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1. Introduction

Council on Environmental Quality regulations for implementing the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) under Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Section 1501.9
require agencies such as the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM) to perform certain
actions as part of the scoping process, including the following.

o Determining the scope and the significant issues to be analyzed in depth in the
environmental impact statement (EIS).

¢ Identifying and eliminating from detailed study the issues that are not significant.

This document, in combination with the Draft EIS, is intended to satisfy BOEM’s obligations
under 40 CFR Section 1501.9.

On February 18, 2022, Beacon Wind LLC (Beacon Wind), submitted a Construction and
Operations Plan (COP) for the Beacon Wind Project to BOEM seeking approval to construct
and operate two wind energy facilities (BW1 and BW2 or, collectively, the Project) offshore
Massachusetts with two export cable routes making landfall in Queens, New York, or with one
cable making landfall in Queens, New York and the other in Waterford, Connecticut. BW1 has a
25-year offtake agreement with the New York State Energy Research and Development
Authority (NYSERDA) and is expected to deliver 1,230 Megawatts (MW) of power to the New
York Independent System Operator (NYISO) electric grid at an identified point of
interconnection in Queens, New York. Beacon Wind is actively seeking an offtake agreement for
BW2. Beacon Wind anticipates that BW2 will deliver more than 1,200 MW of power and
interconnect with either the NYISO electric grid in Queens, New York, or with the New England
Independent System Operator (ISO-NE) electric grid in Waterford, Connecticut. Offshore
components of the Project would include up to 155 total wind turbine generators (WTGs)
(between 61 and 94 WTGs for each BW1 and BW2), 2 offshore substations (OSSs) (1 for each
BW1 and BW2), foundations and associated scour protection for WTGs and OSSs, interarray
cables, 2 submarine export cable routes (1 for each BW1 and BW2), cable protection, and 1
temporary meteorological and oceanographic (metocean) buoy. Onshore components of the
Beacon Wind Project, which would be sited in Queens, New York for BW1 and either Queens,
New York or Waterford, Connecticut for BW2, would include two submarine export cable landfall
areas, two onshore substations, and two onshore export and interconnection cables. After
revision of the initial COP and receipt of supplemental filings, BOEM determined Beacon Wind’s
COP to be sufficient in June 2023.

On June 30, 2023, BOEM issued a Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an EIS consistent with
NEPA (42 United States Code [USC] 4321 et seq.) to assess the potential impacts of the
Proposed Action and alternatives (88 Federal Register [FR] 42386). The NOI commenced a
public scoping process for identifying issues and potential alternatives for consideration in the
EIS. The formal scoping period was from June 30 through July 31, 2023. During the comment
period, federal agencies, state and local governments, and the general public had the
opportunity to help BOEM identify potentially significant resources and issues, impact-producing
factors, reasonable alternatives (e.g., size, geographic, seasonal, or other restrictions on
construction and siting of facilities and activities), and potential mitigation measures to analyze
in the EIS, as well as provide additional information. BOEM also used the NEPA scoping
process to initiate the Section 106 consultation process under the National Historic Preservation
Act (NHPA) (54 USC 300101 et seq.), as permitted by 36 CFR Section 800.2(d)(3), which
requires federal agencies to assess the effects of projects on historic properties. Additionally,
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BOEM informed its Section 106 consultation by seeking public comment and input through the
NOI regarding the identification of historic properties or potential effects on historic properties
from activities associated with approval of the Beacon Wind COP. BOEM also invites federally
recognized tribes to engage in government-to-government consultation throughout the NEPA
process.

The NOI requested comments from the public in written form, delivered by mail, or through the
Regulations.gov web portal. The public could also provide verbal or written comments at two in-
person meetings or provide verbal comments at two virtual scoping meetings hosted by BOEM
(Table 3-1).

2. Objective

The objective of this report is to identify substantive public scoping comments for consideration
in the development of the EIS and categorize them based on the applicable resource areas or
NEPA topics. Section 3, Methodology, describes the methodology used to identify and
categorize comments. This categorization scheme allows subject matter experts responsible for
preparing the EIS to review comments directly related to their areas of expertise and view the
number of comments received by topic.

3. Methodology

3.1 Terminology

The following terminology is used throughout this scoping report.

¢ Submission. A submission is the entire content submitted by a single person or group at a
single time. For example, a written or typed letter from an individual, an email with a portable
document format (PDF) attachment, or a transcript of an verbal comment provided at a
public scoping meeting are each considered to be a submission.

¢ Comment. A comment is a specific statement within a submission that expresses the
individual’s specific point of view, concern, question, or suggestion. One submission may
contain multiple comments.

3.2 Comment Submittal

BOEM received comment submissions during the scoping process via the following
mechanisms.

e Electronic submissions received via Regulations.gov on docket number BOEM-2023-0037.
o Electronic submissions received via email to a BOEM representative.

e Hard-copy submissions received by mail to BOEM.

e Verbal or written comments provided at public scoping meetings.

3.3 Public Scoping Meetings

Table 3-1, lists the public meetings hosted by BOEM during the scoping period and the
estimated number of attendees.
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Table 3-1 Public Scoping Meetings

Estimated Number

Meeting Date Meeting Type and Location Time of Attendees

July 13, 2023 Virtual: Zoom Webinar 11:00 a.m. Eastern 96
Daylight Time

July 18, 2023 In person: University of 6:00 p.m. Eastern 21
Massachusetts, Dartmouth Daylight Time

July 20, 2023 In person: The Adria Hotel, 6:00 p.m. Eastern 23
Queens, New York Daylight Time

July 26, 2023 Virtual: Zoom Webinar 11:00 a.m. Eastern 93
Daylight Time

Each public scoping meeting featured presentations by BOEM providing an overview of the
wind energy leasing history offshore Massachusetts and the NEPA process, as well as a
presentation by Beacon Wind with an overview of the Beacon Wind Project. During the virtual
meetings, presentations were followed by a verbal public comment session, then a question-
and-answer session. During the in-person meetings, the presentation was followed by an open
house, where attendees could ask questions of BOEM subject matter experts and submit
written comments or provide verbal comments to a court reporter. BOEM’s virtual public
meeting room for the Beacon Wind NOI (https://www.boem.gov/renewable-energy/state-
activities/beacon-wind-noi-eis-web-virtual-meeting-room) contains digital copies of the printed
materials on display at the in-person meetings and recordings of the virtual public meetings.
Beacon Wind had an array of printed materials and poster displays at the in-person meetings,
as well as staff available to answer questions from the public about the Project. Additionally,
representatives of NYSERDA had a table display and fielded questions from the public at the
Queens, New York meeting.

3.4 Comment Processing
3.4.1 Compilation of Submissions

BOEM'’s process for analyzing public comments involved using ICF’s commercial web-based
CommentWorks® software product. Submissions were received via Regulations.gov, mail,
email, or delivered verbally or in writing at the public meetings (Table 4-1). All submissions were
downloaded, processed, and imported into CommentWorks. CommentWorks served as the
submission database and recorded information about each submission, including the
submitter’s name, submission date, submission method, and whether the submitter identified as
a representative of an organization, or from a government entity or agency.

As submissions were entered into CommentWorks, they were assigned a temporary submission
identification (ID), later replaced by a final submission ID that matches comments posted to
Regulations.gov. The final submission IDs are listed in Appendix A, List of Submissions and
Individual Comments by Topic.

Duplicate submissions from the same individual or duplicate submissions received via different
delivery methods (e.g., submitted via Regulations.gov and emailed to a BOEM representative)
were counted as a single submission.
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Form letters are submissions that contain the same or similar text submitted by multiple
individuals through an organized campaign. Each copy of a form letter was counted as a single
submission.

3.4.2 Bracketing of Comments

All submissions were read in full to bracket and code individual comments, as defined in Section
3.1, Terminology. A hierarchical outline was developed to include key issues addressed by the
commenters or identified in the NOI. This issue outline was used to code each individual
comment within CommentWorks to a specific topic. Each comment coded received a unique
comment ID number. For example, the first comment identified in submission BOEM-2023-
0037-0002 was identified as comment BOEM-2023-0037-0002-0001. When a comment
pertained equally to more than one topic, it was not coded to multiple topics but instead coded
to the most applicable topic. The topics are listed in Table 4-2.

Appendix A, List of Submissions and Individual Comments by Topic, lists all of the submissions
received, as well as all of the individual comments that were extracted from each submission,
organized by topic. The individual comments provided in Appendix A include verbatim comment
excerpts as written by the commenters. The purpose of presenting this material in its verbatim
form is to preserve the exact words of the commenter as they relate to each issue. However,
formatting may differ from the original submission as a result of the conversions needed to enter
submissions into CommentWorks software in a consistent format for processing. Comment
submissions can be viewed in their original format with any associated attachments by browsing
comments posted at https://www.regulations.gov/document/BOEM-2023-0037-0001.

3.4.3 Classification of Comments

Substantive comments are those requiring further consideration due to the potential for
actionable implications on the NEPA process or EIS. Comments considered substantive and
bracketed for purposes of BOEM’s public scoping effort include comments that identified:

e Significant issues to be analyzed in the EIS.
e Sources of information to include in the EIS.
o Data gaps and information needs.

¢ Potential effects that the proposed action could have on biological resources, physical
resources, socioeconomic and cultural resources.

e Other reasonable alternatives to the proposed action that BOEM should consider, including
additional or alternative avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures.

¢ Identification of historic properties, potential effects to historic properties, and measures to
avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects on historic properties.

Comments expressing general support or opposition to BOEM'’s offshore wind program or the
Beacon Wind Project but lacking specific or substantive supporting rationale were also
bracketed, but not considered substantive. The same non-substantive coding was applied to
comments addressing multiple topics in a generalized, non-actionable manner. General themes
expressed in non-substantive comments are summarized in Section 5.31, Non-Substantive:
General Support or Opposition, or Multiple Topics Discussed Generally. Although BOEM
reviews all comments received, only those comments determined to be unique, and substantive
are carried on for further consideration in developing the EIS. As such, BOEM does not tally
comments received in support or opposition to a given project, nor consider the relative
frequencies of such comments as an influencing factor in the decisionmaking process.
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Text not related to the Proposed Action, alternatives, connected actions, reasonably
foreseeable impacts, or cumulative actions, as well as background information not directly
related to or providing essential context for a substantive comment, was considered to be not
germane. Text determined not to be germane was not bracketed or coded, nor included in
Appendix A.

