

P02954 Herron Trevor |A-2, C-13, O-1, S-3
P01869 Hersh Charles A. A-1, H-1, O-1, P-8
P02306 Herz Roger J. |A-2, C-13, O-1

P01049 Herzlinger Dan A-2, T-3

P01180 Herzlinger Michael A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3
P01198 Herzlinger Robert A-2, B-9, P-3, S-3
P00577 Hesketh Neil A-2, B-9, O-1

P00900 Hessler Mark A-2, B-9, O-1

P00475 hetzel alan A-2

P01165 Hewes Michael A-2, B-3, C-14
P02730 Hewes Michael A-2, P-3, T-3

P02063 Heyer Ashley O-1, P-5, S-3, T-3
P00336 Hickey George P-3, S-3

P02097 Hickey Joe B-3, B-9, G-3, K-1, P-3, R-5
P01845 Hickey John T. A-1, K-1, K-4, M-1, M-5, P-2, P-21, P-23
P02126 Higgins Richard A-1, K-1

P00256 Higgins Shaun A-2, C-14, O-1

P01455 High Andy A-2, S-3

P02987 Highsmith IV James Albert A-2, P-3, S-3

P03407 hill joan A-1, B-2, C-2

P03021 hill joan and david A-1, C-1, C-2

P03022 hill joan and david A-1, C-2, P-7

P02239 Hill Judith A-2, O-1, P-4

P00853 Hill Nicholas A-2, B-9, O-1

P03422 Hill Richard W. A-1, C-1, K-2, K-4, P-7
P02426 Hill Suzanne A-2, P-3

P00833 hilton jennifer A-2, B-9, O-1

P01521 Himanen Ilvan A-2, S-3

P01868 Hinderstein Karen A-2, H-1

P02043 Hines Sara A-2, K-1, L-2

P01699 Hintzsche Steven A-2, B-9, O-1, P-8
P01633 Hirsch Richard A-2, B-9, O-1

P00270 Hiser Sam A-2, K-1, P-3

P02492 hnatowich marcia O-1

P03392 Hoag Ethan D B-9, O-1, U-5

P02896 Hoag Lisa A-2

P02336 Hobbs Beverly R-5, S-3

P03429 Hodskins Liza A-1, C-1

P01000 Hodson Richard A-2

P02121 HOEHLEIN ROBB A-2, O-1, P-3

P03182 Hoexter Michael F. K-1, O-1, P-3, R-5
P00697 Hoffman Charles A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3
P02890 Hoffman-Setka Leah A-2

P02613 Hoffner Erik A-2, O-1, S-3

P00262 Hofmann John A-2, K-1, R-5

P00042 Hogan Grady A-2, K-1, O-1, P-3, P-4, P-8
P02083 Hogan John A-2, O-1, S-3

P01942 Hoglund Bruce A-2, C-13, S-3
P02649 Hohmann David A-2, K-1, O-1, P-8
P01529 Holden Elizabeth A-2, S-3

P01311 Holden Grace A-2, O-1, S-3

P00079 Holland Linda S A-2, C-13, J-4, K-1, O-1, P-1, P-3, U-1
P02736 Holley Chris A-2, C-3

P00430 Holley Chris A-2

P00204 Holmes IAnn & Peter A-1, C-14, K-2, M-1, M-2
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P01302 Holmes Jenny A-2, P-3, S-3
P01588 Holmes Patricia L. A-2, B-9, C-14, O-1
P00422 Holmes Tara P-5, S-3
P01511 Holsen Jeffrey A-2, S-3
P01271 Holt Robert R. B-9, C-13, O-1, P-1, P-3
P00763 Holzman David A-2, B-9, O-1
P02591 home marybeth A-2
P02196 Hood Harry A-1, C-2, C-12, C-13, F-1
P02149 Hoogstra Don A-2
P02222 Hooker George A-2, O-1, P-3, S-3
P01472 Hope John A-2, O-1, S-3
P01574 Hopkins Jean A-2, R-5
TMP00023 Hopkins Sam B-2, P-2, P-21
P00772 Hopps Robert A-2, B-9, O-1
P01851 Horgan Daniel H-1
P01556 Horlacher James A-2, C-14, P-5
P03418 Horn Daniel J. B-2, B-3, B-25, E-1, G-2, H-1, M-1, P-21, P-23
P02713 HOROWITZ KAREN A-2
P02380 Hoskin Cornelia A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3, P-5, S-3
P01518 Hosking Johanna A-2, S-3
P02818 Hoskins Hartley A-2, O-1, P-3, R-5
P00544 Hostetter Sarah |A-2, B-9, O-1
P00269 Hott Lawrence A-2, P-3
P02218 Houpert Dave A-2, P-3, S-3
P02120 Houston Richard A-1
P00483 Howard Jonathan A-2, S-3
P01435 Howard Marcia A-2, S-3
P00683 Howe David A-2, B-9, O-1
P02339 Howery Karen A-2, P-8, S-3
P02150 Howfard \Valeria A-2, B-3, O-1
TYP00048 Hoyt Holly A-1, C-1, C-3, D-2, D-4, K-2, P-13
P00036 Hoyt Holly Hughes A-1, B-2, C-3, D-1, K-1, K-2, P-8, P-13
P01925 Hoyt Livingston B. A-1, C-2
P01028 Hren Jonathan A-2, O-1, P-3, R-5
P01253 Huang Kevin A-2, O-1, P-3, P-8
P02425 hubben nick A-2
P00424 Hubert Eugene A-2, C-4
P00675 Huekell Paul A-2, K-1, O-1
P02417 Hueras Zachary A-2, P-3
P02457 Hughes Brian A-2, B-2
P00421 Hughes John A-2
P01395 Hughes Marie Joie A-2, O-1, S-3
P00359 Hughes Sally S-3
P01176 Hulak Carol A-2
P01578 Hull Lucy A-2, B-9
P01612 Hunter [Andrew A-2, B-9, O-1
P00731 Hunter Margery |A-2, B-9, O-1
P02371 Hunter Robert A-2
P02789 Hunter Ronald A-2, S-3
P00576 Huntington Nick A-2, O-1, P-3
P02072 Hurzeler Philip A-2, B-27
P00038 Hussey Nora A-2
P02066 Husted Laurie C-13, G-3, L-2, O-1, P-3, P-4, P-5, S-3
P02279 Huster Diane IA-1, C-3, K-2, P-7
P00754 Huston Art A-2, B-9, K-1, O-1
P02577 Hutchinson Marcia A-2, O-1, P-3, P-5
P01486 Hutegger Thomas A-2, S-3
P01326 Hyatt Hope A-2, S-3
P01095 Hynes Paul A-2
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03031 Request K-1, O-1
P01468 Ibarra Juan A-2, O-1, S-3
Ibarra-Rivera
P01740 Ibarguen Mariamercedes A-2, B-9, O-1
P00184 Igoe Sean A-1, C-2
P01024 ILLONA MONIQUE A-2, O-1, P-5
P02643 ILLONA MONIQUE A-2
P01033 Indresano William A-2, O-1, R-5
TNP00025 Inglis Alison B-25, B-29, H-5, K-1, O-1, U-5
TNP00022 Inglis Robert A-2, B-2, C-14, D-2, D-3, D-7, O-1, P-3
TYP00021 Ingraham Nan A-2, O-1
P00907 |Inson Stephanie A-2, G-6, O-1, P-3, S-3
P01775 Irvine Margaret A-2, B-9, O-1
P03332 Israel Barbara B-22, B-25, B-26, C-3, M-1, M-2, P-21
TMP00017 Israel Barbara B-25, B-26, M-1, M-4, P-21
P01836 lvanov Maxim A-2

* See last page for Form Letter Index

Page 28 of 57



Letter ID JAgency/Organization Last Name First Name [Comment Codes
P01166 Ilversen Adam A-2
P00376 Ilves J Atwood C-14, O-1, P-3, P-18
P00155 J.C. Irene T. C-2, C-13, D-1

Name Withheld at

Commenter's
P03383 Request A-2, D-5, T-3
P01796 [Jackson David A-2, B-9, K-1, O-1
P01392 [Jackson Monica A-2, O-1, S-3
P00114 [Jackson-Miller Marie-Louise A-2, P-3
P00728 [Jackson-Miller Marie-Louise A-2, B-9, O-1
P00375 [Jacobs S.Christopher A-2, C-13, O-1, P-3, P-5, P-8
P02133 lJacobs Susan A-2, C-14
P00752 [Jacobson Jonas A-2, B-9, O-1
P01793 [Jacobson Rolf A-2, O-1
P02585 [Jacobus Stephen B-25, P-1, P-3
P00548 [Jameson Ed A-2, B-9, O-1, R-5, S-3
P01036 [Jameson Rose A-2, O-1
P01043 [Janicek Lou A-2
P01880 [Janzen Gayle A-2, H-1, O-1, P-3, P-5, S-3, T-3
P00767 lJarcho John |A-2, B-9, O-1
P00236 [Jarek-Glidden [Anthony A-1
P02660 [Jarnagin Suzanne A-2, K-1, O-1, P-3
P01882 Jaruk Roy A-2, C-14, O-1, P-3, R-5, S-3, T-3
P02502 [Jastromb William 0O-1, S-3
P00487 Jaynes Daniel A-2
P01450 Jefferson Donna A-2, S-3
P00488 [Jenness Angela A-2
P03369 lJennings [Andrew C-14
P02323 [Jensen Robert A-2
P03140 JJEP Nancy C-1, P-2
P01495 [Jepsen Philip A-2, O-1, S-3
P02583 [Jessup Nancy O-1, P-3
P01354 [Jessup-Gifford Grace A-2, C-13, R-5, S-3
P01268 Jewett David A-2, B-9, C-13, O-1
P03184 JJM John C. A-1, C-3
P01971 joachim elizabeth O-1, P-5
P00492 lJohannesen Allan A-2, P-1
P01786 [John Frank A-2, B-9, O-1
P03039 [Johns Emily S-7
P03040 [Johns Emily S-7
P03041 [Johns Emily A-2
P02418 [Johnson Alex A-2, P-3, S-3
P00149 [Johnson Anita A-2, K-1
P01863 [Johnson Carlyn A-2, C-13, H-1, K-2, O-1, P-8, S-3
P01343 [Johnson Christi A-2, S-3
P00937 [Johnson Dean A-2, B-9, O-1
P02540 [Johnson Dean A-2
P02680 [Johnson Donald A-2
P01614 [Johnson Esther A-2, B-9, C-13, O-1
P02383 johnson harriette A-2, O-1

Name Withheld at

Commenter's
P03263 Request A-2, C-13
P01254 lJohnson Kevin A-2, P-6, R-5
P01172 [Johnson Kristine A-2
P01615 lJohnson Mark A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3
P01742 [Johnson Michael A-2, B-9, O-1
P01913 [Johnson Patricia B-2, C-1, S-2, T-3
P00316 [Johnson Paul & Brenda A-2
P02838 [Johnson Scott A-2
P01734 [Johnson Vieva G. A-2, B-9, O-1
P00338 [Johnson \William A-2
P00520 [Johnston Jennifer A-2
TMP00013 [Johnston Jennifer O-1, S-3
P01381 [Jonat Philip A-2, P-3, S-3
P01857 [Jones Beth A-2, B-3, O-1, P-3, P-5, S-3
P03127 Jones Caitlin A-1, B-3, C-4
P03128 [Jones Caitlin X-1
P03129 [Jones Caitlin X-1
P03130 [Jones Caitlin X-1
P02123 lJones David C-2, P-7
P02983 [Jones David C A-1, C-2, O-1, P-7
P02210 [Jones Jessica A-2, S-3

|A-1, B-2, B-3, C-4, C-12, D-3, D-4, D-10, D-15, D-17, D-19, E-6,

P01848 [Jones Kenneth M. P-3, P-7, P-8, P-9
TMP00038 [Jones Malcolm A-1, B-2, C-2
TUP00046 [Jones Malcolm C-4
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P00133 lJones Michelle B-8, C-2
TMP00061 [Jones Michelle B-8, N-1, P-21
P02148 [Jones Rich |A-2, B-3, B-9, O-1, P-3
P01815 [Jones Il James Cooper A-2, B-9, O-1, S-3
P02615 jordan dolores A-2, C-13, K-1, O-1, P-5
P00740 [Jordan Jeff A-2, B-9, O-1
P02109 Jordi Philippe A-1, A-2, B-3, K-1, O-1, P-3
P02244 JJoyce Barbara Ann A-1, C-1
P00218 lJoyce James A-1, B-2
P00812 Judd Gayle A-2, B-9, O-1
P01541 Judd Gayle A-2, B-9, O-1
P02504 [Judelson Dave A-2, P-4
TNP00040 [Judson Nick B-25, B-26, D-19, M-4, M-5
P00215 [Judson Nicolas F. A-2, B-9, R-5
P03061 Jurcik Alice A-2, O-1
P01402 Jursik Courtney A-2, O-1, S-3
P02294 Kach Kathleen A-2, B-37, D-2, D-3, D-21, E-1, K-3, P-4, P-5
P00095 Kahn Doug A-2, P-8, S-6, U-5
P02487 Kahn Peter A-2, O-1, P-5, S-3
P01357 Kahn Stewart A-2, R-5, S-3
TNP00041 Kaizer Pete B-28, G-2, G-4, M-1, M-4
P02096 Kalbouss Robert A-2, B-9, S-3
P00534 Kalil Janet C-2
P01083 Kalil Janet A-2, S-3
P01932 Kalinowski Tricia A-1, C-2, C-12, D-15
P01203 Kallin Kelley A-2, P-3
P01196 Kane Peter A-2, P-3
P01101 Kaplan Matt |A-2, C-13, O-1, P-3, P-4
P02343 Kaplan Siena A-2, O-1
P02758 Kappel Catherine B-9, O-1, P-3, P-5
P03036 Kapsambelis Chris IA-1, D-9
P03377 Karling Ken V. D-5
P02626 Karlsberg Linda A-2, O-1, P-3, P-5
P02622 karmazin michael A-2, O-1
P03414 Karter Jerome A-1, B-2, P-3
P00762 Kasperzyk Julie A-2, O-1, S-3
P00259 Katz Arnold A-2
P00360 Katz arnold A-2, P-8
P00897 Katz Deborah A-2, B-9, O-1
P02529 Katz Deborah A-2, O-1
P01050 Kauffman Caryn A-2, K-1
P02792 Kauffman Caryn A-2, O-1
P00791 Kaufman Mary A-2, B-9, C-14, G-6, K-1, M-3, O-1
P02901 Kaufman Nate A-2
P02337 Kaur Sat Kartar A-2, R-5, S-3
P01797 Kavanagh Mary A-1, P-2
P03062 Kavanagh Matthew M A-2, P-13
P00915 Kay Jane (Holtz) A-2, O-1
P02429 Kay-Grace Julia P-3
P02098 Keally Alex A-2, B-9, C-13, O-1, S-3
P02181 Keane Colleen A-2, S-2, S-3
P01922 Keane John J. A-2, P-3, P-8
P01677 Kearns Chris A-2, B-9, O-1
P00071 Keating Christopher B-2, K-2
P02302 Keating Janet A-2, C-13, R-5
TYP00011 Keding Jim C-1, P-21
P02863 Keefe Susan A-2, P-8
P02463 Kegeles Gloria A-2, O-1, P-3
P03279 Kelleher Matthew P. A-1
P00903 Keller Charles A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3
P00414 Keller Jonathan A-2, P-3
P02059 Keller Stefan A-2, C-13, O-1, P-3
P01939 Kellett Michael A-1, P-7, T-3
P01389 Kelly Mar A-2, S-3
P01463 Kelly Marie A-2, O-1, P-3, S-3
P02173 Kelly Robert A-2, O-1, S-3
P00923 Kelly-Detwiler Peter |A-2, C-14, O-1
P03226 Kelner-Levine Evan A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3
P00555 Kelsey Suzanne A-2, O-1
P02082 Kemple Mike O-1, P-3, P-18, S-3
P01018 Kempton Willett A-2, D-9, O-1, S-2
P00708 Kendall Joe A-2, B-9, O-1
P01183 Kennedy Dr. Mitch A-2, O-1, P-3

Name Withheld at

Commenter's
P03229 Request K-3, L-1, M-1, M-2
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Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03231 Request A-1, C-12
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03232 Request X-1
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03054 Request A-1, S-2
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03103 Request K-2, R-1
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03453 Request A-1, B-2, B-30, D-6, P-2, P-7, P-23, T-3
P02846 Kennedy Leslie S-3
P00992 Kenney James A-2
B-2, B-6, B-8, B-22, B-23, B-25, B-26, B-30, C-3, C-6, C-15, D-8
D-10, D-16, E-1, F-1, G-2, H-1, K-3, M-1, M-2, M-4, M-5, O-1,
P02270 Kenney Peter A. P-8, P-15
P02720 Kent David A-2, D-2, P-8
P02966 Kent David A-1, P-23
P00186 Kenyon Richard A-2, O-1, P-3
P01449 Kerns Linda JA-2, C-13, R-5, S-3
P00423 Kershaw Megan A-2, P-8
P02764 Kerver Richard A-2, B-9
P00894 Kervick Elizabeth A-2, B-9, O-1
P02288 Kessler Charles A-1, K-2
P01977 Kestner Mary JO A-2
P00266 Ketner jacqui A-2, K-1, O-1, P-3
P00406 Ketterle Jonas B-9
P03042 Keville Patricia A-2, C-13, K-1, O-1, P-3
P02488 Keys Christopher P-3
P01515 Khalsa Dr. Mha Atma S A-2, S-3
P00344 Kibbe Mark A-2
P02213 Kidd Robert A-2, C-13, P-3
P01031 Kiker Michael A-2, P-3
P00556 Kinch Missy A-2, B-9, O-1
P01214 King David A-2, P-3
P01247 King Kathleen A-2, K-1, M-3
P02967 King Peter M A-2, S-3
P00739 King Regina A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3
P00770 King Susan A-2, B-9, O-1, S-3
P00274 Kingsbury Joan A-2, L-1, R-5
P02084 Kinniburgh Joan A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3, P-4, P-5
P02390 Kirchwey Christopher A-2
P01727 Kirk Nancy Jo A-2, B-9, O-1
P01054 Kirwin Michael A-2
P03033 Kittila Raymond O. A-1, M-1
P01948 KL Pamela A-1, M-2, P-2
P03230 Klaiber Diane C-1, C-5, P-7, T-3
P00527 Klaiber Robert C-4, C-14
TYP00042 Kleekamp Charles C-14, P-4, P-23
TYP00007 Kleekamp Kathryn K-1, R-5
P00541 Klein Attila A-2, B-9, R-5
P00546 Klein Thomas A-2
P02023 Klingenstein Christopher A-1, G-2, K-2, P-23
P03079 Klotz Bernard W. B-2, G-2, H-1, K-2, P-2
P02459 Klotz Gretchen A-2, O-1
P00384 Kluever Janet A-2, P-3
P02303 Kluever Rolf C-13, O-1, P-3
P01471 Kmetz Adrienne A-2, O-1, S-3
P01462 Knaeble Bernadette A-2, S-3
P01807 Knaeble Bernadette A-2, B-9, O-1
P03095 Knight Kelly A-1, C-1, D-2
P01769 Knight Phyllis A-2, B-9, K-1, O-1
P03358 KNISS LIZ S-5
P01179 Knopp William A-2, C-13, S-3
P01976 Knudson Robert A-2, B-5, C-3, O-1
P02310 Koehler Lindsey C-13, O-1, P-3
P01970 Koehler Mike A-2, S-3
P00166 Koehler Richard A-2, C-13, L-2, M-1, O-1, P-13
P01833 Koenig Coste Joanne A-2, B-9
P01292 Kohanski Lisa A-2, O-1, P-3, S-3
P01371 Kojimoto Karly A-2, O-1, S-3
P00353 Kolek Brian A-2, K-1, O-1, S-3
P00022 Kolligian Judy A-2
P02899 Komanoff Charles A-2, K-2, O-1, P-8, S-3
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P02590 KONKEL Bob M-3, O-1

P02141 Konomos Patricia A-2, B-3

P01339 Konopasek Brandie A-2, P-3, S-3

P01474 Koopmann Jocelyn A-2, S-3

P00909 Koplow Bryan B-9, K-1, O-1, P-3
P00068 Koseatac A. Sinan D-4, D-7, D-21, M-5, P-2, P-23
P01374 Kosnik Cristine A-2, K-1, S-3

P01757 Kosowsky Alice A-2, C-13

P01954 Koster Auriane B-5, C-13, O-1, P-3, P-5, P-8, S-3
P00156 Kovanda Diane D-3

P00257 kovitch laya JA-2

P02611 Kovitz Johanna A-2

P01635 Kowalczyk Joyce A-2, B-9, O-1

P02387 Kowalewski Christina A-2, O-1, P-3, P-5
P02318 Koyanagi Dean A-2

P00151 Kraal Robert J. A-2, G-6, K-1, O-1
P02389 Krafft Brenda A-2, K-1, P-1, P-2, P-6, P-8
P02159 Krakce David A-2, S-3

P01861 kramer amanda joy A-1, J-4, T-3

P03149 Kramer Harold S C-4, M-1, M-4, P-7
P01434 Krantz Allen A-2, S-3

P00410 krause earl A-2, G-1

P00440 Krause Earl S-5

P01279 Krause Earl A-2, B-9, C-13, M-3, O-1, P-1, P-3
P00829 Kreimendahl Frank A-2, B-9, O-1

P02192 Kreps Bev A-2, S-3

P00851 Kress Marin A-2, B-9, C-14, O-1, P-3
P02945 Kress Timothy J. A-2, P-3, S-2

P01536 Kroeger lAmelia A-2, B-9, O-1

P03289 Krogh Peter F. M-1, M-2, M-4, P-8
P01182 Krogh-Grabbe Alex S-5

P00432 Krugeer Daniel A-2, B-9, O-1, P-5, S-2
P02804 Krugeer Daniel A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3, P-5
P01581 Krystock Barbara A-2, B-9, O-1

P02638 Kugler Peter O-1, P-3, P-5

P00560 Kuhn Brian A-2

P00542 Kulakovich Bret A-2, B-9, O-1, S-3
P01993 Kundla Jen A-2, K-1, O-1

P02619 Kunstler Barton A-2, K-1, O-1

P02359 Kurczynski Karen A-2, O-1, P-5, R-5
P03475 Hyannis Marina Kurker Wayne A-1, B-6, B-7, B-43, C-1, E-1, P-21, S-2, S-6
TNP00044 Hyannis Marina Kurker Wayne M-1, M-4, P-21
TYP00045 Hyannis Marina Kurker Wayne A-1, M-1, M-4, M-6, U-3
P00955 Kurkoski Janice A-2, S-3

TUP00021 Kurpiewski Paul A-2, O-1

P00032 Kurth Sara M. A-1, H-1, K-2, M-2, P-21
P00557 Kvaal Robert A-2, B-9, O-1

P02136 L July A-2, P-5

P02157 La Frinere Rochelle A-2, K-1

P02330 Laborde Barbara & Raul A-2, O-1

P01047 Lacase Karen A-2, P-3, P-5
TUP00052 LaCombe Philip O-1

P00602 Lafleur lAnne A-2, O-1

P02602 laflower danelle JA-2

P00066 LaFrance Allan C-3, M-4

P00211 LaFrance Mary Walsh A-1

P00369 Lagace Stephen A-2, B-3, C-13, K-1, P-1, P-3, P-5
P01275 Lagasse Lucinda A-2, P-3, S-3

P01365 Lagasse Michael A-2, S-3

P02080 Laines Athena A-2, O-1, P-3

P02826 Lamb Greg A-2, P-3, S-3

P02112 Lamb Rebecca A-2, K-1, O-1, R-5
P03068 Lancaster Alexandra A-2, B-2, D-2

P00415 Lancaster Linda A-2, O-1, S-2

P02518 Landis Gordon A-2, O-1, P-3, S-3
P02111 Landskov David A-2, B-9, O-1

P02320 Landskov David A-2, O-1

P00386 Lane Gia A-2, O-1, P-3

P03125 Lane Jessica P-3, S-3

P00969 Lang Clayton T. A-1, C-1, M-1, M-2
TNP00042 Lang Robert B-25, C-1, K-4, M-1, M-2
P03242 Lang, Jr Clayton T A-1, C-1, M-1, M-2
P02509 Langdon Kit A-2, O-1, R-5

P02442 Langford Carol A-2

P00463 Langlois Karen A-2, O-1

P02850 Langlois Karen A-2, O-1
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P02554 Langmuir [Jonathan A-2
TUP00049 Lankarge Peter F. S-3
P02845 Lantz Jennifer JA-2, C-13, K-1, R-5, S-3
P00196 LaPrade Gail A-1, C-1
P02642 Laput Stephen A-2, P-3, P-18, T-3
P02508 Larkin Amy O-1, S-3
TMP00031 Larsen Dan C-2, P-21
TMP00015 Larsen Karsten A-1, C-1, P-21
P02001 Lategan Tom B-9, O-1
P01895 Latshaw/Yoder Kyle/Loretta A-1, B-3, C-1, H-1, J-4, K-2, K-3, L-1, P-21
P02490 Laufer Liina A-2, O-1, P-3, P-5
P01353 Launius Sandra A-2, O-1, S-3
P01735 Laurion Elise A-2, B-2, P-3
P02500 Laurion Elise A-2, P-3, P-5
P00805 Lauterwasser Karen A-2, B-9, O-1
P02493 Lauzon Charlene A-2, O-1
P00713 Laverdure Leo A-2, B-9, O-1
P02220 Laverty Lisa A-2, R-5
P00373 Lavigne John A-2, O-1, P-5, P-8, S-3
TYP00033 Lawler David B-4
P01469 Lawler Kevin A-2, S-3
P03084 Lawlor Suzanne M. A-1, O-1, P-3
P01108 Lawrence John A-2, P-3
P01316 Layne Tobey A-2, B-9, P-3, S-3
P03072 Leary Edith K. A-1, B-2, C-2, D-1, D-3, K-3, M-1
P02316 LeBeau [Aaron A-2
P02961 LeBlanc Alicia A-2, S-3
P01304 Leckie Jason A-2, P-3
P01927 Leddy Colin Wyatt A-2, O-1, P-3, P-4, S-3
P02499 Lederer susan C-13, R-5
P02843 Lee Gayle A-2, O-1
P02317 Lee Justin A-2, C-13, O-1
P00621 Lees Diana A-2, B-9, O-1
P01297 Lefevre Michael A-2, S-3
P01423 Lefevre Sherry A-2, O-1, S-3
P02673 Lefort Thomas A-2, P-3, P-5
P02930 Legge R J A-2, O-1, P-3, P-5, S-3, T-3
P00842 Legler Ken A-2, C-13
P02920 Lehan Marjory K-1, O-1, P-3, S-3
P01005 Lehotsky Susan A-2
P01758 Leight Walter A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3
P02805 LeMay Brenda JA-2
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03382 Request A-2, K-1, O-1
P02451 Lemon Patricia P-3, P-5
P02969 Lempitski Steve B-2, G-2, P-21
P02996 Lemus Melanie A-2, O-1
P00933 Lenahan (William A-2, B-9, O-1, R-5
P02836 Lennox John A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3, P-5
P03067 Leon Joel A-2, P-5, S-3
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03344 Request A-2, B-4
P02724 Leslie Frank A-2, O-1, P-3
P00389 Lessard Pam |A-2, O-1, P-5
P00788 Leta Martha A-2, B-9, O-1, P-8
P00217 LeVangie Robert A. A-1, B-2
P02888 Levchuk Leanne A-2
P02700 Leventhal Jean O-1, P-3, P-5, R-5
P00419 LeVie Paul A-2, P-1, S-3
P00293 levin lois A-2, P-5, S-3
P02565 Levin Matt A-2, O-1, P-3, P-4, P-5
P03111 Levin Reva A-2
P02377 Levine Mark A-2
P00027 Levor Sam A-2
P00354 Lewis [Andrew A-2, O-1, P-3
P00398 Lewis [Andrew A-2, O-1, P-3, P-5, S-3
P02632 Lewis David A-2, O-1, P-3, P-5, P-8
P02703 lewis harriet A-2, O-1, P-3, S-3
P01484 Lewis Martha A-2, S-3
P00020 Lewis Patricia A-2, O-1, P-1, P-3, P-8
P01363 Lewit [Aaron A-2, R-5, S-3
P01225 Licata Frank A-2, B-3, S-3
P00308 Liebis Ronald P-1, S-3
P01438 Liebowitz Michael A-2, S-3
P00158 Liedell James P-1, P-5, P-15, S-2
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TUP00019 Liedell James H-3, O-1, P-25, U-4
P00102 Liedell James A-2, C-13, D-4, O-1, P-1, U-5
P00245 Liedell James E. P-4, P-23, S-2
TYP00002 Liedell Jim P-1
P03304 Lim Lex A-2, O-1, P-3
P02993 Linares lvan |A-2, C-13
P00015 Lincoln Thomas W. A-1, B-2, B-6, C-4, D-1, H-1, K-2, P-8
P02011 Lind Eric A-2, O-1, P-3, S-3
P02793 Lind Eric A-2, O-1
P02135 Lindahl Kerry A-2, O-1
P01818 Lindenfelser Jessica A-2, B-9
P02710 Lingham Laurie A-2, C-13, O-1, P-3, S-3
P02319 Linnell Julia A-2, C-4
TMP00018 Linnon M-1, M-4, M-5

Linnon U.S. Coast
P01901 Guard Retired Rear Admiral John L. |B-7, B-25, D-7, M-1, M-4, M-6, S-2
P00550 Lipke Paul A-2, B-9, O-1
P01673 Lippert Connie A-2, B-9, O-1, S-3
P02004 Lippman Jacqueline |A-2, R-5
P00695 Lippow Shaun A-2
TNP00028 Lipton Barbara B-8, B-27, C-1, G-2, G-4, L-5, M-5, N-1, P-2
P02392 Lipton Richard A-2, S-3
P02160 Lish Christopher A-1, S-3
P00405 Litoff Jacob A-2, C-13, P-3, P-5
P01075 Litoff Jacob A-2, S-3
P01712 Litten Edna A-2, O-1, P-3
P01305 Liu Jenny A-2, S-3
P01464 Liu Lisa A-2, S-3
P02201 Livermore Mont A-2, K-1, O-1, P-5, S-3, T-3
P01714 Livesay Corinne A-2, B-9, K-1, O-1
P01893 Llewellyn Howard C. A-1, B-2, B-6, C-6, D-1, D-7, D-21, M-1, P-23
P01877 Lloyd Gary A-2, O-1, P-3, S-3
P00977 Lobaugh Chuck A-2, P-3
P02344 Lobron David A-2, O-1, S-3
P01106 Locke Kris A-2, O-1, P-3
P02305 Locke Noelle A-2, C-13, O-1, S-2
P01260 Locke Noelle and William |A-2, C-13, O-1, S-2, S-3
P01398 Locke Sean A-2, P-3, P-5, S-3
P00931 Lodovico Glen A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3, S-3
P01328 Loeb Marcia A-2, S-3
P02156 Logan Tracy A-2
TNP00018 Lohmann Chris B-2, D-4, K-1, O-1
P02314 Loiter Jeffrey A-2, C-13, C-14
P00326 Lombardi Dennis A-2, S-3
P02784 Lomuscio Boola A-2, O-1

Name Withheld at

Commenter's
P03380 Request IA-1, B-2, C-3, K-2
P00809 Long David A-2, B-9, O-1
P02248 Long Patricia 0-1
P00979 Loomis Gary A-2, P-1
P00265 Loomis \William A-2, O-1, P-1, P-3, P-4

Name Withheld at

Commenter's
P03185 Request A-2
P00934 Lorello Julia, Joanne & Tom |A-2, B-9, K-1, O-1
P00856 Lothrop Patricia A-2, B-9, O-1, S-3
P03102 Lott Barbara B-2, C-1, K-3, M-1, P-2, P-7, R-1
P00956 Loux Brian A-2
P02375 Love Rachael A-2, K-1, O-1, P-5, R-5
P00275 Lovejoy Nancy S. A-2, O-1, P-5

Name Withheld at

Commenter's
P03451 Request A-1, C-1, P-23
TYP00017 Lowell Francis D-21, R-1
P01725 Lowell Jack A-2, B-9, C-14, O-1
P00226 Lowell, Jr Francis C. A-1, D-4, D-21, P-8, R-1
P02340 Lowen Steven A-2, O-1
P03115 Lowenberg Carl K-1, O-1, P-3

Name Withheld at

Commenter's
P03449 Request B-2, C-1, O-1, P-2, P-3
P02458 Lubarr Joshua A-2, O-1, P-3, P-5, S-3
P01550 LUdwig Duane A-2, P-3
P02378 Luis Keridwen A-2, K-1
P02864 Luken Denis A-2, O-1
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P01102 Lundeen Chad A-2, O-1, P-3
P01443 Lundstrom Magnus A-2, S-3
P00798 lunny melissa A-2, B-9, K-1, O-1, S-3
P00799 lunny melissa X-1
P00813 Lutz Christopher A-2, B-9, O-1, S-3
P00343 Lyden Tim A-2, C-14, K-1, O-1, P-3, P-5, S-3
P02885 Lydon Diane & Rich S-7
P03349 Lyle Jack A-2, C-13, R-5
P02903 Lynch Chris A-2
P01016 Lynn Eleanor A-2
P01416 Lyon George Ella A-2, O-1, S-3
P02552 Lyons David A-2, O-1
P02738 Lyons James O-1, P-3, P-5, S-3
P02408 Lyons Robert A-2, S-3
P01454 Lyttle Erich A-2, S-3
P01866 M K C-4, D-4, O-1
P02191 MacCoon Donal A-1, K-1, S-3
P01058 MacDonald Claire A-2, S-3
P00898 Macek Christopher A-2, B-9, C-13, O-1, P-3
P01211 MacGregor Molly A-2, O-1, P-3
P00859 Macintosh Laurie A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3
TUP00001 Macintosh Laurie A-2, G-3, O-1, P-1, P-5, R-5, S-3
P01335 Mack Paul A-2, P-3, R-5, S-3
P00007 Mackay Donald L. A-2, K-1, O-1, P-8, R-5
P01660 MacLeod [Anne A-2, B-9, K-1, O-1
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03379 Request A-2, O-1
P02368 MacNeil Elizabeth A-2, C-14, O-1, P-3
MacNeil-
P01160 Densmore Susan A-2, B-2
P02763 MacNulty Joy C-14, O-1, P-3
P00459 macolini ruth A-2, B-3
P01250 Macolini Ruth A-2, B-3
P00411 Macomber Bruce A-2
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03290 Request A-2
P00516 Madden Ben A-2
P00407 Madfis John A-2, P-3
P02605 Madigan Christine K-1, S-3
P01156 Magruder Mary Blue A-2, C-13, O-1, P-5
P01301 Maguire Joel A-2, K-1, O-1, P-3, S-3
P01312 Mahabir Merylle A-2, O-1, P-3, S-3
P01419 Mahamane Salif A-2, O-1, S-3
P01624 Mahan John and Joyce A-2, K-1, O-1
P00320 Maher Gerard A-2, G-3, P-3, S-3
P01705 Maher Tim A-2, B-9, O-1
TMP00016 Mahew Gregory A-1, P-21
TMP00021 Mahew Jonathan C-1, H-1, M-2
P01960 Mahon Claudia A-2, C-13
P01003 Maiden James A-2
P01231 Maille Roland A-2
P02783 Maille Roland A-2, P-3
P03430 Makarious Mina A-2, O-1
P00942 Maker John A-2, B-9, O-1, S-3
P01497 Maki Jessica A-2, S-3
P01678 Makofske Mary A-2, B-9, K-1, O-1
P01801 Makofske William A-2, B-9, O-1
P00854 Malkin Gene A-2, P-3
P00455 Malkus Steven A-2
P02476 Malkus Steven A-2
P01383 Mallery Ephraim A-2, O-1, P-3, S-3
P01828 Mallinson Don A-2, P-3
P01967 Mallinson Don A-2, C-13, O-1
P00801 Mallory-Ricker Pamela A-2, B-9, O-1
P00130 Malmquist Carl A. A-1, D-2
P00390 Manatis lAnna A-2, O-1, P-3
P01163 Mancieri Paul A-2, B-3, P-3
P02533 Manganaro \Wendy A-2, O-1
P02153 Mangiafico Jean A-2
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03011 Request C-1, K-2, P-2, P-23
P00852 Mann Roger A-2
P03077 Manning Sarah C-2, C-4
P00670 Manon Davida A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3
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P02711 Manoogian Rick A-2
P00100 Mansfield Charles F. B-2, C-1, P-13
P00965 Manwell James F. |A-2, B-3, C-13, C-14, O-1, P-3, R-5
P02421 Marashinsky lAmy Sophia A-2, O-1, P-3
P00240 Marchand Greg A-2, B-2, P-3
P00329 Marchand Greg P-8, S-3
P02916 Marcus David A-2, B-9
P00634 Mari Jules A-2, P-3, P-8, S-3
P02620 Marks Alice A-2, O-1
TNP00012 Marks Phillip K-1, P-8, P-19
P00287 Marsano Julian O-1, P-5, S-3
P01722 Marsh Joann A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3
P00139 Marshall Elizabeth H-1, M-2, P-6
P01482 Marshall Simon A-2, C-13
P02206 Martell Alicia A-2, C-4, C-13, O-1, P-3, P-5, S-3, T-3
P00668 Martens Ben A-2, C-13, O-1
P00901 Martin David A-2, B-9, O-1
P00163 Martin Dick A-1, C-1, C-3, D-1, G-2, K-3, M-2, P-6, R-1
|A-1, B-2, B-3, B-6, C-1, C-3, C-12, D-1, D-4, D-20, E-1, F-1, G-3,
G-4, H-1, K-2, K-3, K-4, L-1, M-1, M-2, M-4, P-2, P-6, P-7, P-8,
P01899 Martin Dick P-21, P-23, T-3
P01911 Martin Dick X-1
TYP00052 Martin Dick C-1, C-2, C-3, D-4, K-2, K-3, O-1, O-2, P-23
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03043 Request A-2, K-1
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03044 Request X-1
P02014 Martin James A-2, S-3
P01655 Martin Joseph P A-2, B-9, O-1
P02102 martin michael B-9, C-13, O-1, P-14
P02913 martin michael A-2, O-1, P-3
P01620 Martin Michele A-2, O-1, R-5
P01652 Martin Yisroel A-2, B-9, O-1
P01850 Martinez Ellen A-2, C-2, O-1, P-3, P-5, S-3, T-3
P02090 Martinez Philip A-2, G-1, P-3
P00966 Martini Marinna A-2, B-2, C-14, G-3, H-6, K-1, K-3, L-2, M-3, T-3
TYP00046 Marzigliano Christine B-23, C-1, C-6, K-2, P-22
P01349 Mason Kristina A-2, S-3
P02335 Mason Walter A-2, P-3
P03179 Mason-Small Lynn A-1, C-1, K-2
P02808 Masse Joseph A-2, P-3
P02388 Massicotte Alfred A-2, P-3, S-3
P02291 Masters Linda A-1, C-12
P03335 Masters Linda A-1, P-2
TMP00042 Mathews Bruce S-3
P00048 Mathiasen Helle A-1, C-1, D-7, G-2, P-2, P-8
P03080 Mathiasen Helle A-1
P00220 Mathys Elizabeth K. A-1, B-30, C-3, C-14, P-2, S-2
P00078 Matorana Terry B-16, C-1, C-4, D-7, H-1, K-2, M-1, M-2
P02791 Matsuda Thomas A-2
P02707 matte linda A-2, B-6, P-3
P00948 Mattei Laura A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3, P-8
P02965 Mattera Abby A-2, S-3
P00598 Mattison Hugh A-2, R-5, S-3
P02670 Mattson Carl A-2
P02985 Mattson Mark A-2, G-3
P01806 May Rebecca A-2, P-3, S-3
P02636 Mayor [Anna A-2
P02824 Mazar [Anne A-2, K-1, O-1
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03073 Request B-2, D-1
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03144 Request A-1, P-23
P03205 Mc Govern Bob A-1, C-2
P01382 McAdam Kyle A-2, R-5, S-3
P03406 McAllister Bailey A-1, C-1, M-1, M-2
P03419 McAllister Bailey B-6, M-1, M-2
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03318 Request B-25, B-26, P-8
P03309 McAllister Susan B. A-1, B-25, B-26, P-8
P01980 McAlpine Allan A-2, B-9, O-1, S-3
P00507 McAndrew Jim A-2, O-1
P02857 McAndrew Jim O-1, S-3
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P00460 McAteer Terrence A-2
P02648 McAteer Terrence A-2, P-3
P03154 McCabe Caroline A-1, C-3, K-2
P01066 McCabe Sean A-2, K-1, P-3
P01221 McCabe Terence A-2, P-3
TNP00030 McCalley |Adrienne A-1, M-1, P-2
P02810 McCallum Michael A-2, K-1, P-3, T-3
P01770 McCann James A-2, B-9, P-3
P02734 McCarron David A-2, O-1, P-5, P-8
P00795 McCarthy Garrett A-2, B-9, C-5, O-1
P01243 McCarthy Gerald A-2, O-1, P-3
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03420 Request A-1, B-2, P-8, T-3
P02273 McCarthy James T. B-2, K-2
P02154 McCarthy Jeremiah A-1, C-1
P02868 McCarthy Kevin A-2
P02775 McCarthy Michael A-2, O-1, S-3
P00234 McCarthy Phillip E. A-1, C-2, D-4
P02833 MCCLELLAND TIM A-2, P-3
P00551 McConnell Robert A-2, B-9, O-1
P01436 McCool Brian A-2, S-3
P01623 McCorkindale Christine B-9, O-1, R-2
P03188 McCormick Doris A-2, O-1, P-3
P02039 McCormick Gail A-2, C-13, O-1, P-14, S-3
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03118 Request A-2, O-1, P-3, S-3
P01119 McCoy Brett A-2, P-3
P02822 McCoy Brett A-2, O-1, P-3, P-5, P-8, S-3
P01065 McCullough Colin A-2
P01146 Mcdermott Jake A-2, P-3
P02015 mcdermott jake A-2, O-1, P-3
P00552 McDevitt Chris A-2, B-9, O-1
P02561 McDonald Peter A-2, K-1, O-1, P-4, P-5
P02091 McDonald Rafael JA-2, C-13, C-14, O-1
P00201 McDonald \W. M. B-9, P-7, R-2
P02566 McDonnell Albert JA-2
P02980 McDonnell Terry A-2, K-1, O-1
P00922 McElheny Tobias A-2, O-1, S-3
P02609 McElhinney Eileen C-13, O-1, P-3
P01747 McElwain John A-2, B-9, P-3
P02440 McErlean Michelle A-2, P-3
P03070 McGinity F.Joseph A-1, K-2, P-7
P03312 McGinn Paul A-1, C-1
P03272 McGlinchey Edward A-2, P-8
P01344 McGoff Kathleen A-2, S-3
P01569 McGoldrick William A-2, B-9
P01506 McGonagle Rachel JA-2
P02353 McGrane William A-2, O-1
P02716 McGrath Bonnie 0-1
P02923 McGrath Margaret O-1, P-3, P-5, S-3
TNP00020 McGregor Gordon S-3
P00448 McGuire Abigail A-2, O-1
P00349 McGuire (William A-2, S-3
P00609 McGuire William A-2, B-9
TNP00038 McGuire \William A-2, K-1, O-1
P03359 McGuire Kates Amy A-1, C-1, P-23, T-3
P02886 McHugh-Mullane |Brighid A-2, O-1, P-3, P-5
P01240 McIntosh Rustin A-2, O-1, P-3
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03253 Request B-2, S-3, T-3
P02013 Mclintyre Ted B-9
P00479 McKee Lance JA-2
P00614 McKee Sarah A-2, B-9, O-1
P02342 mckenna elizabeth A-2, K-1, S-3
P00063 McKenner S. C-3, C-6
P03256 McKenzie Melody A. A-1, C-1, M-1
P00910 McKinley Micky A-2, B-9, O-1, S-3
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03004 Request A-1, K-2, M-1, M-2
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03268 Request A-1
P02757 McLaughlin Zachary A-2, K-1, P-5
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P03456 McLellan David B-3, C-1
McLelland-
P01661 Hennessey Sandra A-2, O-1, S-3
P00981 McMackin Daniel A-2, G-3, P-1, P-3
P02644 McMahon Rob A-2, C-13, K-1, P-1
P00736 McMorrow Edward A-2, B-9, H-6, K-1, O-1, P-3
P00300 McMullen Alan A-2, G-1, M-3, P-8
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03373 Request K-1
P02678 McNeil Christian A-2, B-9, K-1, O-1, P-5, S-3
P02633 McPhee Peter A-2, B-9, C-13, O-1, P-3, P-8, S-3, T-3
P00722 McPherson Brian A-2, B-9, O-1
P02450 McPherson Brian JA-2
P00182 McPherson Bruce A-1, D-1, S-3
P00653 McPherson Doug A-2, B-9, O-1
P01844 Meeberger Chadd A-1, C-1
P03170 Meerbergen Brook A-1, B-2, C-2, D-8
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03408 Request A-2, O-1, P-3
P01632 Meili Richard A-2, B-9, K-1, O-1
P02031 Melim Grace C-13, O-1, P-3, R-5
P02581 Melina Catherine A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3, P-4, P-5
P01564 Mellis Gennaro A-2, B-9, O-1
P00153 Mellor Marcia A. A-2, C-13, P-3
P02208 Melosh Laura A-2, O-1, P-3, P-5, S-3, T-3
P03053 Melsheimer Laura |A-1, D-6, E-1, H-1, M-1, M-2
P01820 Meltzer Fay K. A-2, B-9, O-1
P02275 Mendenhall Brad A-1, C-1, C-2, C-5, G-2
P01007 Mendzela Sally A-2, O-1
P01377 Menkes Barbara A-2, D-21, S-3
P01802 Mercer Benjamin A-2, B-9, O-1
P02455 Mercer-Moore K. L. A-2, P-3
P02835 Mercurio Michael O-1, P-1, P-3
P01219 Merl Leila A-2, K-1, O-1
P02028 Merl Leila A-2, O-1, S-3
P00973 Merrill Gail A-2, C-14
P01303 Merrill Peggy A-2, O-1, S-3
P00978 Mershon Susan A-2, C-14, P-3
TYP00010 Messer John A-2
P00187 Messer John A-2, C-13, O-1, P-3
P01864 Messier lAnne A-2, H-1, O-1, P-5, S-3
P00570 metcalfe tristram A-2, B-9, O-1
P00367 Mettler Erich A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3, P-5, R-5, S-3
P02186 Mettler William A-2, B-3, C-13, S-3
P02124 Metz Alycia A-2, B-9
TUP00051 Meyer Bill K-1, O-1
P01356 Meyer Joe A-2, S-3
P00472 Meyer John A-2, P-3
P00365 Meyer Terry A-2, O-1, S-3
P01507 Meyers Paul A-2, O-1, P-3, S-3
P01771 Michael Louise Vista A-2, B-9, O-1
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P02991 Request A-2
P02240 Michaelson Howard A-2, B-5, C-14, P-3
TMP00055 Michalczyk Stephanie A-1, C-1
P01692 Mligliore Beverly A-2, B-9, D-1
P01950 Mligliore Beverly A-2, C-13, P-5
P03426 Mihos Christy IA-1, B-3, B-4, P-23
P02907 Milkewicz Stephen JA-2
P01044 Millard David A-2, O-1, R-5, S-3, T-3
P00819 Miller Catherine A-2, B-9, O-1, S-3
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03204 Request A-2, G-2, K-1
P02047 Miller Claire A-2, P-3, S-3
P01077 Miller David A-2, O-1, P-1, P-3
P02221 Miller Florence C-13, O-1, P-3, P-14
P00879 Miller Gail O-1, P-3, R-5
P00880 Miller Gail X-1
P02258 miller katharine A-1, M-1
P00044 Miller Lesley H. C-4, O-1, P-3
P03158 Miller Mary Ellen A-1, B-2, C-3, D-6, G-2
P02865 Miller Phyllis C-13
P00464 Miller Richard A-2
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Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03322 Request A-1, C-12
P00035 Miller Sheila A-1, B-2, C-2, D-10, K-2
P01192 Miller-Bartley Patrick S-5
P00743 Millette Robert A-2, B-9, O-1
P02137 Mills George A-2
P01241 Mills James A-2, C-14, O-1, P-3
P01239 Mills Sarah A-2, G-1, H-6, K-1, M-3, P-3, P-21
P02176 Milton Joel A-2, S-3
P00872 Minnery John A-2, B-9, O-1
P02728 Miranda Carl A-2
P01445 Mirsky Israel A-2, O-1, S-3
P00825 Mitchell Elaine A-2, B-9, K-1, O-1
P00949 Mitchell Mary A-2, B-9, O-1
P02842 Mitchell Scott P-1, P-3, P-5, S-3
P01373 Mitchell Carothers |Karen A-2, P-3, S-3
P00420 Moberg Kim A-2
P00328 Moberg Rob A-2, C-14, K-1, P-1
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03166 Request G-2, K-2, M-1, P-7
P02974 Mollins Stephen P. C-4, K-2
P00034 Molloy Geneva M. A-1, B-2, B-3, C-2, R-5, S-2
P00538 Molloy Kenneth H. C-6, C-14, D-21, M-4, M-6, S-2
P01547 Moncada Joanne A-2, O-1, P-3
P00261 Moncy Jr Charles A-2, O-1
P02567 Moniz Maria A-2, O-1
P00689 Monroe Charles A-2, P-3
P02479 Monroe Michael A-2
P01683 Montag Mimosa A-2, B-9, O-1, P-4
P02666 Montes Mollie P-3
TYP00016 Montesi Gino A-1, C-12, D-2
P00858 Montgomery Paul A-2, B-9, O-1
Montoya-
P01421 Pimolwatana Chantra A-2, K-1, R-5, S-3
P00592 Montresor Marta Pelusi A-2, B-9, O-1
P02103 Montt Chris A-2, B-9, C-3, P-3, P-4, T-3
P00504 Moody Erica A-2, P-3, S-3
P00790 Mooers Jonathan B-9, C-13, D-2, O-1
P02530 Moon David A-2, O-1, S-3
P02669 Moore Ben O-1, P-3, P-5, S-3
P02217 Moore Blanka A-2, B-5, O-1, P-3, S-3
P01885 Moore Bob A-1, H-1
P02536 Moore E. B. A-2, O-1
P03203 Moore Rich B-9, P-8
P01461 Moore Thomas A-2, S-3
P02267 Moore William A-2, O-1, P-8, P-18
P01197 Morelli Bob A-2
P03275 Morency Paul and JoAnn A-1, B-2, C-12, P-23
P02178 Morgan Gregory A-2, S-3
P02405 Morgan Lea A-2, O-1, P-3, P-5, S-3
TMPO00008 Moriarty Dave A-1, P-2, P-8
TNP00043 Moriarty Dave A-1, C-1, P-2, P-3
TYP00022 Moriarty Dave A-1, J-2, J-4, P-2
P00165 Moriarty David A-1, P-2, P-3
TUP00002 Moriarty David A-1, J-4, P-2
P00157 Moritz Kirsten A-2, C-13, O-1
P01567 Morris Allen A-2
P01917 Morris Vida R. B-2, D-7, S-6
P01350 Morris-Coronis Carol A-2, S-3
P01551 Morrison Edward A-2, C-13
P00686 Morrison John A-2, S-3
P00729 morrison sarah & walter A-2, B-9, O-1, R-5
P01680 Morrissette Kelly A-2, B-9, O-1
P01080 Morr-Wineman Steve A-2, O-1
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03438 Request A-1, C-1, D-1, K-2, P-7
P03435 Morse Emily A-1, C-1
P00583 Morton Bruce Cole A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3
P00588 Morton Lisa A-2, O-1, S-3
P00850 Morton Philip A-2, B-9, O-1, S-3
P01783 MORTON Valari A-2, B-9, O-1, R-5
P02008 Moscowitz jan A-2
P02345 Moser Beth A-2
P02182 Moser Lee A-2, S-3
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P02688 Mosher Don O-1, P-3, P-5, S-3
P00478 Mosher Douglas A-2, P-3
P02695 Mosser Frederick A-2, P-3
P03191 Mott-Smith Linda C-1, K-1, T-3
P00865 Moulton Chris A-2, B-9, O-1
P03147 Moyer Desiree K-4
TUP00041 Mr Harlacz Shane A-2, O-1
P01746 Mueller Jennifer A-2, B-2, O-1
P02574 Mueller Michal A-2, O-1
P02304 Mueller \Volker A-2, O-1, P-3
P03187 Muellman Kelly A-2, K-4, O-1
P02287 Mullen Sharon A-1
P01278 Muller Joan A-2, C-13