Only a single copy of each form letter (referred to as the “form letter master”) and letters
containing additional unique, substantive text (referred to as “form letter plus"), were bracketed
and coded.

4. Distribution of Submissions and Comments

4.1 Submissions

BOEM received 523 submissions from the public, government agencies and elected officials,
and other interested organizations. Table 4-1 shows the number of submissions received via
each delivery method. Comments received via multiple delivery methods were only counted
once.

Table 4-1 Number of Submissions by Delivery Method

Number of

Submissions

Delivery Method Received
Regulations.gov 134
Email to BOEM representative 2
Verbal comment transcribed by court reporter at virtual or in-person public meeting 36
Written comment submitted at in-person public meeting 3
Mail 348
Total’ 523

"Includes 347 identical or substantially similar copies of a form letter.

BOEM received 523 total submissions from the following entities.

e 3 submissions from federal agencies: The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS),
National Park Service, and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).

e 4 submissions from state agencies: The Connecticut State Historic Preservation Office,
Massachusetts Office of Coastal Zone Management, New Bedford Port Authority, and New
York State.’

e 4 submissions from state or local elected officials: Dylan Fernandes, member of the
Massachusetts House of Representatives; Zohran Mamdani, member of the New York State
Assembly 36 District; Jeffrey Roy, House Chair for Joint Committee Telecommunications
Utilities and Energy in the Massachusetts Legislature; and Donovan Richards Jr., President
of Queens Borough.

e 1 submission from a local government: Town of Nantucket.

"The New York State Departments of Environmental Conservation and New York State Department of
State, in consultation with the Office of Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation; Office of General
Services; and Department of Public Service.
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¢ 50 submissions from non-governmental or quasi-governmental organizations, or individuals
identifying as affiliated with such organizations.

e 459 submissions from individuals.
e 2 submissions from anonymous individuals.

BOEM received multiple submissions associated with two form letter campaigns expressing
support for the Beacon Wind Project. This included approximately 347 identical or substantially
similar copies of the form letter master (BOEM-2023-0037-0153) and 11 identical or
substantially similar copies of form letter master (BOEM-2023-0037-0055).

4.2 Comments

BOEM identified a total of 1,258 unique comments, of which 751 were deemed substantive.
Table 4-2 shows the distribution of comments coded to each topic. The most commonly
addressed topics included alternatives, mitigation and monitoring, marine mammals, NEPA and
the public involvement process, and demographics, employment and economics.

Table 4-2 Distribution of Comments by Resource or NEPA Topic

Number of
Topic Comments
Non-Substantive: General Support or Opposition, or Multiple Topics Discussed 507
Generally
Alternatives 81
Mitigation and Monitoring 60
Marine Mammals 54
Process and Scope for NEPA, Permits and Consultations, and Public Involvement 52
Demographics, Employment, and Economics 50
Air Quality & Climate Change 49
Commercial Fisheries and For-Hire Recreational Fishing 48
Finfish, Invertebrates, and Essential Fish Habitat 40
Connected Actions, Planned Activities Scenario, and Cumulative Impacts 40
Benthic Resources 36
Proposed Action/Project Design Envelope 27
Water Quality 27
Birds 23
General Wildlife 21
Cultural, Historical, and Archaeological Resources 21
Purpose and Need 20
Bats 14
Environmental Justice 14
Navigation and Vessel Traffic 14
Materials and Waste Management 12
Scenic and Visual Resources 9
Electromagnetic Fields (EMF) 7
Noise 7
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Number of
Topic Comments

Other Uses (Marine Minerals, Military Use, Aviation, Scientific Research and Surveys)
Land Use and Coastal Infrastructure

Sea Turtles

Recreation and Tourism

Coastal Habitat and Fauna

Public Health and Safety

Wetlands and Waters of the U.S.

Total 1,258

NININWOa| oo

5. Comment Summaries by Topic

The following sections summarize the key points of comments coded to each topic. Comments
are summarized, as appropriate, based on concerns that were raised by several commenters
and interpreted for clarity and conciseness. BOEM'’s interpretation and summarization of
scoping comments does not constitute agreement or disagreement with the content of the
scoping comments. The purpose of this report is to present the issues, questions, and concerns
raised in the scoping comments for consideration during the NEPA process. Additionally,
because each comment was coded to only one category, but may express concerns related to
multiple categories, the comment summaries below attempt to capture comments coded to each
category as well as related comments that may have been coded to different categories.

Appendix A, List of Submissions and Individual Comments by Topic, presents the full text of
each coded comment ordered by topic. The comment excerpts that only expressed general
support or opposition are not included in Appendix A in their verbatim form. Instead, those
comments are summarized here in Section 5.31, Non-Substantive: General Support or
Opposition, or Multiple Topics Discussed Generally.

5.1 Process and Scope for NEPA, Permits and Consultations, and Public
Involvement

Commenters expressed appreciation for BOEM'’s requests for public input and for the
opportunity to engage in discussions during in-person public meetings.

Commenters offered various criticisms of and suggestions to enhance the NEPA and public
engagement process:

e Select public meeting venues that are located within potentially affected communities and
easily accessible by public transportation. One commenter requested holding a future
meeting in Rhode Island because Rhode Island commercial fishing vessels are active in the
lease area.

e Hold public meetings during times that accommodate greater numbers of people.

e Use clear terminology and plain language in BOEM documents and informational materials
and offer technical assistance as needed to enhance public understanding. One commenter
requested minimal use of abbreviations, use of page numbers and hyperlinks to easily
locate cited content, and compliance with accessibility requirements.
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o Make BOEM documents and informational materials available in languages spoken within
potentially affected communities and provide translation and interpretive services.

e Tailor outreach to low-income and minority communities with information about potential
environmental justice impacts.

¢ Enhance transparency of the NEPA process by making all technical reports for the Beacon
Wind Project available to the public.

e Systematically classify impacts based on magnitude, direction, timing, and duration. One
commenter indicated that impact classifications should be based on quantitative criteria.

e Ensure the analysis in the EIS reflects the best available science and information and
sufficiently characterizes baseline conditions by requiring new biological and ecological
surveys where data is over 5 years old. Additionally, ensure that the Final EIS is updated
with current knowledge, science, technology, and practices that may emerge during
development of the document.

e Establish appropriately sized geographic analysis areas (including affected coastal and
inland areas) and evaluate potential impacts during all stages of construction, operation, and
decommissioning.

o Expedite review and approval of renewable energy projects.

¢ Considering the sequential or overlapping timing of BOEM public comment periods and
complexity of the offshore wind projects, public comment periods should be at least 60 days
to allow the public to adequately review and comment. One commenter requested that the
public have the opportunity to make comments after reviewing the consultation documents
such as the Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) Assessment and Biological Assessments/Opinions
and requested that they be made publicly available on the BOEM website.

e Conduct additional outreach to fishing communities with the potential to be adversely
affected by the Project.

¢ Conduct robust consultation with federally recognized, state- recognized tribes, and non-
federally recognized tribes that encompasses the full extent of Project activities and
considers historical presence of tribes in the region.

o Ensure that the EIS complies with the applicable and federal laws including NEPA and
required consultations under the Endangered Species Act (ESA), Marine Mammal
Protection Act (MMPA), and the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management
Act.

o Coordinate regularly with affected states, local communities, federal agencies, and tribes
throughout all stages of the NEPA process, providing updates and requesting input on draft
documents, changes to the project design envelope (PDE), and the status of BW2.
Commenters indicated that consultation for BW2 may be delayed until the preliminary
designs and schedule are confirmed.

¢ Incorporate into the EIS all National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)
requirements for adoption of the EIS.

e Maintain impartiality in press releases and communications and ensure analyses are
conducted with objectivity and independence from the Administration’s directives to meet
renewable energy goals.

¢ BOEMSs decision to issue the Beacon Wind lease should not bias the agency’s decision of
whether to approve the COP.
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o Develop a regional Programmatic EISs with tiered analyses for individual projects or
contiguous lease areas to facilitate a robust analysis of cumulative impacts and coordination
of mitigation measures.

o Ensure projects are developed in an environmentally responsible manner and that economic
benefits are maximized and equitably distributed.

Commenters also identified a range of impact producing factors and issues to consider in
establishing the scope of the NEPA analysis and associated consultations.

5.2 Purpose and Need

Many comments related to the purpose and need for the Beacon Wind Project cited a need to
reduce reliance on fossil fuels and reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions contributing to
climate change through deployment of renewable energy. Some commenters noted how the
Beacon Wind Project could contribute to federal and state renewable energy goals, including:

e The Biden Administration’s goal of 30 gigawatts of offshore wind by 2030.

e The New York State’s Climate Leadership and Community Protection Act targeting 9,000
MW of offshore wind energy installed by 2035 and reducing 100 percent of the electricity
sector's GHG emissions by 2040.

e Connecticut’s goal of 2,000 MW of offshore wind by 2030.

Other comments received regarding the purpose and need include:

e Commenters indicated that the purpose and need is defined too narrowly and improperly
tied to renewable energy goals and existing agreements and goals of the developer rather
than GHG reduction targets. Instead, a commenter suggested that the purpose and need
should be “to reduce the GHG emissions per terawatt-hour relative to the weighted mix of
energy types from which power is currently made, using a 10-year lookback.” Another
commenter noted that the purpose and need should be defined broadly enough to allow for
consideration of other reasonable alternatives.

e Commenters remarked that defining the purpose and need based on federal and state
renewable energy goals and the agreements made by the developer does not relieve BOEM
of its obligations to evaluate and minimize adverse impacts and conserve lands, waters, and
biodiversity.

e One commenter requested that the EIS include the purpose and need of the National
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) action and that BOEM change the purpose and need
statement to incorporate revisions previously requested by NMFS.

5.3 Proposed Action/Project Design Envelope

Commenters requested additional details or clarifications about the Proposed Action, including:

o Available seabed preparation and cable-laying techniques that could minimize impacts on
benthic habitat and water quality.

¢ Maximum depth that cables for the Beacon Wind voltage could be buried without
overheating and assurance that minimum burial depth would be sufficient to minimize
conflicts with fishing operations and surveys and effects of heat and electromagnetic field
(EMF) emissions.
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¢ Identification of specific existing out-of-service cables that would be crossed by cables for
the Beacon Wind Project and would need to have segments removed.

o Detailed accounting of type, area, and location of rock armoring and scour protection to be
used along the export cable within state and federal waters.

e Percentage of electrical loss through the export cables.

e Proposed horizontal directional drilling installation methods, including the potential for
inadvertent returns and impacts associated with cofferdam installation(s).

e Explanation of suction-bucket jacket foundations and conditions most suitable for this
foundation type.

e Whether the assertion made in the COP that underwater horizontal drilling noise would be
less than 102 decibels at 1 meter from the drill was the result of empirical measurement or
derived from a model of sound transmission.

o Reliability of electric facilities and compatibility with existing utility infrastructure including
those documented in NYSERDA'’s Offshore Wind Cable Corridor Constraints Assessment.

e Additional rationale explaining why the use of closed-cycle OSS cooling systems would not
be feasible.

e Anticipated time of year construction activities for each project would occur, to the extent
known, in order to assess overlap with protected species and sensitive life stages.

e Emergency preparedness for severe storm events.
e Potential for icing of turbine blades and potential hazards to fishermen.
e Potential public health and safety concerns related to EMF emissions from export cables.

e Decommissioning of cable and scour protection areas and procedures for handling
disturbance of reef habitat and resuspension of sediments.

e Further explaining the potential for cable linkage between BW1 and BW?2 if both projects
connect to the New York Independence System Operator.

One commenter requested coordination with NMFS to determine which parts of the PDE would
need to be narrowed to carry out a reasonable analysis that would support BOEM’s requests for
ESA and EFH consultation. The commenter explained that the Proposed Action, as defined for
these consultations, should reflect a realistic scenario that incorporates any revisions to the
PDE that have been made as well as any technical or logistical constraints on Project design
and layout that have been identified (e.g., glauconite soils).

Commenters requested confirmation of BW2 siting, design, and schedule details when
available. One commenter remarked that due to the uncertain timing of the BW2 project, due to
the absence of an offtake agreement, construction delays could result in the need for
supplemental NEPA analysis that accounts for changed conditions and new data. Another
commenter asked whether monitoring and lessons learned from installation of BW1 could be
adaptively applied to BW2.

Commenters identified various permits and authorizations that may be required for the Beacon
Wind Project:

o Review by the New York Public Service Commission under Article VII of the Public Service
Law, “Siting of Major Utility Transmission Facilities.”

¢ New York State Office of General Services easement for installation of cables on State-
owned lands underwater.

e U.S. Army Corps of Engineers authorizations.

10
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5.4 Alternatives

Commenters suggested specific siting and design alternatives to the Proposed Action or
requested, more generally, consideration of alternatives to avoid or minimize impacts on various
sensitive resources or marine uses. See Section 5.3, Proposed Action/Project Design Envelope,
and Section 5.6, Mitigation and Monitoring, for additional comments related to Project siting,
design, and implementation and avoidance and minimization measures, respectfully.

Specific siting and design alternatives raised in comments include:

e Removal of WTG and OSS positions within 20 kilometers of the 30-meter isobath around the
region identified as Nantucket Shoals to avoid North Atlantic Right Whale (NARW) essential
winter-feeding habitat and habitat of importance for a variety of other species due to
potential impacts from noise, habitat alternation, and changes in prey availability.

e Establishment of a visual clearance zone at least 5,000 meters surrounding a driven pile
and an acoustic exclusion zone of at least 2,000 meters surrounding a driven pile to
minimize effects on NARW and other protected species with a monitoring and reporting
program to ensure enforcement.

e Elimination of WTG positions closest to Nantucket to reduce visual impacts.

¢ Alternative routes for the submarine export cable(s) approaching the Queens, New York
landfall location suggested to avoid sensitive resources in Long Island Sound and
concentrate construction activities in heavily developed areas:

o Approaching Long Island from the south, make initial landfall west of the Bannister
Bay entrance channel and traverse northward underground, crossing Head of Bay,
then entering Flushing Bay and passing through Riber’'s Channel on the south side of
Riker’s Island to meet the East River.

o Route the final western segment of the export cable through Riker's Channel to avoid
North and South Brother islands in the East River and associated water bird
sanctuaries and feeding areas.

o Land-based route through Long Island that avoids or minimizes impacts on Long
Island Sound by routing export cables over land rather than through the entire length
of the Sound.

General considerations for alternatives identified in comments include:

e Evaluate WTG, OSS, and cable routing options that would avoid or minimize impacts on
sensitive habitats such as submerged aquatic vegetation, wading bird nesting and foraging
habitat, estuaries and embayments, sand ridges and troughs, cold water corals, hard
bottom, NARW seasonal management areas and dynamic management areas, Habitat
Areas of Particular Concern (HAPCs), and complex topography, particularly any of these
habitats that exist within Block Island and Long Island Sound.

o Evaluate WTG, OSS, and cable routing options that would avoid or minimize impacts on
areas utilized for fishing and navigation such as siting Project components outside of fishing
tow areas anchorage areas, and areas with high commercial or recreational vessel traffic.

¢ Evaluate different methods of cable installation that would avoid resuspension of anoxic
sediments in low oxygen areas.

o Consider deeper burial of export and interarray cables to minimize the potential for fishing
gear or anchoring systems.

¢ Avoid sensitive habitats within Long Island Sound as identified in the Long Island Sound
Blue Plan.
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Evaluate potential to use a shared export cable corridor for Beacon Wind and future projects
entering Long Island Sound.

Analyze alternative WTG spacings and incorporation of vessel transit corridors into the 1x1
nautical mile grid for Massachusetts and Rhode Island offshore wind leases to improve
access and safety for fishing operations.

Consider changes in timing of construction activities and foundation types to limit pile driving
and other disturbances during seasonally sensitive times for NARWSs and other protected
species.

Consider use of closed-cycle OSS cooling systems to avoid entrainment and impingement
of larva or consider alternative locations for the proposed once-through, non-contact cooling
systems to minimize effects to protected species.

Consider use of Sulphur hexafluoride (SFs) free switchgears for offshore OSSs, onshore
substation facilities, and WTGs to minimize the potential for GHG emissions.

Consider alternative renewable energy sources such as small-scale nuclear and solar or
onshore wind energy. One commenter indicated that there are limited options to bring other
sources of renewable energy to New York City.

Comments on development of alternatives and the approach to alternatives analysis requested:

The public, including fishery groups, should be included in the earliest stages of alternatives
development.

That power purchase agreement (PPA) should not unreasonably restrict or limit the
reasonable range of alternatives.

Detailed explanation of any alternatives considered but not carried forward for detailed
analysis.

BOEM independently evaluates whether gravity-based WTG foundations are feasible as
asserted in the COP.

Elimination of “future climate change” from the description of baseline conditions so impacts
from climate change are not conflated with warming effects of Project development.

Comprehensive evaluation of the impacts of the No Action Alternative, particularly for air
quality, GHG emissions, economics, and artificial reef creation.

Independent analysis of the No Action Alternative alone and in combination with ongoing
and planned activities.

Identification of intended areas of use and comparison of impacts from the WTG and OSS
foundation types included in the PDE, considering noise, disturbance, and hydrodynamic
effects.

Detailed information and mapping of glauconite soils within the lease area to evaluate
potential engineering constraints such as pile driving refusal for WTG and OSS foundation
types or areas unsuitable for development, such that these factors can be adequately
considered in alternatives development. One commenter requested that geologic data be
made available to the public earlier in the process.

Explanation of how the proposed export cable routes were developed and any interested
parties that were consulted.

Detailed data on geological, benthic, and biological data in the locations of proposed Project
components and surrounding areas to assess impacts of the alternatives and inform
avoidance and minimization strategies.

Information about any micro-siting efforts for WTG, OSS, or interarray and export cables.
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5.5

A monetary cost comparison for implementing different alternatives.
Clear communication of different PDE constraints associated with different alternatives.

Consideration of a broad range of cable routing and landfall locations for BW2 given the
absence of a power purchase agreement.

Identification of mitigation measures and which measures would apply under each
alternative.

Connected Actions, Planned Activities Scenario, and Cumulative
Impacts

Commenters voiced the importance of a consistent and comprehensive cumulative impact
analysis that includes other ongoing and reasonably foreseeable future offshore wind and non-
offshore wind projects, as the Beacon Wind Project is likely to result in cumulative impacts on
the same resources as nearby projects in the region.

Specifically, commenters requested that the EIS assess cumulative impacts of:

Pre-existing subsea cables combined with installation of new offshore export cables, scour
protection, and associated construction vessel activity from all projects in the region on
various resources including benthic habitat and organisms, water quality, air quality,
commercial fishing activities, and estuaries.

Heat emitted by interarray high voltage alternating current (HVAC) cables and offshore
export cables.

OSS cooling systems for multiple projects on impingement and entrainment of fish larvae,
shellfish larvae, and primary productivity of zooplankton and phytoplankton.

Hydrodynamic and wind wake effect of wind farms on ocean currents, vertical mixing,
turbidity, and primary production.

Underwater noise impacts on marine mammals and other species.

Increased vessel traffic, overlapping vessel routes, and sequencing of port uses during
construction activities.

Commercial fishing access and displacement, including the socioeconomic impacts and cost
limitations on fishing communities that cannot relocate fishing activity, and fishing
regulations that limit where and when fishing activities can occur.

Alterations of benthic habitat and predator/prey interactions, increased pressure and space-
use conflicts with recreational users, displacement due to wind farm construction and
operations, and gear loss due to shipping traffic strikes on the commercial fishing industry.

Historic properties, sites, and districts listed or eligible for listing in the National Register of
Historic Places, noting that Beacon Wind would be visible in the background of other
offshore wind projects from national historic landmarks.

Fishing surveys noting that disruptions in survey activities would result in uncertainty in stock
assessment, more conservative fisheries management measures, and impacts on fishery
participants and communities.

Environmental and economic effects on indigenous, coastal, and disadvantaged
communities.