Name Withheld at

Commenter's
P03410 Request A-1, C-1, T-3
P02295 Mullin, P.E. R.F. D-12, P-23
P02995 Mullins Cathy A-2, S-3
P02511 Mumford Kirk A-2
P02505 Mungenast Tim JA-2
P02580 Munoz Maines Daniela A-2, O-1
P01375 Munro Karen A-2, K-1, S-3, U-1, U-2
P01973 Murawski Scott A-2, P-3

Name Withheld at

Commenter's
P03367 Request A-1, P-8
P02052 Murphy Colin A-2, O-1
P03177 Murphy Debra JA-1
P00246 Murphy James E. A-1, B-2, D-3, G-2, K-2, L-1, P-23
P01345 Murphy Maureen A-2, O-1, S-3

IA-1, B-2, B-3, B-21, D-4, D-9, E-6, G-2, G-4, J-1, J-3, J-4, J-6,

P01903 Murphy Roberta K-2, P-9, R-1, S-2, T-3
TNP00045 Murphy Roberta D-4
TYP00050 Murphy Roberta D-16
TMP00043 Murphy A-1
P01962 Murray David A-2, O-1, P-5, S-3
P01201 Murray Dick A-2
P00624 Murray Jannah A-2, B-9, O-1
P01955 murray michael A-2, O-1, P-5
P02522 Murray Sarah A-2, O-1, P-3, P-4, P-5
P01760 Muster Nori A-2, B-9, H-6
P01167 Myer Charles A-2, K-1
P00882 Myers Brad A-2, S-3

Name Withheld at

Commenter's
P03168 Request A-2, O-1
P02610 Naddaff Barbara A-2
P00146 Nadelson Bruce C-6, P-8
TMP00052 Nagy \Wesley C-3, N-1
P02427 NAME NO A-2, K-1, O-1
P02423 Nangeroni Nancy A-2
P02662 Nangeroni Paul A-2, P-3
P02379 Nardone Robert S-5
P02485 Nash lAnne A-2, P-3
P03465 Nash David A-1, B-3, C-3, C-6, C-17, D-2, D-15, G-2, H-1, P-3, P-8, P-24, U-5
TMP00054 Nash David C-6, T-2, T-3
P02410 Naughton Jamie A-2, K-1
P01644 Naumann Helen A-2, B-9, C-13, O-1
P00539 Neal Susan A-1, C-1, K-2, M-1, P-2, P-23
P03010 Neilson Barbara A-1, C-1
P03165 Neilson Barbara A-1, B-2, C-5
P03317 Neilson Barbara A-1, B-2, C-12, D-3
TYP0O0005 Nelsen Chuck A-2
P00944 Nelson Cathryn A-2, B-9, O-1, R-2
P00138 Nelson Jeffrey S. A-1, C-2, D-4
P01640 Nelson Jeremy A-2, B-3, O-1
P01530 Nelson Mary A-2, O-1
P01965 Nelson Paul O-1, S-3
P01223 Nelson Rudy A-2, P-5
TYP00047 Nelson Tom C-1, O-1
P01902 Nelson, Jr. Robert A. A-2, B-9, C-13, P-5, P-8
P02065 nelson-frick alix A-2
P02207 Nesbit Monica A-2, O-1, P-3, P-5, S-3, T-3
P02657 Neskey karen A-2
TMP00007 Nevin Tommy A-2, K-1, P-8, P-21
P02351 Newbold Jane A-2, K-1, O-1
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Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03345 Request A-2, K-1, O-1
P00543 Newell John A-2, B-9, O-1, R-5, S-3
P02122 Newhall Rev. Sarah A-2, K-1, O-1
P01961 Newman James A-2, K-2, S-3
P02926 Newman Richard A-2
P01309 Newman Robert K-1, O-1, P-3, S-3
P01177 Newsome Joseph A-2, B-9, C-13, P-3, P-14, R-5
P00076 Newton John L. B-2, P-7, P-23
P00627 newton tom A-2, B-9
P00840 Nicholls Deb A-2
P02884 Nichols Jonathan A-2, O-1, P-8
P01609 Nichols Oliver A-2, B-9, O-1
P03032 nicholson Barbara A-2, O-1
TMP00044 Nickerson Susanna A-1, M-1, P-2, P-21
P01898 Nickerson Suzanna B-2, C-4, C-5, D-3, G-2, H-1, K-3, L-1, M-1, P-2, P-7, P-21, S-2
P01934 Nickerson Suzanna A-1, C-4, G-3, H-1, K-2
P03046 Nickerson virginia A-1, C-1, C-4
P02278 Nickerson Virginia T. A-1, C-2
P02246 Nicolaidis Judith P-12
P03436 Nicol-Helms Catherine A-1, C-1, K-4
TUP00003 Nicol-Helms Catherine C-3, K-2, K-6
P02175 Nidess, M.D. Rael A-2, S-3
P00253 Nielson Courtney S-5
P00868 Niethamer Diana A-2, B-9, C-13, O-1
P02699 Niles Bob A-2, P-3
P02515 Nishman Alan J A-2, O-1, P-3
P03132 Nixon Paul A-2, P-14
P00176 No Name lAnne A-1, C-1
P02269 NO NAME Roe A. 0O-1, S-2
P02006 No Name Walter P-3
P00680 Noble Brian A-2, B-9, O-1, S-3
P02652 Nockleby Janel A-2, O-1, P-3, S-3
P02261 Nodvin Stephen C. A-2, B-8, B-37, O-1, P-3
P01636 Noke Janet A-2, B-9, O-1
P00863 Nolan Patricia A-2, O-1
P00864 Nolan Patricia K-1, O-1, S-3
P00212 Noll Brenda A-1, B-2, D-1, J-4, K-2, K-3, M-1
P01538 Norlin-Nigg Christina |A-2, B-9, K-1, O-1
P01173 Norris Cynthia A-2, O-1
P02604 Norris Ed A-2
P03292 Northccross Wendy K. K-2
P01985 Noyes Robert A-2, O-1, S-3
P00412 Nubile Brock A-2, S-3
P02781 Nunez Rayleen A-2, O-1, P-8
P02618 Nunnari Kim A-2, O-1, P-3
P01475 Nusbickel Kasey A-2, S-3
P00235 Nye Barbara W. A-2, C-2, M-1
P01988 Oakes Robert A-2, O-1
P01121 Obear \William A-2, C-13, D-21, O-1, P-3, P-5, P-18, R-5
P01427 Obrien Keith A-2, S-3
P00782 O'Brien Candace A-2, B-9, O-1
P01936 O'Brien J. Michael A-1, K-2
P02374 O'Brien John A-2, O-1, P-3, P-5, S-3
P00601 O'Brien William K-1, P-3
P02253 O'Bryan Thomas R. A-1
P02424 ochmanek e. A-2, O-1, S-3
P00264 O'Connell Kevin A-2
P01325 (OConnor Daniel A-2, K-1, S-3
P00501 (OConnor Matthew A-2, K-1, R-5, S-3
P01700 (OConnor William A-2, B-9, O-1, R-5, S-2
P01548 O'Connor Roy |A-2, B-9, K-1, O-1
P01035 O'Dowd Philip A-2, P-3, P-5
P02130 Ogden Don A-1, C-1
P03417 Ogden Don A-1, B-2, C-1, C-6, P-21
TMP00050 O'Gorman A-1, B-2, C-4, G-4, M-5, P-2
P00509 O'Grady Daniel A-2, O-1, P-3
P00180 O'Hara Jonathan D. A-2, G-1, M-3, O-1
P01555 Ohmart Keith A-2, B-3, B-9, C-12, O-1
P00195 O'leary Michael A-1, D-1, P-7
P00091 Olenec Kristina Fjeld C-5, C-11, K-2, P-2, P-3, P-8, P-21
P00768 Oliva Megan A-2, B-9, O-1, S-3
P00081 Oliveira David C-1, P-2, P-21
P00990 Oliveira Glenn A-2, B-3, C-13, P-1, P-5
P02242 Olivieri A. Luke B-3, C-1, C-3, C-12, D-3, K-2, K-3, M-1, M-2, S-2, S-3
P00101 Olivieri Luke A-1, C-2, C-3, C-12, P-7, S-2
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P00199 Olivieri Luke A-1, C-14, M-1, M-2
TUP00050 Olivieri Luke C-12
TYP0O0003 Olivieri Luke C-12
P02733 ollove steve A-2, O-1
B-22, B-33, C-13, C-14, D-21, G-6, G-7, H-3, H-7, K-1, L-5, M-5,

P02114 Cape Wind Associates OImstead Craig P-18, S-2, S-9, U-5

Name Withheld at

Commenter's
P03381 Request A-2, B-9
P00860 Olshuff Susan A-2, O-1, P-3
P00881 Olshuff Susan A-2, B-9, O-1
P03069 Olson Eric A-2, P-1, P-5
P00623 Olson Naomi A-2, O-1
P02989 Olum Ken A-2, O-1
P02839 Oney Steven A-2, O-1, P-3
TMP00051 Orazem Garrett K-4, M-1
P00755 Ortega Maribeth A-2, B-9, O-1
P00379 Osa Maryjane A-2, C-13, G-1, G-6, H-6, M-3, O-1, P-3, P-5, P-8, P-13
P02051 Osborne Mark A-2, O-1
P02268 Osborne Roe A. A-1, C-2, C-9, D-20, K-1, P-8, P-13
P01694 Ott Margaret A-2, B-9, O-1, R-5
P00778 Ouellette Christine A-2, B-9, O-1, S-3
P02238 Owen [Ann A-2, K-1, O-1, P-3
P00673 Owen Sally A-2, B-9, O-1, R-5
P02307 Owens Susan C-13
P00844 Oyer Benjamin A-2, B-9, O-1, S-3
P03019 Oyer Benjamin A-2, B-9, S-3
P00268 Pacheco Rosemary A-2, P-3
P00388 Pacheco Rosemary A-2, C-13, O-1, P-3
TMP00019 Pachico Glenn G-7, P-21
P01090 Pachter Judith A-2, O-1
P00129 Packer John A-2, P-3
P02118 Padula Alfred A-2, O-1
P00717 Pait Felipe A-2, O-1, P-3
P00143 Palangio Jonathan A-1,L-1, O-2, P-2, P-6, U-5
P00986 Palano Gerry A-2, O-1, P-3
P02978 Palm Brian A-2, O-1, S-3
TMP00040 Palmer Andy A-2, K-1, O-1
P01152 Palter Elizabeth A-2, C-14, P-3, R-5
P00089 Palter Elizabeth M. A-2, C-4,L-2, O-1, P-3, P-8, P-17, R-5
P02180 Panessidi Katharine A-2, P-3, S-3
P01650 Pannozzi Kathleen A-2, B-9, O-1
P02025 Papa Dennis A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3, S-3
P03009 Papageorge Themis D-3, G-2, M-1, M-2, P-2, P-21
P03319 Papageorge Themis A-1, C-12, P-8

Name Withheld at

Commenter's
P03327 Request C-1, P-2
P01505 Park Carol A-2, S-3
P02900 Parker [Augustin A-2, K-1, O-1, P-3
P01131 Parker [Augustin A-2, K-1, P-1
P01262 Parker Charles A-2, H-1, P-3, S-3
P01274 Parker David A-2, B-9, K-1, M-3
P02756 Parker Janet A-2, K-1, O-1
P00059 Parkinson Jenifer A-1
P01553 Parks Sarah A-2, B-9, O-1
P01039 Parmett Richard A-2, P-3
P00952 Partridge Jack A-2, B-9, O-1, S-3
P01674 Partridge Richard A-2, K-4, O-1
P00947 Patrick Pamela A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3
P02315 Patrick Pamela A-2, C-14, O-1, P-3
P03389 Patrick W A-1, C-1, C-2, C-4, M-1, M-2, P-21
P00638 Patten Zachary A-2, O-1, S-3
P01109 Patten Zachary A-2, O-1
P02397 Paul Allen A-2, O-1, P-3, S-3
P02019 Paulousky Jenifer P-3, P-4
P01966 Pavlides Eleftherios A-2, C-13, O-1, O-3, P-3, R-5
P00760 Pearson Christina A-2, B-9, O-1
TMP00046 Pearson Drew C-1
P01432 Pease Karen A-2, P-3, S-3
P02709 Peaslee Sandi A-2
P01622 PECK MARY ABIGAIL A-2, B-9, O-1
P00989 Peck, Jr. Leighton F. A-2, O-1, P-3
TUP00017 Peckham Stephen A-2
TYP00009 Peckham Stephen A-2, O-1
P02272 Peckham Stephen A-2, B-9, S-3
P00953 Peinert Emily A-2, B-9, O-1
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P02127 peirce cora A-1, P-7
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03386 Request A-1, P-3, P-7
P00599 Pelletier Richard O-1, P-3
P00855 Pencinger Charles A-2, B-9, C-13, O-1
P03078 Penelope Dixon [Michael Ball & A-2, O-1, P-4, P-5
P02060 perkins hope A-2
P01204 Perkins Jane A-2, B-3, B-9
P01576 Perkins Katherine A-2, B-9, O-1
P00821 Perreault John A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3, S-3
P00710 Perry Jean A-2, B-9, O-1
P01453 Perry Kevin A-2, S-3
P01011 Perry Robert A-2
P01202 Perry \Valarie JA-2
P02773 Person Suzanne C-13
P00134 Persson Stig C-1, C-5, K-2, P-2, P-7
P02040 Perzan Zach A-2, G-3, K-1, M-3, O-1, S-3
P01269 Pesola Jean A-2, B-9, C-13, K-1, O-1
P03455 Peterson Alfred M-2, M-4, S-2
P00491 Peterson David A-2, E-1
P00395 Peterson John A-2, O-1, P-3
Peterson BC Tidal
P01698 Energy Corp Thor A-2, B-9, O-1, R-5, S-3
P00441 Petitjean Kathleen A-2, O-1
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03360 Request A-1, C-1, P-13
P01042 Pezel \Viadimir A-2, R-5
P02528 Pfeiffer Ray A-2
P00070 Phear Beatrice A-2, G-6, H-1, K-1, M-3
P00052 Philbrick Richard S-6
P02477 Phillips Benjamin A-2, O-1
P01265 Phillips Charles A-2, B-9, C-13, S-2
P02501 phillips clifford A-2, O-1, P-5, P-8
P01817 Phillips Sarah A-2, O-1, P-3
P03371 Phillips Walter A-2, B-9, O-1
P00926 Pickard Kelsey A-2, G-6, O-1, P-1, P-3
P01284 Picken Rebekah A-2, S-3
P00684 Pickering Nigel A-2, O-1, P-3
TNP00007 Pickwick Victoria G-1, G-6, H-6, M-3, P-1, P-21, R-3, R-5
P00444 Pickwick Victoria Merson A-2, R-5
P00535 Pickwick Victoria Merson A-2, M-3, P-1, R-5, S-2
P02226 Pidgeon Elizabeth A-2, O-1, P-3, S-3
P02049 Piekutowski Diniana A-2, O-1, S-3
P01924 Pierce Rebecca A. A-1, A-2, G-2, H-1, M-1
P01199 Pierce Richard A-2
P01959 Pierson Drew |A-2, O-1, P-3, P-5, S-3
P00814 Pietsch Bruce A-2, B-9, O-1
P01342 Pikas John A-2, O-1, S-3
P01841 Piskula Tatiana A-2, B-9, K-1, O-1, P-19, S-3
P00345 Plagge [Amanda A-2, P-3, P-5, S-3
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03398 Request A-2, O-1, P-3
P02494 Plate Jeffrey A-2, P-5, S-3
P02189 Pledger Richard A-2, S-3
TMP00028 Plesser Barbara K-2, K-4, P-2
P00197 Plouffe Margaret A-1, B-2, C-14, O-3
P02606 Plovnick Bernard A-2
P03442 Plunkett Kevin A-1, C-5, D-1
P00642 Poey Alan JA-2
P00732 Poirier Joseph A-2, B-9, O-1, S-3
P02593 POLIMENO JOHN A-2
P01368 Pollari Don A-2, P-3, S-3
P01876 polley ben A-2, H-1, O-1, P-3, P-5, S-3, T-3
P01428 Polsdofer Nancy A-2, P-3, S-3
P01732 Pontius Brian A-2, B-9, O-1
P02362 Pontoppidan Lisa O-1, P-3
P01234 Popa Daniela A-2, O-1, P-5
P01804 Popinchalk, P.E. |Paul B. A-2, B-9, O-1
P01228 Porcaro Matthew A-2
P01157 Porretta Pete A-2, B-9, C-13, O-1, P-3, P-4, P-5
P00276 Porretta Peter A-2, C-13, O-1, P-3, P-5, S-3
P00429 Porretta Peter B-9, O-1, P-3, P-5, S-2
P01645 Porter [Amanda A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3
P01027 Porter William A-2, C-13, O-1, P-3, P-4, P-5
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ROBERT AND

P01088 POSS ANITA C-12, K-1

P02235 Post Jo Anne A-2, O-1

P02443 Post Karis A-2, K-1

P01974 Potts Michael A-2

P00912 Powell D A-2, O-1

P03395 Powell Elizabeth A-2, O-1, P-3

P01957 powell harriet e. A-2, S-3

P00260 Power Richard A-2, C-13, P-3

P01847 Powers Martha A-1, B-6, C-4, D-18, G-4, H-1, K-2, T-3

TYP00024 Powers Martha A-2, H-1, H-5, K-2

P03235 Powers Susan V. A-1, C-1, H-1

P01935 Poyant Rene A-1, C-1, C-3, D-3, K-2, M-1, N-1, P-2, P-3, P-21

P03093 Poyant Rene A-1, C-1

P00426 Pozerski Stanley A-2

P00777 Prather Sabine |A-2, B-9, K-1, O-1

P01915 Pratt Marguerite A-2, P-3

P01332 Pratt Ted A-2, C-13, S-3

P03175 Pratt Vera A-1, B-3, C-1, C-3, P-2, P-21, R-1

P00169 Prendergas Janice A-1, K-2, K-3

P01020 Prentice Benton |A-2, B-21, O-1, P-3

P02564 Prentice Lloyd K-1, O-1, P-3

P01646 Pressman Emily A-2, B-9, O-1, S-3

P00563 Preston Alyson A-2, O-1

P01534 Preston Bonnie A-2, B-9, K-1, O-1

P02365 Preston Eric S-3

P00723 Preston Gretchen A-2, B-9, O-1

P00993 Price Michael A-2, B-3

P00677 Prideaux Quentin A-2, S-3

P01776 Prideaux Quentin A-2, B-9, O-1, S-3

P01251 Pritzker Maureen R-5, S-3

P01575 Prontnicki Claire A-2, B-9, P-3, S-3

P00582 Prudente Stephanie A-2, B-9, O-1

P00319 prue laura A-2, P-3

P00428 Puglisi Mark A-2, M-3, P-3

P02115 Pusch Jane A-2

P02689 Putilina Olga A-2, O-1, S-3

P00462 Pyle Elizabeth Hammond |A-2, O-1, P-3

P01549 Pyron R Scott B-3, B-9, O-1

P01753 Queen Carly A-2, B-9, C-3

P01186 Quezada Carolina JA-2

P03351 Quinlan Nancy A-1, H-1

P01647 Quinn Kathy A-2, B-9, O-1, P-4

P02009 Quinn Steven O-1, P-3

P00951 Quinones Weny A-2, B-9, O-1, S-3

P02979 Race Roger E. |A-2, C-13, P-5

P00434 Rackowski Patricia A-2, O-1, P-3

P01069 Rackowski Patricia A-2, S-3

P02704 Rackowski Patricia A-2, O-1, P-3, P-5

P00888 Radcliffe Jeffrey A-2, C-13

P02601 Radford Cyrus A-2, S-3

P03060 Radway Deborah A-2, K-1

P00629 Raff Pamela A-2, K-1

P03236 Raimon Roberta A-1, C-1

P01854 Raisanen John A-1, C-14

P00823 Raizen Helen A-2, B-9, O-1

P01324 Raley Susan A-2, S-3

P02777 Ramsey Lynn A-2, K-1, O-1, P-3

P02598 Rand Matthew A-2, P-4, S-3

P00681 Randall Philip A-2, B-9, O-1

P01616 Rando Joseph A-2, O-1

P01799 Rando Juliette A-2, O-1

P00654 Range Alfred A-2, B-9, O-1

P02512 Ranney Foster A-2, S-3

P01208 Rapisarda Barbara A-2, S-3

P01941 Rappaport Nancy JA-2

P02906 Rappolt George A-2, O-1, P-3, S-3

P01394 Raskey Marlene A-2, S-3

P01074 Rasmussen Mark A-2

P02588 Rastani Richard A-2, P-3

P02592 Ravotch Binnie A-2, O-1, P-1, R-5, S-3

P02085 rawstron karl A-2, O-1

TNP00032 Ray Edith B-7, G-7, H-5

P01810 Ray Robley A-2, B-9, O-1

P00843 Raymond Doug A-2, B-9, P-3, S-3

P03444 Razdow Allen A-1, B-2, B-3

P03445 Razdow Darrel A-1, B-2, B-3
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P03146 Read Philip W. D-21

TMP00039 Reagan B-23, C-1

P03240 Reardon Michael C-2, T-3

P02194 Reback Mark A-2, O-1, P-3, S-3, T-3

P01557 Rebane Margaret Anga A-2, B-9, O-1

P01315 Records Martha A-2, O-1, P-3, S-3

P01702 Rector Pamela A-2, B-9, C-13, O-1, R-5
Name Withheld at
Commenter's

P03324 Request C-3, M-1

P01825 Redlich Dee A-2, B-9, O-1

P00311 Redner David A-2, P-8

P02621 Reed Clark A-2, O-1, P-3, P-4

P00608 Reed Jennifer A-2, B-9, O-1

P00137 Reed MW D-2

P02902 Reed William A-2

P00258 REESBY MICHAEL A-2, C-13

P03195 Reese Jon A-2, C-6, K-1

TUP00020 Regan Jamie D-12, J-1, P-2, P-6

P01072 Regenspan Sarah A-2, S-3

P02436 Regienus L A-2, S-3

P00177 Regnante Rosalie A-1, O-1, S-4

P01100 Regnante Rosalie A-2

P01545 Reich Michael A-2, B-9, O-1

P00413 Reichenbacher George A-2, P-1

P02895 Reichsman Frieda A-2

P03454 Reichwein Sheryll B-3, C-3, C-5, J-4, K-2, P-2, P-8
Name Withheld at
Commenter's

P03163 Request C-13, K-2, K-3, L-1, S-2

P01910 Reid| Georgene A-1, B-2, C-4, G-2, H-1, K-2

P00449 Reif Arnold A-2, P-5

P02447 reif jennifer A-2

P02625 Reilly Donna A-2, O-1, P-3

P01668 Reilly JOSEPH L. A-2, B-9, O-1

P02551 Reilly Kristie A-2, K-1

TUP00032 Reilly Martin T. C-1, C-3, K-2, M-1, M-2, P-21

TYP00018 Reilly Martin T. C-1, C-3

P01155 Reilly Matthew A-2

P00105 Reine Kathleen A-2, C-13

P00402 Reinhold Arnold A-2, C-3, P-3

P01739 Reisman Rita A-2, O-1

P02572 Remeny Michelle K-1, S-3

P00361 Renn Mark P-8

P01943 Renn Melissa K-2

P03216 Renn Melissa A-1, C-1, J-1, P-2

P03287 Renn Melissa A-1, T-3

P02018 Replogle Michael A-2, O-1, P-3, P-4, P-5

P00919 reville douglas A-2, S-3

P02024 Rewcastle Marian A-1, A-2, B-3, B-27, D-1, E-1, P-8

P03090 Rewcastle Marian A-1, C-2, E-1

P02146 Reyes Roselien A-2, B-9, P-4

P03190 Reynolds Craig A-1, G-2, M-1, M-2, P-7, R-6

P00631 Reynolds Gayle A-2, S-3

P03202 Reynolds Kristine A-1, C-3, D-3, L-1, M-1, M-2

P03192 Reynolds Rob B-6, C-5, K-2, K-6

P03314 Rhodes Travis B-2, B-3, C-1, P-8, P-23, T-3

P03189 Rhodin Elyse A-2, K-2, S-2

P00057 Ricci Allyson B. A-1, P-2

P02021 riccio john A-1, K-2

P01118 Rice Michael A-2, O-1, P-3

P02874 Rice \William A-2

P00087 Rich George W. A-1, B-2, B-3, C-1, C-3, P-2, P-6, P-7, P-8, S-2

P02956 Rich Joanne A-2, K-1, R-5

P00206 Richard Mary E-2, R-1

P02575 Richards Ben A-2, S-3

P02639 Richardson Becky A-2

P01724 Richardson Jim A-2, B-9, O-1, R-5

P00994 Richmond Chris A-2, R-5

P03094 Richter Capt. Stephen A-2, M-3

P01388 Richter Kirsten A-2, S-3

P01711 Ridgley Dana A-2, B-2, O-1

P01448 Ridley Tatiana A-2, S-3

P01068 Riegle Christopher A-2, O-1, P-3

P02089 Ries Katie A-2, O-1, P-7, S-3

P00073 Riggassio Anita C. A-1

P02675 Riker Seth C-13, P-3
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P00802 Riley Donna A-2, B-9, O-1, S-3
P02020 Riley Jack B-27, E-1, P-8
P02252 Riley Kevin P-3, P-4, S-4
P01981 Riley Ruth A-2, B-9
P02853 Riman Robert A-2
P02481 Ris Margaret A-2, O-1, P-3, P-4
P01255 Risso Lawrence A-2
P02862 Ritchie Clare A-2
P01200 Rivera Alex A-2, C-13
P00207 Rives Matthew A-2, B-9
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P02932 Request A-2
P02800 Robb Katrina A-2, B-9
P01656 Robb Loretta J. A-2, B-9, O-1
P00759 Robbins Joanie A-2, B-9, K-1, O-1, S-3
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P02982 Request A-2, K-1, O-1, P-3
P00324 Roberts Bruce A-2
P02946 Roberts Jan A-1, D-3, E-1, L-1
P03169 Roberts Jonathan B-2, C-1, C-13
P01496 Roberts Roy A-2, O-1, P-3
P02174 Robertson Jeanne A-2, S-3
P02755 Robicheau Cecile A-2, K-1, O-1, P-3
P00431 robin sarah A-2
P01150 Robinson Charles A-2, O-1, R-5
P03441 Robinson David B-3, C-3, O-1
P03254 Robinson Dorothy T-3
P02767 Robinson George K-1
P02224 Robinson Mary |A-2, C-14, O-1, P-3, S-3
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03138 Request A-1, C-3
P03141 Robinson Scott A-1, C-12, P-2, P-21
P03337 Robinson Scott A-1, C-1
P03431 Robinson Scott A-1, B-2, C-1, T-3
P01467 Robintree Robin A-2, S-3
P00905 Rocco A. Gregory A-2, O-1, P-3
P01894 Rock Lisa A-1
P02740 Rockwell Emily A-2, O-1, P-8, S-3
P02007 Rodgers Christy A-2, O-1, S-3
P00031 Rodgers Diana A-2, S-3
TUP00026 Rodgers Mark O-1, P-3, S-6
P00098 Rodi Carmen A-2, O-1, P-3
P02889 Roehm Doug A-2, M-3, O-1
P01947 Roehm Pamela B-3
P01582 Roelof Jay A-2, B-9, O-1
P01096 Rogalski Marjorie A-2, O-1, P-1, P-3
P01871 Rogers Dina A-2, O-1, P-3, P-5, P-8, R-5, S-3, T-3
P02247 Rogers John C-14, P-16
P03262 Rogers John H. S-5
P02719 Rogers Kara A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3, P-5
P02352 Rogers Mary A-2
P00800 Rogers Sarah A-2, B-9, O-1
P00984 Rogier Nancy A-2, C-13
P00037 Rogovin Gerald A-2
P02914 Rogovin Lawrence A-2, C-13, C-14, O-1
P00193 Rohrbach Susan A-1, K-3, M-1, P-3
P00571 Roitman David A-2, B-9, O-1
P02929 Roll Gregory A-2, P-3, S-3
P02697 Rollo [Aaron A-2, P-1, P-5, P-8, P-21
P01333 Rolsma Janet A-2, S-3
P02197 Romano Rose A-2, O-1, P-3
P01688 Ronkese Bob A-2, B-9, K-1, O-1
P02125 Rooney Pamela A-1, C-14, O-1
P02219 Rose Bernadette A-2
P02880 Rose Kathryn B-6, P-3, S-3
P00580 Rosellini Eleanor A-2, O-1
P01218 Rosen David O-1, S-1
P02539 Rosenberg Larry A-2
P02348 Rosenblatt Melvin A-2
P00972 Rosenbloom Eric A-1, T-3
P00553 Rosenblum Elyse A-2, B-9, O-1, S-3
P00564 Rosenkranz Susan A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3
P01533 Rosermont, Jr. Henry A-2, O-1
P01591 Ross Eben A-2, O-1
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P01238 Roth Cory A-2, P-3
P00280 Rothermel Sarah A-2, O-1, P-3
P01290 Rounds George A-2, S-3
P02456 rousseff yusuf A-2
P03213 Rowan Nick A-1, B-2, C-1
P01875 Rowe Barbara A-2, H-1, O-1, P-3, P-5, S-3, T-3
P00650 Rowe Ethan A-2, B-9, P-3
P00712 Rowell John A-2, B-9, O-1, S-3
P01030 Rowen Thomas A-2, C-14
P01944 Rowland Margaret A-1, C-1, M-1, P-2
TNP00023 Rowland Scott S-3
P00248 Rowsey Sherry A-1, C-2, C-14
P01839 Roy Cheryl A-1, B-2, B-3, K-2, M-1
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03376 Request A-1, C-1, P-8
P03150 Roy Melissa A-1, B-25, C-1, D-3, E-1, F-1, J-1, P-21
P03211 Roy Melissa A-1, B-3, C-12, P-21, T-3
P02905 Rubel [Andrew A-2
P02861 Rubinoff Derek A-2, C-13, O-1, P-3
P02202 Rubio Gail A-2, C-13, O-1, P-3, P-5, S-3, T-3
P01800 Rucinski Gary A-2, B-9, O-1
P00885 Rudnick Steven A-2, B-9, O-1
P03443 rufo guy A-1, C-4, K-4
P00883 Rumple John A-2, G-6, S-3
P02119 Rumpler John A-2, B-3, O-1
TMP00034 Rusczyk Ken P-4, S-3
P00578 Rush David A-2, S-3
P01638 Rush Olivia A-2, B-9, C-4, O-1
P01693 Rushford Peter A-2, B-9, O-1
P01125 Russ Raymond P-3
P02573 Russell Corey A-2, O-1
P02233 Russell Elisabeth A-2, B-5, P-3, R-5
P01503 Russell Linda A-2, P-3, S-3
P00189 Russell Louise C-1, H-1, K-3
P02393 russell roy A-2
P01968 Russom Jacqueline A-2, O-1, P-3
P00374 ryall william A-2, G-6, H-6, K-1, M-3, O-1, P-3, P-5, R-5
P03233 Ryan Ellen B-2, C-12
TUP00036 Ryan Kate B-31, K-2
P01195 Ryan Pat A-2
P00502 Sabbey Patricia A-2, O-1, P-3
P02820 Sabghir Adina A-2
P01037 Sacksteder Mary A-2
P00705 Saines Catherine A-2, B-9, O-1
P01494 Saint-Denis John A-2, S-3
P02915 Saito Loran A-2
P01852 Salamon Linda A-1, B-2
P02290 Salamon Linda A-1, B-2
P00433 SALAMON MARK A-2, B-9, C-13, O-1, P-2, P-3, P-5, S-2, S-3
P03121 Salant Harold A-1, B-25, C-2, K-1, K-2
P02203 Salatrik Ron & Gail A-2, O-1, P-3, P-5, S-3, T-3
P01376 Salinas Noe A-2, S-3
P00773 Salisbury Meredith A-2, B-9, O-1, R-5
P01478 Salvaryn Jeff A-2, O-1, P-3, S-3
P02535 Salzman Lorna A-2, O-1, P-3, S-3
P00878 Samel Jonathan A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3
P02475 Samenfeld Scott A-2, O-1, P-3, P-5
P03104 Samenfeld Scott A-2, R-5
P02035 Sampou Peter A-2, R-5, S-3
P02524 San Antonio [Annamaria A-2, O-1, P-3
P01313 Sanchez Debra A-2, O-1
TNP00050 Sanders Grant A-2
P00793 Sankus Joanne A-2, B-9, O-1, P-1
P01451 Santi Evan A-2, O-1, P-3, S-3
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03209 Request A-1, K-2, M-2, P-2, P-21
P01592 Sarapas Barbara A-2, B-9, O-1
P03217 Sargent Julie A-1, B-3, C-1, C-12
P02872 Sargent Karen A-2, K-1
P00439 Sartini Emily A-2
P03472 Sass Walter A-2, D-3, F-1, G-2, G-3, G-6, H-1, M-3, M-4, P-18, R-5
P01562 Satory Irene A-2, B-9
P01411 Satterwhite John A. A-2, K-1, S-3
P02647 Saulnier Joseph A-2, P-3
P01085 Saunders Stephen A-2
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P00920 Saunders Tedd A-2, B-9, O-1
P00393 Savage Lisa A-2, O-1, S-3
P02257 Savastano Salvatore D-9
P00540 Savenor Alan A-2, B-9, O-1
P02331 sawyer ansley A-2, P-3
TNP00011 Sawyer Pete A-2, M-3, P-3, P-18, S-3
P00500 Saxe Leonard B-9
P01078 Sayer Suzanne A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3, P-4, P-5
P00586 Saylor Alison A-2, O-1
P01123 Scales Chris A-2, K-2
P03201 Scanlon Martin M. A-1, C-1, C-12, P-23
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P02949 Request A-2, K-1, P-3, S-3
P02908 Schafer Mark A-2, O-1, P-3
P01933 Schatz Kathleen A-1, C-1, G-2, K-2, L-1, M-1, P-2, T-3
P03425 Schatz Kathleen A-1, B-3, C-1, L-1, M-1, M-2
P02328 Scheltema [Amelie 0-1
P00385 Schelter Craig A-2
P01736 Schick Melissa A-2, B-9, O-1
TUP00045 Schilcher Mac K-3, O-1, P-3, P-9, S-3
P03148 Schildge Jason A-1, K-2, M-1, M-2
P02829 Schilling Bob A-2, C-14, S-3
P01396 Schlesinger Suzanna A-2, O-1, S-3
P00738 Schloss Marcia A-2, B-9, O-1
P02370 schmertzler alvin O-1, S-3
P01242 Schneider George S-5
P02623 schneider john A-2, C-4, C-13, O-1, P-3, S-3
P01983 Schneider Linda A-2, C-13, O-1
P00121 Schneider Mark A-2, O-1
P01045 Schneider Mark A-2
P02163 Schneider Rebecca A-1, O-1, P-3, S-3
Name Withheld at
Commenter's B-14, C-4, C-14, C-15, D-9, D-17, D-21, H-1, L-1, L-5, O-1, P-1,
P03461 Request P-5, P-6, P-7, P-8
P00348 Schnelwar Karen A-2, R-5, S-3
P02876 Schnure Frederick W. K-1, O-1, R-5
P01689 Schoenberg Cheryl B-9, O-1
P00284 Schofield Michael A-2, O-1
P03196 Schohn Rachel M-2
P01116 Scholten Daniel A-2, O-1, S-3
P02165 Schory Ken A-2, S-3
P00890 Schotland Judy A-2, B-9, C-13, O-1
P00470 Schow Mark A-2, C-14
P00547 Schow Mark A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3
P00466 Schow Victoria A-2
P00727 Schraut Matthew A-2, B-9, O-1
P00745 Schraut Matthew A-2, B-9, O-1
P02794 schreiner matthew A-2, P-3
P01945 Schuler Mischa A-2, O-1, P-3, S-3, T-3
P00254 Schulman audrey A-2, O-1, P-5
P02404 Schulman audrey A-2, O-1, P-3
P00565 Schulman Virginia A-2, B-9, K-1, O-1
P02726 Schultheiss William A-2, P-3, P-8
P01559 SCHWARTZ HENRY A-2, O-1
P01010 SCHWARTZ SEYMOUR A-2, O-1
P02812 SCHWARTZ Seymour A-2, P-3
P02144 schwartz stuart A-2, O-1
P00794 Schwartz Sylvia A-2, B-9, O-1, S-3
P00658 Schwarz Thomas A-2, P-8, R-5
P01956 Schweid David A-2, H-6, K-1, P-3, R-5
P03100 Scolles Susan M. G-2, H-1, P-7, R-1, S-2
P01671 Scott Ingrid A-2, B-9, O-1, R-5
TUP00042 Scott Katharine S-3
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03161 Request P-2, P-21
P01982 Scott Robert A-2
TYP00014 Scudder David A-1, C-1, M-1, M-4
P03252 Scudder David F. A-1, C-3, M-1
P01094 Scully Michael A-2
P01665 Seaward Patricia B-9, O-1, P-3
P00655 Sebesta K A-2
P00442 Seebald Christopher A-2
P01904 Seely lAnne B. A-2, P-8
P00340 Segal Adam A-2, O-1, P-8
P01846 Seidler Robert C. A-1, C-3, D-2, D-3, D-12, D-21, E-1, G-2, M-1
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P01318 Seiver Richard A-2, O-1, P-3, S-3
P02461 Sentesy Mark A-2, O-1, P-3, P-5
P02346 sephton graeme S-3
P02739 Sethee Jai P-3
P02038 Severns Dave A-2, O-1, P-3, P-4, P-5
P02723 Sexton Sean A-2, O-1
P02786 Shamel R A-2, O-1, P-3, S-3
P02799 Shamel Susan A-2, O-1, P-3
P00607 Shander-Reynolds |Katherine A-2, B-9, K-1, O-1
Donald and

P03412 Shanor Constance A-1, C-1, C-12
P02372 Shapiro Mary A-2
P00131 Sharkey Tom A-1, B-2, K-2
TMP00056 Sharkey Tom A-1, K-2, M-5
P01568 Sharon M.L. A-2, B-9, R-5

Name Withheld at

Commenter's
P02992 Request A-2, T-3
P02409 SHAUGHNESSY |CB A-2, K-1, R-5
P00104 Shaw Gordon H. A-1, C-1, H-1, H-4
P03368 Shay Monica A-1, B-2, C-3, C-12, D-1, M-1, P-8
TMP00048 Shea Mark B-25, M-1, P-2, P-21
P01114 Shea Michael A-2, C-13, O-1, P-4
P01589 Shea Michael A-2
TMP00001 Shea Susan C-1, D-1, D-2, H-1, P-2, P-10, P-21
P01987 Sheehan Donald A-2, O-1, P-4
P01019 Sheehan Tom A-2, O-1, P-3
P01666 Sheeky Steven |A-2, B-9, O-1
P01289 Sheibley Thomas A-2, C-13, S-3

Name Withheld at

Commenter's
P03016 Request A-1, C-1, C-2, M-1
P03274 Shepley Tony A-1, B-2, C-12

Name Withheld at

Commenter's
P03223 Request A-2, P-4
P01972 Sheridan \William A-2, P-3
P03015 Sherman Alton A-1, C-1
P03470 Sherman Christopher G. C-5, C-6, P-8, R-6
P00533 Sherwood Lynn A-2, M-3, P-1, P-21
TYP00043 Sherwood Lynn A-2, C-14, H-6, M-3, O-1, P-8
P01488 Shevach Julie A-2, S-3
P00917 Shields Cindy A-2, B-9, O-1, R-5
P02531 Shields Jo Ann A-2, O-1, P-3, P-4, P-5
P01034 Shields Michael A-2, B-3
P02467 Shimizu Michele A-2, S-3
P02614 Shire Thomas A-2, P-3
P01543 Short Staci A-2, B-9, O-1, R-5
P00053 Shortsleeve Brian F. D-2
P02735 Shostak Gary B-9, O-1, P-3, P-5
TYP00001 Shoupe Carl A-2
P02195 Shumaker John O-1, P-5, P-8
P01479 Sibelman Benjamin A-2, O-1, S-3
P01884 sibley william A-2, O-1, P-3, S-3, T-3
P02674 Sierra Alfonso E A-2, C-13, O-1, P-5
P02891 Silva Michael A-2, O-1, P-5
P03091 SILVER BERTRAM R. A-1, B-2
P00172 Silverberg Robert A-2, P-3, P-4
P00362 Silverman David A-2, R-5
P00363 Silverman David X-1
P02164 silverman isaac A-2, S-3
P01477 Silverman Jason A-2, P-1, P-3, S-3
P00322 Silvia Daniel C-14, O-1, P-3, P-8, S-3
P02754 Silvius CHris P-3

Name Withheld at

Commenter's
P03003 Request A-1, B-2, B-8, K-2, P-23
P02399 simmons michael A-2
P00417 Simms Lawrence A-2, P-1
P00255 Simoes Roy A-2, P-3
P02702 Simon Martha A-2, B-9
P02745 Simon’ Larry A-2
P02692 Simoneau Maria A-2, O-1
P03119 Simons Pamela A-1, C-1, D-6, M-1, M-2
P00030 Simpson Katie Mae A-2
P01294 Sims Katherine A-2, S-3
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P02327 Sindel Deni K-1, O-1
P00747 Singer Daniel A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3
P02441 Singh Dharam A-2, S-3
P00334 singley paul JA-2
P02972 Sinton Bill A-2
P01193 SIRACUSA MARTIN A-2, P-3
P00416 Sirois Peter A-2, C-13, P-3
P01229 Sisson Arthur A-2, K-1, O-1, P-3, S-3
P01227 Sisson David and Janet A-2, O-1, P-3
P03133 Sjogren Steve B-2
P00700 Skeels Jason |A-2, B-9, O-1
P03353 Skole Robert B-3, D-17, P-7
P01063 Skulnik Gary A-2, P-3
P02068 Sky Judie A-2, O-1, P-5
P00742 Slade Betty A-2, B-9, O-1, U-1
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03403 Request B-2, B-3, C-4, P-7
P01830 Slotnick Halli A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3, S-2, S-3
P00679 Slotnick Larry A-2, B-9, O-1, S-3
P02654 Slotnick Lauryn A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3
P00724 smallridge leslie A-2, B-9, O-1
P02167 Smith Ancil A-2, S-3
P00238 Smith Betsy A-2, C-13, P-1, P-3, S-3
P02741 Smith Bob B-6, S-3
P00173 Smith Bruce P. A-1, B-24, G-2, G-4, P-23
P02185 Smith Christine A-2, S-3
P01759 Smith David A-2, O-1
P00932 Smith L. Tucker A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3
P00522 Smith Leigh B. B-2, D-1, H-1, M-1, P-21, P-23
P00174 Smith Lorraine C-14, D-4, G-3, P-1, P-2, P-23
P00179 Smith Matthew A-2
P00783 Smith Nancy A-2, B-9, G-6, H-6, O-1
P01696 Smith Nancy A-2, O-1
P00769 Smith Peter H A-2, B-9, O-1, S-3
P01584 Smith Roger A-2, O-1
P01341 smith s A-2, P-3, S-3
P00310 Smith Samantha P-3, R-5
P01138 Smith, Il James A-2
P00781 Smithie Sheila A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3
P02074 Smolyar Nina A-2, P-3, S-3
P01782 Smyth Douglas A-2, C-13, O-1, P-3, R-5, S-3
P00228 Snedeker John C. A-2, B-3, C-13, R-5, S-3
P01263 Snow Sid A-2, B-3, O-1, P-3
P00606 Snow Stephen A-2, B-9, O-1
P00625 Snow Stephen A-2, B-9, O-1
P00060 Snyder Jenifer A-1, B-2
P01327 Soell Brina A-2, S-3
P01338 Soell Tom A-2, P-3, S-3
TMP00011 Solarazza Emily O-1, R-5, S-3
TMP00010 Solarazza Steve A-2, O-1, P-3, P-18, S-3
P01791 Sollod Larry A-2, B-9, M-3
P00061 Solo Pam S-6
P01053 Solomon Mitch A-2, C-4
P02722 Sommer James A-2, K-1, P-3, R-5
P00019 Sommers Richard H. B-2, C-3, C-18, G-7, K-2, M-1, S-2
P02036 Sooy Lisa A-2, P-3
P03416 Sorcenelli, Jr. John D. A-1, C-1
P03114 Sorrell Tim and Marianne  |JA-1, C-3, K-2, P-23
P03008 Sostilio Lou A-1, B-2, B-3
P01853 Soto Jay A-1
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03014 Request A-1, K-2, P-23
P00047 Soule Peter W. A-2, M-3, O-1
P00024 Spanel [Ann A-2
P00392 Sparkes Kenj A-2, S-3
P02681 Sparks Sean C-13, G-6, P-3, R-5
P00611 spaulding martha A-2, B-9, K-1, O-1
TUP00010 Speaker # 23 A-2
P00092 Spector Arthur C-1, P-2, P-6, P-8
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03328 Request A-1, C-3, D-1, E-9, L-1
P01491 Spencer Jeffrey A-2, S-3
P01314 Spencley Jan A-2, B-3, C-13, S-3
P01168 Spenlinhauer Robert J A-2, P-3
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P00721 Sperber Timothy A-2, B-9, O-1, S-3
P02883 Spertner David A-2, P-3
P00273 Spieker Bernard B-6
P02951 Spindler-Ranta Colleen A-2, S-3
P02819 Spirito William A-2, P-23, S-3
P02823 Spitz Carolyn A-2, O-1, P-3
P00826 St. Clair Richard A-2, B-9, C-14, O-1
P01594 St.Onge Timothy A-2, B-9, O-1
P01595 St.Onge Timothy A-2, B-9, O-1
P01781 Stadelmann Thomas A-2, O-1, P-3, P-5
P02134 Stadelmann Thomas A-2, P-3
P03089 Stafford, Ph.D. Shirley A-2
P02635 Stairs Kira O-1, P-4, S-3
P02229 Stanger Dawn A-2, O-1, P-3, P-5, S-3
P02634 Starkey Lewis A-2, P-3
P02431 Starkweather Lisa A-2, O-1
P02472 Starr David A-2, O-1, P-3, S-3
P01761 Stavropoulos Georgia A-2, B-9
P00628 Steele Kenneth A-2, O-1

Name Withheld at

Commenter's
P02977 Request |A-2, C-1, D-2, P-6
P01322 Steigerwald Ruby A-2, S-3
P01684 Stein Elizabeth A-2, B-9, C-13, O-1
P01485 Steiner John A-2, O-1, P-4, S-3
P01501 Steinman Laura A-2, S-3
P02265 Steitz Martin A-2, B-14, O-1, P-3
P00210 Stelice Rob D-4
P00028 Stell Nate A-2
P00227 Stella John M. A-1, C-1, C-2, P-8, P-21, P-23

Name Withheld at

Commenter's
P03075 Request K-1, P-3, R-5, S-3
P03139 Stepanek Nancy A-1, C-3, E-1
P00128 Stephens John S. A-1, G-2, H-1, H-5, M-1, T-3
P01093 Stephens-North  |Peggy 0-1
P01014 Stergios George A-2, O-1, P-5
P00875 Stern Karen O-1, P-3
P00682 Stetkiewicz Ray A-2, B-9, O-1
P01412 Stetson Jacklyn A-2, S-3
P00699 Stetson Judith A-2, O-1
P02747 Stevens Christina A-2, O-1, S-3
P00921 Stevens Daphne T A-2, B-9, K-1, O-1
P02582 Stevens Deb A-2, C-13, O-1
P01766 Stevens Tom A-2, B-9, O-1, P-4
P02693 Stewart Cynthia C-13, O-1, P-3
P01272 Stewart Donald B-3, B-9, P-1, P-3
P01273 Stewart Elizabeth A-2, B-3, B-9, P-3
P01331 Stewart Frances A-2, K-1, S-3
P00698 Stifler John A-2, P-1, R-5
P01764 Stimmel Ron A-2, B-9, O-1, S-3
P00106 Stimpson Chris P-4
P00161 Stimpson Christopher W. A-2, B-9, O-1
P00521 Stirling Michelle B-2, B-3, C-1, D-3, E-1, G-2, H-1, O-2, P-7, P-21
P03228 Stock Sarah A-1, C-1, C-12, P-2, P-21
P03087 Stoots Jason A-2, P-5, R-5
P01126 Storm Michael A-2, K-1
P00126 Storrs Cleveland H-1