Noise, infrastructure, and vessel traffic on species listed under the ESA and MMPA,
including an analysis of the potential reduction in the effective migration space.
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Additional topics regarding cumulative analysis include:

A commenter recommended that BOEM take a holistic and flexible approach to utilizing the
best available research, data, and information that could be applied to the combined
development of all projects.

A commenter indicated that limiting cumulative impact analysis to those that have a
“reasonably close causal relationship to the Proposed Action and the alternatives” is too
restrictive and not in line with NEPA regulations.

Commenters emphasized the importance of having a separate No Action Alternative that
only includes offshore wind projects that already have completed environmental reviews and
have been permitted. A commenter cautioned that a no action alternative approach that
includes proposed, but not yet approved, offshore wind projects would dilute the actual
impacts of the Beacon Wind Project.

A commenter expressed concern with the variability in the cumulative impacts by resource
across offshore wind projects, including the no action alternative, even though these
cumulative impact analyses generally include the same list of anticipated offshore wind
projects. Similarly, a commenter noted inconsistencies in the size of the geographic analysis
area used for resources across offshore wind projects. Commenters recommended
consistency to improve the cumulative impact analysis.

A commenter highlighted that BOEM'’s approach for initiating an NOI has been inconsistent
across projects as some have a PPA in place while others do not. The commenter
concluded that this inconsistency makes completing a cumulative analysis impossible as
there is no appropriate time in the federal process to do so.

Commenters recommended that BOEM conduct a programmatic EIS to evaluate the
cumulative impacts of all reasonably foreseeable offshore wind development and survey
efforts prior to additional activity.

A commenter recommended that the EIS include a detailed response plan to address
unintended and unforeseen effects on the marine environment and marine wildlife, including
thresholds for possible decommissioning if the Project has unexpected effects.

Topics raised about potential connected actions include:

A commenter argued that upgrades and improvements by port facilities that are proposed to
be utilized by Beacon Wind should be included in the EIS as connected actions because the
Beacon Wind Project cannot move forward without undertaking these upgrades. Other
commenters suggested that the cumulative effects and growth-inducing effects resulting
from multiple port facility improvements should be analyzed.

A commenter recommended that the possibility for the onshore export cable corridor to
accept additional power be included.

5.6 Mitigation and Monitoring

Comments suggested overall strategies for mitigation and monitoring as well as proposed
mitigation and monitoring measures.

Topics raised in this category included the following:

Commenters expressed praise for the developer’s funding of real-time monitoring of whales
and making the data publicly available.
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¢ Commenters suggested mitigation measures to reduce the impact to night skies including
using the Aircraft Detection Lighting System, shielding, downward-pointing security lighting,
adding motion sensors to security lighting, turning off lights when not needed during
construction and operations, using the minimum lumen output needed on lights, and using
warm color-temperature light when possible.

¢ Commenters encouraged BOEM use best practices for all monitoring, reporting, and
communications with stakeholders. Commenters also asked that BOEM discuss how
monitoring results would be made available to regulatory agencies and the public.

e A commenter requested that the EIS identify which mitigation measures are included as part
of the proposed Project and, thus, evaluated in the analysis, which measures are proposed
as required, and which measures are optional and could be implemented by the developer
to potentially reduce impacts.

e A commenter suggested that BOEM develop Project-specific as well as regional survey
monitoring and mitigation measures in consultation with NOAA and NMFS that are
consistent with the measures developed for other recent projects as well as the 2022
Federal Survey Mitigation Implementation Strategy developed by NMFS and BOEM.

e A commenter suggested that BOEM expand their monitoring and mitigation measures
discussion regarding measures to employ to reduce potential impacts on whales, including
the NARW, from noise and vessel strikes. Comments suggested potential mitigation
measures on these topics including requiring timing restrictions for construction and
detonation of unexploded ordnances, requiring slow vessel speed zones, requiring
implementation of state-of-the-art noise attenuation measures and passive acoustic
monitoring, limiting types of survey gear, and requiring robust monitoring of whales and
noise. Commenters asked that BOEM work closely with NOAA and NMFS to develop
mitigation and monitoring plans that include appropriate measures to avoid impacts on
whales and their habitat.

¢ A commenter suggested mitigation measures to reduce potential impacts on specific fish
and marine species and their habitats including establishing buffer zones for avoidance
around spawning grounds, habitats of particular concern, seasonal management areas, and
dynamic management areas; requiring slow vessel speed zones during peak migratory
seasons; pausing construction during spawning seasons and during high presence of
certain species; using non-invasive underwater equipment to create a minimal disturbance
zone around crucial habitats; using noise dampening techniques during construction
activities; and the use of adaptive management to guide mitigation as survey and monitoring
results become available.

e Commenters noted that BOEM needs to provide remedy and mitigation options if impacts on
commercial fishing are larger than anticipated. Commenters suggested various mitigation
measures to offset potential impacts on the commercial fishing industry including financial
compensation, to survey and collect data regarding the impacts on commercial fishing from
the Project throughout the life of the Project and on a cumulative basis, inclusion of transit
lanes of four nautical miles, development of a Comprehensive Mariner Communications and
Notifications Plan, and communication with the fishing industry regarding gear adaptations.
Commenters also requested that BOEM continue to engage directly with the commercial
fishing community regarding compensation and mitigation.

¢ A commenter recommended that BOEM develop and describe best practices and measures
to mitigate air quality pollutants from emissions sources on the wind turbine generators and
the vessel engines. The commenter also provided suggestions of potential mitigation
measures for this including the use of ultra-low sulfur fuels, use of lowering emitting and
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high efficiency engine designs, use of Tier 4 certified engines, use of fuel cells and marine
batteries, and the use of electric cranes and support equipment.

e Commenters asked that BOEM mitigation or minimize impacts on water quality from
operations of converter stations at a project and cumulative level including impingement,
entrainment, and discharge of heated and chlorinated effluent as well as from using a
closed-cycle cooling system if the technology becomes available during operations.

e A commenter noted that if switchgears that use SFg are used, BOEM consider mitigation
measures for monitoring and leak detection to limit leaks to less than one percent.

¢ A commenter suggested mitigation measures for buried cable installation within areas of
known high seabed mobility including a robust siting analysis, mariner notifications of
shallow-buried and exposed cables, cable protection measures, monitoring and
maintenance of target burial depth, and adaptive management if repeated cable exposures
occur.

o A commenter suggested BOEM assess the feasibility of using the turbines and offshore
wind infrastructure to house instruments of monitoring, scientific testing, and water safety
including cameras, environmental sensors, telemetry receivers, weather stations, and
cellular reception devices.

5.7 Air Quality and Climate Change

Air quality comments included evaluating emissions from the proposed Project relative to
permitting and regulatory requirements. Topics raised in this category included the following:

e Multiple commenters noted that EIS needs to thoroughly analyze emissions associated with
construction, Operations & Maintenance (O&M), and decommissioning, including the real
emissions impacts from back-up power usage. Several of the same commenters also noted
that the emissions associated with material sourcing and production are not being
accounted for within BOEM’s offshore wind EISs. It was recommended that full life-cycle
emissions attributed to the Project be identified and added to any associated emissions
calculations.

o Multiple commenters suggested various additional air quality analyses including those that
run air quality dispersion models, and track emissions impacts on potential environmental
justice areas and disadvantaged communities. Commenters requested that these analyses
be easy to interpret and adequately explained for the public in the EIS. One commenter
specifically recommended conducting air quality dispersion modeling with receptors located
at the state seaward boundaries.

e A commenter noted that the EIS needs to sufficiently describe how the Proposed Action
would comply with General Conformity requirements under the Clean Air Act (CAA) for the
New York-Northern New Jersey-Long Island, NY-NJ-CT Nonattainment area.

e Multiple commenters specifically expressed concerns about SFs and the need to disclose all
quantities involved during each Project stage. This includes both general usage in all Project
infrastructure and fugitive emissions or leakage. One commenter highlighted the need to
account for unreported SF¢ leakage.

e Multiple commenters stated the Project’s potential to reduce GHG emissions and associated
contributions to climate change when compared to fossil-fuel based energy sources and
requested that the EIS quantify these reductions.

16



Beacon Wind Project Scoping Report

¢ Commenters noted how the Project would align with federal and state initiatives to address
climate change, including the State of New York’s 2019 Climate Leadership and Community
Protection Act.

o Commenters stated that the effects of climate change, such as sea level rise and higher
ocean temperatures, greatly outweigh environmental costs of the Project.

e Multiple commenters noted that the EIS needs to accurately weigh the negative economic,
environmental, and climate change impacts associated with No Action Alternative. In
addition, the EIS should report the beneficial climate impacts using the social cost of carbon
as an analysis metric. Lastly, commenters requested that the analysis contain a robust
analysis of emission avoidance and the estimated fossil fuel displacement.

e Commenters expressed concerns that the Project could indirectly alter atmospheric
conditions and aquatic habitats which, in turn, would disturb natural oceanic carbon
sequestration processes. A recommendation was to explore the Proposed Action’s effect on
phytoplankton and other components associated with blue carbon (i.e., carbon dioxide that
is absorbed from the atmosphere and stored in the ocean).

5.8 Water Quality

Topics raised in this category, specifically related to pollution, included the following.

e A commenter expressed concern that the blades of the wind turbines may be unable to
withstand hurricanes or Nor’easters and fall into and pollute the oceans.

e Commenters expressed concern regarding leaks of pollution, plastics, and toxic compounds
would be released into the ocean because of the proposed Project, and requested that
avoidance and mitigation measures be considered.

¢ A commenter requested that dredged spoils from inshore, nearshore, or harbor
maintenance and disposal of onshore materials including waste be assessed and managed
as part of the development process.

¢ A commenter requested that the EIS disclose all chemicals that will be used and discharged
during the construction and operation of the proposed Project, including the volume,
frequency, concentration, and mass of each.

e A commenter stated that the EIS should account for any changes or updates to the National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) related information provided in the COP
and the consequences those changes may have on the environmental impacts of the
proposed Project.

e A commenter requested that BOEM require the applicant to take core samples from the
cable route and lease areas and test them for toxic compounds.

e Commenters expressed concern regarding the potential for contamination from various
sources including turbine blades, stanchions, dredged spoils, disposal of onshore materials,
and bilge water.