Name Withheld at

Commenter's
P03440 Request A-1, C-1
P02276 Strachen Lisa A-1, C-1, C-2
P02446 Straus Susaan A-2, O-1
P02668 Streibert Theodore A-2, O-1
P00125 Stringer Hugh B-9, O-1
P01071 Strong Greg A-2, O-1, P-3
P02671 Stuart GiGi A-2, P-3
P00181 Sturgis Nicole A-1, C-2, O-1
P01590 Sturm Lois A-2, B-9, D-1, K-1
P01145 Stutzbach Jill A-2, S-3
P01681 Suchman Dan B-9, O-1, R-5
P01175 Sugarman Jeff A-2, P-3
TYP00032 Sullivan Carla B-25, C-1, M-1, M-4, M-6
P01539 Sullivan Carol A-2, B-9, S-3
P01169 Sullivan James A-2, S-3
P01210 Sullivan James A-2, B-9
P02298 Sullivan [James A-2, C-13
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P01789 Sullivan Margo A-2, B-9, O-1
P00480 Sullivan Michele A-2, O-1, P-3
P01132 Sullivan Michele A-2, B-9
P02827 Sullivan patricia JA-2
P03468 Sullivan Jr Thomas James L-1, L-5, M-2
P01111 Sulock Dot C-14, O-1, P-4
P02729 Sulock Dot A-2, C-13, O-1, P-3, P-5
P03220 Sulock Dot A-2, C-13, S-3
P00554 Sundar Kripa A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3
P02161 Sundseth Joel A-2, O-1
P01704 Sundt Nathan A-2, B-9, O-1, R-5
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P02940 Request A-1, C-2, K-2, M-1
P03258 Susko Stephen D-4, P-13, P-23
P01531 Suter Lindsay A-2, B-9, O-1
P00493 Sutherland David A-2, O-1
P00579 Sutherland David A-2, B-9, O-1
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03333 Request A-1
P02612 Swann Margaret A-2, O-1
P02537 Swartz Ray A-2, K-1
P02432 Sweeney James A-2, O-1
P02815 Swegel Nicole O-1, S-3
P00304 Swiec Alana A-2
P00447 Swiec Alana A-2
P02033 Sybel Lauri A-2, O-1, P-3, R-5, S-3
TUP00006 Sylvester Dana A-1
P02877 Sylvia David A-2
P00960 szamreta joanne A-2, B-9, O-1
P02172 Szczepanowski Christine A-2, O-1, P-3, S-3
P00818 Sze Michael A-2, O-1
P01390 Tadros Joanne A-2, S-3
P02503 Taft Janet A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3, P-4, P-5
P00514 Tafuri Rob A-2
P00490 Tagtmeyer Kurt A-2, O-1, P-3, S-3
P03307 [Takayama Martha A-1, C-1
P03343 Taldykin Melissa E. A-2, B-3, O-1, P-3, P-4
P02145 Talhouni Barbara A-2, R-5
P02406 [Talhouni Kareem A-2
P00115 Talkin Leslie A-2
P01178 Talkin Leslie A-2, C-13
P02659 Tarpgaard Peter A-2, P-5, T-3
P01708 Tartaglia Marietta A-2, B-9, O-1
P00263 Taylor Brendan A-2, C-14, O-1, P-4
P02416 Taylor Jane A-2, P-3
P02687 taylor jason A-2, P-3, P-5
TNP00037 Taylor Mike A-1, C-1, C-2, M-1
P00203 Taylor R.C. B-25, B-30, C-14, P-6, P-8, P-23, S-2
TNP00016 Taylor R.C. B-25, B-26, C-2, C-12, M-1, P-22
B-25, B-26, C-2, C-3, C-12, E-1, G-2, H-1, M-1, M-2, M-4, P-8,
TNP00019 Taylor Sandy P-23
P00202 Taylor Sandy H. A-1, C-14, E-6, M-1, P-7, P-21
P03105 Taylor Tracey L. B-2, D-3, M-1, M-2
P01287 Taylor Vern A-2, P-14, S-3
P00775 Taylor-Kennedy  |Betsy A-2, B-9, O-1
P00062 [Tegwen Henry A-2
P01226 Teitsch Michael A-2, O-1, S-3
P01858 Tekin Brenda A-1, B-3, C-4, K-2, P-7, P-8
P02361 Telesco [Anthony A-2, S-3
P00730 Tempest Paul A-2, B-9, O-1
P01637 Temple Brent A-2, O-1, S-3
P00702 Tener Beth A-2, O-1, P-8
P00733 Terefenko Marita A-2, B-9, O-1
P01502 Terwilliger Vicky C-13
P00484 tesluk chris A-2, B-3, K-1
P00404 Teuwen Henry A-2, P-1
P02228 Tharinger Judith A-2, O-1, P-3, R-5, S-3
P02544 Tharp Eliozabeth A-2
P02321 Thayer Michael A-2, P-3
P01608 Theisen Marissa A-2, B-9, O-1
P03384 [Theodores Ted A-1, P-13
P03029 Therrien Robert D-1, P-7
P03338 Thevenau Sealia A-2, B-9
P00784 [Thom Aaron A-2, B-9, K-1, O-1, P-1
P00045 [Thomas B. Jean C-1
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P00346 [Thomas James A-2, K-1, O-1, P-8
P00971 [Thomas James A-2, P-1, P-3
P00648 Thomas Michael A-2

Name Withheld at

Commenter's
P03467 Request H-1, H-5, H-6, U-1, U-5
P02691 [Thomas Renee A-2, O-1
P00003 [Thompsen Noreen A-2, C-13, C-14, K-1, O-1, P-1, P-3, P-16
TNP00039 [Thompson Bob D-4, M-2
P02046 [Thompson Dwight W. A-2, P-3, P-8, S-3
P01321 [Thompson Thomas A-2, P-3, S-3
P02231 Thomsen Robert A-2, C-13, K-1, O-1, P-3, S-3
P00671 Thurrott Chris A-2, B-9, O-1
P00687 Thurston Emma A-2
P01431 Tiberius Paula A-2, P-3, S-3
P02600 Tippens Rebecca A-2, P-3, P-4, S-3
P01743 Titcomb Jeffery A-2, B-9, O-1
P03276 Titcomb Ted A-1, P-3
P01648 Titus Julie A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3
P02057 Tivhan Ed A-2, B-9
P01897 Toelle Neil R. A-2, C-13, O-1, P-3, S-3
P00064 Tomasian Ralph C-3
P00127 Toole Richard A-2, C-4, P-3
TMP00002 Toole Richard A-1, O-1, P-1, P-3, P-8, P-18, S-3
P01236 [Toomey Paul A-2, C-13, O-1, P-3
P00573 [Tornheim Susan F. A-2, B-9, O-1
P00283 Toste Jeff P-5, S-3
P01224 Tougas Maurice A-2
P01113 Toupin Steve A-2, P-3
P01703 Touw Henderson A-2, B-9, D-1, O-1
P01405 Tow Lois A-2, S-3
P01212 Tracey William A-2

A-1, B-2, B-6, B-10, B-23, B-26, B-27, C-3, C-14, D-1, D-2, G-2,

P02212 Tracy Dona G-5, G-7, H-1, H-5, H-8, J-1, M-1, M-2, P-2, P-8, P-21, P-23
P00168 Traficante Eileen A-1, G-2, K-2, L-1, M-1, M-2
P02938 Trask Jeffrey A-1, B-2, P-13
P00886 Trask Will O-1, P-3, S-3
P03350 [Treene (William A-1, B-2, P-8, P-23
P03007 Treene William and Cynthia |A-1, B-2, P-7, P-23
P00676 Treffs David A-2, B-9, P-3
P00619 [Tremblay Nan A-2, B-9, O-1
P01217 Treml| Mark C-12, C-13
P02870 Tribelhorn \Wendy A-2, O-1, P-3
P02595 Troup Brenda A-2, O-1, P-4
P02834 Trull Ashley A-2, O-1, P-3
P00797 Trzeciak Tanya A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3
P00303 Tsakalos [Anthony A-2, O-1, P-3, S-3
P00159 Tseng Franklin P-1, P-23
P02841 Tucker Donna P-14
P02534 Tucker Gregory A-2
P01385 Turley Shelley A-2, S-3
P03295 Turner Hank A-2, S-3
P02873 Turner Jeffrey |A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3, P-5, S-3
P01891 Turner Thomas A-1, C-1, J-4, P-21
P02259 [Turner Tom A-1, H-1
TMP00025 Turner Tom C-1, G-2, J-4, P-21
P01991 Turton Olivia A-2
P00312 tuthill william A-2, R-5
P01380 Tutunjian Nancy A-2, P-3, S-3
P01626 [Twombly Kenneth A-2, B-2, B-9, D-2, K-1, O-1
P01057 Tymowski Mikolaj A-2, K-2, S-3
P00988 Typadis Demetri A-2, B-3
P02597 Tyrka Katherine A-2, O-1
P00409 Ubersax Jack A-2, B-9, O-1
P01481 Uhlarik Ken A-2, C-13, K-1, P-3
P03278 Ulian Deke A-1, K-2, K-4
P02717 Uliman Deborah A-2
P02686 Unger Fred O-1, P-3, P-8, S-3
P01856 Unruh Glen H-1
P02770 Upton W. Robin A-2, O-1
P00443 Urie Matilda A-2
P01091 Utt Mary A-2
P02264 Utzinger Thomas Arhur X-1
P03224 Uzpurvis Eugene A-1, B-3
P03234 Uzpurvis Nijole A-1, H-1, M-2, P-7, P-21
P01401 \Valdez Evelyn A-2, O-1, S-3
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P00957 Valedi [Andranik A-2, S-3
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P02958 Request A-2, O-1
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03271 Request A-1, P-7
P02055 van Bloemen Dona S-3
P02968 Van Hamm Judeth C-13
TMP00014 Van Nes Nick S-3
P02223 Van Tassel-Sweet |[AJ |A-2, C-14, O-1, P-3, S-3
P02516 van Viet Donald A-2, K-1, O-1, P-1, P-4
P00906 Van Vieck Howard A-2, B-9, O-1
P01061 Van Vleck Howard A-2, O-1
P00559 lvanBeuzekom Edrick A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3
P01625 Vance Verne A-2, B-9, K-1, O-1, R-5
TMP00012 Vanderhoop Buddy A-1, C-1, C-3, D-15, G-2, P-21
P01458 VanderVeen Benjamin A-2, O-1, P-3, S-3
P01133 \Vanderwarker Peter A-2
P01232 Vanderwarker Peter A-2, C-13, M-3, P-13
P00982 VanSteensburg  |Paul A-2, G-3, P-1, P-3
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03074 Request B-26, C-4, D-3, H-1, M-1, M-2, P-2, P-6, P-23, R-5
P00640 Vaughan William A-2, B-9, O-1
P01441 \Venturi Robert A-2, S-3
P00357 Vermehren Trudy A-2, K-1, M-3, P-3, P-8, S-3
P01597 Via Judy A-2
P02523 Vieira Jane A-2, O-1, P-3
TNP00033 Vigil Jerome B-3, B-24
P03321 Vileniskis Ignas J. B-4, P-8, P-23
P02132 vincent Burnell A-1, K-1
P00866 \Vincze Carol A-2, B-9, O-1
P01996 Vineberg Rosalen S-3
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P02986 Request A-2, S-3, T-3
P02962 Vito Sarah A-2, K-1, O-1, S-3
P00835 Vitolo Thomas A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3
P00549 Vizza Elizabeth A-2, B-9, O-1, P-8
P02113 Vollans Dorothy A-2, K-1, P-3
'TNP00006 \Vollans Dorothy A-2, K-1, O-1, P-3, R-5
P03330 lvon Schroeter Carlo B-2, B-34, P-7, T-3
P02844 Vora Ruchir O-1, P-3, P-5
P00968 \Wade Gloria T. A-2
P01391 \Wadsworth Bernard A-2, O-1, S-3
P03437 \Wagner Gerhard A-1, C-12, P-2, P-7, P-23, T-3
P01400 WAGNER JESSICA M. A-2, O-1, S-3
P01087 \Wahlst Justine A-2, P-5
P00575 \Waide Donal A-2, B-9, O-1
P02994 \Wainright Gary B-2, B-23, D-21
P00574 wainwright dedalus |A-2, B-9, K-1, O-1
P02274 \Wainwright Gary D-2, D-12, D-21
P00622 \Wald James A-2, O-1
P00618 \Wald Robert A-2, B-9, O-1
P00746 \Walden Michael A-2, B-9, O-1
P01387 \Walker Barbara A-2, S-3
P00330 \Walker Bob A-2, O-1, P-3, S-3
P03421 \Walker Borden K-2
P00296 \Walker John A-2, O-1, P-3
P00281 \Walker Kenneth A-2, O-1, P-3
P01082 \Walker Mitch A-2
P00167 \Walker Patricia A-1, B-2, B-24, B-30, D-3, G-2, K-3, P-2, P-8, P-9
P00568 \Walker Paul A-2, B-9, O-1
P01404 \Wall Alison A-2, S-3
P03397 \Wall Brennan A-2, O-1
P00935 \Wall Priscilla A-2, B-9, O-1, R-5
TMP00057 \Wallace Stacey B-13, H-1
P01751 \Wallace-Senft Nathan A-2, B-9, C-13
P01291 \Wallen Richard A-2, O-1, S-3
P00219 \Waller William A. B-2, M-1, M-2, M-6
P03245 \Wallin Bruce /Lynn A-1, C-1
P00635 \Walsh James A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3
P00636 \Walsh Jim A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3
P00637 \Walsh Jim X-1
P01713 \Walstad Alexis A-2, B-9, C-13, O-1
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P03433 \Walter Ruth A-1, B-2, C-1, D-5, P-2, P-21
P00603 \Walter Tom A-2, B-9, O-1
P00589 \Walters Deborah A-2, O-1, S-3
P00590 \Walters Deborah X-1
P03326 \Walton Bruce H. A-1, B-3, C-3, P-7, P-8, T-3
P01444 \Walton Sean A-2, O-1, S-3
P03347 \Wang Yiting A-2, P-8
P02731 \Ward john A-2, S-3
P01826 \Ward [John-Christopher A-2, B-9, P-3
P01021 \Wareham Robert A-2, P-3
P01773 \Warford Chase A-2
P01348 \Warnes Lisa A-2, O-1, S-3
P00918 \Warren Melissa A-2, B-9, K-1, O-1
P02398 \Warren Melissa A-2, P-3, P-5
P01881 \Warren Robert A-2, C-12, O-1, P-3, P-5, S-3, T-3
P00135 \Warriner Stephen D-1, D-12, K-2
P00943 \Washburn Stephen A-2, B-9, O-1
P02155 WASIL PAUL A-2, O-1
P00774 \Wass Dorothy A-2, B-9, K-1, O-1
TNP00004 \Wasserman Laura A-2, H-6, M-3, O-1, P-1, P-19, R-5, S-3
P00725 \Watkins jeffrey A-2, B-9
P02737 \Watkins Kathryn K-1, O-1, P-3
P02216 \Watson Kristen M A-2, C-13, O-1, P-3, P-14, S-3
P00716 \Watson Owen A-2, B-9, O-1
P01930 \Wattley Glenn G. A-1, B-3, B-23, B-26, C-3, C-5, D-21, J-1, P-8
P02263 \Wattley Glenn G. X-1
P00097 \Wattley Maureen A-1, C-2, G-2, J-1, M-1, M-2, P-6
P01598 \Watts D. Randolph A-2, P-3
P00512 \Waugh Deborah and Robert |A-2, S-3
P01266 \Webb Daniel A-2, B-9, C-13, O-1, S-3
P02855 \Weber Donald A-2, P-3
P01233 \Weber Rebecca A-2, C-13, P-3
P01465 Webster Katie A-2, S-3
P00054 \Weeks Herber B-2, D-7, E-1, E-8, K-2, P-6, P-8
P03076 \Weeks Vicci C-4, H-4, K-2, S-2
P02402 \Weggel Robert A-2, K-1, P-3, R-5
P02778 \Weiland Alex A-2, O-1, P-3, P-5, S-3
P01938 \Weiler Gabrielle A-2, K-1, P-5
P03462 \Weinberger Deborah A. A-1, B-2, C-4, D-3, D-14, P-7
P02555 \Weiner Judi A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3, P-4, P-5
P01378 \Weinhardt Sheila A-2, C-13, K-1, O-1, P-3, P-5, S-3
P00252 \Weinstein M A-2, C-13, P-14
P02556 \Weintraub Lynne A-2
P00380 \WEISS HERBERT O-1, P-3
P02715 \Weiss Marc O-1, P-3, P-5
P00299 \Welch Benjamin A-2, S-3
P01790 \Wells Darrell A-2, B-9, K-1, O-1
P02188 \Wells Jennifer A-2, P-3, P-5, S-3
P00451 \Wells KeriAnn A-2, B-9, P-4, S-3
P01566 Wennerstrom Madeleine A-2, B-9
P01086 \Werner Robert H A-2
P02230 Wesseling Bernice A-2, C-13, O-1, P-3, P-14, S-3
P02809 \West Emily A-2, O-1, S-3
P01907 \West George C-2, C-9, D-1, D-4, P-7, P-8, P-23
P00123 \West George A-1, C-8, C-13, D-1, D-21, O-1, P-3, P-7, S-3
P01184 \West Kat A-2, K-1, O-1
P02637 \West Sue A-2, P-3
P01879 \West Susan A-2, O-1, P-3, P-5, S-3, T-3
P02333 \Weston-Roberts  |Gail A-2, O-1, S-3
P02771 westwood susi A-2, C-13, R-5
P00323 \Wetlaufer Eric A-2, O-1, P-3, S-3
P02170 \Wexler Amie A-2, S-3
P02650 Wexler-Romig Steve A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3
TNP00008 \Wheatley Nancy A-2, D-7, M-3, S-3
P00597 \Wheaton Neil A-2, B-9, O-1
P01805 \Wheeler Rachel A-1, C-2, H-1
P03219 \Wheelwright Warren & Susie |A-1, B-3, C-1, G-2, K-4
P01084 \Whelan Leslie A-2, C-13
P00803 \Whenman \Walter A-2, B-9, O-1, S-3
P00834 \White lAndrea A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3
P01716 \White Catherine G. A-2, B-9, O-1
Name Withheld at
Commenter's
P03085 Request C-1
P02762 \White James O-1, P-3, R-5, S-3
P00946 \White Jean A-2, B-9, O-1
P00827 \White Jennifer A-2, B-9, C-14, O-1, P-3
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P02811 \White John A-2, O-1, P-3, R-5, S-3
P02384 \White Mary and Bob A-2, O-1
P02525 \White Nicholas A-2, O-1
P01498 \White Paula O-1, P-1, P-3
P01370 \White Robert A-2, O-1, P-3, S-3
P02225 \White Tim A-2, C-13, O-1, P-3, S-3
P03270 \White Tim A-1
P00531 \White Frank A-1, D-1
P02517 \Whited Gary A-2, O-1
P00394 Whitehead Susan A-2
TMP00049 \Whiting A-1
P01433 \Whitman Rachel A-2, O-1, P-3, S-3
P00279 \Whitney Payson A-2, C-13, K-1, P-8
P00867 \Whithey-Johnson |[Kym A-2, S-3
P00232 \Wice Richard B. A-2, P-3, P-4
A-2, B-18, B-37, C-13, C-14, H-1, K-1, O-1, P-3, P-8, P-19, R-5,

P02262 \Wickersham Jay S-2, U-4
TYP00044 \Wideman Bob A-2, O-1, P-3, R-5
P02041 \Wideman Thomas A-2, C-13, H-6, L-2, O-1, P-3, P-8, T-3
TUP00027 \Wiersma Josh P-2, P-21
P01900 \Wiersma Joshua P-21
P01748 \Wiggin Jason A-2, B-9, O-1
P02563 \Wilbur Margaret JA-2
P00632 \Wilcox Meg A-2, B-9, O-1, S-3
P01367 \Wilcox Theodore A-2, O-1, S-3
P02909 \Wild Patricia A-2
P01670 \Wilder Arwen A-2, B-9, C-13, O-1
P00456 \Wilder Charles IA-2, P-3, P-5, R-5
P02684 \Wildfire Mary C-13, O-1, P-3
P00837 \Wildrick [Annabel A-2, B-9, O-1
P03048 \Wiles Lynn K-1, O-1
P02326 \Wilgren Christina A-2, S-3
P02893 wilkins pat A-2, P-3
P01979 \Willard [Andrew A-2, R-5, S-3
TYP00035 \Williams Chuck P-8
P03086 \Williams Derek A-2, K-1
P02138 \Williams Nancy A-2, C-4, R-5
P00792 \Williams Susan A-2, B-9, O-1, S-3
P02856 \Willis Dorienne A-2, P-8

Name Withheld at

Commenter's
P03294 Request A-1, P-7, P-8, P-23
TMP00026 \Wilson James G-7, P-21
P01359 \Wilson Margaret A-2, C-13, S-3
P03176 \Wilsterman Eric A-1, K-2
P00714 \Winchell Fred A-2, B-9, O-1, S-3
P00862 \Winchell Kati A-2, O-1, S-3
P02725 \Wind Leslie A-2, O-1, P-3
P00709 \Wineman Jean A-2, B-9, O-1
P00191 \Wineman Margaret D. A-2, O-1
P00612 \Wineman Marian A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3
P02746 \Wineman Marian A-2, B-9, C-13, O-1, P-3, P-5, P-8, R-5, T-3
P00190 \Wineman Robert J. A-2, O-1, P-1, P-5
P02542 \Wineman Steve A-2, O-1, P-3
P00940 \Winn Penny |A-2, B-9, O-1
P01420 \Winningham Talia A-2, S-3
P00339 \Winshall lArnee A-2, S-3
P01951 Winslow Gary A-2, O-1
TYP0O0006 \Winslow Julie 0-1
P01407 \Winterman [Ann A-2, S-3
P01823 \Winters Kirk A-2
P00749 \Wirtanen Mark A-2, B-9, O-1
P01056 \Wirtanen Mark A-2, M-3, O-1, P-5
P02875 \Wirth Carolyn 0-1
P01440 \Wistman Mary Alice A-2, D-21, S-3
P01406 \Wolf [Aby A-2, S-3
P00160 \Wolf Dan A-2, M-3
TUP00008 \Wolf Dan M-3
P02852 \Wolf Lisa A-2, P-3
P00285 wolff chris P-3
P00871 \Wood Alice G. A-2, B-9, O-1
P02139 \Wood Connor A-2, P-3
TUP00030 \Wood Henry JA-2
P01417 \Woodall Sandra A-2, S-3
P03210 \Woodcock Steven A-1, K-1, P-1
TMP00030 \Woodruff Bob A-1, C-2, D-12, P-21
P01542 \Woods Martha A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3
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P00939 \Worcester Jane A-2, B-9, O-1
P02578 \Wormser Owen A-2
P01130 \Worner Matthew B-3, P-3, R-5
P00626 \Worth Maureen A-2, B-9, O-1
P03336 \Worthington William C. A-2
P01013 \Wozniak Renee A-2, C-13, O-1, P-3
P02434 \Wright David P-8
P01741 \Wright H.L. Davin A-2, O-1
P02376 \Wright Kathryn A-2, O-1
P00832 \Wright Leslie A-2, O-1
P01878 \Wynne J. Judson H-1, O-1, P-3, S-3
P02473 \Wysoker Alec A-2, O-1
P02964 X Student A-2, O-1, P-3
P01812 Yablon Brian A-2, P-3, S-3
P02069 Yang Hanna A-2
P01281 Yashinsky Russell A-2
P00510 Yatsko Art A-2

Name Withheld at

Commenter's
P03298 Request IA-1, B-2, H-1, K-3
P02152 lYonkers Katherine A-2, B-3, P-1
P02209 Young Julie A-2, C-13, O-1, P-3, P-5, S-3, T-3
TYP00023 'Young Sharon B-3, B-7, B-30, C-11, G-2, G-7, T-1, T-2, U-2
P03151 Younker Janet A-1, C-1, K-2
P02292 Z Emma A-2, O-1
P02506 Zahakos James A-2, B-3
P02312 Zanello Peter A-2, O-1
P00667 Zang Barbara A-2, B-9, O-1
P02438 Zawoysky Mary A-2, D-12
P01442 Zebal [Andon A-2, P-3, S-3
P02329 Zeiler Jacqueline K-1, R-5, S-3
P01923 Zervas Thalia A-1
P03305 Zierenberg Lisa H-1
P00103 Zigmund Sean A-2
P01209 Zimmerman David A-2, P-1
P02656 Zimmerman David A-2, K-1, O-1, P-3
P01446 Zimmermann Katrin A-2, S-3
P02460 Zox David A-2
P00332 Zschau Peter A-2
P03308 Zugel Brian A-1, C-1
P03117 Alfred W X-2
P03155 Caroline [X-2
TNP00035 Christina K-2, K-6
P03153 Krista C-1, P-7
P01480 nicole JA-2
P01937 Robert O-1
P03058 Sandra X-2
P03339 Sealia A-2, B-9
P00249 Sherry A-1, B-2, B-30, H-1, M-1, M-2, P-8, S-2
P00250 Sherry A-2
P01840 [X-2
P02271 X-2
P03299 [X-2
P03300 X-2
P03826 X-2
TUP00040 [X-2
TYP00004 X-2
TYP00038 J-4

Form Letters

Q00001 Form letter 1 A-2, O-1, P-3, P-5, P-8, S-3, T-3
Q00002 Form letter 2 A-2, B-9, O-1, P-3
Q00003 Form letter 3 A-1, D-6, P-2, P-23, T-3
Q00004 Form letter 4 A-2, C-13, O-1, P-3, S-3, T-3
Q00005 Form letter 5 A-2, P-8, S-3
Q00006 Form letter 6 O-1, P-3, S-3
Q00007 Form letter 7 K-1, O-1, P-3, P-8, T-3
Q00008 Form letter 8 A-2, P-4, P-8, P-12
Q00009 Form letter 9 A-2, C-13, D-9, O-1, P-5, P-8, S-3
Q00010 Form letter 10 C-14, O-1, P-8
Q00011 Form letter 11 A-2, C-14, O-1, T-3
Q00012 Form letter 12 O-1, P-8
Q00013 Form letter 13 A-2, O-1, P-3, P-5, P-8, S-3, T-3
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M M S U.S. Department of the Interior Appendix L
Minerals Management Service Evaluation of Comments Received on DEIS
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Comment Codes List

A. Opinion Statements

1.
2.

Against the Project — delay and/or deny the permit
In Support of the Project — expedite the permit approval

B. Regulatory Process

19.

20.
21.
22.
23.
24,
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.

30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.

Request extension of public comment period

Private Developer using Public Lands/ Leasing Issues/ Public Trust/compensation
Lack of Policy for use of Ocean Resources and Energy

Cape Cod Commission and local Jurisdiction

Process in place is extensive and adequate

Objectivity concerns or conflict of interest

Require more review/info/data/studies — discuss implications of lack of data

Request for homeland security review/ homeland security concerns

DEIS is adequate, allow FEIS

MA Ocean Sanctuary Act (MOSA)/Cape Cod and Islands Ocean Sanctuary (CIOS)
State Boundary Issue

Lack of Title for ROW at landfall

Should have comment period during peak tourist time

Add section to quantify emission reduction (pg 155 of MIT)

Marine Mammal Protection Act

Project fails under a host of other environmental laws/acts (federal, state, regional)
MEPA review

Section 401,402 and 404 permit requirements under the Clean Water Act /Section 10
Jurisdiction, and concerns about takes under Section 388(a)(4).

State and local opposition to Project via (33 CFR 8320.4(j)) and Executive Orders 13158 (more
marine protection) and 13352 (cooperative conservation)

CWA not likely to obtain financing

Left intentionally blank

Provide agency comments/peer review comments

Supplemental EIS/ Supplemental comment period/General Issues with EIS

Require local vote/referendum

COAST GUARD/ address Coast Guard concerns/ Section 414 Maritime Transportation Act 2006
FAA

End Spec Act (ESA)

EFH / Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act

Section 106 (HISTORIC/CULTURAL) CONSULTATION/ Exec Order 13,175 Tribal
communication/ Executive Order 13007/ Section 110(f)

Wait until(Energy Policy Act, section 338 rules) are finalized

Assignment of MMS definitions unclear/or not recognized

Lack of availability of DEIS

Cooperating agency issues

Chapter 91 issues

Migratory Bird Treaty Act issues

1SO/ Regulated Utility - Power Purchase Agreement Issues/Firm/Spot Market Supply
NEPA/ Consensus Basis Review (ESM-03-07)

MA/Federal CZM issues

NPDES/SWPPP issues

EPA Ocean Dumping policy issues

MCP Issues

NOAA
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43.

Comments on ACOE DEIS/DEIR, FEIR or Section 10/404 Permitting

Alternatives Analysis

CoNTORONE

Not in Nantucket Sound (no alternative suggested)

Not in Nantucket Sound (various on land sites: MMR / Rte 6 etc.)

Not in Nantucket Sound (further off-shore / deeper water/other ocean sites)
More emphasis should be made on energy conservation

Alternative approach/technology suggested/ Technology is outdated/ Technology is untested
Alternative analysis inadequate

Expand Alternative analysis to include site outside New England

Analyze energy production of wind farms on-shore vs offshore

Definition of Purpose and Need is too narrow/ overstated/ limits alternatives
Implement the no action alternative

Project should use tidal, wave, hydroelectric or solar energy

Utilization of Wind resources

Compare impacts of wind vs. nuclear power and other fossil fuel technologies
Need to address reliability issues

Issues with Screening Criteria

Other Issues with Alternatives

Further data needed on alternative sites

Construction, Maintenance and Decommissioning

Who will be responsible for decommissioning should it fail financially?

What financial instrument will insure adequate decommissioning funds?

Oil Spill Response Plan and spill/ impact assessment

Concern over the long term performance, stability, maintenance of WTG
Build few towers for test run

Public safety during and after construction

Safety at transformer and towers (fires, oil spill) & Security/terrorism concerns
Grid integration problems

Accuracy of wind production numbers/Global warming pollution production numbers
Offshore construction/maintenance issues

Taxes and insurance certificate

Storm damage to towers

Cable Specifications/construction concerns/depth of burial

Financial responsibility for accidents

Discuss Decommissioning Removal

Provide MET Tower Data

Substantiate amount of electricity produced

Time of year of needed

Effect of ice on monopiles

Onshore Construction Issues

Project Design details lacking/inaccurate/ clarifications or revisions requested

Physical/Chemical Oceanographic Conditions

HBoxxNoADRE

Sea floor disturbance / distribution of sediment
Seismic/earthquake concerns

Change in Wind patterns

Changes in Currents and Tides

Depth of cable burial achievement

Additional data and studies/ revisions

Other issues

water quality
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Benthic Resources

1. Potential negative impact to shellfish and benthic organisms

2. Additional studies/research/data and or further discussion should be provided.
3. Eelgrass or macroalgae impacts

4. Impact of scour mats vs. rock armor

Finfish, Marine Mammals Resources and Commercial / Recreational Fisheries
1. No impact to recreational fishing and fish species

2. Potential negative impact on marine resources, minimization measures (finfish, fisheries,
marine mammals, sea turtles),

Towers acting as artificial reef and benefiting fish/or change in habitat type
Change in habitat type and species composition of sound

Effects of noise, vibrations and moving shadows on species/EMF

Minimal or no impact to marine resources

Additional research/data/info/discussion or clarification.

Economic Costs to fisherman discussed under socioeconomics — P-21]
Entrainment

9. Vessel Collisions w marine mammals

Nogkw

©

. Avian Resources/Bats

Bird impacts/ additional bird studies

Compare Bird impacts between turbines and other tower structures
Evaluate benefits to birds from CWA

Further analyze bird impacts at alternative sites

Additional Bird Studies recommended/ include additional information
No Impact to birds

Include information from BA in EIS

Bat Impacts/ additional Bat Studies

Edits/ Revisions/ Other information

©CoNOAWLNE

Wetlands & Water Resources

1. Ocean pilings impacted freshwater aquifer concerns

2 Freshwater wetland impacts

3. Other wetlands, coastal, land under water, coastal beaches etc.
4 Terrestrial and coastal fauna other than birds

Archeological and Historical Resources

1. Native American heritage

2. Disagree with findings of No Effect

3 Vineland / Viking theory

4 Historical significance of NS / Nantucket Historic District (Nantucket lIsland)/above ground
historic properties

Advisory council on historic preservation review

6. Archeological impacts

o

Visual / Aesthetics/ Recreation

No impacts/ improvements to aesthetics

Negative impacts to aesthetics

Visibility of lighting

Recreational impacts

Show ESP in Visuals

Further study/ review/ calculations with Visual Impacts

oukwnE
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L. Noise
1. Increase in noise
2. Minimal or no increase in noise
5. Additional noise studies or noise data should be incorporated in EIS

M. Transportation

Navigation hazards, including ice & fog
Aviation hazards

No Navigation/or Aviation hazards
Marine Radar effects

Public access concerns

Additional Navigational studies/ revisions

oukrwnNnE

N. EMF and Telecommunications
1. Electromagnetic fields

O. Air Quality
1. Emission reduction, air quality improvements, global climate change, health benefits, green
energy, renewable energy
2. Won't improve air quality
3. Revise air quality analysis

P. Socioeconomics
1. Benefit to tourism & economy
2. Negative tourism & economy
3. Less reliance on foreign fossil fuels/US Energy Independence/electric grid stability and
reliability
4 Lower energy costs/Stable energy costs
5. Economic improvements, job opportunities
6. Lower property values, economic impacts
7 Project becomes economically infeasible without subsidies
8. Cost vs. benefits - Economic Viability Unclear
9. Cape has no need for additional electricity, not enough produced by WTG’s to make difference
10.  tax burden to consumers if project fails
12. Natural Gas issues, cost
13.  Who will benefit from power (will it be exported or used only for cape)
14. Environmental Justice/ Executive Order 12898
15. Benefits to Barnstable County and Rate Payers/ Municipal burden
16. Health Benefits are underestimated
17. Address General operational issues of NE power grid and CWA impact
18. CWA needed to meet electrical demand of the region
19. Include RPS progress data from N. Eng. states/how will CWA benefit RPS
20. Health benefits overestimated
21. Impacts on commercial fishing
22. Investigate financial increases at other projects
23. Increased energy Costs
24. Make all economic data available
25. Additional studies/data/research/info

Q. Form Letters

1. Post Card to MMS urging MMS to approve Cape Wind "in a timely manner"
2. Supports Cape Wind.
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3 Urges MMS to deny Cape Wind

4. "We need clean energy projects like this approved without further delay"

5. Adds voice to those endorsing Cape Wind

6 Letter to Congressman Markey

7 Cape Cod and Islands visitor "pledging” to return if Cape Wind is constructed

8. UCS letter: Thanks MMS for thorough review

9. UCS letter: Minor or negligible impacts/DEIS underestimates some benefits of Cape Wind
10.  UCS letter: Benefits of Cape Wind overwhelming compared to coal-fired plants
11.  UCS letter: Supports Cape Wind, especially over coal-fired plants

12.  UCS letter: Imperative that we move to clean renewable energy (like Cape Wind)
13.  Urge MMS to approve cape wind.

R. Other Wind Project Comparison

Towers being taken down/ development problems
Towers are now operational

No avian impacts

Fishing

Benefits and Lack of Impacts

Additional studies at other wind projects

oukrwNE

S. No specific issues identified
1. Request for information or additional meetings and hearings.
2. Attached news articles/ pdf.s/photos / reference letters / data
3. Observations on World energy use for context (New England as a Global leader, world political
and economic future, vanguard of energy technology
Notifications (i.e. to attend hearings, to submit comments, about meetings)
Blank emails.
Comments on the comment process
Comment unrelated to the Project
Comment Superseded
Project Applicant Comments

©o~No g

T. Cumulative Impacts
1. NEPA process.
2. Cumulative impacts
3. Multiple/Additive impacts

U. Mitigation/Monitoring

1. Avian

2. Marine Biological

3. Navigation and Water Use
4, EMS

5. General

6.

Historical/ Archaeological

V. Geological

X. Duplicate/Re-assignment
1. Duplicate of previously coded letter
2. Left intentionally blank. Letter re-assigned to another code.
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COMMENT SUMMARY AND RESPONSE TABLE

Comment
Code Comment Code Name Synthesis of Comments Response
Number
A-1 Opinion letters against MMS received comment letters in which individuals expressed Comments noted.
the proposed action their opinion that they were against the proposed action, but that
did not provide substantive information or raise questions that
could help to improve the EIS and its function as a decision
making document.
A-2 Opinion letters in favor MMS received comment letters in which individuals expressed Comments noted.
of the proposed action their opinion that they were in favor of the proposed action, but
that did not provide substantive information or raise questions
that could help to improve the EIS and its function as a decision
making document.
B-1 Request extension of MMS received comments to extend the comment period. In response to the comments, MMS extended the
public comment period comment period 30 days.
B-2 Private developer using MMS received comments regarding the concern over the use of | Matters of payment and revenue sharing with the State of

public lands/ leasing
issues/ public
trust/compensation

public lands for private interest. Commenters wanted to know
how compensation would be calculated, and wanted the details
of lease payments, lease terms and time limits to be made public
in the FEIS. Commenters said Nantucket Sound is the only
place in the continental United States where federal waters are
essentially surrounded by state waters, creating an unparalleled
resource management challenge, and a distinctive development
threat. They said there should be competitive bidding if federal
lands are to be used for private gain.

Commenters stated that the 2005 Energy Policy Act provides
specifically that 27% of profits come back to the state, and
believed that a significant portion of the profits earned should
come back specifically to the Cape and Islands, and did not
want the money to get lost in the state general fund.

Commenters said approval of the proposed action without local
elections or a ballot referendum is a violation of public trust,
stating that the private use of public resources for private profit
requires the check and balance of a formal public vote for
authorization.

Massachusetts are not pertinent to the environmental
analysis required by NEPA. If MMS were to award a
lease to the applicant following completion of our
environmental review, the lessee would be required to
make payments to MMS as set forth in the lease
instrument and in an amount constituting a fair return to
the United States for the use of federal submerged lands.
The EPAct amendments to OCSLA also require that
MMS share 27% of all federal payments received with
affected states, as set forth in the formula provided in 43
USC 1337(p)(2)(B). Based on the footprint currently
proposed by the applicant, Massachusetts would be the
only “affected state” for purposes of revenue sharing.
The allocation of such revenue sharing receipts within the
State of Massachusetts would be determined by the State.
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COMMENT SUMMARY AND RESPONSE TABLE

Comment
Code Comment Code Name Synthesis of Comments Response
Number
B-3 Lack of policy for use of | MMS received comments that a comprehensive development MMS has completed a thoughtful environmental analysis
ocean resources and plan by both the Federal and State governments must be of the proposed action and reasonable alternatives, as
energy established, including provisions for competitive bidding and required by the National Environmental Policy Act. If
lease fee structures, prior to approval of any facility. MMS approves the proposal following completion of its
Commenters said consideration should be given to development | environmental analysis, any lease would be issued in full
of deep water sites such as those underway in the UK and compliance with the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act,
Germany. and the lessee would be subject to all other applicable
State and Federal laws.
Commenters said that an ocean energy policy must include
provisions for many conflicting uses including commercial
fishing, resource protection, recreation and energy development.
Commenters said that by allowing this to happen without a
proper regulatory process, MMS will set a precedent that will
affect environmental laws for years to come.
B-4 Cape Cod Commission MMS received comments explaining that the proposed action MMS’s review of this proposed action does not relieve
and local jurisdiction falls under Cape Cod Commission jurisdiction and that MMS the applicant from obtaining all other applicable local,
should be sure to honor the local and regional home rules. state and federal regulatory authorizations. Revisions to
the CCC description are included in Section 1.2.3.3.
The Cape Cod Commission provided documentation of its role
and review process and requested that the DEIS section on CCC
review be revised.
B-5 Process in place is MMS received comments that the state and federal regulations Comments noted.
extensive and adequate already in place are sufficient to approve the proposed action.
Commenters said the call by others for finalization of all Ocean
Management regulations prior to approval of the proposed
action is a delay tactic.
B-6 Obijectivity concerns or Comments were received that said the writing in the DEIS MMS hired a third party contractor to write the EIS to

conflict of interest

indicates MMS favors the proposed action. Commenters said
that because TRC works for some wind developers, they must
be biased as well.

avoid any questions with respect to bias. TRC is not an
advocate or a proponent of wind energy and is non-biased
with respect to the proposed action.
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COMMENT SUMMARY AND RESPONSE TABLE

Comment
Code Comment Code Name Synthesis of Comments Response
Number

B-7 Require more Comments were received stating that not enough scientific Additional research and or studies have been performed
review/info/data/studies information is available in the DEIS. Commenters said to the extent such work was needed for making an
—discuss implications of | additional studies (3 years) in the Horseshoe Shoal region of informed decision on the various human and or
lack of data Nantucket Sound need to be developed to allow for a thorough ecological impacts of the proposed action.

identification and assessment of impacts and to identify actions
which would avoid, minimize, or compensate for those effects.
Commenters requested additional studies on: noise, night
lighting impacts on humans and animals, avian impacts, and
ecology of the sound and sea floor and impacts to commercial
fisheries. Commenters requested that MMS require the
Applicant to redo the marine mammal survey; population
estimates, noise impacts and cumulative impacts of
anthropogenic proposed actions on marine mammals.

B-8 Request for homeland MMS received some comments that radar and other With respect to radar concerns, see Section 5.3.4.4. With
security review/ communications systems must not be impacted by the proposed | respect to homeland security concerns, see Security Plan
homeland security action due to homeland security concerns. Commenters thought | in Section 2.4.2.1.
concerns the wind turbines would be a target for terrorists.

B-9 DEIS is adequate, allow Comments were received saying the DEIS is adequate. Comments noted.

FEIS

B-10 MA Ocean Sanctuary Commenters stated that the proposed action conflicts with the The wind turbines are not located in a protected marine

Act (MOSA)/Cape Cod, prohibition of construction of electric generating plants in sanctuary.

Island Sanctuary Act protected sanctuaries.

(ClOos)

B-11 State boundary issue MMS received comments explaining that the Proposed action The location of the wind turbines is out of state

would be located in the only place in the continental United jurisdiction and in designated federal waters. It thereby
States where federal waters are essentially surrounded by state triggers MMS jurisdiction and accordingly must be
waters, creating an unparalleled resource management reviewed under MMS. This issue was litigated in Ten
challenge, and distinctive development threats. Commenters Taxpayer Citizen Group v. Cape Wind Associates, 373F.
said that the proposed action should therefore be subject to state | 3d 183(1% Cir. 2004).
standards in those federal waters.

B-12 Lack of title for ROW at | MMS received comments stating that the applicants’ lack of MMS’s decision will not affect upland property
landfall title for the landfall for the electric transmission line prohibits ownership. The applicant is responsible for obtaining

them from getting CCC approval.

permission from land owners and or approval via eminent
domain for the upland portion of the cable route.
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COMMENT SUMMARY AND RESPONSE TABLE

Comment
Code Comment Code Name Synthesis of Comments Response
Number
B-13 Should have comment MMS received comments that if MMS held the Public Hearings | MMS provided numerous opportunities for the public to
period during peak during peak tourist times, more seasonal residents and tourists comment in addition to the four public hearings,
tourist time alike would have had the opportunity to comment on the including allowing the public to send comments by email,
proposed action. regular mail, or making comments on the MMS web site.
B-14 MMS received comments requesting that the emissions avoided | MMS provided potential estimated CO, and NOy

by the proposed action be calculated and stated in the FEIS.
Commenters believed that no emissions reductions would be
achieved because a back-up power plant would need to be
online when wind was not sufficient to generate power, and said
that the proposed action will not have beneficial effects on air
quality or climate change. Commenters said the proposed
action would have no impact on air emissions because sulfur
and nitrogen oxides are regulated by "cap and trade™ programs
that limit total emissions over broad areas.

emissions reductions due to the proposed action in
Sections 5.3.1.4.2 and 5.3.1.5.2 of the DEIS. MMS has
included potential emission reductions of SO,, PM, and
CO emissions in Section 5.3.1.5.2 of the EIS. The
emission estimates presented in Sections 5.3.1.4.2 and
5.3.1.5.2 of the EIS represent potential emissions if the
amount of energy produced by the proposed action would
have to be produced by fossil-fuel powered plants
instead.

During periods of peak electricity demand, large electric
generating facilities will operate at close to full capacity
(i.e., all electric generating units operating at full
capacity). However, lower demand periods will allow
these facilities to reduce the operating loads on the
electric generating units. In most cases, the units will be
operated at a low load (i.e., back-up mode) instead of
shutting down due to the physical stresses of the heating
and cooling cycle and also due to the duration necessary
to start-up a large unit (12 to 36 hours). Thus, low load
operation of existing electric generating facilities will not
necessarily be influenced by the proposed action.

Under the EPA’s Acid Rain Program, facility sulfur and
nitrogen oxide emissions are controlled through a “cap
and trade” program. The electric generating units of the
proposed action will not be part of the Acid Rain
Program because they will not generate any emissions;
and therefore, the proposed action will not reduce fossil
fuel-fired emissions under the Acid Rain Program.
However, it is reasonable to anticipate that the proposed
action will displace a fossil fuel-fired facility for some
portion of electric generating capacity and/or period of
time during the year, thus providing a very slight air
quality benefit as determined by MMS in the EIS.
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COMMENT SUMMARY AND RESPONSE TABLE

Comment
Code Comment Code Name Synthesis of Comments Response
Number

B-15 Marine Mammal MMS received comments that the proposed action has the The applicant will be required to obtain authorization for

Protection Act potential for incidental take of protected species, and that MMS | incidental takes as necessary to account for any
has failed thus far to obtain or apply for an authorization for harassment, injury or mortality of protected species.
incidental takes. Commenters stated that the use of “protected With respect to the term “protected species” see revisions
species” as in the DEIS is incorrect, and that all marine in text in Section 1.2.1.13.
mammals are protected under MMPA, not just T&E species.

B-16 Proposed action fails Comments were received stating that the proposed action cannot | The species and resources protected by the laws are
under a host of other be approved because MMS has not shown how the proposed covered extensively in Sections 4, 5 and 9 of the EIS and
environmental laws/acts action could avoid adverse impacts to endangered and avoidance, minimization, and mitigation are adequately
(federal, state, regional) threatened species, migratory birds or marine mammals, which covered. Refer to the BO in Appendix J, and FWS and

are protected under various federal and state laws. NOAA correspondence in Appendix B for other agency
review and decisions regarding these laws.

B-17 MEPA review Commenters said the Massachusetts Coastal Zone Management | MMS will process the proposed action under the Coastal

Plan (Plan); dated March 2002 explains that, for purposes of Zone Management Act implementing regulations 15 CFR
Energy Policy #1, "CZM's objective is to ensure that the part 930 subpart D - Consistency for Activities Requiring
development and maintenance of energy resources are a Federal License or Permit. As such, MMS will not
completed with minimal displacement of water-dependent grant the proposed lease, license, or permit until 1) the
industry and by the least environmentally damaging means State concurs with the applicant's Consistency
practicable”. The commenters stated that the proposed project Certification (CC), 2) concurrence by the State is
does not conform to this standard, while other commenters said | conclusively presumed (if no State objection within 6
that the project does meet these standards. months of State receipt of the CC), or 3) the applicant
would successfully appeal any objection to the Secretary
of Commerce. We have no further CZMA action except
to await the State's decision on whatever the applicant
submits directly to them.
B-18 Section 401,402 and 404 | Commenters said the selected alternative does not meet the EPA | The ACOE will address the proposed action’s

permit requirements
under the Clean Water
Act /Section 10
Jurisdiction. Concerns
about Takes under
Section 388(a)(4).

404(b)(1) guidelines requirements.

MMS received various comments that the proposed action
would impact ESA-listed marine mammals. Although potential
for takes are not likely to have population level impacts (with
the exception of the right whale, where the loss of a single
individual is an effect of great concern), the adverse impact to
individual animals is a negative effect for purposes of the
section 388(a)(4) requirements and the section 10/404 public
interest evaluation.

compliance with Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors
Act of 1899 and of Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
before construction may commence. See Section 1.2.1.3.
The applicant will be required to obtain authorization for
takes. See Section 1.2.1.12.
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COMMENT SUMMARY AND RESPONSE TABLE

Comment
Code Comment Code Name Synthesis of Comments Response
Number
B-19 State and local MMS received comments alleging that the proposed action Cables are permitted in an Ocean Sanctuary and their
opposition to proposed would cause harm to the protected values of the Cape and impacts on aquatic resources are not expected to be
action via (33 CFR Islands Ocean Sanctuary, and result in violations of Executive significant. Impacts from the cables on aquatic resources
8320.4(j)) and Executive | Order 13158, under which it is listed as a Marine Protected are discussed in Section 5.3.2. EO 13158 requires Federal
Orders 13158 (more Avrea. agencies whose actions affect natural or cultural
marine protection) and resources that are protected by MPASs to identify such
13352 (cooperative actions, and to avoid substantial harm to the resources.
conservation) MMS in accordance with EO 13158 made the DEIS
available for public review continues to consult with
other federal agencies to minimize impacts to natural and
cultural resources.
B-20 Applicant not likely to MMS received comments stating that the DEIS analysis on MMS has addressed the economic viability of the
obtain financing proposed action financing is questionable and that some technology in this EIS. The specific issue of profitability
parameters need to be verified including the debt/equity ratio of the proposed action or its ability to get financing is
and the debt coverage. Commenters believe that with a more beyond the scope of a NEPA analyses.
reasonable estimate of these parameters, the proposed action
cost would likely be higher.
B-21 Cumulative impacts not Commenters said the cumulative impact of the proposed action Comments noted. Cumulative environmental impacts of
adequately addressed would be positive, and that there will be no significant lasting fossil fuel facilities, including coal, are discussed under
negative impact. the no-action alternative at Section 5.4.6. Cumulative
impacts of these fossil fuel technologies were not
Commenters said that the cumulative impacts of the proposed discussed as they are largely site specific and outside of
actions should be compared to the cumulative impacts of other the scope of this review.
energy sources including coal.
Further information on the effect designation for visual
Commenters said the determination of no adverse visual impacts is discussed in Section 5.3.3.4. The effects
cumulative impact was wrong because the effect designation for | designation has been revised to that used originally in the
visual impacts was reversed in several instances. ACOE DEIS.
B-22 Provide agency MMS received comments suggesting that the PVA and the The regulatory agencies and other parties provided

comments/peer review
comments

collision risk model be peer-reviewed and at least one
alternative collision risk model be tested.

Commenters said it was important to address the concerns of all
the local and tribal officials given the controversy surrounding
the proposed action and the rate payers concerns.

comments on the PVA, which have been addressed
herein. A peer review of the PVA was not warranted.