Topics raised on this category, specifically related to sediment and deposition, included the
following.

¢ A commenter requested that bottom sediments be evaluated for sediment contamination in
any place the proposed Project would potentially disturb.

o A commenter requested that the EIS discuss the impacts of suspended soils and deposition
related to the proposed Project’s operations, along with measures to implement or reduce
the impacts.
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A commenter stated that the EIS should consider the implications and health consequences
of resuspending toxic compounds because of construction and installation.

Commenters requested that BOEM perform, consider, and evaluate various types of data
and tests, including monitoring data from installed cables, modeling of the extent,
concentration, and quantity of suspended solids, sediments, and expected contaminant
concentrations, and an evaluation of sediment management related to the inter array and
export cables.

Topics raised on this category, specifically related to additions to the EIS, included the following.

Many commenters requested additions to the EIS, including water quality baseline levels;
language identifying the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and U.S. Coast Guard
(USCGQG) as federal authorities regulating bilge water discharges; an explanation as to how
stormwater exposed to industrial activities will be managed; an evaluation to sea surface
temperature impacts; an evaluation of changes in dissolved oxygen and nutrients resulting
from construction.

Commenters requested that BOEM consider currents, bathymetry, microclimates, metocean
data, and the New York State Water Quality Standards and Guidance Values in its
evaluation of the proposed Project.

Topics raised on this category, specifically related to cooling and discharged water, included the
following.

A commenter requested that the EIS quantify the amount of heat the proposed Project
would give off and transfer into water bodies.

Commenters expressed concern regarding potential impacts of heat transfer on marine life
and requested that impacts be fully evaluated.

One commenter requested that the EIS evaluate the impacts of ocean discharge from the
proposed Project on the marine environment, including estimates of the quantities and
composition of pollutants to be discharged, their potential to bioaccumulate and be
transported, and whether the proposed Project can operate while consistently complying
with applicable marine water quality criteria.

A commenter requested that the EIS explain how vessel operations would prevent pollutant
discharge from routine releases and potential release of nonnative organisms through the
discharge of ballast water, as well as how the proposed Project would be consistent with
state vessel discharge requirements.

Topics raised on this category, specifically related to the effects of degraded water quality on
the marine environment, included the following.

A commenter expressed concern that monopiles could promote invasive species that would
decrease water oxygenation levels, causing dish die-offs and harmful algal blooms, resulting
in a financial burden.

A commenter requested that BOEM require the applicant to consider the impact of
deoxygenation on fisheries to ensure the proposed Project is in line with conservation of
biodiversity and marine life.

A commenter stated that the EIS should consider the cumulative impact of other aspects of
the Project that may degrade water quality and address impacts on the marine environment
and human health.

A commenter expressed concern regarding the effects the foundations and operation of
WTGs would have on oceanographic and atmospheric conditions.
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5.9 General Wildlife

General wildlife comments identified a variety of potential impact mechanisms to wildlife species
from Project construction and operation and requested thorough analysis of impacts on wildlife
species.

Topics raised in this category included the following.

Commenters expressed concern with potential impacts on wildlife and habitat (including
artificial reef habitat) from pile driving, general construction activities, cooling water intake
system operation (e.g., entrainment and impingement), vessel strikes, noise, potential
entanglement, surveys or monitoring, the presence of wind turbines (aggregations of fish
around turbine bases), activities that may displace species, disruption and conversion of
habitat types that may affect the use of the area by predators and prey, sediment dispersion
or pollutant discharge, Project lighting, and EMFs or heat from interarray and export cables.

Commenters expressed particular concern with the proposed Project’s potential impact on
species listed under the ESA and MMPA in addition to designated critical habitat within the
action area and encouraged BOEM to use the NOAA-developed ESA Information Needs
document in developing the assessment. The commenter noted that while the lease area
does not occur in designated critical habitat, vessel transit routes may occur within it. The
commenter also provided a list of marine species found in the lease area and that further
information on those species may be found in the ESA Information Needs document.

A commenter expressed concern that Project implementation would alter commercial and
recreational fishing and existing vessel activity in ways that could adversely affect listed
species both within and outside of the lease area such as entanglement in marine debris
ensnared on the structural foundations.

A commenter noted that a broad grouping approach (e.g., all marine mammals) for species
impact analysis is not appropriate because of taxa variability in many life history areas, and
that is more accurate to describe degrees of impacts on individual species or groups of
species.

A commenter stated that the analysis of direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of the
Project on each species must utilize the most recent models and telemetry data.

A commenter stated that Project implementation would violate Executive Order 14008'’s
mandate that the federal government support renewable energy projects that “conserve our
land, waters, and biodiversity” as well as the Human Right to Health. The commenter
requested that the EIS assess overall biodiversity and the relationship between biodiversity
loss and human health.

A commenter requested that the EIS evaluate potential loss of habitat, particularly on those
species that exhibit high site fidelity, and offer evidence that other specific, mapped suitable
habitats would relieve pressure on the species.

A commenter expressed concern that offshore wind projects would adversely affect ocean
life at a faster pace than climate change and questioned whether there is sufficient genetic
variation in the population(s) to allow for adaptation the very rapid changes resulting from
the cumulative impacts of multiple wind projects on the outer continental shelf.

Commenters expressed concern about potential impacts on Nantucket Shoals wildlife
because it is near a bathymetric feature that supports tidal mixing fronts which attract small
planktonic prey items where predators, including commercially and recreationally important
fish species, marine mammails, sea turtles and birds are known to feed, in addition to
providing foraging habitat for the endangered NARW.
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A commenter suggested that consideration be given to the information provided by NMFS
for previous offshore wind NEPA documents including the issued Biological Opinions and
MMPA authorizations and to incorporate that information and analysis into this EIS as
appropriate.

A commenter expressed concern about the effects of the Project on the lower trophic levels,
which provide a food source for higher trophic levels in addition to effects on spawning.

Commenters suggested that the affected environment is dynamic, and that species’
presence varies over time and season. For this reason, the commenter requested that the
affected environment section include information about physical and biological
oceanography; seasonal changes; hydrodynamic regimes and their influence; an
assessment of species status, habitat requirements, seasonal abundance and distribution,
seasonal habitat use, migration routes and characterization of benthic and pelagic
communities; and species survey results, and that details should be provided related to all
habitat types within the affected area with a particular focus on complex habitats such as
submerged aquatic vegetation, hard bottom habitats, and HAPC.

Commenters stated that the environmental consequences section must consider all impact
producing factors/potential Project impacts on species, including survey and monitoring
activities that would occur following COP approval, and must evaluate impacts from aviation
lighting and anthropogenic noise from stationary (e.g., turbines) and transient sources and
evaluate impacts on heron and wading bird nesting and foraging habitat and identify work
avoidance periods.

A commenter stated that best management practices should be implemented to reduce risks
from extreme environmental conditions (i.e., rough seas, complex currents, and cold waters)
and impacts on vulnerable habitats (including seagrass and other macroalgae) and at-risk
species.

5.10 Birds

Bird comments included concerns regarding collision risk, data-gathering methods, and
monitoring.

Topics raised in this category included the following.

Commenters requested that the Draft EIS consider the full range of potential impacts on all
bird species known to forage, rest in, or migrate through or near the Project area, including
those species protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the ESA, as well as
species of birds covered under obligations for conservation of birds under the Fish and
Wildlife Conservation Act as amended in 1988.

Commenters noted concerns about collision risk to seabirds and suggested quantification of
sea duck abundance using the most recent Atlantic Coast Sea Duck Surveys and suggest
identification of heron and wading bird nesting and foraging habitat and notes that New York
City Audubon conducts surveys of island habitats.

A commenter suggested that the EIS describe future collaboration with other offshore wind
developers on avian monitoring and identified the Atlantic Marine Bird Cooperative’s
“Recommendations on BOEM Avian Survey Guidelines” as a source for preparing a long-
term avian monitoring plan.

Commenters suggested that the EIS identify specific mitigation strategies that account for
acceptable levels of mortality or displacement of susceptible species (not just ESA-listed
species) and describe appropriate mitigation including employing avoidance and minimizing

20



Beacon Wind Project Scoping Report

methods such as bird-deterrent devices, a piping plover protection plan for landside
construction activities, WTG Aircraft Detection Lighting Systems, bird mortality monitoring,
and coordination with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) to support migration
monitoring via Motus wildlife tracking tags and installation of telemetry receiving stations.

¢ A commenter suggested coordinating with state and federal agencies on avian mitigation
opportunities, including identification of opportunities to support conservation and habitat
restoration or enhancement for protected avian species.

o A commenter suggested that surveys for rare, threatened, and endangered species be
conducted along all alternative export cable routes. In addition to ESA-listed species, one
commenter suggested also analyzing impacts on avian species listed by the International
Union for Conservation of Nature or by Massachusetts as endangered, threatened, or state-
species of concern.

e Commenters expressed concern with an export cable that passes within 1 mile of the largest
federally endangered roseate tern colony in the northwest Atlantic (Great Gull Island in Long
Island Sound), and potential effects on its prey fish’'s sandy substrate. One commenter
suggested that potential disturbance of this substrate through cable laying established a
need for pre- and post-construction roseate tern telemetry monitoring, post-construction
chick provisioning, and nest productivity monitoring.

e Commenters expressed concern about effects on birds from increased frequency of
fog/mist/cloud condition caused by WTG operations and by Project implementation effects
on diving bird foraging and bird migration flight altitude.

o A commenter suggested that bird avoidance of WTGs results in habitat loss and loss of
efficient migratory routes and suggests estimating the cumulative area and magnitude of
habitat loss, in addition to estimating the additional miles of species-specific migratory route
and the associated energetic costs and reductions in survival.

¢ Commenters expressed concern regarding the number of offshore wind projects to be
implemented and suggested including analysis of the synergistic effects of the several
adjacent offshore wind leases expected to be brought into active status in the reasonably
foreseeable future.

¢ Commenters suggested studies of multiple factors affecting birds, including how infrasound
compromises avian storm avoidance systems in birds; migration departure timing and
conditions and survival cost of timing disruption; survival cost of storm avoidance disruption;
diving bird hearing impacts; and avian response(s) to lights.