MMS has coordinated with local and tribal officials to
understand and address their concerns. Refer to Section
7.0

The Proposed action is not expected to have a negative
impact on rate payers or electricity prices. See Section
5.3.3.1.2.
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COMMENT SUMMARY AND RESPONSE TABLE

Comment
Code Comment Code Name Synthesis of Comments Response
Number
B-23 Supplemental EIS/ MMS received various comments explaining that the DEIS Explanations as to why studies were not conducted are
supplemental comment should explain why recommended studies and analyses were not | included in this comment summary and response table.
period/general issues conducted and the ramifications of not having that information. The best available information has been used to address
with EIS Those parties want a supplemental EIS to include a three year impacts in accordance with NEPA requirements.
radar study to establish special distribution of flying vertebrates
in the proposed action area.
Reports can be viewed in their entirely on the electronic
The comments state that references to reports are not version of the FEIS by clicking on the report numbers,
incorporated into the text of the DEIS in such a way that they which are provided as a hyper links in the text. MMS has
are “capable of being understood by the reader without the need | pulled the data out of such reports and into the FEIS text
for undue cross-reference.” The commenters requested that the so reading the reports is not necessary to understand the
contents of reports be briefly summarized wherever they are data and discussions being provided in the FEIS text.
referenced. Additionally, commenters said that the referenced Creating summaries of the more than 50 reports
reports do not appear to be readily available to the public. referenced would make the report much more lengthy and
not contribute to clarity. The FEIS (and the reports
therein) will be available on the MMS website for
downloading and the public will be able to request copies
of the FEIS as well.
B-24 Require local MMS received comments explaining that the decision over the Comments noted. The decision on the proposed action
vote/referendum proposed action would be fairer if it were put to local vote. cannot be put to a vote but rather will be made by the
MMS.
B-25 Coast Guard/ address MMS received comments that MMS has violated NEPA by MMS has deferred to the USCG’s terms and conditions,
Coast Guard concerns/ publishing a DEIS that relies on inadequate USCG terms and which have been developed to address navigation and
Section 414 Maritime conditions. safety concerns.
Transportation Act 2006
Some commenters said the DEIS gives at-sea navigation Additional information addressing concerns about radar
impacts a rating of ‘minor’, but that the Coast Guard has interference are provided in Section 5.3.3.4 and 5.3.4.4.
requested a complete study on wind plant radar interference and
the serious effects it could have on safe navigation for large and
small vessels in Nantucket Sound. These commenters said the
navigational effects must be clearly assessed.
B-26 FAA MMS received various comments explaining that the proposed Effects on radar have been evaluated by the FAA and
action would impact communications and radar at Barnstable, USCG and are provided in Sections 5.3.4.2 and 5.3.4.4
Nantucket and Martha’s Vineyard airports and that those
impacts need to be incorporated into the FEIS.
B-27 Endangered Species Act MMS received comments that the proposed action has the The proponent will be required to apply for and obtain an

(ESA)

potential for incidental take of protected species, and that MMS
has failed thus far to obtain or apply for an incidental take

incidental take permit. See Sections 1.2.1.12 and
1.2.1.13.
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COMMENT SUMMARY AND RESPONSE TABLE

Comment
Code Comment Code Name Synthesis of Comments Response

Number
permit and therefore fails to comply with Section 9 of the ESA.
Commenters said that MMS failed to meet requirements of In accordance with the ESA, a Biological Assessment
Section 7 of the ESA, specifically 7(a)(1) which requires federal | was filed soon after publication of the DEIS (see
agencies to consult with FWS and NMFS to advance the Appendix G) and MMS has consulted with the FWS and
conservation of listed species impacted by the proposed action, NMFS.
specifically in regards to the roseate tern and piping plover.

B-28 EFH / Magnuson- MMS received comments that the proposed action could have Description of Essential Fish Habitat and impact
Stevens Fishery impacts to Essential Fish Habitat and Fishery Resources if the evaluation is presented in the FEIS in Sections 4.2.8
Conservation and proposed action is built in Nantucket Sound. Some commenters | (Affected Environment: Essential Fish Habitat), 5.3.2.8
Management Act said the marine ecology of the area could change and that (Impacts: Essential Fish Habitat) and Appendix H (EFH

Essential Fish Habitat areas of Nantucket Sound that have Assessment). Additional information has been added to

commercially valuable fish species are likely to be adversely Section 4.1 and 4.2 of EFH Assessment (Appendix H).

affected. Connections between EFH descriptions and occurrences
in the Nantucket Sound area are reviewed in Appendix A
of the EFH Assessment.

B-29 Section 106 MMS received various comments explaining that the proposed Refer to Section 5.3.3.5.

(Historic/Cultural)
Consultation/ Executive
Order 13,175 Tribal
Communication/
Executive Order 13007/
Section 110(f)

action would have greater impacts to National Register
resources than are stated in the DEIS. Some commenters said it
is inappropriate to distinguish between National Register listed
properties and those that are eligible for listing. Those
commenters said mitigation is still needed.

Commenters said MMS had not coordinated fully or
appropriately with federally recognized tribes and that the
required coordination must be completed prior to proposed
action approval.

Commenters said Native American cultural and religious
concerns had been inappropriately and inadequately addressed
in the DEIS under “socioeconomic resources,” and
“environmental justice”. These commenters stated that their
concerns should have been more fully discussed in the “cultural
resources” and “visual resources” sections. Some commenters
are concerned about Native American free pursuit of their
traditional cultural and religious practices — which both
historically and currently have been dependent on a clear,
unobstructed view of the eastern horizon across the waters of
Nantucket Sound.

Impacts to Native American cultural resources have been
re-organized and expanded and are now under the
Cultural Section. See Sections 4.3.5 and 5.3.3.5. TRC
has met several more times with the federally recognized
tribes to understand and try to address concerns (See
Sections 1.4 and 7.2.

Visual impacts on religious practices of the tribes are
discussed in the cultural section at 5.3.3.5
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COMMENT SUMMARY AND RESPONSE TABLE

Comment
Code Comment Code Name Synthesis of Comments Response
Number
B-30 Wait until Energy Policy | Some commenters said controversy continues to grow over the At present MMS continues to work on the final
Act, Section 338 rules proposed action because the regulations have not been released; | regulations, though finalization of the regulations is not a
are finalized offshore wind development remains stymied; the public interest | pre-requisite to a decision on the proposed action.
values of Nantucket Sound remain at risk; and the findings and
recommendations of the Framework have been lost in the MMS has required an alternative analysis in accordance
resulting conflict. Some said the alternative is to shelve review | with NEPA requirements. A consensus based
of the proposed action while a consensus based review of alternatives review is not proposed.
alternative sites and a comprehensive program is developed and
others said the decision should come after the regulations are
finalized.
B-31 Assignment of MMS Comments were received that stated that the terms and MMS has used ESA impact terminology in the BA. See
definitions unclear definitions used by MMS to describe impacts are not recognized | Appendix G.
by the ESA. Instead, MMS chose terms to downplay the effects
of the proposed action. However, the ESA prohibits any impact
causing the unpermitted take of a listed species, including take
by "harm" or "harassment." By using non-ESA terms, the DEIS
offers no relevant effects analysis for purposes of informing the
public of the potential impacts to ESA-listed species from the
proposed action. The DEIS is misleading, and fails to inform
the public of impacts to declining species in danger of extinction
from the proposed action.
B-32 Lack of availability of Commenters said there was a lack of availability of a DEIS. MMS had made the DEIS widely available to the general
DEIS Commenters said they had trouble accessing the report on the public via the MMS web site, libraries, and upon request
MMS website, and some have had a hard time getting the via email, telephone or letter. Copies were provided
document from their local libraries. either as hard copy or electronically on CDs depending
on the preference of individuals. The availability of the
DEIS was noted in the federal register and CD copies
were also available at the public hearings.
B-33 Cooperating Comments were received that said that because the proposed MMS has promoted local participation in the project in

Conservation

action would use, occupy, and affect land and water under state
and local jurisdiction the proposed action is subject to Executive
Order 13352 on Cooperative Conservation and that MMS
cannot grant approval because some local communities are
strongly opposed to the proposed action. Commenters said the
proposed action fails at the local level with the CCC because of
the applicant’s failure to cooperate and provide relevant
information.

accordance with EO 13352 through hearings and public
review of the DEIS (Refer to Section 7.0). In addition to
MMS approval, the proposed action will be required to
undergo all local applicable review processes and obtain
all applicable and required permits for construction.

Page 9 of 100



COMMENT SUMMARY AND RESPONSE TABLE

Comment
Code Comment Code Name Synthesis of Comments Response
Number
B-34 Chapter 91 issues MMS received comments explaining that the proposed action The proposed action will be required to obtain Chapter 91
would violate Chapter 91 of the Massachusetts General Laws authorization. Refer to Section 1.2.2.3.
because the cable will travel through submerged tidelands and
that the transmission cable is not water dependent.
B-35 Migratory Bird Treaty MMS received comments that MMS has not stated how the The MBTA is discussed in Section 1.2.1.15. Avian
Act issues proposed action would comply with the Migratory Bird Treaty impacts are fully evaluated in Section 5.3.2.4, and in the
Act (MBTA). This act prohibits taking of migratory birds. BA in Appendix G. Mitigation with respect to avian
concerns is discussed in Section 9.0
Some commenters said some Avian species “takes” are likely
and that there is a lack of defensible science provided to explain
how to avoid avian impacts. Other commenters said design and
construction techniques need to be refined to avoid avian
impacts. Because of limited visibility and increased collisions at
night, the impact on nocturnal migrant populations is a primary
concern, and measures should be taken to minimize strikes at
night.

B-36 1SO/ Regulated Utility - MMS received comments stating that the proposed action isnot | There is a need for additional electricity in New England.
Purchase Power needed to assure supply adequacy in the New England region This is discussed in the section on Purpose and Need at
Agreement and that the DEIS incorrectly assumes there is an energy Section 1.1. Though no power purchase agreement has
Issues/Firm/Spot Market | shortage in New England. Commenters said it is inaccurate to been negotiated at this time. If the proposed action is
Supply state that the proposed action will serve these local authorized, such energy will serve the regional electricity

communities, because the applicant does not have a power market, which includes the Cape Cod area.
purchase agreement with any buyer.

B-37 NEPA/ Consensus Basis | MMS received comments explaining that the proposed action is | MMS will make its decision in accordance with the
Review (ESM-03-07) controversial and that MMS has the authority and the obligation | requirements of NEPA. The public and local

to undertake a decision-making process that promotes a communities have been involved in the EIS development
constructive solution that all sides of the debate can live with. process by participating in public hearings and writing
comment letters. A consensus based approach could not

Commenters said MMS must incorporate direct community be arrived at due to the complexity of the community. In
involvement in bureau activities subject to NEPA analysis, from | addition, no consensus alternative was suggested in the
the initial scoping to the implementation of the bureau or office | comments.
decision.
Commenters called for the use of outside facilitators to guide
the NEPA process in search of consensus, and the required
consideration of a community-preferred alternative that would
emerge from such a process.

B-38 MA/Federal CZM issues | Commenters said the proposed project cannot be found to be MMS will process the proposed action under the Coastal
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COMMENT SUMMARY AND RESPONSE TABLE

Comment
Code Comment Code Name Synthesis of Comments Response
Number
coastally dependent and the applicant must be required to Zone Management Act implementing regulations 15 CFR
consider an alternative outside of the coastal zone. part 930 subpart D - Consistency for Activities Requiring
a Federal License or Permit. As such, MMS will not
Commenters said the proposed project is subject to MA CZM issue the proposed lease until 1) the State concurs with
federal consistency review, and therefore must be consistent the applicant's Consistency Certification (CC), 2)
with MA CZM enforceable program policies. concurrence by the State is conclusively presumed (if no
State objection within 6 months of State receipt of the
CC), or 3) the applicant would successfully appeal any
objection to the Secretary of Commerce. We have no
further CZMA action except to await the State's decision
on whatever the applicant submits directly to them.
B-39 NPDES/SWPPP issues MMS received comments that said a NPDES permit for A NPDES permit will be required for the proposed
construction will be required for the land portion of the action. Refer to Section 1.2.1.4.
proposed action.
B-40 EPA Ocean Dumping Comments were received that explained that the Ocean Refer to Section 1.2.1.4 and Section 5.1.1
Act policy issues Dumping Act requires a NPDES permit for discharges in ocean
waters, including thermal discharges, and cooling water
withdrawals by the jack-up construction barges when they are in
the jack-up mode. Those commenters said the FEIS should
reflect the EPA coordination, how the equipment works
indifferent modes, and the types of pollutants that would be
discharged from the proposed action.
B-41 MCP issues MMS received various comments explaining that the proposed See revised Section 5.3.1.6.1. Impacts to the aquifer

action is subject to the Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP).
Commenters asked if any of the upland route passes through
existing hazardous waste sites and what measures would be
taken to prevent further migration of those contaminants if any.

Commenters were concerned about the applicant’s use of
chemicals in the installation of the transmission line on land.
They were concerned that since the cable route passes through
the collective Zone Il of Yarmouth’s public supply wells and
within 400 feet (the Zone 1) of three particular wells (YWD 1, 2,
and 17), that the groundwater could be impacted by the
construction.

from the proposed action in Section 5.3.1.6.1 are
discussed in terms of potential impact to groundwater.
The applicant will prepare a SPCC plan detailing the
handling of hazardous materials. Additional details on
the quantity of hazardous materials in state-designated
resource areas for compliance with regional standards are
best handled at the state and regional regulatory levels.
The Environmental First Search Report referenced in
Section 4.1.6.1.1 includes local sites under the
Massachusetts Contingency Plan. Section 4.1.6.1.1 has
been revised to include a summary of state-listed sites
within 0.25 miles of the proposed action, in addition to
those crossed by the proposed upland transmission cable
corridor.

See also revised section 2.6.1.
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COMMENT SUMMARY AND RESPONSE TABLE

Comment
Code Comment Code Name Synthesis of Comments Response
Number
B-42 NOAA MMS received various comments requesting that MMS MMS continues to coordinate with NOAA to assess
coordinate further with NOAA so the FEIS can include more fishery impacts. See Section 7. Additional information
information regarding impacts to fishery resources and impacts on impacts to marine species and impacts to species
to species protected under the Marine Mammal Protection Act protected under the Marine Mammal Protection Act is
(MMPA), as well as issues with respect to underwater acoustics | provided in Sections 5.3.2.6 and 5.3.2.7.
analysis.
B-43 Comments on old ACOE | MMS received various comments explaining that in some Comment noted. As appropriate, information in the
DEIS/FEIR instances very similar information was provided in the MMS MMS EIS has been derived from other sources, as is the
DEIS as was used in the ACOE DEIS. case with all NEPA EISs. In some instances, information
from the ACOE DEIS remains accurate and relevant and
was used accordingly.

C-1 Not in Nantucket Sound MMS received various comments concerned about the location The MMS received a proposal to construct and operate a
(no alternative of the proposed action. Commenters requested a better commercial-scale wind energy facility on federal
suggested) evaluation of alternatives and suggested waiting until submerged lands in Nantucket Sound off the coast of

technology advances permit development in a more suitable Massachusetts. MMS has conducted a comprehensive

site. Commenters requested that MMS should choose a new environmental analysis of the proposed action as

location that is well removed from the region. proposed by the applicant, as well as a reasonable set of
alternatives to the proposed action, including a no action
alternative. Such an environmental analysis is required
by the National Environmental Policy Act.

C-2 Not in Nantucket Sound Comments were received suggesting other locations for In conformance with the requirements of NEPA, MMS
(various on land sites: alternatives to the proposed action. They requested that MMS has conducted an environmental analysis of the proposed
MMR / Rte 6 etc.) consider land sites. Some alternative sites suggested were at action, as well as reasonable alternatives to the proposed

Otis Air Force Base, the median strip on Rte. 6 and other action, including a no action alternative. Land-based

highways, MMR, retired landfills, old mining areas, and alternative sites were not considered reasonable

Neumann’s Island. alternatives to the proposed action as such sites would be
inconsistent with the purpose and need statement.

C-3 Not in Nantucket Sound Comments were received suggesting analysis of further offshore | In conformance with the requirements of NEPA, MMS

(further off-shore/ deeper
water/ other ocean sites)

or deep water alternative sites. Commenters requested a further
analysis of deep water energy technology as a feasible
alternative and wanted a cost analysis of this technology.
Others requested that MMS more thoroughly address the
viability of a multi-legged structure. Commenters requested a
reassessment of the exclusion of sites at greater than 31 miles
offshore because of cable limits, citing direct current solutions.
Some alternative sites suggested were Buzzards Bay, Rhode
Island (Block Island), South side of Nantucket, the edge of the
continental shelf, and support for the Tuckernuck alternative.

has conducted an environmental analysis of the proposed
action, as well as reasonable alternatives to the proposed
action, including a no action alternative. In Section
3.3.4.8 of the EIS, MMS discusses floating deepwater
wind technologies, but concluded that such technologies
are not expected to be economically viable on a
commercial generation scale in the near term. As such,
MMS does not believe deepwater floating technologies
are reasonable alternatives for detailed environmental
analysis consistent with the purpose and need statement
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COMMENT SUMMARY AND RESPONSE TABLE

Comment
Code Comment Code Name Synthesis of Comments Response

Number
in this EIS.
It is the general consensus in the renewable energy
industry that deepwater wind energy projects are still in
an early, technology demonstration phase. At the time
the DEIS was prepared, there were no proposals for
deepwater, floating, wind energy projects on a
commercial-scale. To date, there are no commercial-
scale deepwater, floating wind turbine projects operating
in the world, though several smaller-scale demonstration
projects have been proposed in Europe and the United
States. While MMS fully supports the advancement of
these floating, deepwater technologies, we do not believe
such technologies are currently a reasonable alternative
for comparison with offshore wind projects utilizing
traditional foundation structures.

C-4 More emphasis should be | Comments were received that claimed the DEIS did not fully In conformance with the requirements of NEPA, MMS
made on energy address energy conservation as an alternative and that more has conducted an environmental analysis of the proposed
conservation emphasis needs to be placed on the necessity of curbing the action, as well as reasonable alternatives to the proposed

appetite for fossil fuel. Commenters concerned with the action, including a no action alternative. A
negative health impacts of fossil fuel burning stated the health comprehensive discussion of energy conservation
benefits of better energy efficiency need to be addressed in the measures, while a key issue in our National energy
FEIS. Commenters expressed doubts on the actual amount of dialogue, is not considered a reasonable alternative to the
energy that will be conserved, and said that energy conservation | proposed action as it is inconsistent with the purpose and
should be voluntary. Commenters remarked that the proposed need statement.
action would not solve the consumptive problems of the area,
and that people should learn to conserve first.

C-5 Alternative technology Commenters stated that the proposed action is not the least The purpose of this EIS under NEPA is to evaluate the

suggested/ outdated

environmentally damaging practicable solution. Commenters
stated that floating turbines proposed by one developer are a
better technology, and that this alternative needs to be
addressed. Others stated that the proposed action is not as
economically or technologically viable as proposed, and
remarked that the proposed action is not technically feasible
using currently planned equipment. Commenters expressed
concern that the proposed 3.6 MW turbines are not available in
the US. Commenters requested that the following two
presumptions be clearly rebutted in writing: 1) practicable
alternatives that do not involve special aquatic sites are
available, and 2) these alternatives will have less adverse

potential environmental effects of the proposed action as
well as reasonable alternatives to the proposed action,
including a no action alternative. Such an analysis was
completed in this EIS. MMS has addressed the economic
viability of the technology in this EIS. The specific issues
of profitability of the proposed action or its impact on
regional energy pricing, and the state of offshore wind
turbine technologies five years or more into the future are
beyond the scope of a NEPA analyses.

In Section 3.3.4.8 of the EIS, MMS discusses floating
deepwater wind technologies, but concluded that such
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COMMENT SUMMARY AND RESPONSE TABLE

Comment
Code
Number

Comment Code Name

Synthesis of Comments

Response

impacts on the aquatic ecosystem. Commenters wanted to know
what would happen when the technology is outdated in five
years.

technologies are not expected to be economically viable
on a commercial generation scale in the near term. As
such, MMS does not believe deepwater floating
technologies are reasonable alternatives for detailed
environmental analysis consistent with the purpose and
need statement in this EIS.

It is the general consensus in the renewable energy
industry that deepwater wind energy projects are still in
an early, technology demonstration phase. At the time
the DEIS was prepared, there were no proposals for
deepwater, floating, wind energy projects on a
commercial-scale. To date, there are no commercial-
scale deepwater, floating wind turbine projects operating
in the world, though several smaller-scale demonstration
projects have been proposed in Europe and the United
States. While MMS fully supports the advancement of
these floating, deepwater technologies, we do not believe
such technologies are currently a reasonable alternative
for comparison with offshore wind projects utilizing
traditional foundation structures.

Alternative analysis
inadequate

MMS received various comments requesting more alternatives.
Commenters believe that MMS has not sought to promote a
community preferred alternative and that the alternative analysis
provided is limited in scope. Commenters requested that other
locations outside of the Nantucket Sound area and other
technologies (including deep water) be further analyzed.
Commenters criticized that the alternatives provided were only
analyzed because they make the proposed location appear to be
the clear choice, and that it is not clear how the alternatives
were chosen. Comments stated that MMS has deliberately
limited reasonable alternatives by restricting alternatives to
large scale proposed actions, and that more analysis of smaller
proposed actions needs to be provided. Commenters criticized
the conclusion under the no action alternative, remarking that
the statement that “if there is no Cape Wind Project, then there
will be no alternative energy project” is unfounded.
Commenters requested that the FEIS provide a description of
the affected environment that provides thorough and adequate
information for all alternatives evaluated.

In conformance with the requirements of NEPA, MMS
has conducted an environmental analysis of the proposed
action, as well as reasonable alternatives to the proposed
action, including a no action alternative. The alternatives
selected by MMS for detailed analysis flowed logically
from the purpose and need statement. MMS selected a
reasonable number of alternatives that would be similar
to the proposed action so that rational comparative
analyses could be conducted by MMS. In addition, MMS
included a smaller scale alternative, phased alternative,
no action alternative, as well as alternatives located
outside of Nantucket Sound.

Section 3.3.6.4.1 of the EIS states the following: “Under
the No Action Alternative, the resulting environmental
effects from taking no action are compared with the
environmental effects of authorizing the proposed action
or selected alternative. The potential environmental
impacts resulting from the proposed action would not
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Comment
Code Comment Code Name Synthesis of Comments Response
Number

occur or would be postponed.” pp. 3-36. MMS believes
that statement is properly founded and fundamentally
accurate.

In Section 3.3.4.8 of the EIS, MMS discusses floating
deepwater wind technologies, but concluded that such
technologies are not expected to be economically viable
on a commercial generation scale in the near term. As
such, MMS does not believe deepwater floating
technologies are reasonable alternatives for detailed
environmental analysis consistent with the purpose and
need statement in this EIS.

It is the general consensus in the renewable energy
industry that deepwater wind energy projects are still in
an early, technology demonstration phase. At the time
the DEIS was prepared, there were no proposals for
deepwater, floating, wind energy projects on a
commercial-scale. To date, there are no commercial-
scale deepwater, floating wind turbine projects operating
in the world, though several smaller-scale demonstration
projects have been proposed in Europe and the United
States. While MMS fully supports the advancement of
these floating, deepwater technologies, we do not believe
such technologies are currently a reasonable alternative
for comparison with offshore wind projects utilizing
traditional foundation structures.

MMS believes that its description of the affected
environment in Chapter 4 of the EIS is adequate.

C-8 Expand alternative Comments were received with regards to sites outside of New In conformance with the requirements of NEPA, MMS
analysis to include sites England, citing a study done by Helimax Energy Inc, which has conducted an environmental analysis of the proposed
outside New England identified numerous more suitable wind sites from Maine to action, as well as reasonable alternatives to the proposed
Delaware in waters of 20 meters or less. Commenters also action, including a no action alternative. The alternatives
mentioned the waters off of New Jersey and New York selected by MMS for detailed analysis flowed logically
(particularly along Long Island) as attractive locations for wind | from the purpose and need statement. One of the key
energy development. They criticized the DEIS for not including | aspects of the purpose and need statement is the ability to
these as viable alternatives. “interconnect with and deliver power electricity into the
New England Power Pool. ...” p. 1-1. As explained in
the DEIS, this is an important aspect of the proposal as
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the NEPOOL operates as a tightly integrated system for
purposes of both dispatch and compliance with reliability
standards, including standards as to adequacy of
generation resources. The New England Independent
System Operator has found that in order to adequately
supply operable capacity, New England will need to rely
less heavily on neighboring systems for capacity.

Therefore, as they are inconsistent with the purpose and
need, MMS has not considered potential sites that would
be likely to interconnect to neighboring systems such as
NYISO and PJM.

It is also important to note that MMS is not required to
identify every conceivable alternative site to the proposed
action, but only a reasonable set of alternatives.

C-9

Analyze energy
production of wind farms
on-shore versus off-shore

Commenters state that the proposed action is economically
inefficient compared to on-shore wind energy production. Also,
commenters believed that land-based generators would have
greater benefit for local businesses and economy.

In conformance with the requirements of NEPA, MMS
has conducted an environmental analysis of the proposed
action, as well as reasonable alternatives to the proposed
action, including a no action alternative. Land-based
alternative sites were not considered reasonable
alternatives to the proposed action as such sites would be
inconsistent with the purpose and need statement.

C-10

Definition of purpose and
need is too narrow/
overstated/ limits
alternatives

Comments were received complaining about the purpose and
need statement. Commenters thought the statement to be too
narrowly defined, saying that the statement appears to be a
virtual prescription for the proposed action, and criticizing that
the statement actually used a description of the proposed action.
Therefore, MMS has effectively limited the scope of the
alternatives investigated. Commenters requested a more
broadly worded purpose and need statement. They said that it
appears that alternative geographic locations were considered
and rejected solely based on the area’s ability to locate the
facility in its entirety. Commenters criticized the assumption
that, in the absence of the proposed action, only fossil fueled
technologies would be able to address the electric generation
output level. Commenters believed it unreasonable to use
interconnection with NEPOOL as a screening method.

MMS has developed a purpose and need statement
consistent with the requirements of NEPA, and allows for
an analysis of reasonable alternatives to the proposed
action, including no action. In describing the purpose
and need statement, MMS fully explains why each of the
elements of the purpose and need statement were
important.
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C-11

Implement the no action
alternative

MMS received various comments in support of no action as this
would allow development of a consensus-based review of
alternative sites. Commenters called into question whether
there is still the need for the proposed action given the recent
development of onshore renewable energy in New England.

Beginning with the MMS’ Notice of Intent to Prepare an
EIS published in May 2006, MMS has sought and
received comments from federal, state and local
government agencies, Tribal communities, non-
governmental organizations and the public. These
comments have informed MMS in the development of the
purpose and need statement and selection of reasonable
alternatives.

While MMS ultimately concluded that a consensus-based
management approach, consistent with DOI
Environmental Statement Memorandum No. ESM03-7,
was inappropriate for this proposal, MMS has provided
numerous opportunities for community involvement in
the proposed action’s NEPA review process. Through
multiple public comment periods, public hearings,
government-to-government consultations, cooperating
agency meetings, and general responsiveness to
community organizations and other groups, MMS has
conducted an open NEPA process and has been
responsive to questions and concerns from potentially
affected communities and the general public.

C-12

Proposed action should
use tidal, wave,
hydroelectric, or solar
energy

Comments were received requesting that more energy be put
into investigating and proposing a tidal energy project.
Commenters asked what would happen if the wind stopped, and
called upon MMS to wait for further development of more
efficient technology.

The purpose of this EIS under NEPA is to evaluate the
potential environmental effects of the proposed action as
well as reasonable alternatives to the proposed action,
including a no action alternative. Such an analysis was
completed in this EIS. MMS has not evaluated in detail
alternative renewable energy technologies such as tidal
energy technologies, since such technologies are
inconsistent with the purpose and need. However, MMS
supports the continued development of all offshore
renewable energy technologies, including wave, current
energy and tidal technologies. The EIS provides a brief
discussion of such technologies in Section 3.3.4.4 (Tidal
In-Stream Energy Conversion), Section 3.3.4.5 (wave
energy), 3.3.4.6 (Solar), 3.3.4.7 (Ocean Thermal), and
3.3.4.8 (Floating wind turbines).
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Code Comment Code Name Synthesis of Comments Response
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C-13 Utilization of wind Comments were received stating that the Proposed action is Comments noted. The wind energy project proposed by
resources needed for the US to begin to commercialize its offshore the applicant contemplates 3.6 MW turbines.

potential. Commenters stated that the wind turbines be
increased to 5 MW in size in order to generate more energy.

C-14 Compare impacts of Comments were received questioning whether the energy costs The purpose of this EIS under NEPA is to evaluate the
wind versus nuclear associated with this proposal make it a better alternative in light | potential environmental effects of the proposed action as
power and other fossil of other energy production methods even though it is well as reasonable alternatives to the proposed action,
fuel technologies technologically feasible. Commenters remark that, for a nation including a no action alternative. Such an analysis was

dependent on oil, the FEIS should include a section that completed in this EIS. MMS has addressed the economic

compares the benefits of fuel consumption offsets from this viability of the technology in this EIS. The specific issues

proposed action with respect to electrical generation from the of profitability of the proposed action or its impact on

most expensive of fossil fuels, which are oil and natural gas. regional energy pricing are beyond the scope of a NEPA

Commenters asked that the FEIS provide a ‘real’ cost analyses.

comparison between the proposed action and other technologies,

and a visual impact of the wind farm versus other energy MMS included an environmental cost-benefit discussion

sources such as coal and nuclear. of various energy generating technologies in Section
5.4.6.2 of the EIS.

C-15 Need to address MMS received comments that various engineering challenges The purpose of this EIS under NEPA is to evaluate the
reliability issues need to be solved. Commenters remarked that there are costs potential environmental effects of the proposed action as

associated with the unpredictability of wind power that don’t well as reasonable alternatives to the proposed action,

appear to have been factored into the cost estimates provided in | including a no action alternative. Such an analysis was

the DEIS. completed in this EIS. MMS has addressed the economic
viability of the technology in this EIS. The specific issues
of profitability of the proposed action or its impact on
regional energy pricing are beyond the scope of a NEPA
analyses If MMS approves the proposed action,
engineering and other technical issues will be carefully
vetted by MMS prior to approving construction or
operation of the proposed action.

C-16 Issues with screening MMS received comments questioning the screening criteria The purpose of this EIS under NEPA is to evaluate the

criteria

used to select alternative sites. Commenters remarked that an
important feature missing from the purpose and need statement
and the screening criteria is environmental acceptability. The
DEIS does not contain any environmental acceptability criteria
to pass or fail alternatives. Commenters stated that the analysis
of the Monomoy Shoals alternative did not mention storm wave
height as a screening criterion. Commenters stated that the DEIS
does not discuss the reasons why MMS decided that the
Horseshoe Shoal, South of Tuckernuck, and Monomoy Shoals

potential environmental effects of the proposed action as
well as reasonable alternatives to the proposed action,
including a no action alternative. Such an analysis was
completed in this EIS. In order to identify reasonable
alternatives, MMS employed a screening tool to evaluate
a range of potential alternatives to determine which
alternatives were reasonable and consistent with the
purpose and need statement. Such an approach is
appropriate under NEPA.
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Comment
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Number
sites met the purpose and need and screening criteria for
detailed analysis. The intent of our environmental analysis under NEPA is
to identify whether the proposed action and any
reasonable alternatives are environmentally acceptable.
In other words, environmental acceptability is the key
concern underlying the entirety of MMS’ analysis in this
EIS. The Department decision-maker will only approve
the proposed action (or an alternative) if it is determined
to be environmentally acceptable.
The EIS fully explains why Horseshoe Shoal, and the
South of Tuckernuck Island and Monomoy Shoals
alternatives satisfy the purpose and need statement.
C-17 Other issues with Comments were received that stated that the discussion of the The purpose of this EIS under NEPA is to evaluate the
alternatives no action and smaller proposed action alternatives should be potential environmental effects of the proposed action as
modified to reflect the significant environmental and public well as reasonable alternatives to the proposed action,
health benefits of the proposed action that would be lost or including a no action alternative. Such an analysis was
reduced. Commenters believe that the DEIS appears to ignore completed in this EIS. The smaller proposed action
combinations of sites, alternative configurations, and a longer alternative was fully evaluated as a reasonable alternative
DC cable alternative. They requested that MMS explore to the proposed action.
additional phased development alternatives. Commenters
criticize the rejection of the smaller proposed action alternative MMS believes that it has prepared an appropriate analysis
because it is perceived to be unsuitable to meet the proposed of the environmental costs and benefits of the proposed
action’s generating capacity. action and various other energy generating alternatives.
C-18 Further data needed on MMS received various comments stating that more site specific | Alternatives were ruled out due to failure to meet specific

alternative sites

information on the upset of benthic organisms during
construction is needed.

Commenters request that the needs of the national marine
transportation system and the protection of the marine
environment should be identified and applied as primary
screening data, and that the FEIS provide an adequate
researched analysis of the effect of the wind farm on radar and
communications.

Commenters believed many conclusions were reached without
adequate baseline data, specifically regarding the avifauna
impacts at South of Tuckernuck Island and Monomoy Shoals.

They stated that the conclusion that the Tuckernuck Island

site requirements. Therefore, no further analysis was
required with respect to benthic organisms.

Marine transportation impacts and impacts to various
components of the marine environment were evaluated
for each alternative. These two types of impacts were not
found appropriate as screening criteria.

In accordance with NEPA requirements, the best
available base line data was used to assess the
alternatives, and provided adequate information to
evaluate the alternatives with respect to each other.

MMS has addressed navigational issues with respect to
alternatives adequately and in accordance with NEPA.
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Comment
Code Comment Code Name Synthesis of Comments Response
Number
alternative would have greater environmental impacts is
presented without evidence.
Commenters said the DEIS underestimated the negative impact
that a phased development would have on marine navigation
safety, and understates the advantages of the smaller proposal.

D-1 Financial responsibility Comments were received concerning who would pay for the If approved by MMS, Cape Wind would be required
in the event of project decommissioning and removal of the project if the project fails through the terms of its lease to provide financial
failure and or at the end of its useful life. Commenters thought the lack of assurance in an amount estimated sufficient to meet all
decommissioning information on how decommissioning and removal costs and lease obligations. These obligations include, but are not

efforts will be ensured by MMS to be a serious flaw in the limited to payments due for a full year, and the costs of

economic analysis of the project as well as the environmental lease decommissioning and restoration. Such financial

impact analysis if full removal of all project components does assurance requirements ensure that there are funds

not occur. available to MMS should it be required to coordinate
removal of the structures in the event that the lessee
failed to fully decommission all the facilities for reasons
such as bankruptcy.

D-2 What financial Comments were received questioning whether the applicant will | See response to D-1. MMS has a long and successful
instrument will insure be required to set up a fund to ensure money is available to history of leasing OCS lands, and ensuring that proper
adequate dismantle the project. Commenters said that, without the decommissioning of OCS facilities occur. The required
decommissioning funds? | assurance of adequate funds for decommissioning, either the financial assurance instruments that will be accepted will

public will end up footing the bill, or some components of the be identified in the lease if it is issued.
proposed action may be left in place. Commenters asked how
MMS will ensure that adequate funds are set aside given the
uncertainty about the future costs of removal.
D-3 Oil Spill Response Plan Comments were received that stated that there are a number of NEPA does not require the analysis of every conceivable

and spill/ impact
assessment

aspects of the proposed action that could result in the
unintentional spill or release of a variety of oils, lubricants, or
other potentially harmful or toxic compounds. Commenters
stated that a full assessment of all the possible compounds and
scenarios of when and where they could be released is lacking in
the DEIS. Commenters requested that the EIS present an
analysis of the adequacy of a Cape Wind Spill Response Plan to
deal with these compounds under the potential release scenarios.
Commenters criticized the lack of specificity on the toxic and
harmful characteristics of the actual products that will be used as
lubricants, transformer fluid, and etcetera. Commenters stated
that the full environmental and social consequences of a spill or
release are not presented in the DEIS, including realistic costs

scenario, but only those with a reasonable possibility of
occurring. Review of the OSRP has occurred in
conjunction with the Coast Guard review of the proposed
action, and the CW OSRP has been determined to be
adequate by both the MMS and USCG. Regardless of the
exact products used for lubricants, as hydrocarbon based
compounds they have a similarity in toxicity and harmful
characteristics. Refer to revisions in Section 2.6.3 and
the new Appendix C for information on the transformer
oils.

Oil spill and allision analysis has been further
investigated and additional information is located in
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Number
for a response to a spill, affects on tourism if spilled material Report No. 5.1.2-1A , finalized December 2006, entitled
reaches the shorelines, or the potential costs to the commercial Vessel Allision and Collision Oil Spill Risk Analysis for
or recreational fishing community. the Cape Wind project. Spill trajectory mapping, for a
renewable energy project, is adequate. MMS has a long
Comments were received that the oil spill trajectory maps in the | history of assessing potential oil spills associated with
DEIS were inadequate and that the worst- case scenarios in the OCS oil and gas leasing, and while oil spills are a
event of an oil spill due to a collision were not adequately possibility for an offshore oil platform, there is a much
addressed. lower probability for the Cape Wind project, , and
therefore the quality of the mapping is adequate for the
NEPA EIS process for the proposed action.

D-4 Concern over the long Comments were received that were concerned that the long term | While it is true that there is not a long history on the
term performance, equipment performance, integrity, durability and wear and tear overall integrity of offshore wind project components,
stability, maintenance of | is largely unknown for a project in this location, and that there is | whatever the costs for repair and maintenance are, if they
WTG evidence from some European wind projects that the marine are higher than anticipated and the proposed action turns

environment has a much more detrimental effect on wind out to be uneconomical, the proposed action would be

project components, resulting in much greater maintenance decommissioned and removed. Given the maintenance

costs and longer periods of turbine down time. Commenters and monitoring program specified by the applicant, it is

stated that there are unique aspects of Nantucket Sound unlikely that equipment deterioration would go

compared to other existing offshore wind farm locations, such undetected for very long. Further, given such a program,

as the occasional formation of sea ice or the migration of large facility breakdowns that result in environmental damage

sand waves, which could damage project components or result are also unlikely.

in cable exposure. Commenters remarked that if repair and

replacement costs are much higher than expected, the economic

viability of the proposed action could suffer, and in an extreme

case of failure, there could be extensive environmental damage.

Comments were received asking if there has been an impact While it is possible that a small amount of copper may

assessment with regards to the amount of copper that is come off the commutators or brushes in generators, this

sloughed off from the commutators or brushes in the generators. | would be occurring at such a slow rate and small amount,
as evidenced by the low frequency of replacement of
these components, that it is unlikely to result in a
measurable adverse environmental exposure. Further,
because the generator is located within the nacelle, a
contained space, the likelihood of exposure to the
environment is further reduced.

D-5 Build few towers for test | Comments were received that stated Nantucket Sound should A smaller alternative, as well as a phased alternative

run

not be the site of an experiment, given that no wind project this
size has been built. Commenters requested that the proposed
action either be down-sized and/or built in phases. They believe
that by building a smaller first phase, impacts on all areas of

action were analyzed in the alternatives section of the
DEIS, and were determined to be uneconomical and
would not meet the purpose and need.
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concern can be studied for this specific location, and then a
decision can be made on whether to allow the full proposed
action and mitigation requirements.
D-6 Public safety duringand | Comments were received that stated that the proposed action The Coast Guard is responsible for maritime safety, and
after construction will have a negative effect on public safety during construction they have expended considerable effort to review the
and for the 20 years of proposed operation. Commenters said proposed action. Their Terms and Conditions are
that construction vessels will operate in areas of heavy vessel included in Appendix B, and indicate the proposed action
traffic, increasing the risk of collisions, and were concerned that | can be constructed and operated safely.
search and rescue operations will be hampered due to the
presence of the 130 turbines. Commenters said that there will
be an increased potential for fires, explosions and large oil
spills.
D-7 Safety at transformer and | Comments were received that stated that there are safety and Given the relatively minor value to a terrorist for
towers (fires, oil spill) & | security aspects of the proposed action that have not been attacking the turbines or ESP, this is an unlikely event.
security/terrorism adequately addressed in the DEIS. Commenters questioned how | The monopile access doors will be locked at all times
concerns the turbines or ESP can be protected from terrorists while still other than when maintenance is occurring on them. The
allowing public use of the area. Commenters were concerned applicant will have maintenance personnel operating
about spinning rotors throwing blade pieces at high speeds after | daily within the proposed action area most of the year,
experiencing fatigue. Commenters were also concerned that the | which will be a deterrent to terrorists. Vessels already
turbines will be an obstacle, and will cause more boats to suffer | have many obstacles to navigation in Nantucket Sound
damage or even sink in the event of a collision. Commenters and every vessel captain is responsible for safe
questioned how people can be prevented from accessing the navigation. The frequency of spinning rotor
turbines or ESP and potentially vandalizing or damaging them. disintegration is negligible and the probability of a boat
occurring in the vicinity of such an occurrence, should it
occur, is extremely low, especially since rotor failure is
more likely at higher wind speeds, which also results in
rougher sea conditions which would exclude much
maritime traffic within the wind proposed action area.
D-8 Grid integration Comments were received that were concerned with the For many years in the US, commercial scale wind
problems variability of wind power and the challenges this poses to projects have been integrated into the grid. As is typical
electrical engineers seeking to integrate wind power into the for wind projects under development today in the U.S., a
grid. Commenters believe that the DEIS analysis of the grid system impact study was performed prior to a
integration is flawed because the necessary costs and design determination that the existing grid could accept the
modifications are not adequately addressed. electricity produced by the proposed action.
D-9 Accuracy of Wind Comments were received requesting that the wind speeds for Accuracy of specific wind speeds in Nantucket Sound is

Production Numbers

Horseshoe Shoal be verified by a responsible, independent
agency. Commenters believed that there were inaccuracies in the
Cape Wind met tower reported data compared to nearby data

not relevant to our environmental analysis in this EIS.
Consistent with the requirements of our purpose and need
statement, the Department of Energy wind resource maps
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sources, with the Cape Wind data being higher; these have verified that there are significant wind resources
inconsistencies bring into question the validity and accuracy of offshore New England, rating the resources in Nantucket
the energy production estimates, which could adversely affect Sound specifically as Class 5 & 6 (designated by DOE as
the economic viability of the project. “Excellent” to “Outstanding”). DOE wind resource maps
also show that offshore wind resources in New England
are generally consistently higher-rated than wind
resources onshore in New England.

D-10 Offshore Comments were received that stated that the descriptions of the MMS has asked the applicant to verify construction
construction/maintenance | construction equipment and procedures are incomplete or methods and equipment, and they have confirmed that
issues inaccurate. Commenters were concerned about the large construction vessel access will not require dredging. The

construction vessels operating in the areas of Horseshoe Shoal EIS text descriptions of construction equipment and
that are shallower than 8 feet and the possibility of the need to procedures have been reviewed and inconsistencies or
dredge to create deeper water for operation. They stated the inaccuracies have been corrected.
FEIS needs to address the environmental impacts associated
with possible dredging. Commenters stated that the shoals, and
therefore water depths, are constantly changing, rendering charts | Plans for addressing leaks or breakouts during HDD
inaccurate. Commenters remarked that the discussion of the operations are presented in Section 2.
construction sequence and durations are inconsistent, citing an
inconsistency in the pile driving time period. Commenters
requested a lighting mitigation plan and a noise mitigation plan, | The applicant will be required to comply with any USCG
including procedures to address complaints and addressing lighting requirements during HDD construction and must
potential problems that could occur during HDD operations in comply with local, state and federal noise standards for
Lewis Bay. Commenters also said that a plan for dealing with a | the offshore HDD work (see navigational regulatory
leak/breakout must be prepared and evaluated in the EIS. Other requirements at Section 1.2.1.6 and noise impacts as
commenters believed the jetting of cable would result in summarized in Section 5.3.1.2 and Section 9.7.2
considerable sediment deposition away from the trench,
essentially resulting in a fill event. They asked that a turbidity
curtain or cofferdam be considered for use during the near shore | Information with respect to turbidity and deposition has
cable installation and drilling. Commenters thought there were been adequately addressed in the EIS in Section 5.3.1.6
inconsistencies in the DEIS on the calculation of the area to be
impacted by construction, and requested a better presentation of | Additional information has been provided to clarify the
the use of scour control devices. extent of area to be affected during construction. See
Table 5.3.2-3.
D-11 Taxes and insurance Commenters request that the applicant have insurance in the If approved by MMS, Cape Wind will be required to post

certificate

event of an oil spill, sufficient to cover all cleanup costs.

adequate financial assurance to guarantee compliance
with all obligations of the lease, including
decommissioning. Furthermore, Cape Wind would be
subject to applicable provisions of the Qil Pollution Act
that require the completion of oil spill response plans.
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D-12 Storm damage to towers | Comments were received that remarked that the assessment of The applicant has agreed to design their facilities to
the potential for storm damage to the turbines or ESP is withstand the forces exerted by a 100 year storm.
inadequate. They requested a more thorough study on the European wind farms are only required to be designed to
effects of extreme wind, including the modeling of the effects of | withstand a 50 year storm. The maximum design
the 500 year storm. Commenters found the analysis of the requirement for oil and gas facilities on the OCS is a 100
effects of strong winter storms with high wind speeds to be year storm. It is therefore determined that a 100 year
inadequate. Commenters wanted the affects of global warming storm assessment for CW is adequate.
and the potential for more frequent and more severe storms to be
addressed relative to the long term integrity and maintenance of
the wind proposed action facilities.
D-13 Cable specifications/ Comments were received that were concerned that information The transmission cable and many miles of the inner-array
construction concerns/ on the cable burial monitoring indicates that it might be too cables occur in conditions similar to the existing
depth of burial infrequent to identify exposed cables (both the transmission Nantucket electric cables, which were installed in a
cables and the miles of inner-array cables). Commenters stated similar manner and problems associated with those have
that, given the potential for exposure or shallow burial of cables, | not occurred. In other areas of shallower water where
a better discussion of the impacts to commercial fishing gear as inner array cables will be located MMS believes the
well as recreational boat anchoring is needed, as well as frequency of monitoring will adequately identify
consideration for specifying a deeper initial burial depth. unburied cables and minimize impacts to commercial
Commenters found the procedures to be used for re-burial fishing gear and anchoring. Cable repair is discussed and
and/or cable repair to be vague and do not allow for an accurate | since it uses procedures similar to the original installation
assessment of environmental impacts. Commenters stated that methods, those impacts apply to a repair situation, but for
the cable vaults on shore occur with a FEMA V-zone and a much smaller area and shorter duration as discussion in
consideration should be given by MMS to move them further Section 5.2.1.3 of the FEIS. While a deeper burial depth
away from the shoreline. They were concerned that may have some advantages, it will also result in a greater
construction in the V-zone could be affected during a storm amount of cable installation impacts on benthos and
where wave run-up or coastal flooding could inundate the work | marine resources and is therefore undesirable. The
area, and the future possibility that the vaults could suffer design of the cable vaults is adequate for the location
damage and need more frequent repair. chosen, even if in a FEMA V-zone. Shoreline erosion in
this area over the life of the proposed action should not
Comments also stated that there should be further guidance on be sufficient to increase storm damage to the vaults.
the inspection procedures and timing, as well as a
communications plan in the event that a cable exposure is With respect to inspection criteria, if the project is
revealed through monitoring. approved by MMS as proposed, inspection criteria, as
well as engineering and technical conditions, will be set
forth in the lease instrument issued by MMS. In the
event of cable exposure or other engineering or technical
problems, the applicant will be required to contact MMS
and USCG. USCG will issue a Notice to Mariners.
D-14 Financial responsibility Comments were received that stated that the DEIS does not If MMS issues a lease for the Cape Wind project, MMS

for accidents

adequately assess the potential for and characteristics of

will require financial assurance in an amount sufficient to
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technological failures. Commenters were concerned because cover decommissioning costs as well as other obligations
such major technology failures could bankrupt the developer, under the Lease. The details of such financial assurance,
leaving the tax payers of the area the burden of cleaning up from | such as specific dollar levels, period of funding, and
their failure including the clean up of potential oil spills. allowable instruments, will be set forth in the lease.
Commenters wanted an assessment of higher than anticipated Further, if approved by MMS, MMS would require that
repair and maintenance costs as they were concerned about the project area be decommissioned at the end of its
increased electric rates for the citizens of Cape Cod. They useful life, or upon other early termination of the lease.
questioned who would pay for the damage to the environment Such measures are consistent with the MMS regulatory
and personal property if more severe accidents occurred as a program for oil and gas.
result of the proposed action.
Such financial assurance requirements ensure that there
are funds available to MMS should it be required to
coordinate removal of the structures in the event that the
lessee failed to fully decommission all the facilities for
reasons such as bankruptcy.
If approved by MMS, the lease would grant MMS the
authority to require modifications to how Cape Wind
operates the facility to reduce the frequency of failures
that lead to events such as oil spills.

D-15 Discuss MMS received comments that were concerned that the full As in the MMS oil and gas leasing program, MMS
decommissioning decommissioning plan had not been disclosed, and they found requires that the area be returned to pre-construction
removal the discussion of removal to the level of the seabed floor is conditions, except in this instance, the monopole

insufficient given the natural movement of the sandy bottom foundations will remain from a depth of 15 feet below the
sediments. Commenters thought that the plan should include seabed to the bottom of the monopole. This is adequate
100% removal of all material placed into the area by the to prevent exposure due to shifting sediments. The
proposed action and wanted a specified time limit for lifespan of cables is significantly greater than 20 years as
decommissioning. Commenters noted that the lifespan of the is rock armor. The scour mat lifespan has been specified
cables and scour protection were not provided. The FEIS by the manufacturer as at least equal to the lifespan of the
should include a discussion of the advantages/disadvantages of project. If a lease is awarded, MMS will confirm that site
removing some or all of the proposed action components versus | remediation is complete per the requirement of the MMS
leaving them in place. Commenters also requested a plan for lease.
monitoring the impacts of decommissioning and for verifying
that site remediation is complete.

D-16 Provide MET tower data | Comments were received that requested that the wind data Since the wind data is related to the financial

collected from the proposed action’s met tower be made
publicly available so that it can be verified and corroborated.

performance of the proposed action, this information is
proprietary, and has no bearing on the environmental
impact assessment process.
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D-17 Substantiate amount of Comments were received that the amount of electricity to be Such information is not pertinent to our environmental
electricity produced produced by the Cape Wind project be verified and analysis under NEPA. The applicant has adequately
substantiated by MMS or an impartial and independent third demonstrated to MMS that its proposed project is
party. Commenters raised concerns that the power curve of the economically feasible for purposes of meeting the
GE 3.6 turbine indicates that the project might not generate minimal thresholds as may be necessary under NEPA.
electricity at wind speeds below 8 knots and cut out above 56
knots, so the MMS’s use of a 40% capacity factor is Matters pertaining to specific electricity output levels will
questionable and overstated. Commenters also called into be addressed in detail among the applicant (not the
question the truth of the generation benefits of the project, since | MMS), the turbine supplier, and the energy purchaser
Cape Wind assumes a higher generating capacity than on land (either in spot market transactions or through a long term
projects. power purchase agreement).
D-18 Time of year restrictions | Comments were received that stated the proposed action must MMS has been coordinating with the agencies with

needed

have restrictions on construction activities such as monopile
installation, cable jetting, etc., both for time of year and length
of time, to avoid:

e periods of peak abundance of threatened or endangered
species;

e impact to demersal eggs and larvae during spawning
periods for bottom dwelling species specifically winter
flounder;

e known spawning and migration periods/for EFH species;

e impacts to reproduction and migration of fishes,
crustaceans;

Commenters stated that there should be no in water activities
within Lewis bay from Jan 15- May 31 of any year.
Commenters stated that FEIS must clarify any time of year
construction activity discrepancies, e.g., the applicant’s
commitment to avoid in-water construction activities during
spawning is not reflected in the schedule presented in Figure
2.3.1-1 of the DEIS, which indicates that the submarine
transmission cable installation will take place between February
16, 2010 and March 6, 2010. Commenters stated that the
schedule presented in the FEIS must reflect the time of year
restrictions.

jurisdiction over these resources and the time of year and
length of time presented in the FEIS now reflect what is
acceptable to them and to MMS, for minimizing or
avoiding adverse impacts.

The FEIS has been revised to reflect the most appropriate
time of year scheduling for various construction
activities.

Response: Table 5.3.2-5 states that four monopiles will
be driven per week. For a total of 130 monopiles, this
will take 32.5 weeks, or approximately 8 months, as is
stated in Section 2.3.2.2. Section 2 as well as Section 5
states that 10 complete WTGs will be installed per
month. The monopiles are not the complete WTGs,
therefore more time is needed per month to finish the
WTG installation after the pile driving (i.e. installation of
the nacelle and rotors). At this rate, WTG installation will
be complete in 13 months. Table 5.3.2-5 also states that
all monopiles and scour protection will be installed over a
400 day period, which is about 13 months. Pile driving is
expected to start in late winter and continue year round as
detailed in Table 5.3.2-5. Section 2.3.2.3 states that the
installation of the WTGs would overlap with the
installation of the monopiles.
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Commenters requested that the FEIS revise and clarify the
length of time it will take to install the WTGs, citing a
discrepancy in the DEIS that claims both 8 and 13 months. In
addition the FEIS should clarify whether pile driving will be a
year- round or seasonal activity.
D-19 Effect of ice on Comments were received concerning the potential effects The WTG towers will be designed to meet all relevant
monopiles associated with the creation of sea ice and the potential for large | codes and standards associated with site-specific winds
pieces to damage the WTGs. Commenters were concerned loads, earthquake loads, sea-state conditions, and other
about ice formation on the rotors and monopiles, and the loading conditions, as discussed in Section 4.1.1.3 of the
associated danger. Commenters were also concerned about the DEIS. The effects of sea ice on the base of the towers
reduction of the economic viability of the proposed action due and the effects of atmospheric icing on the upper portions
to sufficient shut downs in the case of ice. Commenters for the WTGs will be loading factors that are considered.
requested that the applicant pursue additional mitigation for the | Any temporary icing of the rotor blades will activate
formation of ice on the rotors to prevent this potentially vibration sensors causing turbine shutdown in order to
hazardous condition from occurring and reducing the shut down | prevent rotor damage or hazard from flying ice, as
frequency. discussed in Section 4.1.1.2 of the DEIS. However, there
is a considerable amount of operational experience that
has been gained and design guidance that has been
developed from wind energy projects in cold climates,
such as in northern Europe and Canada. Appropriate
design standards and guidance documents will be
considered for the final design of the WTGs which
should minimize icing problems on the rotors and
Sensors.
MMS will require that a Certified Verification Agent
(CVA) carry out the responsibilities discussed in 30 CFR
250.915 and complete an independent review of the
WTG design. MMS will oversee the activities of the
CVA and ensure appropriate design standards are
followed to address such things as sea ice and
atmospheric icing, and minimize adverse impacts using
the best available and safest technology.
D-20 Onshore construction Comments were received that were concerned that the on land The assessment of on land cable construction and the

issues

cable route passes through sensitive environmental resource
areas, including areas identified by MA NHESP. Commenters
stated that some wildlife species are resident in the area and
others may be migratory, and MMS should take into account the
timing of the work in relation to migratory times and patterns as
well as the duration of work and the mitigation measures used to

potential impacts to terrestrial resources has been
adequately vetted with resource agencies, and while
impacts will be negative, that alone does not mean the
proposed action fails the public interest test, since the
negative impacts are minor and localized and do not
outweigh the other public benefit aspects of the proposed
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minimize impacts to terrestrial wildlife. The impacts will be action.

negative and therefore the proposed action does not pass the

public interest test. With respect to the Cape Cod Commission regional
standards, those standards are developed

Commenters also pointed out that the land between mean high and implemented by the Cape Cod Commission and are

water and mean low water is not owned by the Town of enforced by that agency. Furthermore, the onshore

Yarmouth and therefore the applicant does not have sufficient portion of the proposed action falls under the jurisdiction

ownership, proprietary or easement interest along the route off of the US Corps of Engineers and the state's regulatory

of New Hampshire Avenue. agencies. Therefore, non-compliance with the
Commission's regional standards for development in a

Comments also were received that stated that the Cape Cod FEMA V-zone may result in the denial of these

Commission’s regional standards prohibit development in a authorizations. The Commission has requested of Cape

FEMA V-zone. The comments stated that that during a Wind plans showing the transition vault re-located

significant storm event, wind and wave action may damage and | outside of the VV-zone or to demonstrate that the interests

destroy the pavement and the concrete material of the transition | protected by the Commission’s standards can be achieved

vault, and disperse fragments within the neighboring coastal by an alternate approach, including the provision of

areas, causing property and other damage as well as significant appropriate mitigation. MMS has forwarded all

environmental damage. comments to the applicant and the applicant is aware of
the Commission's requirements.

D-21 Design details lacking/ Comments were received that stated that there are many design The design information provided was sufficient to

inaccurate/ clarifications
or revisions requested

features and details that are lacking or are inaccurate in the
DEIS. The GE 3.6 turbine may not even be manufactured or
available so the applicant should be required to identify the
actual turbine that will be used, or at least that is available at this
time. Commenters requested that the cables that cross existing
electric cables be properly designed and carefully constructed.
The applicant should be required to certify that the components
and equipment are designed for the harsh Nantucket Sound
environment. Commenters thought that the FEIS should include
information on numerous design features such as the stress
levels that the supporting structures, rotors, hub, and nacelle can
withstand versus when catastrophic failure would occur, water
pressure/force from waves under the ESP that could detach it
from the pilings, whether the nacelle can be braked to prevent it
from turning, performance curves for the various components
under the full range of potential wind speeds, and what happens
if a transmission cable is severed and the SCADA system can
no longer function.

Other information that commenters thought missing from the

reasonably determine environmental effects of the
proposed action and to allow MMS decision makers to
make their determination. Specific manufacturer design
information is not required to be included in a NEPA EIS
under CEQ guidelines

If the project as proposed is approved by MMS, a lease
would be issued. This lease would require certain design
certifications and verifications prior to and during
construction, as well as before commercial operation
commences.

Refer to section 5.1.1.1.3 for Greywater discharges and
section 5.1.1.1.4 for an analysis of Blackwater
discharges. Section 5.1.7.1.1 discusses Transmission
Cable Installation as well as trenching. Section 5.1.5.9
analyses scour.
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DEIS that should be included in the FEIS includes details on the
amount of blackwater/greywater that will be discharged during
construction and operation, how floating trash and debris
created by the proposed action will be minimized, more
specificity on the selection of scour control methods and the
associated monitoring procedures and frequency and potential
replacement frequency for scour control mats, and lack of detail
on certain construction procedures such as contingency for areas
where the jet plow has difficulties in obtaining the minimum
cable burial depth or the HDD fails and the cable crossing of the
shoreline would have to be installed by open trenching.
Commenters also thought that another missing contingency is if
some sections of the 80 plus miles of installed cable experience
frequent un-burial and either deeper burial needs to be pursued
or alternative forms of cover need to be established over those
sections.
E-1 Seafloor disturbance/ Comments were received regarding sediment scour and the The applicant continues to perform long term monitoring
distribution of sediment potential for excessive scour around the monopiles. of two scour mat options. Both scour mat options appear
Commenters recommended scour control mats over rock armor | to be successful in mitigating scour. The latest inspection
at each monopile due to a smaller footprint of impact. They results from October 2007 have been included in the
also questioned the long-term durability of the scour mats FEIS as Report No. 5.3.1-2 and are summarized in
proposed and asked about the need for a long- term maintenance | Section 5.3.1.1.2. The FEIS has been updated in Section
program for the scour mats and a scour mat replacement 5.3.1.1.2 with a presentation of the locations of rock
schedule. armor and scour mats currently proposed by the
applicant. Scour mats are anticipated to last the life of
Commenters noted that two scour control options were the proposed action. Monitoring and mitigation
presented, but a preferred scour control was not selected. requirements for scour control are presented in FEIS,
Commenters believed one method should be selected and Section 9.3.
analyzed in the FEIS. Commenters also believed routine
monitoring of scour should be completed and a contingency
plan should be in place in the event of excess scour around the
monopiles or cables.
One commenter indicated that physical modeling of Numerical models and engineering analysis of site
oceanographic processes was not completed and is necessary to | specific data related to oceanographic processes were
assess potential impacts, specifically related to sediments. used to assess, simulate, and predict potential impacts to
geologic resources for construction of the project. A
summary of these activities is presented in Section
5.3.1.1.1, Construction and Decommissioning Impacts
E-4 Change in wind patterns Comments were received that MMS should provide additional Studies of the wind pattern downwind of the wind turbine
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detail regarding the wind wake effects of a rotor. Specifically, rotor have shown that the air will be disturbed up to ten
what are the effects on meteorology, adjacent turbines, and rotor diameters downwind. For the proposed action, this
birds, bats, and insects? would be approximately 3,640 ft or 0.7 miles. Within

this disturbed air mass, the wind momentum is directed
toward the ground and may cause higher wind speeds at
the ground than would occur in the absence of the wind
turbine. Over land, the increased wind speed can cause
increased evaporation from soils and vegetation.
However, the proposed action will be located in water, so
no soils or vegetation will be adversely affected due to a
potentially increased evaporation rate.

A rotating turbine creates blade-tip vortices that in turn
create a wake on the downwind side. Bats may become
trapped and experience decompression due to the rapid
atmospheric pressure change. Some bats collected at
wind resource areas have showed no signs of external
injury due to collision, but exhibited internal tissue
damage characteristic of decompression effects (Dirr and
Bach, 2004 as cited in Kunz et al., 2007; von Hensen,
2004 as cited in Kunz et al., 2007). This is addressed in
Section 5.3.2.3.2 of the DEIS.

Ahlén (2003) reported flying insects concentrated around
the turbine nacelles, but suggested that this may be due to
the higher temperatures of the nacelle relative to the
ambient environment. Nonetheless, Ahlén (2003)
hypothesized that bats may be attracted to the high
concentration of insects.

There is the potential for birds to be caught in the
turbulence behind rotors (Winkelman, 1994).
Winkelman’s study suggests that approximately 20
percent of avian mortality found at the shore-based
Oosterbierum wind farm in the Netherlands was caused
by such turbulence ‘strikes.” Conversely, turbulence
effects may also increase avian avoidance of turbines.
Daytime visual surveys, radar, and nocturnal surveys
with a thermal image intensifier suggested that birds
flying into a headwind were more likely to react to
turbines perhaps because they approached the rotor wake
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before reaching the rotor (Winkelman, 1994). Vlietstra
(2007) suggested that birds, in addition to visually
detecting and avoiding turbines, can detect the
‘whooshing’ sound that rotors create. Potential
turbulence effects to birds are likely to depend on the
wind speed and direction, and the direction from which a
bird approaches a turbine. This subject is discussed in
Section 5.3.1.2.3 - Collision Risk during Periods of Good
Visibility of the project Biological Assessment.

E-6

Changes in currents and
tides

Commenters noted that placing thousands of tons of equipment
in Nantucket Sound could alter tidal flow.

The relatively small diameters of the WTGs relative to
the size of Nantucket Sound and the very large separation
distance between WTG’s will not result in any alteration
of tidal flow.

E-7

Depth of cable burial
achievement

Commenters expressed concerns that, due to the nature of
Horseshoe Shoals (with "large sand humps" that change with
tide and weather) the cable will not stay buried at proper depth.

The applicant completed an evaluation to determine the
seabed recovery time after jet plow installation of the
offshore cable systems. In additional, an analysis of the
potential for localized scour and the potential for cable
exposure was also completed. The results of the analysis
are discussed in the impacts section of the FEIS in
Section 5.3.1.1.1, 5.3.1.1.2, and in Report No. 4.1.1-3.

Physical/chemical
oceanographic conditions
— additional data and
studies/revisions

MMS received comments regarding sediment transport and
deposition. Commenters suggested that sediment impacts
resulting from jet-plowing needed to be reexamined. They
specifically questioned whether the SSFATE model runs were
based on the full range of sediment conditions identified in the
sediment cores for the proposed action area, and suggested that
if the DEIS is going to represent the sediment data as being
representative in all respects, it should provide reference data
that clearly substantiates the statement.

Commenters requested that MMS describe the extent of the
suspended sediment deposition zone and the redeposit zone for
ejected/side-casted sediments during jet plow operations, and
noted that these sediments or sediment plumes may travel for
distances greater than a few hundred meters, and that the EIS
should describe this potential effect zone with or without
assistance from the SSFATE model.

Commenters stated that greater geotechnical detail of the

Sediment impacts resulting from jet-plowing is discussed
in detail in Report No. 4.1.1-2. Two sets of sediment
cores were used to characterize the sediment for the
modeling. One set was taken from along the 115kV
cable and the other was from Horseshoe Shoals in the
area of the 33kV cables. For both sets, some cores had a
single sample taken from the entire length of the core
while others had multiple samples within the core. If the
core contained one sample MMS used the grain size data
from that sample alone. If the core contained multiple
samples then MMS averaged the samples to get one grain
size distribution.”
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proposed cable route is needed in order to determine impacts of
the proposed action. They suggested MMS conduct additional
sediment core samples to determine areas that would prohibit jet
plowing (such as rocks, glacial erratics, and cobble) or areas of
finer grained sediment that may have increased dredging effects.

Commenters requested that MMS conduct surveys of eelgrass
beds to determine their exact locations, boundaries, species
composition, and other basic information on eelgrass beds
present in the proposed action area in order to appropriately
determine impacts.

Commenters requested that MMS present a draft Environmental
Management System (EMS) in the FEIS.

The jet plow embedment technique is described in
Section 2.3.5 and Section 5.1.4.3. Sediment deposition
and transport resulting from jet plow operations are
discussed in Section 5.3.1.1. The jet plow technique uses
downward-directed jets of high-pressure water to liquefy
the sea floor, allowing the cable to sink and bury itself.
The jet plow technique allows a cable to be buried
without dredging. The jet plow’s hydrodynamic forces do
not work to produce an upward or sideways movement of
sediment into the water column since the objective of the
technique is to maximize gravitational replacement of re-
suspended sediments within the trench to bury or
“embed” the cable system as it progresses along its route.
The jet plow technique thus minimizes sediment
suspension into the water column.

Geotechnical investigations undertaken in the area of the
proposed action are discussed in Section 4.1.1.1.2.
Details of the marine vibracore sampling and deep
sediment marine borings are provided in Section 4.1.1.1.3
and Section 4.1.1.1.4, respectively. MMS believes that
the location and number of samples analyzed provides an
adequate representation of sediments in the area of the
proposed action to determine impacts resulting from the
proposed action.

Furthermore, as discussed in Section 2.7, if MMS issues a
lease for the proposed action, following issuance of the
lease, a marine shallow hazards survey and supplemental
geotechnical program would be conducted prior to
construction. The shallow hazards survey would be
designed to identify and evaluate conditions that might
affect the safety of the proposed activities, or conditions
that might be affected by the proposed activities. The
supplemental post-lease geotechnical program would
further analyze sediments and physical conditions within
the proposed action area of potential physical effects, for
use in final foundation design and to develop site-specific
best management practices for constructability.
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The methods used to determine the distribution of
eelgrass beds within the area of the proposed action are
discussed in Section 4.2.2.4, Report No. 4.2.2-1, and
Report No. 4.2.2-2.

The distribution of eelgrass beds was determined based
on MassDEP mapping and previous geophysical studies
utilizing side-scan sonar. Potential eelgrass beds were
then verified by survey to determine their extent and
biological characteristics. MMS believes that the methods
used to determine the locations, extent, and biological
characteristics of eelgrass in the area of the proposed
action are sufficient to assess impacts using best available
data as required by NEPA. Under compensatory
mitigation required by the MEPA FEIR Certificate, the
applicant is committed to conducting further survey of
the location of eelgrass beds around Egg Island and the
entrance to Lewis Bay prior to construction (see Section
9.7.2).

As discussed in Section 9.0, an EMS is used to
systematically identify, manage, control, and monitor
environmental impacts. The applicant has agreed to
develop and implement an EMS and will do so prior to
Project construction to ensure all mitigation,
environmental monitoring, and reporting requirements
and procedures are followed

Physical/chemical
Oceanographic
conditions — other issues

MMS received comments that suggested that since the proposed
action may involve discharges of pollutants to waters of the
United States, including the territorial seas and the contiguous
zone, the proposed action may require a National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit in accordance
with Section 402 of the Clean Water Act. Commenters
suggested that the disposal of dredged sediments resulting from
channeling during construction of the proposed action appears
to require an Ocean Dumping Act permit.

A group of commenters suggested that mitigation measures
should be evaluated to determine how the applicant would
respond in the event an area of high biogenic gas is encountered

Section 1.2 provides a discussion of federal and state
reviews required, including legal authority, jurisdiction of
the agency, and the regulatory process involved. Federal
and state agencies will determine what jurisdictional
regulations are applicable and what permits are required.

As discussed in Section 4.1.1.2.2, signs of high biogenic
gas content were not identified during geophysical
surveys. Section 4.1.1.2.2 also states that the
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during construction. presence/absence of diapirs and shallow gaseous
sediments would be further evaluated during the shallow
hazards survey and the supplemental post-lease
geotechnical program.
E-10 Physical/chemical MMS received various comments regarding impacts to water Existing sediment quality in coastal and offshore waters

oceanographic conditions
— water quality

quality. Commenters asked about water clarity during
construction. Commenters requested that MMS address the
nature, extent, and degree of environmental impacts associated
with contaminated sediment resuspension and redistribution
from construction and operation of the proposed action. In
particular, MMS was requested to characterize and quantify
hazardous substance exposure to benthic and intertidal marine
biological communities. Commenters requested further
information on the use of antifouling paints and their impacts on
water quality and marine biological communities. Commenters
expressed concern regarding turbidity containment (particularly
turbidity curtain failures) and the subsequent impact on water
quality and marine biological communities. They expressed a
particular concern with respect to jet plowing near the eelgrass
bed located near the northwest side of Egg Island. Commenters
also expressed their concern regarding horizontal directional
drilling with respect to potential drilling fluid breakout. One
commenter requested specific detail on measures that would be
implemented as part of the proposed visual and operation
monitoring plan.

of the proposed action is discussed in Section 4.1.3.2.1
and Section 4.1.6.3.1, respectively. Impacts to water
quality from suspended sediments are discussed in
Section 5.3.1.6.1.

As discussed in the above-mentioned sections, sediments
in the area of the proposed action were found to have
contaminant levels below established thresholds in
applicable reference sediment guidelines. Construction of
the proposed action, therefore, should pose little or no
risk to water quality or aquatic life.

The use of antifouling paint is discussed in Section
5.3.1.6.2. Interzone ® 954 is approved for use in the
United States by the EPA. Interzone ® 954 is used
nationally and internationally on various marine
structures (e.g., hulls, bridges, oil rigs, mooring and
wharf piles, pontoons, etc.) and has been approved for
use in ecologically sensitive marine environments (e.g.
Interzone ® 954 was used on mooring piles within Cairns
Harbor, part of the Great Barrier Reef World Heritage
Site in Australia). Section 5.3.1.6.2 of the EIS has been
updated to include this information.

Turbidity curtains are not currently proposed to be used
during construction of the project. Rather, a cofferdam is
proposed to reduce turbidity associated with the dredging
and subsequent jet plow embedment operations, as
discussed in Section 2.3.6.

Section 5.3.2.8.1 discusses impacts to the eelgrass habitat
located to the west of Egg Island. Based on simulations
of sediment transport and deposition, the majority of the
eelgrass bed is expected to experience little or no
deposition as a result of jet plow operations. It is

Page 34 of 100



COMMENT SUMMARY AND RESPONSE TABLE

Comment
Code
Number

Comment Code Name

Synthesis of Comments

Response

anticipated that the natural means of eelgrass adaption to
changing sedimentation conditions would allow the
eelgrass bed to withstand the short term jet plow
operations that would pass the eelgrass bed, and impacts
would be negligible to minor.

As discussed in Section 2.3.6, a visual and operational
monitoring program to detect potential drilling fluid
breakout would be implemented prior to commencing
HDD operations. General details of the program are
outlined in Section 2.3.6. Specific details (such as
personnel roles and responsibilities and experience of
personnel conducting the HDD operations) will be
outlined in the visual and operational program, once
developed.

Potential negative impact
to shellfish and benthic
organisms

MMS received comments expressing concern about impacts to
the sea floor. Commenters stated that studies understated and
provided inadequate support for the analysis of benthic and
shellfish impacts. It was suggested that additional sediment
core samples need to be taken along the proposed cable route in
state waters. Comments were received that stated that the
design and implementation of the benthic surveys resulted in
data that was only useful qualitatively (no dependable
quantitative data). It was suggested that several representative
locations should be sampled on a quantitative basis.
Commenters requested a jet plow evaluation, surveys for large
epibenthic fauna, and for the FEIS to address issues of motilities
of quahogs and sea clams.

Commenters described potential transplanting of the quahog
resource away from construction sites. They stated that the
Crepidula/related bottom algae habitat contribution to fisheries
habitat needs to be addressed. They also expressed concern
over removal or disturbance of Crepidula beds potentially
resulting in loss of fish habitat and Crepidula/Codium sediment
network.

New field studies are not anticipated. The best available
scientific and commercial information has been used and
additional field work is not needed to make an adequate
informed evaluation regarding potential impacts to the
sea floor, benthic organisms and shellfish. Information is
presented in the FEIS in Sections 4.2.5 (Affected
Environment - Subtidal Offshore Resources) and 5.3.2
(Environmental Consequences — Impacts — Subtidal
Offshore Resources).

Potential transplanting of quahog resources will be part of
detailed considerations further in the regulatory process.

Additional information on Crepidula has been added to
Section 4.2.5.3.2 (Proposed action Field Surveys).
Potential impacts from removal or disturbance of
Crepidula beds are anticipated to be similar to those
impacts discussed in Section 5.3.2.5.1 (Subtidal Offshore
Resources — Construction/Decommissioning Impacts):
impacts expected to be minor since area disturbed is
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somewhat limited and areas of similar habitat occur in the
surrounding vicinity.
Commenters suggested reconsidering whether jet plowing The decision regarding whether jet plowing should be
should be regulated as a Clean Water Act Section 404 discharge | regulated as a Clean Water Act Section 404 discharge
since new modeling of re-deposits shows greater potential will be made by the US Army Corps of Engineers during
impact. their regulatory review process.
F-2 Additional studies/re- Comments were received that noted that the proposed action New field studies are not anticipated. The best available

search/data and/or further
discussion should be
provided

would negatively affect the benthic community in Nantucket
Sound. Commenters stated that the research conducted does not
provide sufficient information to adequately analyze the
proposed action’s impacts or develop mitigation measures.
Comments noted that the DEIS does not provide an adequate
basis for the conclusion that the proposed action will not have
negative impacts on the benthic community. Comments
addressed the following: inappropriate use of cited literature,
issues with design and implementation of benthos surveys,
relevance of environmental impacts, and inadequate
characterization of benthic communities in Lewis Bay.
Commenters felt that surveys of the benthic habitats and
communities should be redesigned and repeated.

Commenters requested more detailed information regarding
hard bottom benthic communities for an informed discussion
and evaluation. Commenters noted that the DEIS does not
quantify the acreage impacted by ejected/side-casted or
suspended sediments. Commenters also felt that compliance
with specific Best Management Practices was not demonstrated.
A commenter indicated that standard error information should
also be included with data presented to support statements made
on shifting sand habitats.

scientific and commercial information has been used and
additional field work is not needed to make an adequate
informed evaluation regarding potential impacts to the
sea floor, benthic organisms and shellfish. Information is
presented in the FEIS in Sections 4.2.5 (Affected
Environment - Subtidal Offshore Resources) and 5.3.2
(Environmental Consequences — Impacts — Subtidal
Offshore Resources). Issues related to cited literature
have been addressed in Sections 5.3.2.5.1 (Subtidal
Offshore Resources) and 5.3.2.8.1 (EFH).

With regard to detailed comments on sampling design
and methodology, some methods used by the applicant
and their consultants may result in data that have
limitations. However, as in any scientific sampling
program, information collected regarding organisms
present does provide some detail of the representation of
organisms in the area studied. Where data limitations
occur with regard to information presented, it is noted in
the text of the document.

Regarding more detailed information on hard bottom
benthic communities, new field studies are not
anticipated. Information provided is from field studies
that were detailed in Report No. 4.2.2-1(SAV
Investigation).

Regarding ejected/side-casted and suspended sediments,
Report No. 4.1.1-2 presents detailed information on
sediment transport and deposition from cable burial
operations for work in the Horseshoe Shoals locale and
areas in Lewis Bay.
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Regarding Best Management Practices, details on
mitigation practices are presented in Section 9.7 (State
Mitigation) that include such practices as utilization of
state-of-the-art cable installation procedures for
minimizing seabed disturbance and measures to minimize
potential impacts to sea floor areas with aquatic
vegetation including surveys and pre- and post-
construction monitoring.

Regarding including standard error information, the level
of analysis presented was deemed adequate for
evaluation.

Eelgrass impacts

Comments were received that were concerned that impacts to
eelgrass will be greater than indicated in the DEIS. Commenters
suggest that, due to the dynamic nature of eelgrass beds, further
mapping, investigation and planning are needed to avoid,
minimize and mitigate potential impacts, and they
recommended mapping the eelgrass shortly before construction
to avoid impacts during this phase. Commenters thought that
additional mapping or a diver survey is needed now, in order to
accurately assess the impacts. Reviewers stated that the impacts
to eelgrass from cable installation, in particular, were not fully
assessed. They indicated that better quantification of impacts
and mapping of eelgrass beds along the cable route, comparable
to the level of analysis for Egg Island area, are needed to
determine impacts to eelgrass in state and/or federal waters.
Besides direct impacts from construction, jet plow, and anchor
sweep, indirect impacts from decreased water clarity,
sedimentation, and the chemical effects of iron are a concern.
Commenters request detailed information on the methods that
will be used to monitor, mitigate, and replant eelgrass beds to
ensure the success of post-construction mitigation, and the
historic success of eelgrass restoration projects.

The methods used to determine the distribution of
eelgrass beds within the area of the proposed action are
discussed in Section 4.2.2.4, Report No. 4.2.2-1, and
Report No. 4.2.2-2. See revisions to Section 4.2.2.4 for a
clarification of the spatial coverage of aerial photography
and side-scan sonar used to identify areas of potential
eelgrass beds.

MMS believes that the methods used to determine the
locations, extent, and biological characteristics of SAV
beds in the area of the proposed action are sufficient to
assess impacts using best available data as required by
NEPA. Available data is currently insufficient to provide
a quantitative acreage or volume estimate for direct
impacts to submerged aquatic vegetation from installation
of WTGs; however, Report 4.2.2-1 provides a qualitative
assessment of the presence and composition of
submerged aquatic vegetation, which suggests that
submerged aquatic vegetation is sparse at the turbine
sites. As discussed in Section 9.4.1, the applicant has
proposed avoidance of seagrass beds along the electric
transmission cable route and installation of transmission
line across the intertidal zone using the HDD method, to
avoid direct impacts.

Although there is some evidence to suggest that iron
enrichment can increase productivity and cause blooms
of microalgae, the proposed action is not anticipated to

Page 37 of 100



COMMENT SUMMARY AND RESPONSE TABLE

Comment
Code Comment Code Name Synthesis of Comments Response
Number

introduce significant amounts of iron into the
environment or cause any significant impact on either
phytoplankton or SAV beds, since installations will be
protected from corrosion.

Under compensatory mitigation required by the MEPA
FEIR Certificate, the applicant must conduct further
survey of the location of eelgrass beds around Egg Island
and the entrance to Lewis Bay, prior to construction (see
Section 9.7.2 and 9.7.3). Further details of that program
are best dealt with at the state level. Mitigation proposed
by the applicant and included under the MEPA FEIR
Certificate is included in Sections 9.4.1 and 9.7.2 of the
EIR. Additionally, SAV areas would be identified as part
of the post-lease high-resolution geophysical survey, as
described in Section 2.7.1, should MMS grant a lease for
the proposed action.

The applicant will also be required to perform post-
construction monitoring and restoration/replanting of
eelgrass beds, if they are damaged by construction
activities. Historically, the success of seagrass
restoration projects has been highly variable based on site
selection, replanting method, restoration goals, and other
factors, but it is considered an established management
tool (Fonesca et al., 1998; see Section 10 of the EIS for
full citation). Since eelgrass restoration is proposed only
if eelgrass patches are discovered to be damaged, details
of eelgrass restoration by the applicant will need to be
determined based on the results of the pre- and post-
construction eelgrass monitoring, the size and location of
any eelgrass beds that need to be restored, and a variety
of other environmental factors.

F-4 Impact of scour mats vs. Commenters stated that the uncertainty of a decision on scour Additional information has been provided in Sections
rock armor protection (mats versus rock armor) suggested there is 5.3.1.1 (Impacts-Geology) and 5.3.2.5 (Impacts-Subtidal
insufficient data to justify a determination on habitat altering Offshore Resources) regarding the two types of proposed
issues. They stated that usefulness of scour mats to prevent scour control methods. Information on where rock armor
scouring adjacent to the WTGs was not apparent from most likely could be utilized is refined as a possibility
information provided. Commenters observed that the DEIS taking into consideration areas with shallow depths and
ignored addressing habitat alteration of 47.4 acres of rock relatively faster current speeds. Information from the

Page 38 of 100



COMMENT SUMMARY AND RESPONSE TABLE

Comment
Code Comment Code Name Synthesis of Comments Response
Number
armor, if it was used (change from sand to cobble and Field Report on Seabed Scour Control Mats has been
subsequent alteration of benthic community composition). presented.
Commenters stated that a post-proposed action monitoring plan
should be developed and implemented, and that if scour mat Section 9.0 (Monitoring and Mitigation) will provide
burial does not sufficiently occur and there is benthic alteration, | details of the proposed post-proposed action monitoring
that compensatory mitigation should be required. program for scour control of both turbine monopiles and
the transmission lines. The monitoring program for the
monopiles will involve visual inspection and videotaping
by divers. Scour protection will be reevaluated and
adjusted as necessary.
G-1 No impact to re MMS received comments stating that the proposed action will Comments noted.
creational fishing and have minimal negative impact, no negative impacts, or positive
fish species impact on marine life and fisheries.
G-2 Potential negative impact | MMS received comments that the proposed action will have Sections 5.3.2.7 (Fisheries) and 5.3.2.8 (EFH) present

on marine resources,
minimization measures
(finfish, fisheries, marine
mammals, sea turtles)

adverse impacts on marine resources, and that the burden to
prove otherwise has not been met. Commenters requested more
information on the mitigation measures to be implemented to
protect marine species, i.e. where the Marine Observer will be
located on the ship, and how to ensure they can see the 500 m
safety zone; time of day of operations, etc.

MMS received comments stating that fish and wildlife values
will be negatively impacted by the proposed action.
Commenters stated the proposed action will affect larval
settlement and survival, secondary production and trophic
energy flow, and habitat suitability for important fisheries.
Comments noted inadequacy of the DEIS with respect to
impacts on fish, fish habitat, and the fishing industry.
Commenters provided conservation recommendations to
consider for conditions for permitting due to concern on
potential impact on habitat necessary for healthy fish stocks and
potential impacts on commercial fisheries. Commenters have
suggested mitigation measures regarding research on stock
identification for longfin squid and additional manpower to
support ocean management planning in Massachusetts.

Commenters suggested looking to relevant research on marine
reserves to further assess landscape effects of putting WTGs in
Nantucket Sound. Some stated there should be more
information presented on the horseshoe crab. Commenters

information on the impacts anticipated by the proposed
action. Information is presented in Appendices D
through H (EFH Assessment) that details potential times
of year that certain fish species life stages (early/older
benthic and pelagic life stages) for fish species with
designated EFH would occur in the proposed action area
and also potential impacts to benthic/pelagic life stages of
fish species with designated EFH. Estimates of water
usage of cable jetting operations and estimated impacts
from cable jet plow entrainment to fish and invertebrate
eggs and larvae, as well as planktonic food sources are
summarized in Section 5.3.2.7.1 and also referenced in
Sections 5.3.2.5.1 and 5.3.2.8.1. A new table referred to
in Section 5.3.2.7.1 presents a summary of estimated
impacts from cable jet plow entrainment to fish and
invertebrate eggs and larvae and planktonic food sources.

The best available scientific and commercial information
has been used and additional field work is not being
conducted for evaluations regarding potential impacts to
fish and fish habitat. New field studies related to the
fishing industry (studies to be conducted by Porter
Hoagland ) will provide additional information on
commercial and recreational fishing activities in
Nantucket Sound.
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stated fisheries information presented needs to address Conservation recommendations related to impacts on
bioaccumulation impacts of aluminum, anticorrosion materials habitat, fish stocks and commercial fisheries and

and fuel spills. Commenters noted there are some mitigation measures suggested regarding longfin squid
contradictions regarding WTGs acting as fish attracting devices | stocks and ocean management planning will be part of
and the nature of the rugosity of the structures. detailed considerations further in the regulatory process.
Negative impacts will be minimized by incorporation of
mitigation measures including time-of-year restrictions
on in-water construction in Lewis Bay to lessen impacts
to fish eggs and larvae.

Some information on research on marine reserves has
been added to Section 5.3.2.7.2 (Fisheries Operational
Impacts).

Horseshoe crab fishery information has been added to
Section 4.2.7.2. Additional information is presented in
Report 4.2.7-2, Section 3.9. A cathodic protection
system would be used to assist preventing corrosion.
This type of protection system is commonly used in the
marine environment. The applicant would be required to
have an Qil Spill Response Plan (OSRP) that addresses
containment and clean up procedures in the event of an
oil spill during construction and operation of the
proposed action.

Regarding WTGs acting as fish attracting devices,
clarification of information has been included in Section
5.1.5.11 (Proposed Action Operations — Monopiles as
FAD).

G-3 Towers acting as MMS received comments concerned that increases in fish As part of environmental mitigation proposed under the
artificial reef and abundance in areas around WTG foundations could attract MEPA FEIR certificate (see Section 9.7.2), measures
benefiting fish/or change | fishermen to the WTG structures unless fishing restrictions in proposed to minimize or avoid potential impacts to the
in habitat the area are enacted. They stated that the DEIS appears to not commercial fishing industry include no restrictions on
factor in the two possible monopile-associated types of scour fishing activities within the site.

control in the estimate of additional habitat or attraction areas
that could be a product of the proposed action. It was further The FEIS describes potential areas of impact of the two
commented that the FEIS should explain why the potential possible monopile-associated types of scour control
scour control is not believed to create additional fish habitat or (Table 5.3.2-2). In Section 5.3.2.5.1 (Subtidal Offshore
serve as FADS. Resources, Construction/Decommissioning Impacts)
information is presented indicating that the scour control
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Commenters suggested that species surveys of regional hard mats are designed to trap sediment and regularly be
bottoms should be conducted. buried. Sediment that the mats trap is expected to be
colonized by benthos typically found in the shifting
Commenters also noted there are some contradictions regarding | mobile sands of Nantucket Sound, but it is unlikely that
WTGs acting as fish attracting devices and the nature of the the mat would be used by attached benthic organisms.
rugosity of the structures. Information is also presented regarding rock armor
indicating that this design would promote deposition of a
sand/silt matrix with eventual burial and faunal
composition around a monopile base could be similar to
that found pre-construction. Section 5.3.1.1.2 (Impacts,
Geology, Operational Impacts) notes that tidal currents
may expose portions of rock armor for short periods of
time, but average conditions of the scour-protected zone
is anticipated to be buried by sand.

New field studies are not anticipated. The best available
scientific information has been used for the evaluation of
the proposed action.

Regarding WTGs acting as fish attracting devices,
clarification of information has been included in Section
5.1.5.11 (Proposed Action Operations — Monopiles as
FAD).

G-4 Change in habitat type Comments were received that noted that little information is Information on potential zones of disturbance in or

and species composition provided regarding site specific impacts on or adjacent to the adjacent to cable laying, electrical platform, or turbine

of Sound cable laying, electrical platform, or turbine construction sites. construction sites are presented in Section 5.3.2.7
Commenters indicated that it would be more appropriate for the | (Impacts — Fisheries). Fish habitat disturbance and loss,
DEIS to conclude that there is insufficient information to make fish mortality or displacement, elevated suspended solids,
an informed impact analysis. sound impacts and prey mortality and displacement are
addressed in relation to construction/decommissioning
activities. Information is also presented in this section on
potential impacts related to operation of the proposed
action. The best available scientific information has been
used for the evaluation of impacts to fish and fisheries.

They expressed concern that proposed temporary impacts may With regard to the sand wave habitat, details on the
adversely impact the sand wave habitat. proposed action’s impact to sand waves from the
geological standpoint are presented in Section 5.3.1.1
(Impacts — Geology).
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Comments stated that the DEIS gives only minimal The best available scientific information has been used

consideration to the effect of the proposed action on fish and for the evaluation of impacts to fish and fisheries.

fisheries and reaches conclusions about impacts that cannot be

justified.

Others noted that the DEIS ignores the habitat alteration due to In Section 5.3.2.5.1 (Subtidal Offshore Resources,

the potential installation of 47.4 acres of rock armor. Construction/Decommissioning Impacts) Information is
presented regarding rock armor indicating that this design
would promote deposition of a sand/silt matrix with
eventual burial and faunal composition around a
monopile base could be similar to that found pre-
construction. Section 5.3.1.1.2 (Impacts, Geology,
Operational Impacts) notes that tidal currents may expose
portions of rock armor for short periods of time, but
average conditions of the scour-protected zone is
anticipated to be buried by sand. Information presented in
Sections 5.3.1.1.2 and 5.3.2.5.1 present additional
information regarding possible locations where rock
armor scour protection may be utilized based on
combination of anticipated maximum current and bottom
contours. MMS requested information as to which
monopiles would have each type of scour control —
whether scour mat or rock armor — and the applicant has
indicated 24 WTG foundations will start out with rock
armor, therefore the amount of potential acreage
potentially impacted by each has been clarified in the
FEIS.

Commenters stated that regarding predator-prey relationships, Information with regard to predator —prey relationships of

there has been superficial discussion in the report. Further, the finfish community is presented in detail in Section 5

there was little indication of which fish species may be expected | of Report No. 4.2.5-4 (Potential Impacts to Predator-Prey

to feed on which fouling organisms and therefore no evaluation | Relationships as Result of the Proposed Cape Wind

of which fish populations may be expected to increase as a Project in Nantucket Sound). Information with respect to

result of a new food source. Commenters stated that predator- feeding habits of benthic foraging and pelagic foraging

prey relationships were discussed, but not in any meaningful species that are anticipated to occur in the proposed

detail. action area are presented in detail in Sections 3.0 and 5.0
of Report No. 4.2.7-2.

G-5 Effects of noise, MMS received many comments that the DEIS does not Under water noise impacts are discussed further in

vibrations, and moving
shadows on species/EMF

adequately discuss the impacts to marine species from noise and
EMF, and further investigations should be conducted to fully

Section 5.3.2.6. EMF impacts are discussed in Section
5.3.1.7. Findings with respect to marine noise and

Page 42 of 100



COMMENT SUMMARY AND RESPONSE TABLE

Comment
Code Comment Code Name Synthesis of Comments Response
Number
understand potential impacts. Commenters suggested that an EMF’s have been derived from the best available
underwater sound monitoring program be implemented during information and no further studies in these areas are
construction. Another commenter suggested using “bubble” or necessary to reach an informed decision on these impacts.
turbidity curtains during construction which could reduce Mitigation, including the potential for underwater noise
underwater noises from pile driving by three to thirty decibels. monitoring is discussed in Section 9.
Comments were received on the noise units used for the DEIS,
and suggested a complete re-write of the underwater noise EMF impacts have been described in detail in Section
sections. Commenters wanted the DEIS to present the 53.1.7
methodology for developing the hearing threshold for sea
turtles, and wanted a more thorough discussion of the potential With respect to the methodology for developing hearing
impacts from EMFs to sea turtles. thresholds for turtles, information on this subject was
culled from the best available information for sea turtle
hearing thresholds via unpublished research being
conducted by the Office of Naval Research at the New
England Aquarium for Green Turtles combined with
information on the physical development of the sea
turtles ears.
G-6 Minimal or no impactto | Comments stated that subject to monitoring of tern species, Comments noted.
marine resources monitoring of the piping plover and continuing verification of
the ongoing studies, the conclusions reached and underlying
science used are satisfactory.
Commenter s noted they will continue to monitor findings and
impacts for any significant departures from the assessment in
the DEIS.
G-7 Additional research/data/ | MMS received several comments noting that recommendations MMS believes the best available scientific and

information/ discussion
or clarification
(economic costs to
fishermen discussed
under socioeconomics-
P21)

made during the previous review of the ACOE DEIS have not
been adopted with regards to the impacts to avian species and
marine species. There are also comments that the DEIS does
not provide adequate data on the abundance and activity of sea
turtles, cetaceans and seals in Nantucket Sound, and that further
studies should be conducted to properly assess the potential
impacts to these animals. Commenters suggested a more
thorough search of available studies to document life histories
of species, etc., specifically in peer-reviewed literature.
Comments were received that specifically requested a more in
depth review of the potential impacts to the Northern right
whale. Commenters suggested discussing the limitations and
uncertainties of the data if additional studies are not feasible.
Commenters wanted the DEIS to address the potential for sea

commercial information has been used to address this
issue and additional field work is not needed to make an
adequate informed evaluation of this issue. A discussion
of the limitations and uncertainties of the available data
are discussed in Sections 5.3.2.7 and 5.3.2.9.

MMS believes that Sections 4.2.6 and 4.2.9 provide
adequate descriptions of the animals within Nantucket
Sound for the purpose of impact analyses for the
proposed project.

Section 5.3.2.6 addresses the limitations of impacts
determinations.
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turtles to ingest or become entangled in the seabed scour See Section 5.3.2.9 for a discussion regarding the scour
system. Commenters recommended a more complete discussion | system and potential impacts to sea turtles.
of the potential for the piles to act as attractants for sea turtles.
See Section 5.3.2.9 for a developed discussion of WTGs
acting as FAD for sea turtles.

G-7 Additional research/ MMS received various comments stating there is a lack of New field studies are not anticipated. The best available
data/ information/ information about specific habitat and fish at the proposed site. scientific and commercial information has been used and
discussion or Commenters suggested taking into consideration first-hand additional field work is not needed to make an adequate
clarification experience about the character and dynamics of Horseshoe informed evaluation regarding potential impacts to

Shoal. Commenters noted there should be more information on | fisheries resources. Information is presented in the FEIS
potential impacts to squid resources. Some stated that the in Sections 4.2.7 (Affected Environment, Biological
analyses of fishery impacts should be strengthened. Resources, Fish and Fisheries) and 5.3.2.7 (Impacts,
Commenters stated that some existing site-specific data setsare | Biological Resources, Fisheries).
not included in the DEIS. Other comments stated that more
information on the rationale for specific scour control methods Regarding possible site specific datasets, a request was
and additional impact discussion are needed. Commenters made to review Dr. Roger Hanlon’s work on squid and a
stated that anticipated levels of water usage from the jet plow 2003 study by Provincetown Center for Coastal Studies
operation should be presented along with resulting impacts to (PCCS). Hanlon’s studies focused on research areas such
fishery resources. Commenters suggested that additional survey | as camouflage, sensory ecology and structural coloration.
results be reviewed and that there be different formats for data The 2003 PCCS study presented overviews of marine
presentation. Others suggested information be presented for resources and in Appendices some county landings data
changes in fishing opportunities. from the 1970s.
Estimates of water usage of cable jetting operations and
estimated impacts from cable jet plow entrainment to fish
and invertebrate eggs and larvae, as well as planktonic
food sources are summarized in Section 5.3.2.7.1 and
also referenced in Sections 5.3.2.5.1 and 5.3.2.8.1. A
new table referred to in Section 5.3.2.7.1 presents a
summary of estimated impacts from cable jet plow
entrainment to fish and invertebrate eggs and larvae and
planktonic food sources. Some information regarding
possible changes in fishing opportunities due to the
proposed action is noted in Section 5.3.2.7.2 (Impacts of
Operation to Commercial and Recreational Fishing).
G-8 Entrainment Comments were received that were concerned that the DEIS Estimates of water usage of cable jetting operations and

does not have justification to dismiss as insignificant
losses/mortality to ichthyoplankton from jetting operations and
normal vessel operation related to the proposed action’s
construction and maintenance. Commenters stated that

estimated impacts from cable jet plow entrainment to fish
and invertebrate eggs and larvae, as well as planktonic
food sources are summarized in Section 5.3.2.7.1 and
also referenced in Sections 5.3.2.5.1 and 5.3.2.8.1. A new
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quantification of water use and entrainment losses should be table referred to in Section 5.3.2.7.1 presents a summary
provided. of estimated impacts from cable jet plow entrainment to
fish and invertebrate eggs and larvae and planktonic food
sources.
G-9 Vessel collisions with MMS received comments indicating that the DEIS failed to MMS has been consulting with NOAA Fisheries relative
marine animals evaluate the cumulative effect of vessel traffic. Commenters to marine mammal concerns. MMS is satisfied that
mentioned that there is a lack of discussion regarding the crew sufficient information is included in the FEIS, and
vessels, and the speeds they will be traveling to and from the relative to threatened or endangered marine mammals,
proposed action area. Commenters suggested including this will further reviewed and approved through the
information on vessel collisions in relation to gray whales in Endangered Species Act Biological Opinion and Marine
oil/gas development in Russia. Mammal Protection Act authorizations the applicant will
be required to obtain. The cumulative impacts of vessel
traffic are discussed in Section 6.1.11 and throughout
Section 6.2
H-1 Bird impacts/additional Comments were received describing the need for additional Best available information has been used to assess

bird studies

types of studies. Commenters described both a general need for
additional studies and some specific types of studies.
Commenters suggest that DEIS does not contain the necessary
information to conduct an informed analysis about impacts to
birds. Commenters disagreed with description of potential
collision risk for certain species.

impacts to avian resources. MMS believes the studies
provided and referenced in this final EIS are adequate to
understand and draw conclusions as to the extent of
impact of the proposed action.

Many edits have been made to refine the avian impact
analysis in the EIS to address specific comments on types
of studies and analysis methods. Some of these are as
follows:

Text in Section 5.3.2.4.2 — Terrestrial Birds — Passerines
has been revised to reflect a potentially higher level of
anticipated collision mortality as compared to land-based
projects. This is based on the level of uncertainty
associated with the lack of data regarding migrant
passerines in Nantucket Sound and the higher incidence
of foggy days in Nantucket Sound.

Conclusion regarding shorebirds and wading birds in
Section 5.3.2.4.2 has been revised to reflect a lower level
of certainty for collision and hence a moderate level of
risk.

Text in Section 5.3.2.4.2. has been revised to consider
impacts to gull species whose regional populations may
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be on the decline.

Text in Section 5.3.2.4 has been revised to state
determination that moderate adverse impacts associated
with collision risk may occur for common and least terns
due to their unstable populations since the loss of one
individual is considered adverse and the patterns of
movement and use of the two species through HSS are
not well understood.

The discussion of collision risk modeling and PVA
results is in the Biological Assessment. The results of the
2007 models are no longer referenced in the final EIS.
The reader is instructed to refer to the BA Section
5.3.1.2.3 for discussion of the estimate of annual collision
mortality for roseate terns, and Section Population
Viability Analysis for a discussion of the estimated range
of collision mortality for the Northeast population of
Other specific comments with respect to additional studies or roseate terns may tolerate without an increased risk of
adequacy of studies are as follows: collision.

H-1 Bird impacts/additional Method of using S-band radar at 4nm setting for determining It is acknowledged that S-Band radar may produce

bird studies passage rate may produce different results from typical different results than X-band radar in terms of passage
horizontal mode X-band radar method. rates and flight directions therefore limiting comparisons
between the two. However, even though S-band radar
was used to determine passage rates and flight direction,
vertical data was still collected using X-band radar. It is
know that X-band radar is capable of detecting small
passerines that are flying at heights even with the height
of the radar and up to 1.5 NM (2.8 km), which was the
range setting used. The data collected in vertical mode
included all targets detected flying over the radar site,
including small passerines. All available land based
radar surveys using X-band radar show that the majority
of nocturnal migrants are flying at altitudes of 300 to 600
meters above land and during a given migration night, the
majority of targets observed are generally flying within
the same height range. Additionally, it’s been
documented at most inland radar sites that flight
directions are constantly in a northeasterly direction in
the spring and southwesterly in the fall. It would not be
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appropriate to assume that passerines would abruptly
change flight directions within the 8NM distance from
Cape Pogue to Horseshoe Shoal or within different parts
of the project area on a migration night-it is energetically
expensive for long distance migrants.

H-1 Bird impacts/additional Collision rates, based on radar survey results, could be much It is acknowledged that potential collision rates may be
bird studies higher than at land based facilities. Horseshoe Shoals cannot be | higher based on the fall 2005 and spring 2006 radar
compared to land-based facilities because flying vertebrates are | survey results as compared to results from land-based
present year-round not just seasonally. facilities, as indicated by the higher percentages observed
below turbine height. However, the mean passage rates
found during the Cape Wind radar surveys were much
lower than what was observed at inland radar sites. It is
acknowledged that more birds are present in Nantucket
sound due to the greater number of species that pass
through this area at all times of the year. However,
inland sites also have significant avian activity year round
(ex, raven, jays, crows etc). Additionally, it has been
documented that most species that are in the sound year-
round are waterbird species that typically fly below
turbine heights.

H-1 Bird impacts/additional The statement "the area of the proposed action is not a The text in Section 5.3.2.4.2 — Marine Birds — Operation
bird studies significant...traveling corridor" cannot be supported as it may — Risk of Collision has been revised to indicate that the
be a major corridor for terns moving from CT and NY, traveling paths for commuting terns from breeding,
Buzzards Bay and Woods Hole. staging, and roosting areas near the Northeast colonies is
unknown. The text now provides examples from existing
offshore studies to explain why the project is not
anticipated to result in major impacts related to habitat
loss for commuting terns. Also, text has been inserted
discussing the risk of tern and gull collisions during
daily/nightly breeding season commutes through
Nantucket Sound.