¢ A commenter suggested spatial mapping of where the lease area overlaps major portions of
the Atlantic Flyway, including migration altitudes and altitude variation to show avian
temporo-spatial use of the lease area for better impact prediction.

e A commenter is concerned that the modelled probability index as described in the
appendices to the COP did not discuss detection probabilities for the various bird species
and that the relative density indices are therefore questionable.

e A commenter noted that the offshore and onshore study areas for the Beacon Wind Project
support key avian migration stop-over and wintering habitat, and that affected avian species
include onshore- migrant passerine, shorebird, sea duck, offshore marine, and colonial
waterbird species which may be designated for protected status under various state, federal,
and international protocols.

e Several commenters suggested the need for an avian monitoring plan. A commenter
suggested the EIS contain a focused avian monitoring and mitigation plan based on the
Avian Impact Assessment in Appendix P of the COP because of lack of specific migratory
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pathway and flight altitude data and consequent uncertainties of impact assessment. Other
commenters suggested incorporating best monitoring and management practices into a
regional adaptive management plan based on ongoing monitoring studies with mitigation
measures based on monitoring results, and commenters suggested a plan that includes
impacts from other offshore wind developments expected across the Atlantic Outer
Continental Shelf. An additional commenter suggested developing an avian monitoring plan
that includes a commitment to integrate collision detection technology as it becomes
commercially available and feasible to install offshore in addition to the installation of a
Motus sensor array to detect birds and bats in the Project area and support nano-tagging of
bird and bats to better understand directional movements and flux around the lease area.

¢ Commenters noted the number of bird species present in offshore and coastal habitats
within the affected environment and requested that the EIS consider their wide variety of life
histories, geographic origins, behaviors, foraging styles, and ecological niches.

e A commenter noted that avian turbine collisions in the marine environment are difficult to
detect and that several factors influence bird presence within a given area including the
distribution of food resources (marine foragers), migration routes and weather effects
(passerines and shorebirds). Relying on the current system of estimating the collision
potential for each species or guild evaluated by bird density and abundance data is
inappropriate because the collision risk models are sensitive to input parameters such as
estimated abundance or density of species and flight heights which often do not have high
precision and accuracy.

o A commenter stated detecting the population level effects of collisions is difficult because
bird species at risk of collision are often not linked to source populations, and that inferences
about collision risks might be drawn from European studies.

e A commenter suggested the using the Ocean Wind Final EIS approach for avian mitigation
and monitoring that: (1) incorporates adaptive management (2) consultations with state and
federal resource agencies (3) uses regional assessments for collision risk (4) regularly
updates and refines estimation of collision rate parameters and (5) addresses the
synergistic effects of multiple offshore wind projects.

e Commenters suggested that pre-construction acoustic surveys and monthly aerial-based
surveys alone are not adequate for determining species-specific or guild-specific impacts
without a long-term commitment to monitoring. Several commenters recommended remote
and automated avian monitoring systems that rely on a radar, acoustic detection, and
thermal videography and/or still photography.

e A commenter suggested addressing potential impacts on diving marine birds from
subsurface acoustic disturbances and from sound pressure waves during construction and
related operations and impacts on avian navigation from low frequency sound (infrasound).

e A commenter suggested addressing the indirect effects on marine birds from post-
construction redistribution of forage fish populations resulting from habitat loss and habitat
replacement with vertical structures that act as artificial reefs and addressing secondary
consequences for avian habitat use and energetics from the synergistic effects of
ecosystem-scale alterations.

e A commenter stated that a North American and European literature review of bird reactions
to wind farms indicates that displacement in offshore habitats is more prevalent than
attraction and suggests that determination of effects will require a careful monitoring design.
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5.11 Bats

Topics raised in this category included the following.

A commenter stated that the cumulative impact analysis should use a geographic analysis
area that extends 100 miles inland and offshore because many bat species are capable of
flights in excess of 100 miles.

A commenter stated that the analysis in the COP is insufficient to draw conclusions about
risks to bat species given the paucity of data in the region, lack of inclusion of relevant
recent telemetry data, and uncertainties around bat behavior at offshore wind facilities.

A commenter suggested the need for evaluation of northern long-eared bat activity year-
round within the vicinity of the Proposed Action.

A commenter stated that the COP does not include the federally endangered Indiana bat
and suggested that BOEM consult with the USFWS regarding inclusion of Indiana bat in the
analysis of affected biological resources.

A commenter states that the Draft EIS does not incorporate the latest scientific findings
regarding bat mortality associated with wind farms and does not address the public health
consequences of decreasing bat populations such as the spread of mosquito-borne
illnesses and subsequent rise in insecticide use.

Commenters stated the need to evaluate the impacts on bats from air pressure changes,
operational noise, power plant ultrasound-generating equipment, condensate from power
plants, and light pollution.

A commenter stated that because of the known attraction of bats to structures, including
WTGs, basing post-construction impact analyses on pre-construction data or other data
collected in the absence of WTGs is inappropriate and that low levels of bat calls in acoustic
surveys do not indicate that bats are not present.

A commenter suggested that bat experts should be consulted to determine what information
can be obtained regarding total fatalities from bat carcasses detected on vessels and
Project structures because there is no current reliable method to determine bat fatality rates
in the offshore environment.

Commenters stated that validated and commercially available bat collision detection
technologies for use offshore be required because pre-construction acoustic activity may not
accurately predict post-construction bat fatalities.

Commenters suggested that once monitoring technologies are available to measure
impacts, bat post-construction monitoring should be conducted in coordination with the
agencies. Should significant bat fatalities occur, adaptive management and mitigation
measures should be employed, and the post-construction bat monitoring data should be
available to agencies and the public.

A commenter suggested that acoustic monitors be deployed on WTGs post-construction in
coordination with the North American Bat Monitoring Program to detect bat activity in the
rotor swept zone and that researchers should be consulted regarding the number of
deployed acoustic detectors and years of post-construction data needed to best inform
impact analyses.

A commenter suggested that BOEM incorporate the Motus Wildlife Tracking System Data
(https://motus.orq) into the bat analysis for the Project lifespan, install Motus towers in the
lease area in addition to supporting the upgrading of coastal Motus towers, and nanotag
bats for inclusion in the Motus network.
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5.12 Benthic Resources

Comments regarding benthic resources included concerns over changes to habitat, lost benthic
resources, and adequacy of benthic survey data. Benthic habitat refers to habitat on the sea
floor, including natural structures and vegetation.

Topics raised in this category included the following.

¢ Commenters expressed concern over the impacts the offshore components of the Project
may have on benthic resources and asked BOEM to fully describe the anticipated
geographic extent and recovery time for seafloor habitats that would be disturbed from
construction of the Project including the export and interarray cables. Commenters also
asked that BOEM identify existing benthic, shellfish, and coral conditions in the affected
environment.

o Commenters provided suggestions to mitigate potential impacts on benthic resources
including methods of transporting sediment; developing a boulder relocation reporting plan;
avoiding submerged aquatic vegetation, sensitive ecological areas, and habitat areas of
particular concern; installing scour protection around the base of offshore structures; co-
locating cables and minimizing cable spacing; developing an anchoring plan during
construction; requiring the use of horizontal directional drilling for burying cables at landing
sites; and monitoring of benthic habitats throughout the lifecycle and all phases of the
Project.

e A commenter asked that the EIS disclose information on the current benthic habitat
conditions as well as all known shipwrecks, artificial reefs, and derelict gear to support the
COP’s assertion that construction of the Project will not create measurable opportunities for
the introduction of invasive species or the contamination of sediments.

e Commenters asked that BOEM analyze the impacts on benthic resources from
impingement, entrainment, and heated and chlorinated discharge near converter stations
and the proposed open-loop cooling system; from underwater noise and vibration caused by
the Project’s construction and operations; and hydrodynamic effects from Project
construction and operations.

¢ Commenters provided evidence of long-term impacts on benthic resources from cable
installation in other areas of the world including off the French coast and in the Gulf of
Mexico.

5.13 Coastal Habitat and Fauna

Topics raised in this category included the following.

e Commenters requested that BOEM evaluate impacts on terrestrial vegetation, specifically
those within parklands and conservation areas, measures to prevent the spread of invasive
species, and the impacts of siting new infrastructure along the shoreline.

e A commenter requested that BOEM consider impacts on coastal erosion hazard areas, as
well as significant coastal fish and wildlife habitats in the Draft EIS.

5.14 Finfish, Invertebrates, and Essential Fish Habitat

Topics raised in this category included the following:

¢ Commenters recommended using up-to-date EFH and HAPC designations for impact
analysis. Commenters noted that HAPC has been designated:
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o by the New England Council for juvenile Atlantic cod inshore areas along the
coastline and a 20-mile buffer overlapping the Beacon Wind lease area and other
Southern New England lease areas pending NMFS approval and also recently
recommended an HAPC for cod spawning habitat and complex habitats.

o by the Mid-Atlantic Council for summer flounder all native species of macroalgae,
seagrasses, freshwater and tidal macrophytes, and loose aggregations and the
importance of native species restoration. Commenters noted that the proposed cable
route overlaps HAPC for summer flounder and complex habitats and other sensitive
estuarine environments.

¢ Commenters recommended the use the EFH mapper for spatial data for species managed
by the New England, Mid-Atlantic, and South Atlantic Councils and for Highly Migratory
Species at https://www.habitat.noaa.gov/protection/efh/efhmapper/; the EFH Information
Needs document; the NMFS Recommendations for Mapping Fish Habitat (March 2021); the
EFH Information Needs for Offshore Wind Energy Projects in the Atlantic.

o Commenters noted that EFH consultation should begin early in the EIS development
process because adverse impacts on EFH may result from actions occurring within or
outside of areas designated as EFH and that EFH assessments and consultations
conducted in the later stages of other projects (Vineyard Wind and South Fork) have failed
to adequately assess the impacts of geological and geophysical surveys to the acoustic
environment. Commenters requested that BOEM consult with the Mid-Atlantic Fishery
Management Council, New England Fishery Management Council, and NMFS.

e A commenter identified mandatory elements for the Project’'s EFH assessment as required
by 50 CFR 600.920(e)(3)), as well as expanded consultation requirements described in 50
CFR 600.920(f) on account of the potential for substantial adverse effects to EFH. The
commenter also indicated that the assessment should follow the EFH Assessment Template
for Offshore Wind Energy Projects.

e A commenter noted recent identification of five separate, interrelated spawning Atlantic cod
sub-populations in the northwest Atlantic, with the southernmost sub-population overlapping
the lease area, and that the extent of proposed development of multiple projects in southern
New England produces a population-level scale vulnerability.

e A commenter expressed concern for impacts on winter flounder, longfin squid with demersal
eggs and during inshore migration (April to August), and disruption of social spawning
behavior resulting in susceptibility of demersal eggs to abrasion and burial.

o Commenters requested analysis impacts from EMFs on finfish and invertebrates, including
an evaluation of the differences in effects between HVAC and HVDC cables. One
commenter asked BOEM to assess whether sharks would be attracted to export or
interarray cables due to their sensitivity to EMF.

o A commenter noted that NMFS comments regarding EFH conservation recommendations
and mitigation measures for the Revolution Wind Project are also relevant to Beacon Wind.

¢ Commenters expressed concern about cumulative effects of regional offshore wind
development on prey resources and stated that these may be characterized as adverse
effects under EFH regulations.

¢ Commenters requested the EIS analyze Project-specific and cumulative effects on the
physical and biological habitat features for benthic resources, fish, and invertebrate species,
including benthic, demersal, bentho-pelagic, pelagic, emergent fauna, and epifaunal species
and the biological consequences of those effects. The commenters recommended that the
analysis include hydrodynamics and oceanographic and atmospheric conditions; current
stock status for different species; migration routes; seasonal abundance and distribution;
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EFH including that designated under the Magnuson-Stevens Fisheries Conservation Act;
spawning, recruitment, and nursery areas; forage species and food web interactions;
impacts on all life stages (adults, juveniles, larvae, eggs) and focus on species and life
stages that may be more vulnerable to impacts. They requested that mitigation measures be
proposed and analyzed for impacts that are not feasible to avoid or minimize.

A commenter stated the EIS must include alternatives to avoid EFH, HAPC and deep-sea
coral areas because of their importance in supporting sustainable fisheries.

A commenter stated that intake pipe opening mesh size or spacing of the trash racks of the
open-cycle cooling system should be re-evaluated because Beacon Wind’s mesh size is
significantly larger than the Sunrise Wind Project.

Commenters requested the following topics be analyzed, documented, or included in the
EIS:

o All New York State Significant Coastal Fish and Wildlife Habitats that may be
affected by Project implementation (e.g., Great Gull Island, Hempstead Harbor, Little
Neck Bay, North and South Brother Islands).

o The presence and potential impacts on Atlantic sea scallops and ocean quahogs and
other commercial finfish and invertebrate species.

o Impacts resulting from aquatic species impingement and entrainment and discharge
of heated effluent from OSSs. Commenters suggested BOEM fully analyze and
quantify the daily seawater withdrawn from the lease area and the impacts of the
offshore substations discharge of the heated cooling water including entrainment and
impingement mortality and losses as well as the impact on finfish resources including
critical habitat.

o lIdentification and modeling of invasive species that may affect the quality and
biodiversity of EFH.

o Discussion of impacts on habitat alteration including conversion of smaller-grained
hard habitats (e.g., pebbles and cobbles) that support early finfish life history stages
to smaller grained soft- sediment habitats and impacts from attraction of larger
predator species to artificial substrates. Also consider increased opportunity for
pathogen virulence evolution due to higher spatial density of fish surrounding artificial
substrates.

o Discussion of the habitat value and function of natural versus man-made reef
structures.

o Impacts on invertebrates from impairment of locomotion, mechanosensory reception,
ability to clean feeding siphons.

5.15 Marine Mammals

Marine mammal comments included comments on potential impacts on species or their habitat,
and notes species listed under the ESA and MMPA.

Topics raised in this category include the following.

Many commenters expressed concern regarding the status of NARW and that the proposed
Project would adversely affect NARW, as well as other marine mammals and their habitat
that may be found in the lease area. Impacts on marine mammals must be avoided and
minimized to the full extent practicable.
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¢ A commenter suggested that validated scientific baseline information should be collected
over a 3 to 5-year period prior to construction. Additionally, commenters expressed the need
for long-term studies of changes to population, foraging, calving, and prey species
abundance due to offshore wind.

e Commenters expressed concern with noise impacts on marine mammals, particularly
NARW, and potential injury of NARW that should be adequately addressed in the EIS.
Specifically, mortality events caused from sonar and seismic surveys and injury that may be
caused from installation of foundations.

e Commenters expressed concerns regarding unexploded ordnance (UXO) encounters and
Formerly Used Defense Sites in the Project area and management strategies that would be
implemented to avoid harm during Project construction.

¢ Commenters requested that the EIS include information on the seasonal abundance and
distribution of marine mammals and other marine animals and recognize that NARW is
present year-round in the Project area. The commenters recommended that the EIS include
anticipated habitat uses (e.qg., foraging, migrating), threats, habitats, and prey that may be
directly or indirectly affected by the proposed Project.

e Commenters asked that the analysis for marine mammals (including assessments for ESA
and MMPA) use the best available scientific information to support any conclusions,
including the latest marine mammal stock reports. The commenters recommended that
BOEM not use the Duke University habitat-density models as the sole information source
from which to estimate marine mammal occurrence, density, and impact.

¢ A commenter stated that the potential overlap of Project construction and in-water activities
should be fully evaluated in the EIS, as well as measures to avoid and minimize impacts on
sensitive life stages of marine species, including marine mammals. The commenter
requested that the evaluation of environmental consequences in the EIS consider how the
time of year of construction activities overlap with the presence of important resources.

o A commenter suggested the persistent tidal mixing frontal zone adjacent to Nantucket
Shoals be addressed, because the Project area overlaps this area. The commenter noted
that these areas are where water masses driven by tidal forces converge and are often
important feeding locations and are areas where predators, including marine mammals
aggregate seeking prey, and that BOEM must analyze how water current changes, ocean
strata mixing, and temperature changes resulting from the Project will affect the area.

o Commenters expressed concern with the lack of knowledge around the hydrodynamic and
associated ecosystem changes related to offshore wind development. A commenter also
noted that NOAA fisheries has acknowledged that large-scale buildout of offshore wind
energy in the Northeast region of the United States may cause local oceanographic changes
that may affect the distribution of NARW.

o A commenter expressed concern in prey density in the lease area, and how turbulent wakes
formed by ocean currents, and strata mixing from Project activities will impact prey species
in the lease area.

e A commenter was concerned with vessel strikes and stated that vessel strikes pose an
unacceptable risk in this region, and BOEM must acknowledge that any vessel operating in
that region has the potential to strike a NARW. The commenter felt that BOEM has
significantly downplayed the risk of vessel strikes to endangered whales in previous offshore
wind permitting documents and encouraged BOEM to provide a more robust quantitative
analysis.

e Commenters expressed concern with impacts on whale foraging areas and that NARW have
shifted their aggregation and feeding areas in recent years due to climate change. The
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commenters noted that the region south of Nantucket and Martha’s Vineyard is now
considered a year-round core habitat for foraging NARW, and commenters requested this
be factored into BOEM’s analysis.

e A commenter suggested that the analysis account for the Seasonal Management Areas and
Dynamic Management Areas that have been established for NARW, because these areas
illustrate important NARW areas where wind development should be avoided.

o A commenter suggested that BOEM monitor for oceanographic changes caused by large-
scale build-out of offshore wind energy that may affect the marine mammal prey base.

o A commenter expressed concern that harbor porpoises should be addressed in the EIS and
require special attention regarding offshore wind development as they are very sensitive to
noise impacts. The commenter suggested starting withs studies conducted in Europe that
have demonstrated harbor porpoises are easily disturbed by the low-frequency noise
produced by pile-driving operations during offshore wind development.

5.16 Sea Turtles

Sea turtle comments pertained to biological, structural, or habitat impacts on the species.

Topics raised in this category included the following.

o Commenters requested that BOEM include seasonal distribution, abundance, and migration
routes in the EIS for sea turtles.

¢ One commenter asked that BOEM evaluate the behavioral and physiological impacts
associated with vessel traffic, noise, lighting, and EMFs on sea turtles.

¢ One commenter suggested BOEM incorporate the models developed by the U.S. Naval
Undersea Warfare Center, released in July 2023, into the impact analysis.

e A commenter expressed concern that there is federal funding available to organizations that
respond to marine mammal strandings, but that funding is not available for sea turtle
strandings. This requires funding and support for sea turtle strandings from private sources
and volunteers. The commenter suggests the offshore wind industry and federal
government collaborate to support ongoing data collection and stranding rescue programs
for sea turtles.

¢ One commenter expressed concern that artificial reefs created by the Project could increase
the presence of barnacles that could attach themselves to sea turtles and increase the
energetic cost of swimming.

5.17 Wetlands and Waters of the United States

Topics raised in this category included the following.
¢ A commenter requested that BOEM identifies and evaluates impacts on freshwater and tidal

wetlands and regulated adjacent areas that might be impacted by the Project.
5.18 Commercial Fisheries and For-Hire Recreational Fishing

Fisheries comments discussed economic and social impacts on commercial fisheries,
commercial fishing operations, and for-hire recreational fishing operators.

Topics raised in this category included the following:
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o A commenter noted that the developer has consulted with regional stakeholders and local
fishing industry partners to collect and input data. The proposed 1 by 1 nautical mile layout
proposed by the developer would allow for navigation within the lease area.

¢ Commenters requested the EIS fully characterize the extent and value of commercial, for-
hire, and charter fishing within the Project area including a breakdown of the economic
exposure of the proposed Project by state, port, gear type, and fishery. Additionally,
commenters requested that the EIS evaluate commercial, for-hire recreational, and private
recreational fishing separately but in the same or adjacent sections to illustrate potential
impacts on all fishery sectors and describe how all impacts may vary by target species, gear
type, fishing location, and type of fishing (commercial or recreational).

o A commenter requested the EIS acknowledge that the benefits of any artificial reefs will
have varying effects by target species and by fishing sector.

e Commenters requested that BOEM coordinate early and often with NMFS and state agency
fisheries staff on the most appropriate data for analysis of potential impacts on fisheries, as
well as cooperatively working with the state, fishing communities, and commercial, charter,
and recreational interests.

e Commenters voiced safety concerns about commercial and recreational fishing vessels
maneuvering, drifting, or anchoring near WTGs and OSSs and requested the EIS evaluate
these safety considerations across different fisheries. Varying weather conditions and
fishing gear should be considered when evaluating impacts on fisheries within the lease
area. A commenter requested that BOEM utilize similar evaluations as past EISs in regard
to impacts due to WTG spacing.