Page 47 of 100



COMMENT SUMMARY AND RESPONSE TABLE

Comment
Code Comment Code Name Synthesis of Comments Response
Number
H-1 Bird impacts/additional DEIS does not adequately address the issue of FAA lighting on Potential effects to birds associated with structure
bird studies turbines. lighting is addressed in Section 5.3.2.4.2. Also, several
land-based studies of FAA lighting and bird interactions
found no significant differences except in the case of
foggy conditions. The final EIS now considers that
passerines may experience moderate impacts associated
with attraction to lighted towers in the area of the
proposed action, which experiences fog on approximately
one day out of six.
H-1 Bird impacts/additional Several commenters wanted an explanation of the project’s The applicant will be required to have an oil spill
bird studies hazardous waste release plan (spill protocol) with specific response plan. See response to comment no. D-3 and
emphasis on a mitigation plan for birds. refer to mitigation section in Section 9.0
H-1 Bird impacts/additional Discussion of local enrichment resources and how this would Discussion of how potential local enrichment of
bird studies affect avian resources. resources around monopiles could result in attraction of
terns and gulls to such areas for foraging and resting on
nearby structures has been addressed in Sections 5.3.2.9.2
and 6.2.7.
H-1 Bird impacts/additional DEIS should reference banding studies completed in 1980s that | Text in Section 5.3.2.9 2 - Piping Plovers of the final EIS
bird studies showed some local movements during breeding season that are has been added to indicate that birds making these
applicable to risk assessment (Strauss, 1990) movements may cross the project area and be exposed to
risk or barriers to crossings.
H-1 Bird impacts/additional Collision risk model assumptions are not adequately supported The authors of the collision risk model used the best

bird studies

due to lack of statistically meaningful data. The model is
mathematically and statistically sound, but the assumptions
illustrate the uncertainty of the model conclusions based on
enormous statistical variability in the available data. The data
available from this project are not sufficient to reconcile these
concerns.

available scientific and commercial data to develop the
model parameters. The model does not violate any
assumptions about the data that support it.
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H-1 Bird impacts/additional A commenter claimed that the passage rate below turbine height | We do not feel that this was a correct approach as the
bird studies as shown in the Spring 2006 Geo-Marine report is the highest commenter took two different types of data collected
documented in North America based on simply converting the from two different radars. Passage rates are obtained in
season mean passage rate of slow targets and multiplying it by horizontal mode (trac scan- Geo-marine's term) which in
the percentage below turbine height. this case was with the use of an S-Band radar using a
much greater range (4NM) than vert scan (1.5 NM) an X-
Band radar (vertical mode). Additionally, the targets
observed with one radar are not necessarily detected with
the other making these data unrelated and difficult to
correlate between each other.
H-1 Bird impacts/additional Commenters stated that there was no comprehensive discussion | The DEIS discusses documented mortality at wind power
bird studies of wind farm mortality. facilities in the Eastern US. The final EIS now provides a
summary of mortality findings. See Table 5.3.2-1. The
final EIS addresses mortality adequately for the purposes
of the proposed action as required by NEPA.
H-1 Bird impacts/additional Commenters stated that because no piping plovers were seen The final EIS has revised and reconsidered the potential
bird studies during surveys, this does not permit one to conclude that plovers | for plovers to make over-water crossings in Nantucket
do not pass through the project area during migration. Sound in Section 5.3.2.9.2..
H-1 Bird impacts/additional Commenters stated that the DEIS should acknowledge that The text in Sections 5.3.2.4.1 and 5.3.2.4.2 has been
bird studies turbines and their towers are likely to attract birds, despite revised to include discussion on perch deterrents and their
efforts to prevent perching. limits, and that birds are likely to find perches despite
best efforts to employ anti-perching measures. This may
be especially true for terns and gulls.
H-1 Bird impacts/additional Commenters remarked that the DEIS dismisses concern over The suggestion that the DEIS dismissed displacement as

bird studies

habitat loss due to displacement .

a real concern for wind farm impacts on birds is not
accurate. Displacement of birds was discussed in detail
in Section 5.3.2. The DEIS in no way diminishes the
effects associated with displacement. However, the
observed concentrations of individual bird species during
the surveys did not indicate a propensity for birds to
"prefer" to use Horseshoe Shoal over a multitude of other
sites within the Sound. Hence, it is anticipated that
displacement will not have adverse effects to birds at the
population level. The areas of the proposed action
cannot be described as more significant to birds than
other places in Nantucket Sound.

MMS has taken the commenter's remarks into
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consideration with regard to the likelihood of the effects
of displacement. Because studies have indicated that
certain sea ducks exhibit displacement associated with
wind resource areas, the final EIS has reconsidered this
effect. In Section 5.3.2.4.2. - Waterfowl and Non-Pelagic
Waterbirds - Habitat Loss, the final EIS indicates that the
displacement of certain species, such as scoters and other
sea ducks, from HSS is likely to occur. If certain sea
ducks become infrequent or avoid the project area, then
this would be habitat suitability reduction or habitat loss
for the life of the project. It is not anticipated that this
will happen for all bird species. The loss of HSS for
certain species is not insignificant, but it is not predicted
to have adverse impacts to those bird populations that
will exhibit avoidance of the project area.

H-1

Bird impacts/additional
bird studies

Commenters stated that the piping plover nesting information is
inaccurate.

The piping plover nesting information discussed in the
DEIS was provided by the State Division of Fisheries
and Wildlife and the Massachusetts Audubon Society at
the time it was requested. MMS has since acquired new
information regarding plovers and terns from those
entities that monitor these birds' breeding activities. This
new data has been incorporated into the discussion of
roseate terns and piping plovers the Biological
Assessment.

H-1

Bird impacts/additional
bird studies

Commenters stated that the conclusion that raptor mortality has
been lower at wind farms other than Altamont Pass because of
the use of larger turbines with slower moving blades, is
speculative.

The text in Section 5.3.2.4.1 — Terrestrial Birds — Raptors
- Raptor Observations at Existing Wind Facilities now
provides an explanation for reduced raptor mortality at
existing facilities in the East.

H-1

Bird impacts/additional
bird studies

Commenters stated that there was inappropriate reliance on the
aerial and boat surveys which provided only sparse coverage
during the winter months. Commenters stated that there was
very little coverage during the migration periods when the
largest numbers of these species are known to pass through the
area and that no info about the movements of these species
through the area was provided.

MMS disagrees with the comment that the aerial and boat
surveys provided sparse coverage of critical times for
marine birds. There were a total of 125 aerial surveys
and 17 boat surveys conducted co-jointly. These surveys
happened at all times of the year. There were also 13
visual boat surveys conducted to ground-truth the radar
surveys. These all happened during migration periods.

H-3

Evaluate benefits to birds
from CWA

Comments were received that noted potential positive benefits
for the roseate tern, including reduced mortality from oil spills
(because according the commenter, the project will displace

Displacement of oil and other fossil fuel fired production
will be very limited. Refer to Section 5.3.1.5.
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energy production that uses oil as fuel) and protection of critical | The potential for reduced oil spills and reduced climate

tern habitat (because according to the commenter, greenhouse change from the proposed action are uncertain as is

gas emissions will be reduced and sea level rise, sea and air potential positive impacts on the roseate tern mentioned

temperature shifts and prey shifts will be minimized). by the commenter.

Commenters stated that the positive impacts wind-powered

energy can have on roseate terns should be incorporated.

Project will reduce the known mortalities of terns from oil spills

and slow the consequences of climate change.

H-4 Further analyzed bird Comments were received that disagreed with the description of The analysis provided was sufficient to assess the impacts
impacts at alternatives impacts at alternative sites, and stated that the DEIS did not of alternatives relative to each other.
sites provide enough analysis to support the avian findings in the

alternative section. They included their viewpoints on the likely | MMS does not agree with the commenters’ suggestion

impacts and opinions that the other alternatives would have less | that impacts would be smaller at the Alternative Sites as

impact than the proposed action. compared to the location of the proposed action. The
Monomoy Shoal Alternative is considerably closer to an
identified bird site of special significance. Also,
compared to the proposed action, the South of
Tuckernuck Island Alternative could potentially have
greater impacts to terrestrial, coastal, and marine birds,
including roseate terns and piping plovers primarily
because of the increased area in which the turbines would
be located.

H-5 Additional bird studies Comments were received describing the need for additional MMS used best available scientific and commercial

recommended / include
additional information

types of studies. Commenters described a general need for
additional studies, and some described specific types of studies
that should be conducted.

Further detailed comments on types of studies recommended
and additional information is provided below:

Commenters stated that impacts during construction phase to
pelagic, waterfowl, and non-pelagic waterbirds species
categorized as low; however aerial survey data and MAS reports
indicate relative abundance during seasonal periods - lack of
adequate information on spatial and temporal distribution on
these groups of birds to make informed decision.

information to address avian impact concerns. Additional
field work is not needed for MMS to make a decision on
the project.

Text has been added in Section 5.3.2.4.1 — Waterfowl and
Non-Pelagic Waterbirds — Habitat Loss and Modification
and Risk of Collision in the final EIS. These added
paragraphs were included to expand the analysis of
potential effects to waterfowl and non-pelagic species
during the construction and decommissioning phases of
the proposed action. MMS believes there is adequate
information on spatial and temporal distribution of
waterfowl and pelagic birds. The applicant and MAS
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collectively flew 125 systematic aerial surveys to
document avian species occurrence and distributions in
Nantucket Sound. The applicant and MAS provided 10
detailed reports, all of which described a large data bank
of waterfowl! counts in the area of the proposed action
and much of the rest of Nantucket Sound. The reports
provided numerous maps illustrating bird counts and
spatial distribution. The information provided in these
ten reports was extremely relevant to the effects analysis
for waterfowl in the DEIS and the waterfow! data base
for is more than adequate.

H-5

Additional bird studies
recommended / include
additional information

Comments requested a breaking out of data into hourly
increments and providing weather data (such as cloud ceiling
and cover, fog, mist, etc.) on same temporal scale to see if
there's a correlation or explanation for abrupt movements of
targets.

Hourly data was not analyzed separately in attempt to
find correlatives to abrupt passage rates. An attempt was
made to separate data from clear nights, nights with fog,
rain, and mist. It is important to note that S-band radar
can detect targets in most weather conditions and X-band
radar is only affected with periods of steady rain. Targets
can still be detected in dense fog, low cloud ceiling, and
in between passing showers. Data was collected with
both radars during all weather conditions. It is not clear
where the commenter got their information to state that
targets were making abrupt movements. Typically, abrupt
movements are not seen during nocturnal migration due
to the energy costs for the bird to do so.

H-5

Additional bird studies
recommended / include
additional information

Commenters stated that the DEIS contradicts itself regarding
barrier effects on terns.

The text in Section 5.3.2.4.2, the Barrier Effect has been
revised. The text no longer says no 'measurable effects'
because effects were 'observed' at other studies.
However, MMS accepts that it is appropriate to reference
the Nysted and Horns Rev findings in appropriate places
to support conclusions about potential effects.

H-5

Additional bird studies
recommended / include
additional information

Commenters stated that to reach conclusions that birds will
simply go elsewhere, the DEIS would need to present 3-5 years
of sampling data showing that habitat carrying and distribution
capacity outside the Shoal is underutilized. More information is
necessary.

The results of the aerial and boat survey discussed in each
of the reports (Report Nos. 4.2.4-4, 4.2.4-9, 4.2.4-10,
4.2.4-11) indicate the occurrence of waterfowl and other
bird species throughout Nantucket Sound, and not just in
Horseshoe Shoals. The data provided is sufficient to
address this issue.

H-5

Additional bird studies
recommended / include

Commenters stated that boat and aerial observations during
daylight and good weather do not address water surface

Data limitations and the uncertainty are incorporated into
the FEIS. The final EIS uses existing scientific evidence
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additional information utilization during non-optimal periods. Comments stated that to evaluate the reasonably foreseeable significant adverse
there is a need for more data collected during a variety of time impacts to birds from off-shore and land-based wind
periods to indicate usage at all times. projects. New data collection efforts are not necessary to
address these issues. Collecting visual data at night and in
inclement weather with any level of scientific rigor is
challenging and carries additional uncertainty. Itis
generally accepted that in inclement weather, birds tend
to fly at lower altitudes.

H-5 Additional bird studies Comments stated that more recent information on number of The number of breeding pairs of common tern and least
recommended / include nesting pairs of terns in Massachusetts is available and should tern in Massachusetts in recent years has been included in
additional information be cited. Section 4.2.4.3.8.

H-5 Additional bird studies Commenters stated that consideration should be given to MMS agrees that understanding the benthic resources for
recommended / include conducting detailed food analyses of sea ducks, other waterfowl, | waterbirds in Nantucket Sound is valuable information.
additional information and other waterbirds south of Cape Cod to better understand the | However, data collection must be confined to those

location of birds and their food resources that might be impacted | efforts that will clearly result in practical application to

by project. project construction/operation and any proposed
adjustments. Although no new data collection efforts are
being proposed prior to the issuance of the final EIS and
Record of Decision, monitoring measures will be
conducted in order to expand the knowledge base of
avifauna that may be potentially affected by the project.
Monitoring and mitigation measures proposed for
potentially affected avifauna are described in Section 9

H-5 Additional bird studies Commenters stated that the final EIS should include: Hays et al Section 5.3.2.4.2 — Marine Birds — Operation - Risk of
recommended / include (1999) page 457 "Roseate and Common Terns come in after Collision of the final EIS has included these tern
additional information dark and leave before first light." and Trull et al (1999) page literature sources and the text recognizes that terns are

155 "...roosting terns are present in numbers only in the late active at dusk and at dawn, as well as after dark.
evening and continue to arrive after dark."

H-5 Additional bird studies Commenters stated that differences in passage rate and heights The variation in passage rate is typical of all radar

recommended / include
additional information

between the two surveys within each season are large, and a
more detailed discussion of the relevance of these differences to
the risk assessment should be provided. It is not clear how
ground-truthing results were used to interpret the radar data,
particularly for S-band radar results.

surveys. The reason for this variation can be attributed to
both yearly weather variations and possibly changes in
the population due to recruitment of that year’s young.
As observed at inland sites, passage rates not only vary
year to year they also vary dramatically within a given
season. Nightly passage rates observed at inland sites
often range from 0 t/km/hr to plus or minus 2000 t/km/hr.
This is largely due to changing weather conditions.
Nights with favorable winds for migration tend to be

Page 53 of 100



COMMENT SUMMARY AND RESPONSE TABLE

Comment
Code Comment Code Name Synthesis of Comments Response

Number
busiest. Some variation between years could also be due
to the differences in survey effort or if equipment
malfunctions caused a lack of radar coverage on a heavy
migration night. Three years of radar surveys would only
provide the same type of information and consequently
the same conclusions already gained from the radar
surveys conducted on site, due to the known limitations
of radar surveys and their inability to accurately
determine the numbers of individuals that would be at
risk and the species that may be at risk.

H-5 Additional bird studies Comments stated that the DEIS presents no independent The commenter is correct in that the DEIS has sections
recommended / include assessment of potential impacts to Common and Least Terns. for federally-listed species, but state-listed species are not
additional information State listed T&E species should be treated and evaluated in a provided an exclusive section for effects analysis. The

similar fashion to federally listed species, because the standard least and common terns are addressed in Section 5.3.2.4.
of protection is the same: prohibition of "take"... state-listed This section in the final EIS has been expanded

species should be separated from non-listed-species and considerably primarily to provide a more comprehensive
evaluated in a section on their own. analysis of potential impacts to terns.

H-5 Additional bird studies Commenters stated that MMS ignored or inappropriately The final EIS includes additional information about the
recommended / include rejected all results of radar studies at Horseshoe Shoals. radar studies in Sections 4.2.4 - Avifauna and 5.3.2.4.2 -
additional information Operational Impacts - Terrestrial Birds - Passerines

H-5 Additional bird studies Commenters stated that critical data on the "collision The commenter is correct in that the DEIS uses data from
recommended / include avoidance" probability are not available, and have been existing land-based projects and European projects,
additional information borrowed from studies on unrelated birds in other analyses which are distinct from the situation in Nantucket Sound.

purporting to address the issue of waterbirds colliding with However, the information on collision and mortality from

turbines. these projects is the best scientific and commercial
information available. We accept that information
summarized from off-shore projects has significant
application to the proposed action. Hence, the impact
analysis employs the European-based information where
appropriate.

H-7 Include information from | Commenters stated that MMS has been provided with extensive | In the final EIS, the information on Threatened and

BAin EIS

comments on the Biological Assessment (BA) being prepared
for the Endangered Species Act consultation with USFWS and
NMF, and that these should be integrated into the final EIS
section on avian impacts.

Endangered Species in Appendix C of the DEIS has been
replaced by the BA (see Appendix G), which was
submitted to the USFWS in May 2008, well after the
release of the DEIS. The comments on Appendix C of
the DEIS were also provided during the BA review.
These comments were addressed in the BA before
submittal to USFWS. The BA effects analyses and
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determinations are iterated in the final EIS in Section
5.3.2.9, but not to the extent provided in the BA. The BA
provides the more detailed analyses.
H-8 Bat impacts / additional Comments were received that requested that findings from Recent information from Arnett et al (2008) and Cryan
bat studies recent reports be summarized and included on bat studies. (2008) has been implemented to revise text in Sections
Commenters were concerned that no assessment of bat activity 42311 and5.3.2.3.2
has been conducted within Nantucket Sound. They addressed
the use of findings from fatality studies at terrestrial wind The final EIS contains revised text in Section 5.3.2.3.2
facilities, and the possibility that targets documented by the for discussion on bats. MMS maintains that the project is
radar could have been bats as well as birds. not likely to adversely affect bat populations.
The S-band radar used to detect targets in the horizontal
mode does not effectively isolate smaller targets. No
attempt was made to separate bird- from bat- targets.
H-9 Edits / Revisions / Other | Commenters stated that the collision risk model critique for The FEIS now includes a commenter's recalculations of
information selecting the ratio 15... used no site-specific info about COTE the range of possible collision mortality for COTE as an
ignoring all the info collected by Cape Wind and others, alternative to the original collision risk model results.
including the summary #s used for the ROST calc. This is provided in Section 5.3.2.4.2 — Marine Birds —
Operation- Risk of Collision.
H-9 Edits / Revisions / Other | Commenters stated that the summary on p 4-55 did not make The final EIS includes revised text in Section 4.2.4.3.6 to
information clear that these commuting flights of long-tailed ducks into and | further illustrate the potential numbers of ducks that make
out of Nantucket Sound involve hundreds of thousands of birds | this commute daily.
every day... The area(s) within NS where these birds spend the
night have not yet been determined: neither Cape Wind nor
MMS would know if hundreds of thousands of long-tailed
ducks sometimes roost on, near, or beyond HSS.
H-9 Edits / Revisions / Other | Commenters stated that in stark contrast to the reports cited The commenter is likely referring to the Fall 2005 or

information

above, which MMS claims show that sea ducks usually rest on
the water or fly at low elevations, the radar survey in fall 2006
found [different results].... Interpretation of these numbers is
limited by the fact that they were not broken down by date, and
by the great discrepancies in the size distributions reported in
the surveys in different years... there is a total disconnect
between the reports of hundreds or thousands of birds on the
water or flying low, as detected in the boat and aircraft surveys,
and the radar detection of tens of thousands of flocks flying high
in the same period.

Spring 2006 radar survey. The data analysis suggested
by the commenter is problematic for several reasons. For
one, the radar is sampling a much larger area than that
observed by the boat and aerial observers at any given
time in a survey moment. Also, the boat and

aerial observers were not necessarily surveying the exact
area that the radar was sampling. Even if the radar

data that corresponds to the same days/hours of the boat
and aerial surveys were individually examined, these
data would not necessarily mirror each other. Precise
ground-truthing would have to be done in real-time in
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order to ensure that radar and visual methods were
sampling the exact locations. Unfortunately this was not
done, and it is not a typical goal for wind resource area
pre-construction surveys. Nevertheless, it is important to
note that counting targets using S-band radar is not
extremely accurate or reliable. Therefore, the radar data
do not discount visual observations made during the
aerial and boat surveys conducted in the Cape Wind
Project Area.

H-9

Edits / Revisions / Other
information

Commenters stated that the [survey] methods used by Cape
Wind and Massachusetts Audubon are completely unsuited to
detect migrating hawks. It is irrelevant that these surveys failed
to detect any.

The applicant and MAS collectively flew 125 systematic
aerial surveys to document avian species occurrence and
distributions in Nantucket Sound. A total of 17 boat
surveys were conducted during the same study periods as
the aerial surveys and covered a similar area but
generally did not follow the predetermined transects
established for the flights. A total of 14 raptors, all
osprey, were recorded among all these survey efforts.
The DEIS does not report that surveys did not detect
raptors. In Section 4.2.4.1.1, the DEIS indicates total of
eight osprey were observed during the boat surveys on
August 15 and 22, 2002, and September 12, 2003,
(Report No. 4.2.4-3 and 4.2.4-4). All were observed just
offshore south of Falmouth, less than 1 mile (1.6 km)
from the shore, and none were observed in the Horseshoe
Shoal study areas. Furthermore, the large numbers of
migrant hawks observed on Nantucket Island and
Martha's Vineyard in the spring and fall does not
necessarily mean they would be observed in Horseshoe
Shoals.

Edits / Revisions / Other
information

Comments stated that cormorants are reported as being "most
abundant in 2003 during June™; this is an obvious bias as
cormorants are vastly more abundant during migration in April
and October in Nantucket Sound.

The text in Section 4.2.4.3.5 of the final EIS has been
revised to emphasize the difference between counts of
cormorants in the two years during the fall and winter.

Ocean pilings impacting
freshwater aquifer

Commenters expressed concern over the potential for monopile
installation and other construction activities to cause saltwater
intrusion into the freshwater aquifer beneath the Nantucket
Sound.

MMS received comments relating to groundwater resources and

See revised Section 5.3.1.6.1. Impacts to the aquifer
from the proposed action are discussed in Section
5.3.1.6.1 in terms of potential impact to groundwater.
The applicant will prepare a SPCC plan detailing the
handling of hazardous materials. Additional details on
the quantity of hazardous materials in state-designated
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the Cape Cod designated sole source aquifer. In general, resource areas for compliance with regional standards are
comments suggested a need to evaluate potential hazardous best handled at the state and regional regulatory levels.
materials that could contaminate groundwater, especially in the The Environmental First Search Report referenced in
vicinity of the Zone | and Zone Il Wellhead Protection Areas Section 4.1.6.1.1 includes local sites under the
(WHPAs) for public water supply wells along the cable route. Massachusetts Contingency Plan. Section 4.1.6.1.1 has
Specifically, the commenters thought the evaluation of been revised to include a summary of state-listed sites
hazardous waste sites in the DEIS was limited, and that the within 0.25 mile of the proposed action, in addition to
review should include local sites listed under the Massachusetts | those crossed by the proposed upland transmission cable
Contingency Plan, as well as EPA sites. There was also a corridor.
concern that Cape Wind would use hazardous materials in
quantities in excess of the limits allowed in WHPAs by regional | See also revised Section 2.6.1.
standards. Further detail was requested on the types, uses and
quantities of hazardous materials required for construction, as
well as information on waste management.

1-2 Freshwater wetland Comments were received that cite general negative impacts to MMS addressed the impacts of the proposed action on

impacts wetlands from construction and cable installation. These water quality in freshwater wetlands, as detailed in
citations include increased sedimentation, discharges to waters, Sections 4.1.6.1.3 and 5.3.1.6.1. As discussed in Section
and water quality. Commenters focused on the potential for 9.3.2, the applicant will be responsible for developing
construction to impact water quality in shallow groundwater and | and implementing a Stormwater Pollution Prevention
stormwater runoff, either of which could discharge into Plan (SWPPP) detailing erosion control BMPs and spill
Jabinettes Pond and Long Lake. Commenters requested further | prevention and mitigation measures. Under the MEPA
details on stormwater controls and BMPs, as well as an process, Cape Wind has committed to stormwater
assessment of the hydrology and condition of the ponds and management, the installation of sediment and erosion
mitigation for impacts. controls and the implementation of appropriate BMPs.
Additional detail on those programs is best dealt with at
the state and/or local level.
1-3 Other wetlands, coastal, Comments were received that were concerned with the impacts In compliance with NEPA, MMS has assessed the

land under water, coastal
beaches, etc.

of sedimentation from construction activities and the effects of
possible hazardous material spills on coastal, offshore and near
shore wetland habitats. Commenters thought that re-suspension
of sediment from anchor sweep and jet plow technology used
during cable installation constitutes a negative impact to
wetland habitats, and that it is unknown or difficult to predict
how far these sediments will be carried in the coastal and
marine environments. Commenters were also concerned with
the increased risk of impacts to coastal and offshore (marine)
habitats from hazardous material spills and/or the collision of
vessels at sea, which could result from the increased ship traffic
associated with the proposed action or the collision of vessels
with obstacles/WTGs. They noted that the transition vault is

impacts of the proposed action on coastal and other
wetland areas. Section 5.2, and Report 5.2.1-1, describe
and assess risks to coastal wetlands from non-routine or
accidental impact-producing factors, including fluid spills
or vessel collision. MMS believes that sediment
resuspension modeling included in Report No. 4.1.1-2 is
sufficient to reasonably predict the fate, transport and
deposition of sediments in marine, tidal and other coastal
wetland areas in the vicinity of Nantucket Sound.
Section 404 jurisdiction of the marine portions of the
proposed action, including sediment suspension via
hydraulic jetplow, is discussed in Section 5.3.1.6 of the
EIS. Cable installation via hydraulic jetplow is
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located in a FEMA V-zone, which is a coastal area subject to considered a non-jurisdictional activity under Section
potentially damaging wave and wind action during a storm 404.
event. Structures within the V-zone, if they are destroyed, can
cause environmental and property damage as materials are Section 5.3.2.2.1 has been updated to include a summary
carried away by storm and flood water. Commenters request of impacts to coastal wetland resource areas under
that the proposed action evaluate the possibility of moving the federal, state, and local jurisdiction. In conformance with
transition vault out of the VV-zone, or propose specific mitigation | NEPA, MMS has assessed affects of the proposed action
for locating the structure within the V-zone. on coastal areas. Consistency with regional standards is
best addressed through permitting at the state, regional
and/or local levels.
1-4 Terrestrial fauna non- MMS received comments that the DEIS should assess common Section 5.3.2.3.1 discusses direct and indirect impacts of
bird terrestrial wildlife species that might be impacted by construction to common terrestrial wildlife species along
construction activities along the upland cable route. Some the proposed cable route, including the potential for
reviewers thought that a study should be conducted to determine | direct mortality to reptiles and amphibians. In
the wildlife species using the habitats in the area of the proposed | conformance with NEPA, MMS has used best available
action, their migratory patterns and/or their seasonal data to assess impacts to terrestrial wildlife. Since
abundances. Of particular concern was the potential for direct species diversity, abundances, and seasonal patterns of
mortality to small reptiles and amphibians falling into open common wildlife species in the area of the proposed
trenches. action is expected to be similar to what is found in similar
habitats throughout the region, further field study is not
needed at this time. Impacts to wildlife habitat have been
reduced by the applicant by siting much of the cable route
along existing roadways.
J-1 Native American issues Comments were received explaining that the proposed action Sections 4.3.4.2 and 5.3.3.4 of the FEIS have been

would negatively affect the views of the eastern horizon across
Nantucket Sound, which are considered to be of religious and
cultural significance to Native American groups from the area
and region. Additionally, commenters expressed concern about
direct impacts to ancestral tribal lands, including potential
burials within Nantucket Sound from installation of the towers.
Commenters stated that MMS has not fully complied with the
consultation requirements of Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act, specifically with tribal governments
and other consulting parties.

revised to include sections on visual resources associated
with Tribal areas of cultural and religious importance and
the impacts to these resources, including the Tribal
concern about maintaining an unobstructed view of the
eastern horizon. As a result of ongoing Section 106
consultations, one specific sacred site has been added to
the list of historic properties identified as having an
adverse visual effect from the proposed project. Section
106 consultation on identifying measures to avoid,
minimize or mitigate potential adverse visual effects of
the proposed project are ongoing.

Sections 4.3.5.2.2 and 5.3.3.5.1 of the FEIS have been
revised to include a fuller description of the marine
archaeological survey conducted by PAL (March 2004)
to evaluate the offshore project area for evidence of
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prehistoric archaeological (i.e. ancestral Tribal) sites.
The design and lay out of the proposed project was
modified to avoid specific areas identified through
seismic and vibracore data as having potential for
preserved prehistoric archaeological deposits; however,
no direct evidence of an actual prehistoric site was
recorded at these locations. MMS will also include a
stipulation in the lease and permit documents requiring
that the lessee immediately halt all activities and that the
MMS be notified if an unanticipated archaeological site is
encountered during any activities on the lease.

With respect to the comment that MMS has not fully
complied with the consultation requirements of Section
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, see
responses to J-5 and J-6.

J-2 Assessment of effects for | Comments were received that questioned the change in the Based on consultation with MHC, the ACHP, the

MMS compared to COE | assessment of effects for 13 historic properties. When the DEIS | USACE, and other consulting parties, MMS will use the
was issued by the USACE, 16 properties were determined to same approach used by the USACE for this proposed
have an adverse visual effect from the proposed action; only 3 project. in assessing adverse visual effects on historic

of these 16 properties were considered to have adverse visual properties. All 16 properties identified as having adverse
effects by MMS. visual effects in the USACE DEIS (and concurred with
by MHC) are now considered to have adverse visual
effects. Also as a result of ongoing Section 106
consultations, the MMS has evaluated additional historic
properties and included another 12 historic properties
(which had not previously been evaluated for National
Register significance) and one specific Tribal sacred site
on the list of historic properties that may have adverse
visual effects from the proposed project.

J-3 Vineland/Viking theory Commenters state that the long history of the area could include | Section 4.3.5.2.1 of the FEIS has been revised to include
landings by Vikings. a discussion of the evidence for early Viking contact in
the Cape Cod/Nantucket Sound area. The primary
location of current research is Waquoit Bay,
approximately 6.5 miles west-northwest of the proposed
project area on the south side of Cape Cod.
Archaeological investigations conducted for the proposed
project (PAL, March 2004) have found no evidence of
potential sites associated with such early historic
visitation or occupation within the proposed project area.
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J-4 How will MMS address Comments were received that questioned how MMS would MMS has found that the project will have an indirect
adverse effects to NHL address the elevated requirements for assessing adverse effects (visual) adverse effect on two NHL properties (the
properties? to properties with National Historic Landmark status. Kennedy Compound and the Nantucket Historic District).

As per the requirements of 36 CFR 800.10, the MMS has
invited the ACHP and the Secretary of the Interior
(represented by the National Park Service’s National
Historic Landmarks Program representative) to
participate in the Section 106 consultation process for this
project. On-going Section 106 consultation meetings will
focus on identification of measures to avoid, minimize, or
mitigate potential adverse visual effects to these
properties.

J-5 Section 106 process— Comments were received that were concerned that MMS had MMS has undertaken formal Section 106 consultation
consulting with tribal not followed the appropriate consultation requirements under with tribal governments and other consulting parties, and
governments, other Section 106 of the NHPA, including consultation with affected has taken the comments and recommendations received
interested parties, etc. tribal governments and other consulting parties. Commenters from all consulting parties into account in its revised

remarked that determinations of adverse effect must be done in determination of adverse effects on historic properties.

consultation with consulting parties, a process which has not yet

been completed within the context of the DEIS.

J-6 Submerged resources Comments were received that suggested that the amount of The archaeological marine remote sensing survey

work conducted to identify submerged archaeological resources | completed for the proposed offshore project area by PAL

was inadequate. (March 2004) employed state-of-the are marine remote
sensing technology and assessment methods to locate
evidence of any historic or prehistoric archaeological
sites that might exist within the offshore project area.
The archaeological survey requirements were developed
in consultation with the MHC and the MBUAR. The
project design has already been modified to avoid areas
identified as having any potential for preserved
prehistoric sites, and the MMS will require avoidance of
all remote sensing targets assessed as potentially
representing historic shipwreck sites.

K-1 No impacts Comments were received that pointed out that visual impacts Comments noted.

/improvements to from wind turbines are a cultural construct or subjective
aesthetics opinion. These comments express the opinion that impacts to

visual resources are a matter of perspective, and that WTGs may
be beautiful to many people and have the potential to become a
unique icon.
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K-2 Negative impacts to Comments were received that expressed the opinion that Interpretation and conclusions on the degree of visual

aesthetics

visual/aesthetic impacts from the proposed action will be
negative and significant/major. Commenters stated that the
DEIS in general underemphasized or downplayed the effect that
WTGs would have on the scenic landscape. They thought this
was due to a failure to conduct a proper or complete visual
impact analysis. Commenters pointed out that the adverse effect
determinations in the DEIS were different from those presented
in the visual impact assessment completed by PAL and
summarized in the previous DEIR and FEIR, and thought the
DEIS lacked an adequate explanation or revised analysis to
explain why they had changed. Commenters thought that the
rationale for a conclusion of a “moderate” impact was unclear,
and disagreed with the adverse effect determinations.
Commenters believed there needs to be more extrapolation from
sites assessed in visual impact assessment and/or visual
simulations to sites that were unassessed. Comments reflected
the opinion that the visual impacts would destroy the spiritual
integrity of the landscape, a negative impact that was not
properly addressed in the DEIS. Commenters thought that
permanent negative impacts should be given more
consideration, due to the overall setting and importance of
recreation and tourism to the economy. Specific suggestions
include providing more discussion of the sensitivities and
experiences of different viewers, and providing data from a
study or focus group to measure people’s perceptions of the
landscape with and without WTGs. Other commenters requested
a visual simulation of the condensed array alternative.

impact is highly subjective and dependent on the viewer.
We understand that many find the impacts to be
considered “major” but many others did not find the
visual impacts to be negative and others found the WTGs
to be beautiful. MMS’s reasoning for not designating the
WTGs as “major” impact at shore line areas was that the
WTGs are far from shore, and thus appear small on the
horizon as a result of visual perspective. Moreover their
size is small and focused on an area close to the horizon
line compared to the vastness of the ocean and sky in the
foreground (0 to 0.5 miles) and midground (0.5 to 4
miles). MMS believes that the presence of the WTGs is
unlikely to affect the viability of the recreational areas
(i.e., the general public is not expected to stop using the
recreational areas around Nantucket Sound for summer
enjoyment including sitting on the beach, viewing the
expanse of Nantucket Sound, swimming, fishing, sailing,
and other recreational activities) and thus visual impacts
would not be considered “major”.

With respect to the designation of visual impacts to
historic structures as having an “adverse effect” or “no
adverse effect” see revisions to Section 5.3.3.4.2 and
responses to the comment “J-2” in this matrix.

With regard to the request for further extrapolation from
sites visually assessed to sites not visually assessed, we
note that MMS used an established methodology based
on worst case representative viewpoints. Locations near
these viewpoints would have similar views, locations
seaward or closer than these viewpoints would have
somewhat more visual impacts depending on distance,
and sites inland of these areas would have less visual
impacts due to blocked views from trees and structures.
With respect to simulations of the condensed array,
simulations of the condensed array were not provided
because this alternative would have less impact than the
preferred alternative.

Issues with respect to impact on spiritual and religious
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practices of the Wampanoags is provided in Section
5.3.35

With regard to the use of other studies or the use of focus
groups, we note that visual impact are subjective and site
specific. The use of focus groups to assess impacts
would vary highly depending on who was in the focus
group. Comments from people living on Cape Cod may
vary from those of tourists or those especially concerned
about environmental issues, and even within these groups
opinions as to aesthetics would likely differ.
Additionally, the almost 600 comments that MMS has
received specifically on aesthetic issues serve in
themselves to provide a broad view of opinions that may
in fact achieve a greater diversity of input on this issue
and be a better gage of public opinions on these visual
issues than could be achieved in a focus group.

K-3

Visibility of lighting

Comments received expressed concern over visual impacts due
to lighting, both offshore and onshore, including both additional
lighting during construction, and permanent safety lights for
WTGs and other structures. Commenters felt that a broader
assessment of nighttime visibility needs to be conducted,
including a map of areas that would be able to see lights from
the proposed action under clear nighttime conditions.
Commenters thought that daytime assessment points were not
necessarily most appropriate to use as nighttime assessment
points (i.e. locations worst case daytime and nighttime impacts
may be different). Concerns commenters would like to see
included in an expanded discussion in the FEIS are:

¢ Relative intensity of facility lights

e View of the night sky

¢ Nighttime activities that could be affected

o Effect of flashing on perception of facility

o Effect of atmospheric conditions on lighting
¢ Color contrasts

In order to limit impacts to nearby properties, commenters
requested a specific lighting plan including sources, description
of lights, timing of nighttime work, and mitigation methods.

The visual simulations show where the lighting
associated with the proposed action would be visible
under nighttime conditions. These locations were taken
from the shoreline and thus represent worst case onshore
views, which are appropriate for this assessment. Similar
views would be expected in proximity to these visual
simulation locations and views would be more limited
inland. Though variable depending on tree cover and
houses in the area, generally locations more than 300 feet
inland would not have views of the proposed action or its
lighting. Best available information has been used to
assess nighttime lighting impact and further mapping of
locations where the proposed action would be visible at
night, or other nighttime impacts is not warranted.

MMS believes the simulations show accurately the extent
of lighting impacts. The lighting of the WTGs including
intensity, location, and spacing is dictated by FAA safety
regulations. Lighting should generally have minimal
effect on the view of the night time sky from the land
because of the distance the WTGs are located away from
land. Onshore locations in this area already have lighting
associated with street lights, residential lighting,
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They also recommended use of red flashing lights for medium lighthouses and other aides to navigation, and thus most

intensity lanterns. onshore areas are by no means pristine resources in terms
of light pollution levels. Foggy conditions will tend to
obscure lighting though such conditions, including low
cloud cover, can also reflect light.
The final lighting plan will be determined by the FAA on
its approval of the proposed action. A detailed
description of the proposed lighting plan is provided in
Section 5.3.3.4.2.

K-4 Recreation impacts Comments were received that explained that the proposed action | Visual impacts on recreation are discussed in Section

would negatively affect recreational activities on and around 5.3.3.4. Impacts on recreational boating, sailing and

Nantucket Sound. Commenters stated that the level of fishing are discussed in Section 5.3.3.6. Further details

recreational fishing on Horseshoe Shoal is grossly on the existing level of commercial and recreational

underestimated in the DEIS, and continued to state that the fishing are provided in Section 4.2.7 and impacts to

DEIS ignores or grossly underestimates the economic and recreational and commercial fishing are discussed at

cultural contributions of recreational boating, sailing, and 5.3.2.7.

fishing activities around Horseshoe Shoal. Commenters

suggested that there are many recreational and scenic resources,

e.g. beaches, bike paths, that would be negatively affected by

the presence of the wind farm, as many of these resources are

related to the views of the water.

K-5 Show ESP in Visuals Comments were received that reflected confusion over the size The dimensions of the electrical service platform are

and visual impact of the electrical service platform (ESP).
According to comments, the ESP is described in the DEIS as an
enclosed structure, 100 ft (30.5 m) tall, by 200 ft (61 m) wide,
by 100 ft (30.5 m), but in Figure 2.3.3-1 it is shown as 82 ft
wide by 185 ft long by 49 feet tall, sitting on a platform 100 ft
wide by 200 ft in width.

Commenters were concerned over the visual impact of the ESP,
and proposed that the FEIS include some indication of its
architectural treatment (building form, siding material, color,
lighting, ancillary facilities, etc.).

given in Section 2.1.4 of the FEIS. Additional design and
installation details are given in Section 2.3.3 and Figure
2.3.3-1. The visual assessment of the proposed offshore
wind park was developed utilizing a computer model.
The applicant provided Environmental Design and
Research, P.C. (EDR) with a layout plan and turbine and
tower specifications and dimensions from GE Wind
Energy. Specification drawings of the proposed electrical
service platform (see Figure 2.3.3-1) were also provided
by the applicant. This data was used to construct to-scale
computer models of the individual project components
and the 130 turbine array proposed by the applicant. All
visible facilities were modeled to scale and in the proper
geographic location and elevation using 3D Studio Max
5.0® software. Appropriate structural materials and
finishes were applied based on information provided by
the applicant.
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Lighting of the ESP will be dictated by the USCG via its
terms and conditions and is discussed in Section
5.3.34.2.
K-6 Further study/ review/ Comments were received that reflected the opinion that no MMS believes the visual simulations provided are

calculations with visual
impacts

adequate visual impact assessment was referenced in the DEIS
and that data was missing to make a proper assessment of
aesthetic impacts. Commenters stated that the Visual Impact
Assessment conducted by PAL was incomplete or not broad
enough to use as the visual impact assessment for the proposed
action as a whole, due to the lack of breadth or number of sites
considered (i.e. too much emphasis on historic structures, not
enough consideration of recreational resources and beaches),
that sites did not represent worst case scenario and that the
methodology was incomplete or inappropriate, such as a lack of
consideration of distance zones, or a viewshed map. There
were also concerns over a lack of transparency and information
about the methodology used in the visual impact assessment.
Commenters requested that the FEIS provide a greater
description of setting and the cumulative visual impacts of the
proposed action, rather than just providing impacts for specific
sites. Commenters believed that the attitudes and sensitivity of
particular viewers needs to be explored in a more
methodical/quantitative way, and viewer expectation for
different locations was not taken into account. Commenters
suggested using the ACOE Visual Resource Assessment
Procedure and or the visual assessment procedure used by the
U.S. Forestry Service.

adequate to reach a conclusion on the extent of visual
impacts. We note that they were taken at representative
worst case view locations and provide a reasonable
representation of visual impacts around the area. As
noted in the text, visual simulations taken from historic
sites are also representative of recreational areas since the
majority of the historic viewpoints were actually taken on
the shore line at or near beaches in order to capture worst
case visual impacts. The methodology used to produce
the visual simulations was developed to ensure accuracy
of results and is provided in Section 5.3.3.4.2.

Distance zones are discussed in Section 5.3.3.4.2.

The aerial extent of visual impacts is shown via the
simulations. The geographic extent of the visibility of the
WTGs is also discussed in Section 5.3.3.4.2 and
development of a viewshed map is not necessary.

The character settings of each viewpoint simulation
location were documented via photographs. See the 64
character photos at Figure 4.3.4-2 and the descriptions
that accompany them in Section 4.3.4.

With respect to “cumulative” (i.e. overall) visual impacts
of the proposed action, these are described in the
conclusions of Section 5.3.3.4. It is not possible to
visually show the cumulative impacts overall except
through inspection of the representative simulations
provided.

With respect to attitudes and sensitivity of particular
viewers, MMS has obtained almost 600 comment letters
specifically on issues having to do with visual impacts.
These came from a diverse group of people and were
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used to help evaluate visual impacts. Conducting a
specific study on viewer expectations of different viewer
groups is not necessary for making a decision on this
issue.
The use of the ACOE Visual Assessment Procedure is a
process whereby individual elements of the visual
landscape (water, landform, vegetation, landuse, user
activity) are assigned quantitative impact scores with
some involvement by different viewer groups to try to
reach a quantitative conclusion on visual impacts.
However, this type of quantitative analysis is dependent
on the opinions and subjectivity of those involved in the
survey. Similarly, the use of U.S. Forest Service
Procedures for assessing visual impacts are also
dependent on the subjectivity of those involved. MMS
does not feel the use of these procedures is necessary to
reach an informed decision on visual impacts.
L-1 Noise Commenters stated that a noise mitigation plan should be Noise mitigation is discussed in Section 9.
prepared for HDD and cofferdam construction, and included in
the FEIS. The plan should address noise levels at the nearest Noise impacts due to HDD and cofferdam construction
residence and the effectiveness of noise mitigation measures are expected to be minor. The applicant will utilize
proposed. effective noise mitigation measures for each activity.
Other comments were raised stating that the modeling and MMS believes that the noise analysis conducted utilized
analysis were not conservative, incorrect factors and very conservative measures in determining both existing
assumptions were used in the modeling, inappropriate locations | and proposed project noise levels, and the potential
were selected for ambient monitoring, and that impacts would impact to above water receivers, both on and off shore.
occur to persons on and off shore. This included evaluating noise levels during downwind
conditions, cylindrical spreading for low frequency noise,
and noise monitoring that was conducted during the off-
peak season, when activity is far less than it would be
during the peak season.
L-2 Minimal or no increase MMS received comments stating that noise from the turbines Comments noted.
in noise. would be minimal if not indistinguishable from the background
noise of the wind and the ocean.
L-5 Noise Commenters stated that more consistent and better defined All above water noise impacts were redefined to be

levels of noise impact associated with construction, operation
and decommissioning activities must be made. Comments were

consistent with MMS definitions in chapters 5.1 and 5.3.
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raised regarding the qualitative assessment of potential impact at | Any increases in noise levels associated with increased

the Quonset Davisville Port and Commerce Park due to equipment usage at the Quonset Davisville Port and

maintenance activities stating that a more quantitative analysis Commerce Park for Project maintenance are expected to

be conducted for this potential impact. be minimal and intermittent. Further, noise levels near
the Port must be in compliance with local noise

Additional comments were made regarding the time that ordinances. MMS does not believe that a more

ambient monitoring was conducted (argued for on-season rather | quantitative analysis is required.

than off-season ambient monitoring), ambient monitoring at the

buoy locations contained wave slap and other anthropegenic MMS believes that the noise analysis conducted utilized

noises, the audibility of foghorns, quantifying the difference very conservative measures in determining existing

between construction and decommissioning noise, and that more | ambient noise levels. This included evaluating noise

detail should be provided on the ambient versus operational levels during downwind conditions, and noise monitoring

noise levels on a receptor by receptor basis. that was conducted during the off-peak season, when
activity is far less than it would be during the peak
season. MMS believes that off peak season noise levels
would be lower, and therefore more conservative, than
peak season noise levels and that decommissioning noise
levels would be lower than construction noise levels due
to the absence of pile driving noise. Lastly, MMS does
not believe there is a need for a detailed comparison of
ambient to noise levels from the proposed action on a
receptor by receptor basis.

M-1 Navigation hazards, Comments were received with regards to the safety of vessel The safety, proper navigation and operation of any vessel

including ice and fog

operations around the proposed action under adverse weather
conditions. Comments included questions about ship traffic
densities in restricted areas (narrow channels) as a result of not
being able to navigate over Horseshoe Shoal, and the affects of
ice flows through and around the wind farm. Commenters stated
there was a lack of analysis of the potential and increased risk in
vessel to vessel collisions and that anchor fouling against the
buried cable was not adequately addressed.

A concern raised was about the possibility of USCG
introduction of Regulated Navigation Areas that would further
affect traffic flows. Other issues raised were the proximity of
the WTGs to commercially used channels and the ability for a
vessel to strike a WTG within a short period of time, should a
steering or engine casualty occur. Commenters questioned the
spacing of the WTG’s and the ability for watercraft of all types
to safely navigate through them effectively. Commenters were

both private and commercial are the primary
responsibility of its master regardless of the proposed
action. The Nantucket Sound area as with any other area
in New England or anywhere along the coast of the
United States presents its own peculiar set of
circumstances and challenges to which the prudent
mariner must account and adjust for to safely navigate
his/her vessel; the presence of the proposed action is but
one of many factors that must be taken into the decision
making process and in determination of actions to protect
the safety of the vessel. The proposed action does not
independently change or alter the process or
responsibilities of the master in making those decisions,
nor does it present an insurmountable set of
circumstances that would prevent any execution of such
prudent action.
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concerned about the ability of the US Coast Guard to conduct Due to the characteristics of Horseshoe Shoals, most if
SAR operations within the wind farm with aircraft. not all commercial vessels navigate using the established

and marked channels as referenced in 4.4.3.1 and 4.4.3.5
Comments were received concerning tanker routes and hazards of the FEIS. The commercial users listed in 4.4.3.3

to them posed by the wind farm and the increased potential for operate out of the larger harbors and ports of the area

oil spills. listed in 4.4.3.2. A significant increase in commercial
traffic is not expected beyond what is already observed
MMS received comments from ferry operators raising concerns | and already operates in the area and in the deep water

about passenger safety due to increased congestion in channels.
commercially utilized channels and the inability to conduct
tacking maneuvers during bad weather. In the study for Cape Wind Associates titled “Oil Spill

Probability Analysis for the Cape Wind Energy Project in
Nantucket Sound” probabilities of vessel casualties are
discussed including vessel-to-vessel collisions as part of
the oil spill probabilities analysis. In section 3.3.1 of that
report, Table 4 shows Average Annual Vessel Casualties
in waters near Nantucket Sound including allisions and
collisions and Table 5 shows annual vessel casualties per
vessel trip. Table 7 provides an estimated annual casualty
rate for 1, 5, 10 and 30 year scenarios. Casualties for
vessels involved in construction activities are covered in
Table 8. A further study contained as Report No. 5.2.1-
1A to the FEIS undertakes a complete vessel collision
and allision analysis. Section 2 of that report looks at
vessel allisions while Section 3 of that report analyzes
vessel collisions.

Issues and conclusions with regards to ice are covered in
the FEIS at Section 5.3.4.3.2. As the fact that there
appear to be no historical records maintained by the
National Weather Service or other agencies, anecdotal
evidence suggests that ice events in Nantucket Sound
have been common in less frequency over the past decade
but were a factor in the winter of 2002 and 2003. The
WTG mono piles have been designed to withstand the
forces of ice floes up to 6 inches thick. Vessel navigation
safety through ice floes, as with other safety concerns
remain the responsibility of the vessel’s master. Further
discussion of ice floes is included in Report 4.4.3-1,
section 4.4.
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It is not anticipated that large commercial vessels will
transit through the wind farm area as is presently the
case. Therefore anchoring in areas that contain
underground cables by large vessels would not be routine
although the cables, by design, would be buried to a
sufficient depth to normally prevent fouling. Recreational
and small vessels that could transit over Horseshoe
Shoals would be small enough such that if they decided
to anchor within the wind farm it could be readily done
with impunity. Anchoring a vessel is also one means of
mitigating an emergency due but not limited to some sort
of engine or other mechanical casualty with the vessel.
Large commercial vessels utilizing the Nantucket Sound
deepwater channels experiencing a representative
casualty would anchor in or in the immediate vicinity of
the channel boundary or utilize the designated anchorage
area noted in Section 4.4.3.1 of the FEIS. However due to
the proximity of some portions of the wind farm to these
channels, larger vessels might be forced by a casualty to
intrude on the periphery of the wind farm and “drop
anchor” in an emergency situation. The probability of
fouling is very low although in theory it could be possible
to foul an anchor with a buried cable. This is not only
limited to cables buried as part of the wind farm. Marine
cables traverse Nantucket Sound in numerous areas and a
vessel anchoring under emergency situations anywhere in
the vicinity of these cables could just as easily foul an
anchor there too. The depth of the buried cable was set
based on US Navy studies as discussed in Report 4.4.3-1,
section 4.2.

The US Coast Guard under its primary missions of
maritime safety and security may consider regulatory
action to protect the wind farm as critical energy
infrastructure and/or the general public. These regulatory
actions may include the establishment of Safety and/or
Security Zones, Safety Fairways and Regulated
Navigation Areas as outlined in 33 Code of Federal
Regulations Parts 147 (OCS), 165, 166 and 167. It is not
currently known whether the US Coast Guard is or is not
going to issue some type of regulatory action in this

Page 68 of 100



COMMENT SUMMARY AND RESPONSE TABLE

Comment
Code Comment Code Name Synthesis of Comments Response
Number

regard.

Section 5.3.4.3.2 Operational Impacts addresses the
proximity of WTGs to the main deepwater channel in its
section titled “Navigational Channels” and discusses the
proximity of the Middelgrunden wind farm of
Copenhagen Denmark to the main channel. In Nantucket
Sound the nearest WTGs are located 0.23 nautical miles
from the charted edge of the channel and therefore pose
less threat than most of the restricted waters in ports
throughout the United States. These ports handle much
larger vessels carrying many more toxic and hazardous
cargoes as well as being located in the close proximity of
high population density areas.

The spacing between WTGs is adequate to promote safe
navigation of the vessel type (draft) suitable to transit
over Horseshoe Shoals. Appropriate care and vigilance
would need to be exercised by the master in periods of
inclement weather and darkness. Prudent seamanship in
operation of vessels transiting through the wind farm is
necessary as would also be the case anywhere in
Nantucket Sound.

Issues regarding the ability of the US Coast Guard to
conduct SAR with aircraft in the wind farm are addressed
in 5.3.4.3.2 Operational Impacts specifically in the
section titled Search and Rescue. Historical data shows
that aircraft were used to respond to 4 incidents in the
area of the wind farm in the past ten years. Recent
conversations with the US Coast Guard indicate that they
are better prepared from a resource and equipment
standpoint to conduct SAR from boats as the primary
means rather than from aircraft. SAR operations,
response times, policies and procedures are entirely
within the control of the US Coast Guard. They have not
indicated an issue with the location of the wind farm
obstructing their ability to perform SAR.

In addition to the above, note that the US Coast Guard’s
Terms and Conditions in Appendix B. These conditions
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have been developed by the USCG to provide adequate
safety with respect to navigational issues in the area of
the proposed action.

M-2 Airport MMS received comments that state that serious problems have VFR flights may be affected at a ceiling less than 1000
been found with the effects of wind turbines on various radar feet but no differently than an aircraft flying over land
systems. Commenters expressed concern over sea and aviation with similar obstructions. Information about the wind
impact, as well as obstruction hazards. These include: farm will be published in appropriate NOTAMS and

annotated on Charts as required by the FAA. Similar
e  Safety and efficiency of air travel in the area due to annotations will appear in nautical charts as required by
interference with aircraft navigation and landing the USCG, USACOE and NOAA. The placement of the
systems. wind farm does not affect the approach or departure
o Possible effects on air traffic radar systems and pattern, IFR or VFR, of any airport in the immediate
secondary surveillance radar beacon systems used in air | Vicinity of the wind farm located on Cape Cod, Martha’s
traffic control. Vineyard or Nantucket or directly lowers their capacity in
o Turbines possibly lowering the capacity of the three any manner. The placement of the wind farm has no
airports and limiting their airspace. direct effect on air traffic safety assuming that all pilots
e FAA web long-range impact tool shows a hazard. exercise due diligence and comply with all applicable
e There is concern that wind turbines will impose FAA regulations.
substantial limitations on the use of short-range radar . . o
on helicopters for search and rescue. Conversations with the USCG have indicated that the
preferred means of SAR for the area is by small boat.
In addition, MMS received comments concerning the safety of Report 4.4.3-1, section 5.0, analyzes historical SAR
the VFR flight at a ceiling less than 1000 feet due to height of incidents and response and discusses the use of aircraft to
WTGs:; issues concerning interference with DME equipment conduct SAR in the vicinity. By the USCG’s own
and ATC radar, and the need to incorporate FAA’s pending statement, they would have no problems conducting SAR
hazard determination. Other concerns included the ability for in aircraft within the footprint of the wind farm under
the USCG to conduct airborne SAR operations within the wind | conditions of good visibility day or night.
farm. Commenters were worried about air traffic safety in
general, interference to air navigation and communications and
on the interference by the wind farm on aircraft and air traffic
control radars.
M-3 No navigation and/or MMS received comments refuting issues with regards to See Section 5.3.4.2.
aviation hazards navigation safety and/or aircraft or aviation safety as well as the
loss of Horseshoe Shoals as having a significant impact on
navigation and fishing in the area.
M-4 Communication Comments were received regarding concern over wind turbine Refer to additional information in Section 4.4.4 and

impact on air and marine navigational systems. These included
wind turbine interference with effectiveness of primary and

Section 5.4.2.28.
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secondary radar surveillance systems, radio navigation aids, With respect to questions about the applicability of the
telecommunications, and other communication systems. ENXco Shiloh Il Project, it is difficult to compare with
the proposed action because of their site specific
Commenters were also concerned with the lack of definitive conditions. However we note that its impact on radar
studies on radar interference from the wind farm as wells as interference was evaluated and the nearby Travis Air

communications interference from the WTGs. Issues were also Force base allowed the project to proceed as there were
raised concerning interference with national security radars and no significant negative impacts based on its operation of

communication capabilities. 89. When Travis begins its landing system upgrade to

incorporate a digital radar system, they will work
In addition, commenters asked that the ENXco Project be cooperatively with ENXco to mitigate any interference
discussed with respect to its impact on radar and the findings of | issues, although, based upon experience to date, these are
a UK study be discussed. expected to be negligible.

With respect to the UK study, we note the following:

Interference results obtained from one turbine site
study, especially one conducted many years ago, are
not comparable with the proposed action because the
following factors are not the same:

Blade composition

Blade profile

Blade length

Configuration of lightning protection wire
Configuration of mechanical blade supports
Dimensions of turbine support structures

Type of equipment used for measurements
Methodology and test equipment used for
measurement procedure

OO0OO0OO0OO0O0O0OO0

Most studies, including the referenced UK study, are
highly dependent upon physical factors and the test
equipment used. Modern radar equipment is much more
resistant to multipath signals, ground clutter, and false
images.

Finally, we note that the impact factors relevant to long-
range radar are not at issue, because the Department of
Defense will notify the FAA if unacceptable interference
is predicted.
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M-5 Public access concerns MMS received comments expressing concerns over public The proposed action will not limit public access to the
access to Horseshoe Shoals during and after construction. area by boaters or fisherman except in small areas
Commenters were concerned that commercial/recreational immediately at the construction work area during
boating and fishing would be impacted. Some commenters construction. During operation, no restrictions will be in
were concerned over the potential of Homeland Security closing | place with respect to boating fishing activities. See
the area to public use. MMS was asked if it has considered Section 5.3.4.3.1.
implementing no-fishing zones around the monopiles.

M-6 Additional navigational Commenters requested additional studies or further information | The USCG has determined that studies provided to date

studies regarding potential navigation impacts caused by Cape Wind. are adequate for addressing the potential for navigational
More research on past accidents caused by fog was requested. impacts of the proposed action and have provided terms
Commenters noted that the applicant has yet to provide the and conditions designed to help prevent adverse
Coast Guard with a “researched analysis” of potential navigational impacts that would occur. See Appendix B
interference with communication or navigation systems as
required by the Coast Guard Terms and Conditions. Further
analysis of navigation of vessels carrying petroleum products
through the sound was requested. Commenters provided
information concerning vessel traffic, which they stated was
lacking in the DEIS. Commenters requested a new risk
assessment that would be reviewed and approved by the US
Coast Guard’s Marine Safety Center.
N-1 EMF Comments were received about concerns of EMF on fish, birds, | The cable systems that are part of this proposed action are

and wildlife. Commenters declared that there is a significant gap
in knowledge concerning electromagnetic sensitive species and
undersea cables, and pointed out that some species of
elamsobranch fishes are known to be exceptionally sensitive to
low frequency electric fields. They requested that the FEIS
include a more complete recognition of the role weak fields play
on these animals. Commenters also requested that the economic
value of ecological risks from EMF be evaluated, pointing out
that the DEIS does not describe the proposed action’s impacts
on economic risks and uncertainties.

Commenters stated that the EMF fields around one or more of
the referenced existing submarine cables in Nantucket Sound
were not measured. This, they say, would have provided a
better indication of the EMF fields that might be associated with
the proposed underwater transmission lines.

Commenters were concerned about EMF impacts to sound
sensitive marine species and EMF levels at the substation,

shielded. Any electric fields produced do not effect the
environment external to the cable. In the case of non-
cable systems, the electric fields are a function of the
operating voltage of the existing N-Star transmission and
distribution lines. The electric field levels would not be
changed because the operating voltages of the various N-
Star lines will not change.

In every case the electric fields are less than the 1.8 kV/m
guideline promulgated by the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts. Magnetic fields produced by the cable
and non-cable systems are a function of the operating
current and the phasing orientation of the circuit relative
to the phasing orientation of other adjacent circuits in a
multi-circuit environment. Calculations of typical
magnetic field levels adjacent to the 33kV cables reveals
levels of 28mG at the cable with the levels reducing to
4mG, 2mG and 1mG at distances of 10 ft, 20 ft. and 30 ft,
respectively. In the case of the 115kV cables, the
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upland areas, and where the proposed action comes ashore. calculated level is 3mG at the cable with the levels
reducing to 0.4mG, 0.2mG and 0.1mG at 10 ft, 20 ft and
30 ft, respectively. As the levels are small, the exposure
to humans and marine life is limited and impacts to
humans and marine life would be negligible.
N-2 EMF Commenters pointed out that four species of elasmobranch Conductors in the underwater electric cables will be

fishes (i.e. sharks, rays and skates) are known to be
exceptionally sensitive to low frequency electric fields, and
indirectly to magnetic fields produced by induced currents.

completely surrounded by and encased in metallic
shielding. As a result, no electric fields will be produced
in the environment external to the cable. Magnetic fields

They requested that the existing response in the DEIS should be
expanded to include a more complete recognition of the role
weak fields in the feeding and orientation biology of these
animals.

from the cables will vary with the distance from the
cables. Their levels decrease rapidly with horizontal
distance from the cable and with vertical distance from
the sea floor. On land the electric field levels will
continue to exist at present values since their strengths
are a function of powerline voltage and not affected by
the addition of this project. Magnetic field levels,
however, will be effected by line loadings or currents.
Studies have shown that the effects of low frequency
electric and magnetic fields on ecological life have been
equivocal and there is no consistent evidence to establish
an adverse-effect level. The RAPID research project
administered by NIEHS and others support this
conclusion.

Commenters declared that there is a significant gap in
knowledge concerning electromagnetic-sensitive species and
undersea cables. They believed that the public needs to know
whether electromagnetic species can detect the induced fields
emitted by the cables and if an effect is demonstrated.

Commenters stated that the EMF fields around one or more of
the referenced submarine cables in Nantucket Sound were not
measured. This, they say, would have provided a better

indication of the EMF fields that might be associated with the
proposed underwater transmission lines. No adverse effects on the feeding and orientation biology

of sharks, rays and skates are expected from this project.

Magnetic fields do extend for some distance outside the
cables. Scientific data available at the present time, does
not allow us to predict that any disruption of marine
behavior, prey location or navigation will occur. Authors
of currently available research acknowledge that any
disruption of the behavior of electromagnetic sensitive
species has not been demonstrated.

Since no existing, similar source of power frequency
fields are present in the waters of Lewis Bay or
Nantucket Sound in the vicinity of the project site at
Horseshoe Shoals, the best indication of the EMF field
levels that would exist can be determined from
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calculations using the physical and electric parameters of
the actual underwater cables. As a result, the ENVIRO
software program was used to determine the magnetic
field levels at the cables, and, how the levels would
decrease with distance. Electric field levels were not
calculated because the underwater cables are shielded,
and, therefore, no electric field levels are produced.

0O-1

Emission reduction, air
quality improvements,
global climate change,
health benefits, green
energy, renewable energy

Comments were received requesting that the discussion
regarding the benefits of the proposed action be expanded to
provide more information regarding greenhouse gas reductions,
environmental benefits, public health benefits, and air pollution
benefits. A discussion on renewable energy development and
the anticipated climate change impacts on New England was
also requested.

Potential greenhouse gas reductions are discussed in
Section 5.3.1.4.2 of the EIS and additional information
regarding the potential air quality benefits has been
presented in Section 5.3.1.5.2 of the EIS. The potential
overall environmental and public health benefits of the
proposed action have been presented throughout the EIS

In conformance with the requirements of NEPA, MMS
has conducted an environmental analysis of the proposed
action and a discussion of the current status of other
renewable energy developments was not needed. The
benefits of the proposed action on climate change are
addressed in Section 5.3.1.4.2.

0-2

Won’t improve air
quality

Comments were received that indicated that the proposed action
will have no impact on air quality. The comments said that
emissions of NO, and SO, from existing electric generating
facilities are already controlled under state and federal cap-and-
trade programs and the proposed action will not reduce how
much of these pollutants the existing facilities can emit.
Similarly, there is currently a cap-and-trade program for
greenhouse gases in the New England area.

Under the EPA’s Acid Rain Program, facility sulfur and
nitrogen oxide emissions are controlled through a “cap
and trade” program. The electric generating units of the
proposed action will not be regulated under the Acid Rain
Program because they will not generate any emissions;
and therefore, the proposed action will not reduce fossil
fuel-fired emissions under the Acid Rain Program.
However, it is reasonable to anticipate that the proposed
action will displace a fossil fuel-fired facility for some
portion of electric generating capacity and/or period of
time during the year, thus providing a very slight air
quality benefit as determined by MMS in the EIS.

Similarly, the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative
(RGGI), made up of ten New England and Mid-Atlantic
states, has implemented a CO, Budget Trading Program
to reduce CO, emissions from power plants located in
these states. The proposed action will not be included in
this Program because the electric generating units will not
have any CO, emissions. Thus the proposed action will
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not reduce fossil fuel-fired CO, emissions under the CO,
Budget Trading Program. However, it is reasonable to
anticipate that the proposed action will displace a fossil
fuel-fired facility for some portion of electric generating
capacity and/or period of time during the year, thus
providing a very slight climate benefit as determined by
MMS in the EIS.
0-3 Revise air quality Comments were received that requested that MMS revise the air | MMS has revised Section 5.3.1.5 to provide additional
analysis quality analysis to better describe the OCS sources, sources information regarding the OCS sources, sources subject
requiring permitting under the Clean Air Act, and General to the Clean Air Act, and General Conformity for the
Conformity for the proposed action. Additional information proposed action.
was requested regarding air emissions associated with major
repairs for the proposed action and the method used. As discussed in Section 2.4.3.3 of the FEIS, major repairs
Suggestions were made for how to categorize potential air are those that require the use of a special heavy lift jack-
emissions. The basis for the emission calculations was also up vessel similar to the ones used during construction.
requested. Potential emissions due to major repairs have been
incorporated in the operating emissions as part of the
maintenance activities. Thus, emissions due to any major
repairs will be regulated as operating emissions.
MMS has revised Table 5.3.1-8 to categorize potential air
emissions as requested.
P-1 Benefit to tourism and Comments were received that predicted that the proposed action | MMS has evaluated the impact of the proposed action on

economy

would benefit tourism and the local economy. Commenters
stated that the proposed action wound generate wind turbine
tourism. Comments referenced other wind farms that have had
documented increases in tourism. Other economic benefits
suggested by commenters included job creation and increased
local tax revenues, as well as indirect economic benefits such as
reduced health care costs due to cleaner air.

the economy and tourism in Section 5.3.3.
For impacts to tourism, see Section 5.3.3.6.

For impacts to the economy, including the number of jobs
created by the proposed action, see Section 5.3.3.2.

Page 75 of 100



COMMENT SUMMARY AND RESPONSE TABLE

Comment
Code Comment Code Name Synthesis of Comments Response
Number
p-2 Negative tourism and Comments were received that predicted that the proposed action | Comments noted. MMS has evaluated the impact of the
economy will negatively impact tourism and the local economy. Various proposed action on the economy and tourism in Section
comments explained that the Cape Cod and Islands’ economy is | 5.3.3.
based on tourism. Commenters stated that tourists are attracted
to the area because of the pristine environment and natural It is difficult to predict how tourism will be affected by
beauty of the shoreline. Commenters showed concern that Cape | the proposed action, as a number of factors contribute to
Wind would permanently (and adversely) alter this asset, the level of tourism. Existing off-shore wind farms in
leading to a reduction in tourist spending, job losses, etc. Europe have actually experienced an increase in tourism
Comments focused on the loss to small businesses whose due to interest in WTGs. See 5.3.3.2 for impacts to
income depends on recreational activities surrounding tourism.
Nantucket Sound.
P-3 Less reliance on foreign Comments were received that stated that wind power and other Comments noted.
fossil fuels/ US energy renewable sources of energy, like the proposed action, reduce
independence/ electric the U.S.’s dependence on foreign fossil fuel. The comments
grid stability and stated that wind power development is critical for the U.S. to
reliability advance the public policy goal of energy independence.
Commenters recognized that proposed action would contribute
to electric stability/reliability. They referred to the DOE’s
statement that during the 2004 cold-snap, “the Cape Wind
Energy Project, if it had been constructed and was online, would
have made a significant contribution to the power supply and
reliability of the region.”
P-4 Lower energy costs/ Comments were received that stated that the proposed action Such issues are not germane to our environmental
stable energy costs would likely lower regional energy prices and provide analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act.
affordable energy to consumers. Commenters referenced an While potential increases in energy costs to regional
American Wind Energy Association (AWEA) study that stated consumers are important issues for consideration in any
the proposed action could save consumers $25 million annually. | energy proposal (thermal or renewable), it is not properly
The comments stated that wind power provides predictable and MMS’ role to decide on such issues in the context of this
stable energy prices unlike volatile fossil fuel prices. EIS. MMS does not have the proper expertise to opine
on such issues of regional energy pricing, and such
matters are not within our statutory responsibilities under
the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act. These important
matters will be addressed by the appropriate energy
regulatory agencies, as well as during negotiations with
any power purchaser.
P-5 Economic improvements, | Comments were received that predicted that the proposed action | Comments noted. Please see Section 5.3.3.2 for

job opportunities

would boost the regional and national economy by providing
new jobs and increased tax revenue. Comments focused on the
large number of jobs created by the proposed action.

construction and operation economic impacts and for the
number of jobs created by the proposed action.
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Specifically, comments stated that the proposed action would
create 800-1,000 maritime, marine industrial, and building-
construction trades’ jobs.
P-6 Lower property values, Comments were received that predicted a loss of tourism jobs The referenced study on property values is noted.
economic impact and income and a decrease in property values due to the However, given that the proposed action would be the

proposed action. The comments indicated that the decrease in first off-shore wind farm in the U.S., there is no clear and

property values is significantly underestimated in the DEIS. reliable information currently available as to the effect of

Commenters referred to one study that showed home owners off-shore wind farms on property values in the U.S.

believe that the proposed action will reduce property values by Please refer to Section 5.3.3.2.2.

4% and waterfront properties by 10.9%; translating into a 1.7 to

2.5 billion-dollar loss of property values. Other comments In addition, MMS does not expect the proposed action to

discussed the loss of income from the annual Figawi Race due negatively impact tourism, as recreational activities on

to the proposed action. and around Nantucket Sound are not expected to cease as
a result of the proposed action. There may in fact be
minor increases in tourism as a result of those wanting to
see the WTGs (See Section 5.3.3.6).
The annual Figawi Race route may be impacted.
However, a proper course alignment will allow the race
to continue, and associated income from the race to
continue as is. See Section 5.3.3.6.

p-7 Project becomes MMS received various comments explaining that the proposed MMS has addressed the economic viability of the
economically infeasible action would not be financially viable without government technology in this EIS. The agency’s economic analysis
without subsidies subsidies. Commenters pointed out that MMS’s own economic | in Appendix F was intended to serve as one of several

analysis (Appendix F) demonstrates that the proposed action is tools used to identify reasonable alternatives for

not financially viable. The commenters expressed concern over comparison to the proposed project. The economic

tax dollars being spent on private industries. Commenters stated | model was not intended to verify the profitability of the

that the DEIS did not provide any information about how the developer’s venture, or its resulting impact on rate-payers

project will succeed without government subsidies. in New England. Such matters are beyond the scope of a
NEPA analyses. The purpose of this EIS under NEPA is
to evaluate the anticipated environmental impacts of the
proposed action and reasonable alternatives, including a
no action alternative. This economic analysis was
developed for the limited purpose of aiding MMS in this
endeavor; specifically, by assisting MMS in determining
relative economic viability of various potential
alternatives to the proposed action.

P-8 Cost vs. benefit Commenters stated that the economic costs of the proposed The impact of the proposed action has been assessed for

action, e.g. harm to tourism, commercial fisheries, businesses,

tourism (see Section 5.3.3.6), commercial fisheries (see
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property values, high electric prices, etc., far exceed the Section 5.3.3.7), businesses (see Section 5.3.3.2),
benefits. Some commenters stated that one study found that the | property values (see Section 5.3.3.2.2) and electricity
costs of the proposed action far outweigh the benefits, while rates (see Section 5.3.3.1). A quantitative cost benefit
other commenters stated the opposite: that the proposed action’s | analysis of these impacts combined is not possible nor
environmental benefits far outweigh any costs. warranted in order to assess the proposed action.
Problems with monetizing impacts and conducting a cost
benefit analysis are discussed in detail in Section
5.4.6.2.1 and in the above referenced sections.

P-9 Cape has no need for Commenters stated that New England and Massachusetts are not | The statement that there is no longer a need for the
additional electricity, not | facing an energy shortage and the DEIS overstates the energy proposed action is far from certain. While developers
enough produced by needs of the region. Commenters stated that the DEIS did not and investors continue to announce plans to add capacity
WTGs to make a specifically address energy needs and suggested that the FEIS in New England from both renewable energy and
difference should. Commenters suggested that the 110 MW energy need conventional generation projects, it would not be accurate

stated in the DEIS is outdated due to two changes in the current | to assume that all proposed projects will eventually be

energy market: high energy prices and a new NE-ISO market constructed. The ISO New England, Inc. maintains a list

structure. of interconnection approval requests that gives a general
indication of future activity. However, the cost of filing
an application to begin the interconnection process is
low. Thus, there can be a high number of projects in the
planning stage that may never enter service, due to
limiting factors that include a lack of transmission
capacity. The proposed action is among the requests for
interconnection approval filed with ISO New England,
Inc. Since obtaining interconnection approval is only one
of many aspects of a project that must be completed
before development can occur, the list of interconnection
requests is not an exact guide for projecting or
forecasting capacity additions.
Issues such as regional energy demand and power prices
are better addressed by the market and relevant agencies.

P-10 Tax burden to consumers | Comments were received in which people expressed concern Costs associated with the proposed action will not be

if proposed action fails

that the local consumers will have to pay more taxes to pay for
electric plant upgrades and for all the “hidden costs” of the
proposed action. Commenters stated that there is a possibility
of large costs to taxpayers associated with abandonment of the
wind facility.

passed along to the consumers as taxes. In fact,
following commercial operation, Cape Wind has agreed
to make payments of $250,000 annually to cover any real
and personal property taxes (which are estimated in the
DEIR at $217,168), increased by inflation, and will also
contribute $100,000 annually, increased by inflation, to a
charitable fund for benevolent purposes in the Town of
Yarmouth.
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In addition, MMS will require the proponent to provide a
financial assurance to ensure financing for the
decommissioning of the wind facility.
p-12 Natural gas issues, cost Comments were received that stated that increased use of wind Comments noted.
power development, like the proposed action, would reduce the
amount of natural gas needed to fuel power plants, and therefore | In Section 1.1, MMS states that there is an over-reliance
relieving a tight natural gas market and lowering prices. Other on natural gas in the New England region, which has
comments took issue with the claim in the DEIS that proposed limited gas supply and delivery infrastructure. (MMS
action is needed, in part, because the New England region has does not claim that the natural gas supply and pipeline
an inadequate supply of natural gas and inadequate pipeline infrastructure is “inadequate”). The conclusion drawn in
capacity. These comments stated that this claim is incorrect and | the natural gas discussion within the Purpose and Need
there are no facts supporting it. section of the EIS is that “there is a need for projects in
New England that aid in diversifying the region’s energy
mix in a manner that does not significantly contribute to
the region’s existing air quality concerns.”
P-13 Who will benefit from MMS received comments stating that there is no guarantee that Comments noted.
power (will it be the energy produced by the proposed action will power homes
exported or used for in Cape Cod. Commenters stated that once the electricity is For information on how the electrical grid system in New
Cape) generated it goes into the grid and there is no way to allocate it England operates, please refer to Section 4.3.2.6.
to Cape Cod. The commenters felt that it is unfair for people in
Cape Cod to bear the burden of housing the wind farm, without
the benefit of the product.
P-14 Environmental justice/ Comments were received that stated that the proposed action In the EIS, MMS has shown that the region of impact
Executive Order 12898 will alleviate disproportionate impacts (from existing sources of | (ROI) in a broad sense is not within an environmental
energy such as coal) on poor communities and communities of justice population. Please refer to section 5.3.3.3 for
color. The comments stated that it is a good thing for wealthy further analysis of Environmental Justice impacts.
areas to share the burden.
In response to the Wampanoag Tribe of Gay Head’s
In addition to these comments, the Wampanoag Tribe of Gay comments, the EIS has been edited to include impacts to
Head stated that the overall treatment of federally recognized the tribes in the Environmental Justice section (Section
tribes in the DEIS is further fatally flawed merely by addressing | 5.3.3.3) and the Cultural Resources section (5.3.3.5.)
these tribes and their concerns solely in the Environmental
Justice sections of the DEIS.
P-15 Benefits to Barnstable Comments were received stating that taxes paid by the applicant | Following commercial operation, the applicant has

County and rate payers/
municipal burden

will directly benefit residents of Cape Cod and support
municipal services such as schools. Conversely, other comments
expressed concern that municipal services in Barnstable will be

agreed to make payments of $250,000 annually to cover
any real and personal property taxes (which are estimated
in the DEIR at $217,168), increased by inflation, and will
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greatly impacted without the funding to pay for it. also contribute $100,000 annually, increased by inflation,
to a charitable fund for benevolent purposes in the Town
of Yarmouth.

P-16 Health benefits are Comments were received that remarked that the proposed action | Health benefits associated with the proposed action are
underestimated would reduce fossil fuel power plant emissions and therefore difficult to quantify. However, when compared to a

lead to indirect health benefits. Commenters stated that air traditional power generator of an equivalent MW-size,
pollution causes thousands of pre-mature deaths each year and the proposed action will create significantly less air and
is responsible for the increase in children with asthma. The water pollution that could affect public health (See
comments pointed out that the proposed action would help Section 5.3.1.5).

alleviate public health burdens on Environmental Justice

populations.

P-17 Address general Comments were received that remarked that the NE ISO hasno | As discussed in Section 4.3.2.6.2, the New England
operational issues of NE | significant experience integrating such a significant amount of electrical grid system, run by 1ISO-NE, ensures base load
power grid and Project wind power into the grid. The comments stated that one of the and peak demand capacity. The system is designed to
impact main challenges to the grid system is the unpredictability and accommodate load fluctuations and therefore could

intermittency of wind power (especially during peak demand accommodate wind plant output fluctuations.

times.) The challenge is: because of the uncertainty in day-

ahead energy production, other types of generation have to be For operational impacts of the proposed action on the
kept on standby. Commenters predicted that the additional cost New England power grid, please refer to Section

due to the unpredictability of wind power would be $5- 53.3.1.2.

$6/MWH. Commenters also remarked that proposed action will

provide a boost to the regional system grid.

P-18 Project needed to meet MMS received many comments stating that the proposed action | Comments noted.
electrical demand of the will generate a significant amount of much needed capacity that
region will help the New England region meet its increasing demand.

Commenters added that wind monitoring in Nantucket Sound
shows that there have been strong winds during peak hour
usage.
P-19 Include RPS progress Comments were received stating that the proposed action will Recent changes to the renewable portfolio standard in

data from N. Eng.
States/how will Project
benefit RPS

help Massachusetts and other New England states meet their
Renewable Portfolio Standards (RPS). The comments went on
to state that the only way to reach state mandated RPS
requirements is through utility scale renewable energy projects
like the proposed action.

Commenters also stated the opposite, saying that the DEIS
incorrectly assumes that generation from Cape Wind is needed
to meet Massachusetts” RPS goals. They explain that the

Massachusetts adds uncertainty to the likelihood that
renewable energy capacity additions will keep pace with
minimum standards for electricity sales having renewable
generation attributes. On July 2, 2008, the governor of
Massachusetts signed the Green Communities Act into
law. One important provision of the law is the
requirement for utility companies to enter into 10 to 15
year contracts with renewable energy developers through
a mandatory procurement process. The reduction in
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Massachusetts RPS requirements for 2010 have already been
more than satisfied.

revenue risk should allow developers to more easily
obtain financing for their projects. The state
government’s desire for more renewable energy projects
is also apparent in a second provision of the law, which
doubles the annual rate of increase in the minimum
percentage of annual electricity sales with renewable
generation attributes. The minimum percentage will
continue to increase by one-half of a percent reaching 4.0
percent in 2009, and then increase by a full percentage
point annually until it reaches 25 percent in 2030.

It is important to note that Connecticut, Maine, New
Hampshire, New York, Rhode Island and VVermont also
have renewable portfolio standards. It is apparent that the
proposed action could contribute to the renewable energy
goals set by the named state governments.

P-21

Impacts on commercial
fishing

Commenters identified five main types of concerns relating to
commercial fisheries:

Some commenters argued that fisheries habitat could be
adversely affected by the construction of the WTG bases and
cable trenching activities as the marine ecology could be altered
fundamentally. Commenters stated that Horseshoe Shoals is a
prime spawning area, and both spawning and commercial
fishing could be harmed.

Commenters argued that the proposed action threatens the
“sustenance” of Native Americans, who rely upon the local
fishery resources as a food source and a business. Native
Americans view Horseshoe Shoals as their ancestral fishing
grounds. Commenters claimed that taking these fishing grounds
away from Native Americans is unfair.

Depending upon the type of WTG base scour protection,
the project facilities will occupy only 0.07% to 0.35% of
the 64.7 km? project site. After careful analysis, the FEIS
finds only negligible to minor impacts are likely to occur
during construction and operation to subtidal offshore
resources, fisheries, and essential fish habitat areas.
During construction, moderate, but temporary, impacts
may occur to demersal eggs and larvae. Commenters
provided no studies, data, or other empirical evidence of
the potential for adverse effects on fisheries habitat.

After careful analysis, the FEIS concludes that limited
fishing activities in close proximity to the WTGs may be
disrupted temporarily during the construction phase.
During WTG operations, the proposed action is expected
to have negligible to minor impacts on fisheries. The
proposed action does not involve a legal taking of
ancestral fishing grounds, and it is highly unlikely that
any measurable impact on the sustenance of individuals
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Commenters were concerned that there is insufficient
information about fishing activity at the Horseshoe Shoals
location. Potential gaps were identified in stock assessments
and in landings from fishermen holding state but not federal
permits. Commenters asked for federal and state data to be
presented in a consistent format.

of Native American heritage will result.

The DEIS and its supporting studies present the best
available information on fishery stock assessments in the
project area. These data have been updated and are
presented in a unified format, as requested but
commenters, with summary statistics in Section 4.2.7.2.1
of the FEIS. NOAA Fisheries relies upon MassDMF to
conduct stock assessments of commercial and
recreational target species in Nantucket Sound and to
compile and publish the results. These data are
reproduced in Attachment F to Report No. 4.2.5-5 and
have been updated for the FEIS. As of the date of
publication of the DEIS, there were no gaps in the
reporting and presentation of the extant data concerning
landings from state permits. Gaps exist, however, in the
collection of data by government agencies, especially
concerning the precise location of finfish catches in state
waters. The relevant recent finfish and shellfish data
(compiled and published by MassDMF since the
publication of the DEIS) have been compiled and are
presented with summary statistics in a unified manner in
Section 4.2.7.2.1. These data include recent data during
2006-2007 on catches of fluke in Nantucket Sound and
SAFIS data on shellfish catches in Designated Shellfish
Growing Areas in Nantucket Sound. The FEIS explains
more clearly the scope, potential overlaps, gaps in data,
and the limitations of fisheries data from both federal and
state sources. Inaccurate references to the background
reports have been rectified. The FEIS points out how the
existing data and improvements to data collection could
be used to inform an ex post socio-economic study of the
impacts of the proposed project on commercial
fishermen, if such a study were to be undertaken.

After careful analysis, the DEIS concludes that limited
fishing activities in close proximity to the WTGs may be
disrupted temporarily during the construction phase.
During WTG operations, the proposed action is expected
to have negligible to minor impacts on fisheries.
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Commenters argued that the DEIS significantly understates the
potential economic impacts to commercial fishermen. Several
commenters referred to an unpublished report (Wiersma 2008)
on the potential economic impacts which estimated economic
impacts at a significantly larger scale than the studies supporting
in the DEIS. Even if mobile fishing is not excluded,
commenters argued that the grounds will be degraded due to
habitat impacts and a reduced ability to navigate. Some of the
commenters considered the potential displacement of
commercial fishing to be a “taking,” thereby requiring financial
compensation. Some commenters were concerned about the
loss of employment in the fishing and related industries and
impacts on the quality of life for fishermen.

Consequently, commercial fishermen are unlikely to see a
decline in profits from the proposed action. With no
change in profits, the project will lead to neither
unemployment in the fishing and related industries nor
impacts on the quality of life for fishermen. It is
important to note that the Massachusetts Fishermen’s
Partnership-sponsored report relies upon an economic
valuation methodology that assumes that because certain
fishermen are permitted by MassDMF to catch particular
species, and because those species (especially squid) tend
to concentrate in Nantucket Sound, they have a property
right analogous to a right to the Horseshoe Shoal area.
Following this logic, the fishermen are asked what they
are “willing to accept” in compensation for either a
degradation or a loss of the fishing area. Contrary to this
assumption, MassDMF has recently made it clear that
fishing permits do not constitute property rights:
“[plermit privileges, although they share common
features, differ substantially from property rights. Unlike
a true property right, a permit privilege could be revoked,
limited or modified at any time. A permit privilege does
not grant ownership of the resource to the holder before
the resource is harvested. Permits simply grant a permit
holder permission to fish, not outright ownership of fish
yet to be harvested.” (DMF News [3" and 4" Quarters
2007] 28:1.) Thus, even in the unlikely event that some
losses to commercial fisheries are incurred through the
construction or operation of the wind farm, these losses
do not amount to a legal taking, and an analysis of the
right to compensation based upon an assumption of
property rights is inconsistent. If it could be demonstrated
that compensation is required on the basis of equity, a
measure of lost income is more appropriate. The best
available data do not show that the area of the proposed
project is a significant fishing grounds, however.
Analysis of the NOAA Fisheries VTR data showing the
location of trawling for squid and fluke demonstrates
that most of the fishing for these species are to the east
and southeast of Horseshoe Shoal. Where such fishing
occurs in the Horseshoe Shoal area, it tends to occur
along the edge of the shoal proper, distributed around the
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margins of the proposed project area. Although the VTR
data are not fully comprehensive, and do not track the
fishing locations of vessels that hold state permits only,
the data are recognized to be representative of the general
location of fishing activity. The Massachusetts
Fishermen’s Partnership-sponsored study is in agreement
on this latter point.

The WTGs are located far enough apart for commercial
fishing vessels of the scale that are permitted to operate in
Nantucket Sound using gear deployed for the depth of
water over Horseshoe Shoal to maneuver easily. The
FEIS now includes a description of the maximum feasible
length of gear that would be used by a squid trawler on
Horseshoe Shoal. This analysis shows that the length of
the longest feasible squid trawl in Nantucket Sound (607
ft) is about 29 percent of the shortest distance between
WTGs and about 19 percent of the longest distance
between WTGs. Consequently, the individual WTGS
appear to be located far enough apart to permit prudent
fish trawling, particularly for squid trawlers, to occur
safely. Report No. 4.4.3-1 analyzes the spacing among
WTGs to clarify the navigational implications for a
variety of seagoing vessels. The report states (p. 17) that
“[flishing vessels will still be able to trawl within the
Wind Park. However, their operators will have to take
the presence of the WTGS into account as they steer their
courses. WTGs on the east side of the Wind Park have
been relocated to the northwest corner of the Wind Park
in response to comments received from commercial
fishermen who use mobile gear stating that the deep
water to the east of Horseshoe Shoal is where they work
most.” The report, asked for by the US Coast Guard and
the US Army Corps of Engineers as the relevant
regulatory agencies for navigation, concludes that “[t]he
presence of the Wind Park and Horseshoe Shoal is not
expected to create impacts to navigational safety.” The
project includes a program of monitoring and inspection
of buried cables to ensure that they do not become
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exposed. A significant incentive exists for the project
proponent to prevent entanglements and breakage of
cables, as repair of this damage this would represent a
considerable cost to the project.
Some commenters argued that there may not be enough room
between the WTGs for mobile fishing gear to navigate safely,
especially given significant currents and winds. Commenters
stated that the best management practice at many European
wind farms is to exclude mobile gear and that the potential for
the exposure of buried cables presents a significant hazard to
commercial fishing operations.
P-21 Impacts on recreational Some commentators have identified gaps in the data on The DEIS presents the best available raw data on

fishing

recreational fishing and argue that the recreational fishing
activity on Horseshoe Shoal has been characterized
incompletely; they ask that these limitations be made more
transparent. Some commentators have questioned the validity
of the surveys of recreational fishing that were conducted as
background for the FEIR and were included as background
reports for the DEIS. One commentator expressed concerns
about navigational hazards to recreational fishing posed by the
WTGs and associated scour mats and riprap. One commentator
suggests that a 5-year study be conducted of the potential
impacts on recreational fishing subsequent to the construction
and beginning of operations of the wind farm.

recreational fishing, which is obtained from the Marine
Recreational Fishing Statistics Survey (MRFSS) that is
compiled several times a year by NOAA Fisheries. The
relevant MRFSS data is described clearly in the DEIS.
The FEIS now provides an analysis developed by NOAA
Fisheries of total recreational fishing effort by mode and
survey wave in Nantucket Sound in Section 4.2.7.2.2.
Unlike the presentation of the data in the DEIS, this new
presentation extrapolates the raw data to the population.
Unfortunately, the MRFSS data are not spatially
distributed over Nantucket Sound; the data distinguish
only between shore-based and offshore (Sound-based)
fishing activities. The DEIS presents also the best
available data on the spatial distribution of recreational
fishing, which is obtained from the NOAA Fisheries
VTR data, but limited to charter and party boat (CPB)
operators who hold permits for fishing federally managed
species. (Note that MassDMF does not compile data on
the spatial distribution of recreational fishing by charter
or party boats that hold permits only from
Massachusetts.) The description of recreational fishing
data in the DEIS has been revised to characterize more
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adequately the coverage of the data and any likely gaps in
coverage. Due to limitations on the number and selection
of respondents, a survey of private/rental fishing boats
conducted earlier for the FEIR is not a sufficient
representation of the recreational fishing in Nantucket
Sound for that sector, and the description of the survey
has been revised so that it is now described as illustrative
only. Even without a survey focusing on the spatial
distribution of private/rental boats, the spatial distribution
of charter and party boats may represent a crude estimate
of the spatial distribution of all recreational fishing
activity. Fishing guides who run charter and party boat
fishing businesses are widely regarded as among the most
knowledgeable individuals with respect to identifying and
utilizing recreational fishing locations with the highest
catch rates. On average, individual guides spend more
time than individual private/rental fishermen in
Nantucket Sound, and their livelihoods depend upon
identifying productive locations. The spatial distribution
of recreational fishing from the NOAA Fisheries VTR
data on charter and party boat (CPB) operators (Section
4.2.7.2.2) depicts some CPB fishing on Horseshoe Shoal,
but this level of activity is much less than the activity to
the north and east of Horseshoe Shoal. (This distribution
is further confirmed by the VTR data on the distribution
of handline and rod and reel commercial fishing [Report
No. 4.2.5-5, Attachment A, Fig. 5].) It appears unlikely
that small private/rental recreational fishing craft are
either capable of getting to Horseshoe Shoal or
navigating the Shoal safely. Report No. 4.4.3-1 analyzes
the navigational implications for a variety of seagoing
vessels. The report points out that it is currently very
hazardous for small craft to fish on Horseshoe Shoal
because of the strong currents, waves, and rips. Finally,
it should be noted that none of the commenters have
suggested that Horseshoe Shoal will be less productive as
a consequence of the construction of the WTGs. To the
contrary, it is commonly assumed that the scour mats and
riprap, either as fish aggregating devices or as enhanced
habitat, will lead to increased productivity for
recreational fishing. The FEIS discusses how the existing
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data recreational fishing could be used to inform an ex
post socio-economic study of the impacts of the proposed
project on recreational fishing, if such a study were to be
undertaken.
p-22 Investigate financial MMS received comments stating that it would be instructive for | Costs associated with off-shore wind farms are very site
increases at other MMS to investigate public reports on the financial details of specific and therefore difficult to compare. For that
Projects offshore wind projects in Long Island, Delaware, and Texas that | reason, MMS has based its economic analysis on Cape
have been scrapped for financial reasons. Wind-specific financials not on cost of other projects at
other locations.

P-23 Increased energy costs Comments were received that stated that consumer electric Refer to discussion of cost impacts to electricity prices at
prices would increase as a result of the proposed action. The Section 5.3.3.1. statutory Some state renewable energy
comments compared the estimated cost of energy from the programs, such as renewable portfolio standards, are
project ($122/MWh) to the average cost of energy in intended to provide financial incentives for renewable
Southeastern Massachusetts from February 2005 to January energy development and would have a greater influence
2007 ($66/MWh) and stated that such a high increase in cost on electricity prices than the development of any
(more than 2 times as much) is too high. particular renewable energy generating facility.

Other comments stated that MMS should evaluate the project’s
impact on market prices if electricity were to be sold under a
long-term contract only, on a spot market only, or if both were
used. MMS should also undertake an assessment of future
energy market prices and the project’s impact on those prices,
and make conclusions on viability of the project in that context.
P-24 Make all economic data MMS received comments stating that MMS should require the Documents or portions of documents that were withheld

available

applicant to release all economic/financial data to the public. A
number of reasons for financial transparency were given:

e  Should be available for rigorous public review

e Since proposed action will be built on public land, the
public has a right to this information

e Information is needed to perform an independent
cost/benefit analysis

e Public should be aware of “hidden costs”

The public should be compensated for the use of a public asset
(Nantucket Sound); financial data is needed to determine
adequate compensation.

either contain or constitute commercial or financial
information, that was voluntarily submitted by
commercial entities who identified that material as
confidential business information, and asked MMS not to
disclose it under FOIA at the time that the information
was provided to MMS. MMS considered these requests
on an individual basis with regard to each piece of
information or data, and agree that harm to the
competitive position of the submitter or to the ability of
the Department to continue to carry out its functions
would result from releasing this information.

The State of Massachusetts would receive 27 percent of
revenues paid under provisions of any Federal alternative
energy commercial lease issued within the area extending
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three nautical miles seaward of State submerged lands.
P-25 Additional studies/ data/ | Comments were received that requested that MMS include For employment data during the construction phase of the
research/ info additional information, including: proposed action, please refer to Section 5.3.3.2.1 of the
EIS.

e  Employment data (hours, payroll, etc.) during the
construction phase It is impossible to determine the exact geographical

e How economic impacts will be distributed distribution of economic impacts as a result of the
geographically proposed action. MMS has included the following

e An independent economic analysis/ cost-benefit counties in the ROl in an effort to capture all geographic
analysis areas that will experience economic impacts: Barnstable,

e A perspective on the wholesale cost structure . o .

o A comparison of the cost from the proposed action to With respect to new oil pricing, the economic model was
the cost of new fossil fuel plants given future carbon strictly used to compare in-water alternatives relative to
emissions and nuclear plants each other. Therefore, updating the price of oil will not

e  Socioeconomic impact to areas outside the immediate clhtanget_the ovedratlhl_cost comtparlso_r&s Cl;)etween the
vicinity, such as Rhode Island and New Bedford area alternatives and this was not provided. .

o Describe economic losses, e.g. job losses, decreased A description of the wholesale energy mgrket in New
income from loss in touris’m and include ihese England has been added to the EIS (Section 4.3.2.6.4).
negative impacts in the economic analysis Please refer to Section 5.4.6 for a comparison and a

qualitative cost/benefit analysis of the proposed action
and the no-action alternative (includes natural gas, coal,
and oil-fired generating facilities).
As stated above, the socioeconomic ROI includes
Quonset County, Rhode Island and Bristol County, MA
(New Bedford).
Economic losses as a result of the proposed action are not
anticipated. See response to comment code P-2.

P-26 Assumed capital cost is One set of comments stated that the applicant has publicly MMS has addressed the economic viability of the

too low, the debt-equity
ratio is too high, and the
debt coverage ratio is too
low

disclosed its capital cost estimate for the proposed project site,
located on Horseshoe Shoal. It is further stated that the cost
estimate is $1.2 billion, and this value is too low given the
escalation of capital costs as revealed for the cancelled Long
Island Power Authority offshore wind farm project.
Additionally, the assumed debt-equity ratio (DER) of 75:25
included in Appendix F is too high and the debt coverage ratio

technology in this EIS. The agency’s economic analysis
in Appendix F was intended to serve as one of several
tools used to identify reasonable alternatives for
comparison to the proposed project. The economic
model was not intended to verify the profitability of the
developer’s venture, or its resulting impact on rate-payers
in New England. Nor was the model intended to
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(DCR) of 1.3 is too low, for an offshore wind energy project accurately quantify total capital costs for the proposed
such as the project proposed by the applicant. project. The intent of this EIS under NEPA is to evaluate
the anticipated environmental impacts of the proposed
action and reasonable alternatives, including a no action
alternative. This economic analysis was developed for
the limited purpose of aiding MMS in this endeavor;
specifically, by assisting MMS in determining relative
economic performance of various potential alternatives to
the proposed action.
Q00001 Comments were received that remarked that offshore wind Comments noted.
offers an immediate, clean, safe, and effective answer to global
warming and America's energy security. They stated that the
proposed action will provide 75% of the Cape's energy needs
and suggested that environmental and visual impacts caused by
the installation of the turbines are small compared the impacts
of global warming. Commenters stated that Cape Wind will
provide clean energy and local jobs and encouraged approval of
the proposed action.
Q00002 Comments were received that included support for the proposed | Comments noted.
action. Commenters stated that we need to move towards clean
energy and that proposed action has been thoroughly reviewed.
Q00003 Comments were received that stated that the DEIS is flawed and | Comments noted.
grossly underestimates the negative impacts. Commenters
stated that the proposed action would unfairly burden the With respect to electricity costs, refer to the response to
citizens of Cape Cod, Martha's Vineyard, and Nantucket that comment code P-4 in this matrix.
electricity would cost $122/MWh, double the current rate and
that the proposed action relies too heavily on taxpayer dollars. With respect to safety, See Section 5.3.4.
According to form letter type no. 3, the proposed action poses a
danger to public safety and to the economy of Cape Cod and the
Islands.
Q00004 The commenters stated they are pleased to see that the proposed | Comment noted.
action would cause no major impact to birds or other wildlife.
The comments also stated that wind power is good for our
energy independence and the proposed action would make
Massachusetts a leader in the clean energy economy.
Q00005 The comment stated "'I'm writing to add my voice to those Comment noted.

heartily endorsing the Cape Wind Project. This proposed action
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would provide 75% of the electricity for the Cape & the Islands,
while setting a strong clean energy standard for the rest of the
country."

Q00006

The comment stated that the proposed action would offset oil
consumption up to 113 million gallons (equivalent of taking
175,000 cars off the road) and encourages Congressman Markey
to publicly support Cape Wind.

Comment noted.

Q00007

The comments were the same as Q00001 but the letter also
includes a "pledge" to return to the Cape and the Islands when
Cape Wind is located in Nantucket Sound.

Comment noted.

Q00008

The commenters expressed thanks to MMS for its thorough
review of the proposed action and stated that the FEIS should
include more about the positive impact the proposed action can
have.

Comment noted.

Q00009

The comments stated that the proposed action should be
permitted. The letter also asserted that negative impacts were
minor or negligible, the benefits to fighting global warming are
greater than the DEIS suggests, and the proposed action is an
important precedent.

Comment noted.

Q00010

The comments stated that the proposed action’s negative
impacts would be minor or negligible and that the proposed
action would have "overwhelmingly" positive benefits
compared to coal-fired plants. The comments also requested
that the FEIS address the implications for local communities of
not constructing the proposed action.

Comment noted.

Q00011

The comments stated that proposed action is well sited and will
have a positive effect in reducing global warming pollution.
The letter also requested that the FEIS should discuss the global
warming effects of alternatives to the proposed action.

Comment noted.

Impacts with the respect to global warming are discussed

in Section 5.3.1.4.2.

Q00012

The comments stated global warming has resulted in a need for
clean, renewable sources that have minimal environmental
impact. The comments requested the FEIS have an expanded
discussion on how the proposed action is part of the global
warming solution.

Comment noted.

Impacts with the respect to global warming are discussed

in Section 5.3.1.4.2.

Page 90 of 100



COMMENT SUMMARY AND RESPONSE TABLE

Comment
Code Comment Code Name Synthesis of Comments Response
Number
Q00013 The comments stated that the proposed action offers an Comment noted.
immediate, clean, safe, and effective answer to global warming
and America's energy security, that the proposed action will
provide 75% of the Cape's energy needs, and that any
environmental impacts of the proposed action are minor.
R-1 Towers being taken Comments were received that suggest that the scope of the MMS does not propose exclusionary fishing zones or

down/ development
problems

DEIS section entitled Lessons Learned be expanded to include a
greater number of European wind farms. Commenters thought
that the section failed to discuss further critical aspects of the
two facilities such as the exclusionary fishing and safety zones
surrounding the facilities and their placement distances from
ferry routes and other potential navigational hazards. They
requested that MMS include the published quantitative
navigational risk assessment associated with the Nysted facility,
and the marine pollution risk assessments from the Horns Rev
Facility.

Commenters remarked that there are costs associated with the
unpredictability of wind power that do not appear to have been
factored into the cost estimates provided in the DEIS.

Comments were received that remarked that the NE 1SO has no
significant experience integrating such a significant amount of
wind power into the grid. The comments stated that one of the
main challenges to the grid system is the unpredictability and
intermittency of wind power (especially during peak demand
times). The challenge is: because of the uncertainty in day-
ahead energy production, other types of generation have to be
kept on standby. Commenters predicted that the additional cost
due to the unpredictability of wind power would be $5-
$6/MWH. Commenters also remarked that the proposed action
will provide a boost to the regional system grid.

Comments were received stating that the GE 3.6 turbine may
not be manufactured or available so the applicant should be
required to identify the actual turbine that will be used, or at
least that is available at this time.

safety zones. MMS does not see the evaluation of
exclusion or safety zones, or quantitative risk assessments
of other projects as applicable to the proposed action, as
such navigational issues are site specific. Refer to the
detailed navigational assessment in Section 5.3.4 and
Report No. 4.4.3-1 and the USCG’s Terms and
Conditions in Appendix E.

The purpose of this EIS under NEPA is to evaluate the
potential environmental effects of the proposed action as
well as reasonable alternatives to the proposed action,
including a no action alternative. Such an analysis was
completed in this EIS. MMS has addressed the economic
viability of the technology in this EIS. The specific issues
of profitability of the proposed action or its impact on
regional energy pricing are beyond the scope of a NEPA
analyses If MMS approves the proposed action,
engineering and other technical issues will be carefully
vetted by MMS prior to approving construction or
operation of the proposed action.

As discussed in Section 4.3.2.6.2, the New England
electrical grid system, run by ISO-NE, ensures base load
and peak demand capacity. The system is designed to
accommodate load fluctuations and therefore could
accommodate wind plant output fluctuations. For
operational impacts of the proposed action on the New
England power grid, please refer to Section 5.3.3.1.2.

The level of design detail with respect to project
technology presented in the FEIS is adequate to allow
decision makers to make an informed determination.
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R-2 Towers are now Comments were received that warned that the lessons learned Comment noted. The applicant is responsible for design
operational from Texas Tower radar installations must be taken into account | and engineering specifications of the components of the
when planning the design of the proposed facility with respect project, although MMS engineers provide review of the
to the effects of the ocean environment on machinery. project materials and design, and relevant information is
used in the process, separate from the NEPA EIS process.

R-3 No bird impacts MMS received several comments about the lack of impact on | Comment noted.

avian migration at other operating wind farms (Horns Rev,
Nysted).

R-4 Fishing Some commenters argued that there may not be enough room The WTGs are located far enough apart for commercial
between the WTGs for mobile fishing gear to navigate safely, fishing vessels of the scale that are permitted to operate in
especially given significant currents and winds. Commenters Nantucket Sound using gear deployed for the depth of
stated that the best management practice at many European water over Horseshoe Shoals to maneuver easily. Report
wind farms is to exclude mobile gear and that the potential for No. 4.4.3-1 analyzes the spacing among WTGs to clarify
the exposure of buried cables presents a significant hazard to the navigational implications for a variety of seagoing
commercial fishing operations. vessels. The report states (p. 17) that “[f]ishing vessels

will still be able to traw! within the Wind Park.
However, their operators will have to take the presence of
the WTGs into account as they steer their courses.
WTGs on the east side of the Wind Park have been
relocated to the northwest corner of the Wind Park in
response to comments received from commercial
fishermen who use mobile gear stating that the deep
water to the east of Horseshoe Shoal is where they work
most.” The report, asked for by the US Coast Guard and
the US Army Corps of Engineers as the relevant
regulatory agencies for navigation, concludes that “[t]he
presence of the Wind Park and Horseshoe Shoal is not
expected to create impacts to navigational safety.” The
proposed action includes a program of monitoring and
inspection of buried cables to ensure that they do not
become exposed. A significant incentive exists for the
proposed action proponent to prevent entanglements and
breakage of cables, as repair of this damage would
represent a considerable cost to the proposed action

R-5 Benefits and lack of Comments were received that considered MMS’s first issuance Comment noted.

impact

of an offshore wind lease logical, since the location enjoys the
same characteristics that Europeans have found conducive to
offshore wind development. They think that MMS should visit
the European offshore projects and see how successful they are.
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Commenters remarked that, in Denmark, no vessel collisions
have occurred, tourism has increased, the people, who were
originally reticent, have embraced the wind farms, electricity
prices have not increased, and the turbines are quiet.
Additionally, wind projects in the western US have created a
haven for flora and fauna. Commenters remark that turbine
technology is constantly improving and by the time the
proposed action is built, the equipment will be even more
reliable for a marine setting.

R-6

Additional studies at
other wind projects

Comments were received suggesting various improvements for
the FEIS. Commenters thought that references to environmental
studies done at Horns Rev and Nysted regarding impacts to
fisheries would be improved if the FEIS included explanations
of the factors that make the data from those projects transferable
to the proposed action, such as similar substrate, WTG spacing,
number of WTG units, etc. They suggested a new section that
explained the operating history of the existing offshore wind
projects in Europe, including discussions on measures the
European companies have taken to mitigate their environmental
impacts. In the Lessons Learned section, commenters requested
to see the sources for the summarized information. Information
from European offshore wind projects’ construction and
operation relative to effects of noise on marine mammals is
highly relevant and deserves further consideration in the FEIS.
Mitigation measures for sound impacts should be considered
and visual monitoring should be augmented with acoustical
monitoring. Implications of the Danish information on small
odontocetes should be recognized and considered more in the
FEIS.

Section 5.1.5.11 states that the WTG monopile
foundations and ESP piles may attract fouling organisms
and fish. However, the overall fish species composition,
density, and abundance in the area of the proposed action
are not predicted to substantially change from pre-
construction conditions. This prediction is based upon
best available biological data. For example, Sections
6.2.4 and 9.2 discuss the results of environmental
monitoring at two Danish offshore wind parks (Horns
Rev and Nysted). Environmental monitoring at Horns
Rev and Nysted has been inconclusive as to whether or
not wind parks are net attractants for fish. Whether or not
monopile foundations would serve as attractants for
recreational or commercial fishers is equally inconclusive
at this time. While not directly transferable to the
proposed action, they provide examples of biological
processes occurring at operational offshore wind farms.

MMS researched mitigation measures and monitoring
requirements developed for existing offshore wind
projects in Europe. MMS incorporated these mitigation
measures and monitoring requirements, where applicable,
in the EIS for the proposed action. Repetition of actual
mitigation measures listed in environmental documents
prepared for existing offshore wind developments were
not appropriate to include in the EIS (the EIS should be
considered a synthesis document, not an encyclopedic
document).

Sources used to prepare Section 9.2 (Lessons Learned)
are listed in Section 10.0 (Bibliography) and include:
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Berklund and Peterson (2004), Bio/consult as. (2005),
Christensen et al (2003), Christensen and Hounisen
(2003), Danish Energy Authority (2006), Danish Institute
for Fisheries Research (2000), Elasam Engineering A/S
(2004), Elsam Engineering A/S and ENERGI E2 A/S
(2005), Gaarde (2004), Kahlert et al (2003), and Peterson
et al (2006).

The effects of noise on marine mammals are discussed in
detail in Section 5.3.2.6. Additionally, Section 9.2
presents a summary of monitoring results regarding the
affects of noise on marine mammals during construction
and operation of two demonstration wind farms in
Denmark (Horns Rev and Nysted).

Section 9.3.1 lists measures to reduce noise during
construction of the proposed action. As stated in Section
9.3.1, mitigation measures to reduce underwater noise
impacts include, but are not limited to, the use of
underwater sound monitoring to confirm pile driving
noise levels and the use of soft start pile driving. Section
9.4.4 states that the applicant has proposed to adopt
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
Fisheries Regional Viewing Guidelines-Northeast
Region, as well as several other measures which are
relevant to marine mammals due to their protection under
the Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972 (MMPA).
As noted in Section 5.3.2.6, the applicant would be
required to abide by any measures required by the NOAA
under the terms of its review and approval process under
the MMPA.

T-1 Regulatory cumulative Commenters stated that the DEIS did not adequately meet MMS disagrees that CEQ regulations require as

NEPA requirements or CEQ regulations in its analysis of the expansive of an area of analysis for cumulative impacts
cumulative impacts to the region. Many commenters expressed | as some commenters expressed, particularly the notion
the concern that the DEIS too narrowly limits the cumulative that the full range needs to be considered for highly
analysis to other projects contemporary to and in the vicinity of | migratory species. It is not scientifically defensible to
the proposed action and does not include analysis of other disaggregate the many sources of potential harm and
projects within the “reasonably foreseeable future” and further impact to a migratory species whose range extends well
afield. beyond the area of the proposed action, such that those
other sources of impact can be compared cumulatively to
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those sources of impact associated with the proposed
action. The definition of “reasonably foreseeable” does
not include those activities that are speculative in nature,
as the probability of them actually occurring is too much
of an unknown. Also not required is an assessment of the
summation of normal, ongoing human activity impacts on
the environment as they relate to the potential to
cumulatively impact a species or a resource. Rather, the
cumulative impact assessment should compare the
proposed project impacts to those associated with other
past, present, or reasonably foreseeable projects, not
general human use of the environment. Therefore, MMS
has consulted with other relevant agencies on the
potential for new projects to occur off the southern
Massachusetts coast and Rhode Island Coast, and the
cumulative impact assessment section in the EIS has been
revised accordingly.

T-2

Cumulative impacts
including other potential
projects

Commenters requested further details concerning cumulative
effects of the proposed action and other concurrent and potential
projects in the region on the ecological and socioeconomic
resources of Cape Cod and the Islands. Some comments
indicated that the DEIS did not clearly state how it was
determined that cumulative activities discussed would only be a
temporary presence in the region.

Commenters noted additional projects that they thought
warranted mention in the FEIS including: LNG terminals in
Massachusetts Bay; LNG offloading sites near the Stellwagen
Bank Sanctuary; and alternative energy projects in Buzzards
Bay, off Cape Cod, and in Long Island Sound. Commenters
stated the FEIS should not only consider proposed actions in the
vicinity of the proposed location, but also should consider
impacts to endangered species throughout their migratory range.
Also, the types of projects considered should not, according to
some comment letters, be limited to energy projects.

According to some commenters, the DEIS fails to recognize
negative (reduction of area for sand mining and pipeline
routing) and positive (creation of infrastructure to encourage
other offshore alternative energy projects) impacts on other

As mentioned in the response to T-1, MMS has consulted
with other agencies to identify other potential projects
with the potential to result in cumulative impacts with the
proposed action, and the cumulative impact assessment
section has been revised accordingly. Clarifications and
expansion of the analysis presented in the DEIS have
been performed to address other comments expressing
inadequacies in the cumulative impact assessment, such
as making sure that projects in addition to other energy
projects be considered in the cumulative scenario.
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regional projects that would result from construction of the
proposed action.
T-3 Multiple impacts from Commenters expressed concern over or approved of the impact Comments received indicating that there is the potential
Cape Wind that the proposed action would have on multiple resources for multiple aspects of the project to have impacts on a
(birds, marine life, historic) and on the ecosystem as a whole. particular resource, such as sediment disturbance and
In particular, concern was expressed over the lack of assessment | benthic impacts associated with the jetting of two
of the inter-related aspects of ecosystem functions and values as | transmission cables are covered under the specific
they relate to both tangible socioeconomic factors such as resource impact assessment. To the extent there are
commercial fisheries and less tangible non-market goods and specific resources requiring such multiplicative impact
services. Other commenters mentioned that the project impacts | assessment, the EIS text has been modified to assess this.
would violate the public trust resources associated with the
OCS, and that in addition to features such as commerce and The EIS has described the full range of resources affected
fishing, features such as ecological integrity and aesthetics are by the proposed action that can be defined by defensible
also resources that need to be assessed. methodology. We have not included analysis on
resources that cannot be defined, qualified or quantified
nor is it advisable to assign a degree of tangibility.
U-1 Avian mitigation / Within the category “U-1 Avian mitigation / monitoring”, MMS | MMS is currently developing a detailed monitoring plan
monitoring received many comments concerning the lack of detail related to | for birds and bats and establishing an external federal
plans for mitigation and monitoring in the DEIS. These expert review team to advise us on our proposed
commenters requested that the description of specific mitigation | monitoring plan. MMS is taking into consideration the
plans be expanded in the FEIS. Others requested that evidence level of mitigation that has already been requested during
be provided that the proposed anti-perching devices have been the state permitting process and assessing that relative to
field tested and are effective, particularly if the birds become the need for any additional measures as determined
acclimated to them. during this EIS process. The Mitigation section of the
FEIS has been revised to include the additional measures
Commenters proposed adoption of adaptive management plans, | that MMS has determined are necessary, compared to
while others regarded such plans as not implementable in an off- | those presented in the DEIS.
shore environment. Some commenters suggested that data gaps
throughout the range of the listed species needed to be filled and
in doing this, it might be possible to mitigate the proposed
action’s impacts by addressing limiting factors for these species
in locations other than the breeding area.
Recommendations were made on how monetary mitigation
could be spent including funding conservation personnel,
additional population monitoring at nesting beaches for piping
plover, predator management, and conservation education.
uU-2 Marine biological Commenters requested the development of monitoring and Section 9 of the EIS has been revised and expanded, as

mitigation/monitoring

mitigation measures for sea mammals, turtles, fisheries, benthic

appropriate to address the varied comments received. In
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communities, and eelgrass. Commenters requested greater
detail in many aspects of mitigation and monitoring and
recommended ways in which the mitigation/monitoring section
of the DEIS should be expanded in the FEIS. In particular,
intensive monitoring of fish around the monopiles was
requested, monitoring and contingency plans for physical
recovery of the seafloor in cable jetted areas, Lewis Bay time of
year restriction for winter flounder should be January 15-May
31, offsetting compensation for failed scour mats, and more
details on marine mammal monitoring during nighttime and
inclement weather, when visual observation cannot occur. One
commenter suggested the applicant could assist with funding for
commercial and recreational fishery stock assessment and
management activities, fund other restoration activities, provide
funding for personnel positions, and perhaps fund research
relevant to the assessment and management of ocean resources.

Specific concerns and recommendations included: acoustic
monitoring potentially including an automated acoustic
monitoring and warning system, mitigation for acoustic
harassment, habitat replacement, providing qualified/dedicated
monitors and a greater number of them during construction,
vessel speed restrictions, and seasonal construction schedule
restrictions to avoid periods of peak abundance of protected and
sensitive species. Several commenters indicated that the
monitoring procedures during construction focused more on
marine mammals than sea turtles and that the program should be
adequate to cover the unique needs of sea turtles, such as the
greater difficulty to observe from a stationary platform than
whales, and the different abilities to respond to harmful noise
levels or vessel traffic.

Regarding benthic habitat and fauna, commenters requested
that a more robust and detailed plan be developed to monitor for
recovery of all the different types of habitats to be effected, and
specific contingency plans for those areas or resources that fail
to recover. Commenters indicated that a defensible approach
should be presented for review as part of the FEIS, rather than
postponing details to a later date, including how adaptive
management would be applied to the results of the benthic
monitoring.

some instances, further definition and refinement of the
monitoring and mitigation program will occur under the
adaptive management approach, and certain
contingencies would not be developed until such time as
they are deemed necessary. With respect to winter
flounder mitigation, refer to Section fishery mitigation as
discussed in the FEIR certificate (See Section E)
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uU-3 Navigation and water use | Commenters stated that mitigation measures concerning The commenters identified elements under the purview of
mitigation/monitoring navigation are insufficient and that the USCG and FAA have the USCG and FAA. The USCG and FAA, as
not yet completed evaluations that would allow for finalization cooperating agencies, received, reviewed, and
of mitigation measures. incorporated into their final Terms and Conditions and
Hazard Determination, information and requirements
they deemed necessary relative to safety and navigation
issues. They were also afforded an opportunity to request
additional information in regards to these issues. MMS
will incorporate any required mitigation requested by the
USCG or FAA into the terms of the lease.
uU-4 EMS Commenters requested additional details as to the guiding An EMS is not required by MMS. EMSs are processes
principles, design, and expected operation of the EMS and also and practices a company uses to ensure protection of the
suggested additions that should be made to discussion of the environment by managing its environmental impacts.
EMS in the FEIS. Some commenters endorsed the concept of MMS will require certain mitigation and monitoring
an EMS and the associated adaptive management approach, consistent with existing laws and as a result of our
while others criticized it. Commenters suggested that the environmental analysis in this EIS. In the case of the
development and implementation of the EMS over the life of the | proposed action, the applicant has agreed to implement
project should be done within a technical advisory group made an EMS for the proposed action with a commitment to
up of regulatory and resource management agencies, to ensure complying with all requirements of environmental law,
proper and adequate assessment, mitigation, and contingency preventing impacts to local resources and continually
planning. The Boston Harbor Outfall provides a model for this striving to improve environmental performance.
approach to an EMS, as do the Horns Rev/Nysted projects.
Other commenters indicated that the criteria and decision
processes to be used in the adaptive management aspects of the
EMS need to be presented in the FEIS for public review, and
that future results need to be disclosed to the agencies so that
they can participate in management and mitigation decisions
during the operational period of the project.
uU-5 General “U-5 General Mitigation/monitoring” code covered comments MMS has taken into consideration this variety of

mitigation/monitoring

that did not fit into one of the other mitigation/monitoring
categories. Most commenters agreed that the
mitigation/monitoring sections of the DEIS needed expansion
and clarification before inclusion in the FEIS.

Commenters requested that mitigation measures for coastal
wetlands be included in the FEIS.

Noise mitigation was a concern. Suggested mitigation for noise
included engineering controls (mufflers, sound proofing,
construction of sound barriers) and administrative controls (time

comments, and where appropriate, additional mitigation
and monitoring has been considered. In some instances,
requests for additional mitigation or monitoring was for
project components not located on the OCS, and
therefore are best addressed through other permitting
avenues, such as the USACE Section 10/404 permitting.
In some instances comments overlapped with monitoring
and mitigation that will be accomplished under state
permit approvals. In other instances, a request was not
deemed appropriate for inclusion at this time, but would
be a possibility for inclusion as part of the adaptive
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of day and day of week restrictions) management aspect of the EMS. For instance, if initial
scour monitoring frequency is not detecting scour early
Several commenters requested further detail concerning the enough or frequently enough among the 130 WTGs, then
monitoring program for scour control and cable burial. They the applicant would be required by MMS to adjust the
asked whether monitoring would be required after major storm monitoring frequency to capture scour earlier.
events (or would only be “prudent” as stated in the DEIS). A
call was made for the inclusion of a communications plan to The applicant has specified a communications plan that
notify commercial fishermen of an exposures uncovered during includes methods for notifying mariners of activities in
monitoring. There were also calls for a detailed monitoring plan | the project area, and conditions associated with various
of dredging activities. components of the facility, such as locations of exposed
cable. Development and adequacy of the

Commenters requested further information about compensatory | communications plan will be ongoing as part of the EMS
mitigation. The nature of restoration or compensatory over the life of the project.
mitigation measures for impacts characterized as “moderate” or
“major” was deemed unclear. Recommendations for use of Section 9 of the FEIS contains information on
compensatory mitigation include: money for assessment of compensatory mitigation as required under the FEIR
ponds and their buffer zones along the on land transmission line, | MEPA Certificate. Non-compensatory mitigation is
restoration of endangered bird habitat, support of coastal discussed in Section 9 of the FEIS.
recreation through a small-grant program through local
communities and NGOs.

U-6 History/archeological MMS received comments that the mitigation measures for MMS commenced formal Section 106 consultation after

mitigation/monitoring

historical and archeological impacts are insufficient, in part
because moving the project out of Nantucket Sound is viewed as
a project alternative but not as mitigation for significant adverse
impacts to traditional Native American cultural property.
Commenters stated that the mitigation measures for submerged
historic and archeological resources were ignored. Commenters
stated that the adverse effects to above-ground historic resources
were not fully covered in the DEIS, and mitigation for these
adverse effects remains unclear and possibly inadequate.
Commenters requested that a mitigation section in the FEIS
include procedures to be followed with the unanticipated
discovery of cultural resources or human remains.

release of the DEIS, and through a series of meetings
with relevant entities. These meetings are intended to
address all issues related to historical and archeological
resources. Some modifications have been made to the
approach for assessing impacts, which has had a bearing
on the nature and extent of mitigation and monitoring that
would be required of the applicant as part of any lease.
The additional or revised mitigation and monitoring is
presented in Section 9. While some commenters on the
DEIS might wish for mitigation to consist of an
alternative site, consideration of this falls under the
Alternatives assessment section of a NEPA EIS. With
respect to impacts associated with an alternative site as a
mitigation measure, such an approach may merely
relocate impacts rather than lessen them, offset them,
compensate for them, or avoid them entirely. Any lease
will require the implementation of an unanticipated
discovery plan during construction, operation and
decommissioning of the proposed action.
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COMMENT SUMMARY AND RESPONSE TABLE

Comment
Code Comment Code Name Synthesis of Comments Response
Number
\% Geological Commenters suggested revisions to the DEIS concerning the

geology of the Cape and the Islands including updating material
on the Nauset-Monomoy Barrier beach and adding information
on how the region is particularly susceptible to flooding caused
by global warming.

The offshore geology including sand wave migration and
sediment transport in Nantucket Sound is extensively
detailed in Section 4.1.1.2. No potential impacts to the
geologic resources of Cape Cod, Nantucket, Martha’s
Vineyard, or the Nauset-Monomoy Barrier beach
complex was identified. Impacts with respect to global
warming are discussed in Section 5.3.1.4.2.
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Background: The Coast Guard, serving as a cooperating agency providing input in our areas
of expertise to the lead Federal permitting agency, the Minerals Management Service
(MMS), reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and applicable public
comments submitted to the docket. The Coast Guard submits this assessment which
discusses the potential impacts to navigation safety and provides our responses to the
comments. The following references were used in the development of this assessment:

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

COMDTPUB P16700.4

(b) Commandant (CG-ACO) ltr of 2Aug07, Cape Wind Navigation Terms and Conditions

(c) Cape Wind Revised Navigational Risk Assessment dtd 16Nov06

(d) Captain of the Port Southeastern New England memo 16670 of 29Sep08, Assessment of
Potential Impacts to Coast Guard Missions of the Nantucket Sound Wind Facility as

Proposed by Cape Wind, LLC

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

Operations/Mitigation Strategies

(f) COMDTINST M16130.2D of 29Apr04, Coast Guard Search and Rescue (SAR) Manual
(g) Coast Guard Marine Safety Office Itr 16670 of 10Feb03 (Letter to the Corps of Engineers
regarding analysis requirements for the Cape Wind proposal)

Statistics: The following Nantucket Sound Wind Facility statistics were used in the

development of this assessment:

130 turbines

24 square miles: Area of wind facility

277.5”: Height of towers above sea level

16.75’; Diameter of tower at sea level in
water less than 40’ deep
18’: Diameter of tower at sea level in water
40’ deep or greater

341’; Blade diameter

75’: Lowest point of blade to sea level

44(0’: Highest point of blade above sea
level

Visibility in fog <2NM 10-18% of the time

5.6 miles: Closest point of land (Cotuit, MA)

.34 x .54 nautical miles: Spacing between
turbines

1166 yards: Closest point of wind farm to the
centerline of a marked channel

(Tower I-16 & Cross Rip Shoals

Federal Channel)

214: Gallons of o1l in each Wind Turbine

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

42,000: Maximum number of gallons, oil,
stored in tanks at the Electrical
Service Platform (ESP)

1
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3. Potential Impact to Navigation Safety:

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

(1) Terms and Conditions

(2) Fog

3) Pollution prevention and control
(4) Ice

(5) Aids-to-navigation (ATON)

(6) Coast Guard search and rescue
(7) Vessel traffic

(8) Radar

(9) Obstructions to navigation

(10)  Navigation (i.e., ability to navigate)
(I1) Miscellaneous

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

b. Terms and Conditions:

(1) Comments: Seven comments were received regarding the Coast Guard Terms and
Conditions (reference (b)). One comment recommended that the Coast Guard
“invoke” NVIC 02-07 (Guidance on the Coast Guard’s Roles and Responsibilities
tor Offshore Renewable Energy Installations (OREI)) in its entirety within the
Terms and Conditions. One comment stated “It is clear the Coast Guard has
violated the intent and letter of Section 414” (of Public Law 109-241, the statute
that required the Coast Guard to produce Terms and Conditions for the Cape Wind
proposal) and several other comments made similar assertions. One comment
suggested that standards for Cape Wind to monitor and communicate with mariners
should be specified in the Terms and Conditions. One comment recommended that
Cape Wind be required to meet all Terms and Conditions before “Coast Guard
acceptance” of the project and not before construction begins (as specified in
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sections 4.a (private aids-to-navigation); 4.d (radar); 5.a. (control center standard
operating procedures); and 5.b (icebreaking plan) of the Terms and Conditions).
One comment recommended that Cape Wind be required to brief the Southeastern
Massachusetts Port Safety Forum now, and not wait until construction begins. One
comment noted that within the Terms and Conditions “control center” and
“operations center” seem to refer to the same thing, and recommended this be
clarified.

Response: Section 414 of the Coast Guard and Maritime Transportation Act of
2006 (Public Law 109-241) directed the Coast Guard to provide MMS with
reasonable Terms and Conditions required for navigation safety at least 60 days
prior to publication of the DEIS. The Coast Guard’s Terms and Conditions were
signed and forwarded to MMS on August 2, 2007. One hundred and sixty-eight
days later, on January 18, 2008, MMS published its DEIS. Additionally, as required
by Section 414, the Terms and Conditions addressed only navigation safety, and not
Coast Guard missions, nor pollution prevention, nor any other issue beyond
navigation. The Terms and Condition were vetted through both program and legal
staffs at the Coast Guard Sector, District, Area, and Headquarters levels, and signed
by the Assistant Commandant for Operations at Coast Guard Headquarters. The
Terms and Conditions contain a caveat that the Coast Guard reserves the right to
amend the document at any time up to and even after operation of the wind farm
begins. Per the Terms and Conditions, communications and monitoring standards
will be included in the standard operating procedures of the control center. The
Terms and Conditions ensure the time requirements for certain deliverables are
“before construction begins” (as opposed to before issuance of an MMS
lease/permit). The areas where the Terms and Conditions specify that plans must be
submitted “before construction begins,” include (1) aids-to-navigation design, (2)
operations center procedures, equipment and capabilities, and (3) construction
schedules. Technology is ever-changing in aids-to-navigation and operations center
design, and construction schedules are fluid. To require submission—and
approval—of plans for these items so far in advance of actual construction, with
almost certain knowledge that these plans will change, is not a wise use of Coast
Guard resources. Additionally, the Coast Guard routinely collaborates with
developers, shipbuilders, transportation system users, and others in each of these
three areas throughout the design and construction processes to ensure the best
design, construction, and operation of aids to navigation, operations centers,
construction/maintenance schedules, for example. The requirement for a researched
analysis on potential radar impacts and associated suggested mitigation measures is
well underway and Cape Wind will have completed that requirement before MMS
issues a lease or permit (and hence, before construction begins). The requirement
for an icebreaking plan is unique to this proposal and, given the infrequency of
heavy ice accumulation in Nantucket Sound, there is sufficient time between now
and when construction might begin to adequately address this issue and, as with
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aids-to-navigation and operations center procedures, the Coast Guard will
collaborate with Cape Wind in designing an acceptable icebreaking plan, should the
project go forward. We have reviewed the text of the Terms and Conditions to
ensure consistency between “control center” and “operations center”. The term
“operations center” does not appear in the Terms and Conditions. The term “‘control
center” is used throughout the Terms and Conditions with one exception, in
paragraph 4.b.(1), where the term “control room” is used. That should be changed
to read “control center”. The Coast Guard’s Navigation and Vessel Information
Circular (NVIC 02-07) (Guidance on the Coast Guard’s Roles and Responsibilities
for Offshore Renewable Energy Installations (OREI)) is not intended to supplant or
override these Terms and Conditions but was used in the development of them. The
NVIC is a guideline providing information and factors that the Coast Guard will
consider in reviewing an application for the establishment of an Offshore
Renewable Energy Installation. It applies in general to all installations, including
Cape Wind. The Coast Guard Terms and Conditions apply specifically and
uniquely to the Nantucket Sound Wind Farm proposal. Additionally, NVIC 02-07
was published on March 9, 2007, well after Cape Wind submitted its proposal on
November 21, 2001, and well after the Coast Guard had established its initial
guidance and review parameters in its letter of February 10, 2003 (superseded by
Congressional direction. Nonetheless, on June 23, 2008, representatives from Coast
Guard Sector Southeastern New England, the First Coast Guard District, and Coast
Guard Headquarters met in Washington, DC, to conduct a detailed review of NVIC
02-07 and ensure consistency between the Cape Wind proposal and NVIC 02-07.
The Coast Guard is satisfied that the Cape Wind proposal meets the intent of NVIC
02-07. With respect to the recommendation that Cape Wind brief the Southeastern
Massachusetts Port Safety and Security Forum (SEMPSSF), we agree; this was
accomplished during the October 7, 2008, Radar Impacts Workshop held under the
auspices of the SEMPSSF.

c. Fog:

(1) Comments: One comment noted that fog arrives frequently and suddenly on
Horseshoe Shoal, and wondered how boaters within the wind farm would be able to
navigate out of it in fog. Another comment stated that fog will increase the
likelihood of accidents. One comment claimed that Nantucket Sound is one of the
foggiest areas on the eastern seaboard, and that dense fog rolls in extremely quickly.
The same comment noted that the NOAA Climate Data Center shows that over the
last three decades there has been an average of 200 days of fog annually on
Nantucket Island, vice the 65 days annually stated in the DEIS. The same comment
claimed that first-hand observation “‘confirms that conditions of zero visibility exist
on Horseshoe Shoal approximately 100 to 120 days per year.” Another comment
stated that there is no meaningful way that the fog that surrounds the Cape and
[slands can be measured.
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Response: Fog is certainly a constant presence in all New England waters. As
stated in the Revised Navigational Risk Assessment, NOAA data shows that fog
(visibility below two miles) is present 10-18% of the time between April and
August. There is no data that shows the amount of time that intense fog reduces
visibility below 688 yards (the minimum distance between towers). NOAA’s
“Coast Pilot” also warns that fog distorts sound so that the direction of warning bells
and horns may be difticult to discern accurately. As proposed the wind farm design
calls for fog signals to be placed at each comer of the wind farm, and lights at each
tower which should be sufficient to adequately aid mariners. The exact
configuration and specifics associated with the quantity and type of aids to
navigation will be reviewed in more detail by the Coast Guard, with input from
local mariners, should the project go forward. Under the International Regulations
for Preventing Collisions at Sea, 1972 (72 COLREGS) additional precautions are
required of mariners when navigating in fog. Consequently, although the presence
of fog may require more vigilance and slower speeds, mariners should be able to
transit safely within and in the vicinity of the wind farm during periods of fog.

d. Pollution Prevention and Control:

(1

(2)

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

Response: The Coast Guard and MMS each have authority and responsibility for
regulating oil carriage and stowage, and pollution prevention and response, at the
proposed wind facility. Coast Guard standards and operating requirements for both
the carriage and storage of petroleum products are contained primarily in 33 CFR
part 151, and 33 CFR parts 154 (facilities)/155 (vessels) , respectively, and for
pollution response in 40 CFR 300.120, among other citations. So long as Cape
Wind LLC (or any other entity) meets applicable Federal law and regulations, it
may transport and store these products within its facility. The wind farm will
are all waterfront facilities (and this is considered a “waterfront” facility for the
purposes of oil carriage and stowage)—be required to produce and maintain an
approved pollution response plan. Before operations may begin, response to a
pollution incident at the wind farm will also be included in the Area Contingency

as

5 Enclosure (1)
USCG Prepared Comment Summaries and Responses




U.S. COAST GUARD

ASSESSMENT OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS TO NAVIGATION SAFETY

OF THE NANTUCKET SOUND WIND FARM
AS PROPOSED BY CAPE WIND, LLC
NOVEMBER 2008

Plan required by the Clean Water Act as amended by the Oil Pollution Act of 1990
(OPA 90).

Aids-to-Navigation (ATON):

(1)

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

Response: The ATON plan proposed by Cape Wind is discussed in various
sections ot the DEIS, and the consolidated ATON plan 1s contained in Section 4.6 of
the Cape Wind Revised Navigational Risk Assessment (reference (c)). The plan
was produced after consulting with and receiving input from the First Coast Guard
District Aids-to-Navigation branch. The plan calls for ATON lights to be mounted
35 feet above sea level (to reduce confusion with buoys) and to be of colors and
intensities to avoid confusion with shore-based lights or other ATON. There is no
plan to mark the blades to aid mariners. As with all new ATON, the final plan may
differ somewhat from the current plan as ATON technology improves and more
effective aids are developed. Additionally, paragraph 4.a of the Coast Guard Terms
and Conditions (reference (b)) requires submission of a comprehensive ATON plan,
separate from and in addition to, the plan described in the DEIS and Navigational
Risk Assessment, that complies with standards developed by the International
Association of Marine Aids to Navigation and Lighthouse Authorities (IALA). (It
will be essentially the same plan as described in the Navigational Risk Assessment,
but refined and improved, with more technical details as to the exact specifications
of'each aid.) This plan must be submitted to the Coast Guard and MMS for
approval prior to beginning construction.
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(3) Additionally the Coast Guard will work with NOAA and Cape Wind to devise an
effective charting protocol to provide complete yet concise graphics and narrative
descriptions of the wind farm to best aid mariners.

(4) A comprehensive Waterways Analysis and Management System (WAMS) survey
of Nantucket Sound waterways users is due to be conducted in 2010, and every five
years thereafter. These surveys seek user feedback on a variety of waterways
issues, particularly ATON. Adjustments and improvements to ATON are routinely
implemented after a WAMS survey has been completed for any particular area.

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

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

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

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

4.6 Proposed Aids-to-Navigation

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

(1) Comments: One comment asked for additional mitigation measures to prevent ice

(

)

accumulation on the WTG rotors, so that ice on the rotors will not be thrown or fall,
possibly hazarding mariners in the vicinity. A comment also expressed concern that
the wind farm may cause a build-up of ice in Nantucket Sound, and a comment
referred to the severe ice that formed in Nantucket Sound in 2004 and suggested that
similar ice, combined with the presence of the wind facility, “will most certainly
cease and/or curtail all maritime lifelines” to Nantucket and Martha’s Vineyard.

One comment was concerned about the impact and potential damage to towers that
may be caused by ice flows.

Response: The wind turbines will contain vibration sensors that will be triggered
by ice buildup so that the turbines can be shut down remotely before the ice is
thrown or falls from spinning blades. In addition to the vibration sensors, Cape
Wind will also monitor the turbines continuously by camera to gauge
meteorological conditions and initiate rotor shutdown if/when necessary due to
icing. Coast Guard Sector Southeastern New England already closely monitors
meteorological conditions in the winter to warn mariners, particularly commercial
fishers, as to when conditions are conducive to topside icing, and will engage Cape
Wind as well whenever these conditions exist. Severe icing of the ocean surface
rarely occurs in Nantucket Sound, although such icing did occur in 2004. The
towers will be built of 2™ thick steel and will be approximately 17’ diameter,
capable of withstanding the forces of heavy ice. The Coast Guard has cutters in the
New England area with ice-breaking capability to maintain open waterways, such as
was done in 2004 in Nantucket Sound and other areas. Additionally, per the Coast
Guard Terms and Conditions, Cape Wind must provide a plan to the Coast Guard
and MMS, for approval, describing the actions it would take to mitigate the affects
of surface icing.
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Search-and-Rescue (SAR):

(1) Comments: Most comments addressing search and rescue were concerned that the
wind farm would adversely affect the Coast Guard’s ability to conduct search and
rescue within the wind farm footprint, and especially concerned about the ability to
conduct rescues by helicopter within the wind facility, particularly at night or in low
visibility conditions. One comment claimed the wind farm would be a “dead zone”
for the Coast Guard in conducting search and rescue. Another comment stated that
the Coast Guard and local harbormasters frequently seek and receive assistance
from mariners in conducting searches in the Horseshoe Shoal area, which would no
longer be possible if the wind farm were built.

(2)

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

Quote:

(1

()

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

Per reference (d), the Coast Guard SAR mission response standard requires a
Coast Guard asset (not necessarily an aircraft) to be on-scene within two hours
of notification of an incident. Assuming construction of the proposed wind
facility, that standard remains routinely achievable in all of Nantucket Sound,
even within the footprint of the proposed facility. The Horseshoe Shoal area
of Nantucket Sound is well within the response standard for Station Woods
Hole (40 minutes to the center of the OREI), Station Menemsha (Martha’s
Vineyard) (90 minutes), Station Brant Point (Nantucket) (60 minutes), and
cutters homeported in the area: USCGC TYBEE, USCGC SANIBEL,
USCGC HAMMERHEAD, and of course aircraft from Air Station Cape Cod.
Studies of existing wind facilities suggest that VHF radios, Automatic
Identification System (AIS), Emergency Position Indicating Radio Beacons
(EPIRB), and other electronic signals will not sufter noticeable degradation

Enclosure (1)

USCG Prepared Comment Summaries and Responses



U.S. COAST GUARD
ASSESSMENT OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS TO NAVIGATION SAFETY
OF THE NANTUCKET SOUND WIND FARM
AS PROPOSED BY CAPE WIND, LL.C
NOVEMBER 2008

due to the presence of wind towers, but the effects to marine radar are not
entirely known.” Consequently, response times of surface assets in adverse
weather and low visibility may be slowed should these assets experience
severe adverse impacts to their radar attributable to the wind towers but, even
at slower speeds, the two-hour response standard can be achieved. Degraded
signals may also adversely impact the ability of a SAR unit to effectively
search using its radar as a search tool. But in SAR cases, particularly cases
involving small or sunken vessels, or people in the water, radar has very little
effect, if any, in aiding search personnel. Furthermore, the Coast Guard
stations, namely Stations Woods Hole, Menemsha, and Brant Point, will all
train on a regular basis within the wind facility, and coordinate such training
with the wind facility operators.

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

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

Unquote.

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

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

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

h. Vessel Traffic:

(1)

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

Response: Traffic in the vicinity of Horseshoe Shoals is characterized in reference
(¢). The main traffic routes are dominated by ferry traffic between Hyannis and
Martha’s Vineyard, between Hyannis and Nantucket, and between Martha’s
Vineyard and Nantucket. The Massachusetts Steamship Authority conducts
approximately 22,000 ferry transits between these points annually, and the Hy-Line
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ferry has approximately 7000 additional annual transits. Both ferry services
schedule more frequent runs in the spring through autumn months. The frequency
and type of recreational, excursion (sightseeing and sport fishing), and commercial
tratfic (including commercial fishing) varies greatly depending on the time of year,
with most activity in the summer months. The potential impacts, if any, which the
proposed wind farm may have on traffic patterns are speculative at best and
impossible to determine with any certainty. The notion that the proposed wind farm
will induce “traffic compression” which will cause dangerous congestion in the
ferry routes around the proposed wind farm is unsubstantiated. There is evidence
that traffic patterns are already influenced to some extent by Horseshoe Shoal itself
as mariners avoid that area in good weather due to the shoaling, and more so during
inclement weather. At present Cape Wind LLC has not requested, and the Coast
Guard is not considering, any measures which would preclude mariners from
transiting within the wind farm post-construction. The area of Bishops and Clerks
and Broken Ground is already a natural “choke point™ for vessels departing or
entering Hyannis. The proposed wind farm is approximately 2.3 nautical miles
from the ferry routes where they cross Broken Ground, and approximately 3
nautical miles from the general area of Bishops and Clerks. All traffic entering and
departing Hyannis Harbor is further “choked” as it converges on the 300-foot wide
channel in Lewis Bay, which is currently practiced at acceptable levels of safety and
risk by mariners. Additionally, there is no evidence that ferry routes will have to be
adjusted as a result of the wind farm. The route between Hyannis and Martha’s
Vineyard is already fraught with numerous shoals. Any towers adjacent to or along
this route would be, for the most part, in water too shallow for navigation by ferries.
The terry route between Hyannis and Nantucket is, at its closest point (in the
vicinity of Halfmoon Shoal), approximately 1.3 miles from the wind farm. Concern
has been expressed that ferries transiting between Hyannis and Martha’s Vineyard
must, on occasion during poor weather, tack in a northeasterly/northwesterly
manner to provide a smoother and safer ride for passengers and cargo. However,
despite several requests for actual records, logs, or trackline plots that show the
extent and frequency of these tacking maneuvers, none have been provided and so it
is impossible to gauge the impact, if any, that the wind farm may have on this
practice. However, as noted above current ferry routés approach no closer than 1.3
nautical miles from the proposed wind facility, and in the area where purported
tacking maneuvers normally take place, there is approximately 2.3 nautical miles of
room. Additionally, as stated above, there are no plans to prohibit vessels, including
ferries, from navigating within the wind farm. The ferry route between Martha’s
Vineyard and Nantucket is within the Main Channel, including the Cross Rip Shoals
Federal channel that passes south of the proposed wind facility. At its narrowest
point (Cross Rip Shoals) the channel is approximately 1300 yards wide. From the
center of Cross Rip Shoals channel, the distance to the nearest tower (tower #1-16)
is 1166 yards, nearly the same width as the channel itself. With respect to scour
impacts on water depth, the wind farm proposal calls for scour mitigation measures
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to prevent sediment erosion or deposition. Water depths in the vicinity of each of
the towers and in the vicinity of the wind farm should experience little or no adverse
impact due to scouring that may further impact traffic patterns. Additionally, the
Cape Wind LLC proposal calls for certain mitigations to assist mariners (such as
lights, tower markings, sound signals, chart notes, etc.), and the Coast Guard Terms
and Conditions calls for additional mitigations such as monitoring capability, and
24/7 staffed control center with marine communications capability, for example.
Some public comments have suggested additional mitigations, such as a specially
marked channel through the wind farm such as that currently employed at the
Nysted (Denmark) offshore wind facility. This suggestion will be considered
further before construction starts.

1.  Radar:

(1)

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

j.  Obstruction to navigation:

(1

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

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

k. Navigation:

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

* The Coast Guard has commissioned an independent study to review the potential impacts to marine radar that may
be caused by the presence of WTGs. The study will also gauge the effectiveness of potential mitigation measures.
The Coast Guard expects this study to be completed by mid-December 2008,
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(2) Response: Inreference (g) the Coast Guard specified that a marine tratfic survey
of Nantucket Sound be conducted to determine:

(a.) Types, sizes, and drafts of vessels.
(b.) Typical vessel routes.

(c.) Density of traffic.

(d.) Seasonal variances in traffic.

(e.) Marine events.

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

.  Miscellaneous:

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

Response: It has not been suggested or requested by Cape Wind, nor any other
entity, to control or restrict mariner access to Horseshoe Shoal during the
construction or operation of the wind facility, and none is contemplated. There may
be periods, especially during construction and major maintenance events, where a
temporary safety zone (or zones) may be necessary and will be established. Should
a temporary safety zone (or any measure that may restrict access or affect
navigation) be necessary, standard regulatory (rulemaking) processes will be
followed. The comment concerned with the minimum burial depth of the cable
thought that the minimum planned depth was four feet below the ocean bottom, but
in fact the proposal calls for a minimum depth of six feet. The anchor penetration
analysis done in the Revised Navigational Risk Assessment (reference (c)) shows
that the maximum fluke tip penetration by the anchor aboard the largest vessel that
routinely navigates in the vicinity of Horseshoe Shoal, the ferry Eagle, to be three
feet deep. Additionally, commercial fishing vessels dragging gear and nets do not
disturb the ocean floor to a depth of six feet.
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Offshore wind energy offers a clean, safe and effective answer to both global - | P-3, O 1
warming and energy sccurity. America’s first offshore wind farm, Cape Wind, P-8

will provide 75% of the Cape and Islands energy needs from a clean cost-
effective source.
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April 10,2008 7:53 AM

Director Randall Luthi, Minerals Management Service

Subject: Comments on Cape Wind environmental impact statement

Dear Director Luthi,

Thank you for your thorough review of the Cape Wind project. On the basis of your findings, | very A2
much support allowing the project to proceed. However, it's important that the final environmental
impact statement (FEIS) include more about the positive impact that Cape Wind can have.

The FEIS should mention that Cape Wind may reduce costs to consumers like me. The FEIS should be | P-4
explicit about the positive effects Cape Wind can have on energy prices including the possible
reductions in electric and natural gas bills. Using renewable energy reduces the demand for natural gas
and creates new competitors to traditional power plants. That means that increasing renewable energy P-12
through projects like Cape Wind can reduce natural gas prices. Since natural gas plants often determine
the price of electricity, consumers not only save directly on their natural gas bills--for space heating,
water heating, and cooking--but on their electricity bills as well. The FEIS should reflect these savings. | p-g,

Sincerely,
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April 10,2008 7:53 AM

Director Randall Luthi, Minerals Management Service

Subject: Comments on Cape Wind environmental impact statement

Dear Director Luthi,

Your analysis of Cape Wind documented that the vast majority of the project's environmental effects
will be minor, negligible, or even positive, and there will be no significant lasting negative impact.

With thisin mind, Cape Wind should be permitted, especially asthe global warming benefits are even |A-2, O-1
greater than the draft environmental impact statement (DEIS) suggests.

The Union of Concerned Scientist has cal culated that Cape Wind will reduce heat-trapping emissions
by a much greater amount than the DEI'S suggests. Cape Wind will reduce the projected growth of D-9
global warming pollution in all of New England from 2005 to 2014 by 9 percent, not the 1 percent

stated in the DEIS. This information should be reflected in the final environmental impact statement.

Discussion of the project's potential for reducing globa warming pollution should also include its value
as a precedent-setting project. Cape Wind isimportant on its own for the contribution it stands to make
to New England's energy needs, for its economic development benefits, and for its positive |P-5
environmental effects. But it is also important because it sets a precedent--showing the way we can
begin developing our country's offshore wind resources in a responsible manner. The final |C'13
environmental impact statement should make that additional benefit clear. | P-8

S-3

Sincerely,
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April 10,2008 7:53 AM

Director Randall Luthi, Minerals Management Service

Subject: Comments on Cape Wind environmental impact statement

Dear Director Luthi,

All energy sources have environmental effects. According to the findings of the draft environmental
impact statement, Cape Wind's effects would be minor and negligible and the project would have
overwhelmingly positive benefits compared to existing coal-fired plants.

With thisis mind, the final environmental impact statement (FEIS) should be clear about the
implications for local communities of not building Cape Wind. Coal plants are often sited near minority
or economically disadvantaged communities. If Cape Wind were not approved, the additional power
plants needed to make up for the lost electricity would likely place serious public health and
environmental burdens on these communities. Emissions from burning coal contain many toxic
substances that can cause birth defects, respiratory illness, bronchitis, asthma, and premature death.
Acid and toxic metals from coal mining often contaminate local water supplies. And underground
mining is an extremely dangerous job causing workers to suffer disease, injury, and even death. The
FEIS should discuss those implications when looking at the environmental impact of not moving
forward on this project.

Sincerely,

C-14

P-8
P-14

O-1

P-8
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April 10,2008 7:53 AM

Director Randall Luthi, Minerals Management Service

Subject: Comments on Cape Wind environmental impact statement

Dear Director Luthi,

The draft environmental impact statement on Cape Wind states that the project iswell sited, that it has |C-14, O-1
apositive effect in reducing globa warming pollution, and that its negative effects, though worth T-3
considering, will be minimal. For these and other reasons, | very much support allowing Cape Wind to |A-2
proceed.

One specific comment I'd like to make is that the final environmental impact statement (FEIS) should
more clearly state the global warming effects of the alternatives to the Cape Wind project. In the
absence of Cape Wind, where will the region's added el ectricity supply come from? Coa plants are C-14
responsible for about one-third of the total global warming pollution in this country, greater than the
emissions from all cars, trucks, planes, trains, and other forms of transportation combined. The FEIS
should include much stronger language about the environmental impact these "business as usual™
alternatives would have.

Sincerely,
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April 10,2008 7:53 AM

Director Randall Luthi, Minerals Management Service

Subject: Comments on Cape Wind environmental impact statement

Dear Director Luthi,

The threat of global warming makes it imperative that we move to clean, renewable energy sources that
have minimal environmental impact. The draft environmental impact statement (DEIS) shows that
Cape Wind's effects are acceptable, and that many of them are positive. However, the final
environmental impact statement (FEIS) should go into more detail on how this project is a global
warming solution.

The DEIS appears to misstate the role this project will have in reducing global warming pollution in the
region. The Union of Concerned Scientist has calculated that Cape Wind will reduce heat-trapping
emissions by a much greater amount than the DEI'S suggests. Cape Wind will reduce the projected
growth of global warming pollution in all of New England from 2005 to 2014 by 9 percent, not the 1
percent stated in the DEIS. Thisinformation should be reflected in the FEIS.

O-1, P-8

In addition, the FEIS should more clearly state the global warming effects of the alternatives to the
Cape Wind project. In the absence of Cape Wind, where will the region’'s added electricity supply come
from? Coal plants are responsible for about one-third of the total global warming pollution in this
country, greater than the emissions from all cars, trucks, planes, trains, and other forms of
transportation combined. The FEIS should include much stronger language about the environmental
impact these "business as usua" alternatives would have.

O-1, P-8

Sincerely,
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Randall B. Luthi, Director
Minerals Management Service
U.S. Department of the Interior
1849 C Street, N. W.
Washington, D.C. 20240

e March, 2008

randall.luthi@mms.gov; nicolette.nve@mms. gov

Dear Director Luthi,

I'am writing to comment on the Cape Wind Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement

(Project ID number: PLN-GOM-0003). Offshore wind offers an immediate, clean, safe and
effective answer to both global warming and energy security. America’s first offshore wind
farm, Cape Wind, will provide 75% of the Cape Cod’s energy needs from a clean cost-effective |P-8

source.

|o-1, P-3

Any environmental impacts caused by installing these turbines are minor, especially when T-3
compared to the truly profound impacts of global warming on the oceans, estuaries and coastal |P-5,S-3
lands. From local jobs to clean energy, this project is right for America and right for

Massachusetts.

The nation is watching Cape Wind, which would offset up to 113 million gallons of oil and P-8
would be like taking 175,000 cars off the road in reduced greenhouse gas emissions. Offshore
wind offers an immediate, clean, safe and effective answer to both global warming and energy |O-1
security. Over 70% of Massachusetts’ residents support Cape Wind and it is time for all of us to
join in their support of this important clean energy project.

['urge Minerals Management Services to avoid further delay and approve the Cape Wind project |A-2
in a timely manner.

%

., WSV

Sincerely, V )
) — ; - ( ~
Address 9 é’“ g - [[ by %{“ A 5,{”;7» - g

\
. r’“«jﬁ"[ o . B .
Phone email > ¢ ?Lf? WStail K f/;f”é; 1

H é
H i

Thanks to Greenpeace: http://www.greenpeace.org/usal_
For more information, go to: http://www.mms.gov/ooc/press/2008/press01 14. htm

HARVEST HARVEST
Co-op Markets Co-op Markets
581 Massachusetts Ave 57 South St
Cambridge, MA 02139 Jamaica Plain, MA 02130

617-661-1580 617-524-1667
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M M S U.S. Department of the Interior Appendix L
Minerals Management Service Evaluation of Comments Received on DEIS

Comment Letters

(Individual Comment Letters and Public Hearing Transcripts provided on CD only)

Appendix L - CD Number 1 contains:
Federal, State and Local Government Agencies,
Native Tribal Organizations,

Elected Officials, and Non-government Organizations

Appendix L. - CD Number 2 contains:
General Public, Transcripts from the Public Hearings (including any representative speakers from
agencies, organizations or elected officials) and Form Letters

Cape Wind Energy Project January 2009
Final EIS
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