¢ A commenter noted that fishermen cannot easily relocate to different areas to avoid a wind
farm without socioeconomic impacts.

e A commenter noted the COP discussion of pre-construction preparation which may involve
relocating boulders and unexploded ordinances. The commenter requested the EIS
evaluate the potential issues and impacts associated with shifting the location of known
obstructions or unexploded ordinances which may cause safety impacts on vessels,
including gear/vessel damage and personal injury. The EIS should include measures to
avoid and minimize such impacts beyond communicating planned operations as suggested
in the COP’s reference to the “Fisheries Mitigation Plan.”

¢ Commenters requested that BOEM accurately characterize the value of commercial
fisheries landings within the Project area and not solely rely on financial metrics. Additional
factors to consider include the number of impacted fishery participants, the use of a low-
value species as bait for a high-value species, or a seasonally important fishery.

e Commenters expressed concern about the impact of WTG noise in combination with other
stressors on commercial fisheries and requested discussion of this impact within the EIS.

e A commenter urged BOEM to not overly rely on ex-vessel value when assessing and
weighing impacts across fisheries in the EIS because this data can mask other important
information.

o Commenters expressed concern related to the impacts of offshore wind-related surveys on
commercially harvested fish and listed species. Commenters requested BOEM consider the
impacts on all harvested species within and surrounding the lease area.

o Commenters requested that the EIS include an analysis of all biological, cultural, and
socioeconomic issues related to fisheries and marine resources in the affected environment
section. The commenters recommended that specific topics include historic and recent
landings, revenue, and effort; fishery participants; changes in transit patterns; and impacts
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on coastal communities. Commenters recommended that the geographic scope for this
analysis be expanded to include vessels that port from outside of the Project area.

¢ A commenter stated that the EIS should include the best scientific information to
characterize fishing operations and evaluate impacts and include at least 10 years of data
history in addition to recent data to accurately reflect both recent operations and annual
fluctuations in fishing operations due to changing environmental conditions, market price,
and management measures.

o Commenters requested that the EIS thoroughly evaluate both the biological and
socioeconomic impacts of the Project on fishery resources, operations, and associated
communities, and include alternatives that avoid and minimize impacts on such habitat. A
range of export cable burial depths to avoid interactions with commercial shipping and
fishing vessels was requested by commenters. Specifically, commenters noted concerns
about cables installed through the Long Island Sound as well as the danger of gear
entanglement.

e Commenters discussed the need for the EIS to outline mitigation measures to protect
fisheries, utilizing BOEM’s Draft Fisheries Mitigation Guidance (BOEM-2022-0033) as a
baseline. This includes an assessment to account for loss in income and protecting fisheries
that lack landing or revenue data including the development of a mitigation fund to support
regional monitoring of key commercial fish stocks. Additional commenters requested the
development of a monitoring plan that would be described in the EIS to account for potential
losses.

o Commenters requested that BOEM work with NOAA Fisheries to ensure appropriate fishing
and habitat data is used in the development of alternatives and in the evaluation of potential
impacts.

¢ Commenters requested that the EIS assess the potential impacts on key species'
distribution, abundance, and feeding in the Project area and its vicinity, including estimating
the extent of fishable seafloor loss within cable corridors due to secondary cable protection
and seafloor disturbance. Commenters requested that the EIS consider the
decommissioning of cables and management of abandoned or unmonitored cables on
commercial fisheries. One commenter requested quantification of the export cable route
footprint and assess the effects of armoring on the ability to trawl in the area of the cable
and cable corridor.

¢ Commenters requested BOEM outline a research plan for fisheries and benthic studies,
emphasizing coordination with other developers to analyze Project-specific and regional
fisheries effects, and detail measures to facilitate fishermen's access to the lease area
during Project operations.

5.19 Cultural, Historical, and Archaeological Resources

Comments related to cultural, historical, and archaeological resources were mostly reminders to
BOEM to coordinate and consult with the appropriate parties, as well as abide by the relevant
laws and policies. Comments also stressed that there may be unidentified cultural resources
within the Project area.

e Multiple commenters noted the need for BOEM to ensure they are doing their due diligence
to identify historical, archaeological, and cultural sites including previously unidentified sites.

e Commenters stated that there may be significant unidentified sites and suggested that
BOEM conduct professional surveys prior to selecting a preferred alternative.
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One commentor noted that visual impacts from the Project that could affect the setting of
historic properties would be irrelevant if the historic properties become damaged or
inaccessible to the public due to climate change.

Commentors consistently note that BOEM should coordinate with tribes, historic groups,
indigenous groups, and state and private parties in order to fully evaluate impacts on
resources and sites. They also note a need for compliance with the NHPA, including the
Section 110(f) process to assess adverse impacts on historic properties.

Commentors provided historical background on areas and sites within the Project vicinity to
note their importance.

5.20 Demographics, Employment, and Economics

Topics raised in this category included the following:

A commenter stated that Equinor has expertise in wind installation and is a reliable partner
by committing to recruit and train local New York workers for offshore wind jobs.

Multiple commenters stated the economic benefits of the Project such as the developer
distributing $52 million in social investments across New York to support workforce
development, innovation, and the local community, and that this is part of a larger $2.5
billion commitment in economic development for the state.

Commenters stated that this Project will establish New York City as a hub for the offshore
wind industry, creating union jobs and clean energy innovation.

A commenter discussed that the Project is vital to improving the local supply chain and
manufacturing capabilities, including the domestic production of steel. The commenter also
discussed the number of supplier contracts relating to offshore wind and associated
economic activity.

Multiple commenters emphasized the number of full-time jobs created by the Project,

contributing to the Administration’s Justice 40 initiatives, including jobs that are direct,
indirect, and induced, and requested that the EIS build on this information and include
further specificity for each category.

A commenter specifically stated that the Project would generate thousands in jobs and
millions of dollars in economic impact in New York and provided the estimated number of
direct jobs in Queens and Brooklyn for BW1 and BW2 for construction and operations.

A commenter requested that BOEM include any language access needs for local
communities that may be present to access job benefits, and that BOEM consider this and
other qualities that should be take into account to ensure jobs are accessible to a diverse
workforce.

A commenter stated that all economic reports, including PPA’s, should be readily available
to the public.

A commenter requested that positive and negative economic impacts of the manufacturing
and supply chain facility, workforce development programs, and opportunities for marine
workforce be part of the EIS analysis.

A commenter requested that BOEM fully corroborate statements by developers regarding
Project economics since the public cannot, as BOEM considers this information confidential.

Commenters mentioned that the Project’s success is not only critical to meet New York’s
renewable energy goals, but to support local job creation and benefit the state economy,
and that Beacon Wind is actively partnering with New York industry leaders, suppliers,
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businesses, developing port infrastructure and hiring New York based employees, also
adding that Equinor has already connected local New York businesses to the offshore wind
supply chain and launched a fund to support workforce development and training for
historically marginalized communities.

o Commenters requested that the EIS consider the economic costs and benefits of the
proposed Project, as well as all alternatives, similar to BOEM’s cost benefit analyses for oil
and gas activities taking into consideration the economic implications of climate change.
Specifics for BOEM to consider include the following.

o Quantifiable and qualitative measures of costs and benefits that are difficult to
quantify, but essential to consider (potential economic, environmental, public health
and safety, distributive impacts, equity).

o Quantitative analysis of the costs of the Project to the fishing industry and impacted
communities (analyze reduced fishing revenue, catch rates, changes to species,
spawning success, fishing culture, fisherman health and well-being).

o The amount of federal, state, or local taxpayer subsidies devoted to the Project,
projections of the full cost to ratepayers (including the contract price in addition to
any predictions of Project contingencies or overages), and portion of Project costs
that will accrue to foreign markets.

o Comparison of relative costs and environmental impacts of alternative technologies.

e Commenters expressed support for Project Labor Agreements, Local Hire provisions, and
Community Workforce Agreements and the economic benefits that such agreements would
have on the local communities.

e Commenters requested the following topics be analyzed, documented, or included in the
EIS.

o Impacts on housing and property values, population, economy, and employment.

Apprenticeship utilization, including the type of apprenticeship ensuring that they are
union programs or Department of Labor certified, and the ration of apprentice to
journeyman jobs.

Negotiations between the developer and trade unions.

Allocation of funds by the developer for environmental and economic initiatives for
the communities most affected, as well as commitments to port infrastructure for
those dedicated to marshaling and operation and maintenance activities.

o “Multiplier effects” that make fisheries more valuable throughout the supply chain —
this includes an expected “cascading effect” in diversified fishing businesses where
economic stability in one season is required to support their activities in other
fisheries throughout the year.

Workforce development needs, plans and collaborations associated with the Project.

Specify job categories (for construction, operations, and maintenance) and job
numbers per category resulting from each domestically manufactured component, as
well as how these numbers are accounted for in the total number of direct, indirect,
and induced jobs, gross state product, and personal income anticipated from the
Project.

o Education and certifications necessary to access each job category, the training,
average wages, hours, career advancement, physical demands, and safety
information, as well as any commitments the company has made to ensure workers
have the free and fair choice to join a union, such as through a union neutrality
agreement.
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o Jobs that require specialized experience that would prohibit workers in the U.S. from
accessing those jobs, and the specific experience and training that is required.

o Specify whether workers will need to go overseas to receive training, and the
duration of that training.

o Impacts of rising costs of materials and labor for offshore wind projects.

e Commenters stated the economic benefits Beacon Wind would have on the New York
region, such as job training at the South Brooklyn Marine Terminal as well as being the
hub for future offshore wind development, health, economic and education resources for
grassroots groups such as United Puerto Rican’s Organization of Sunset Park, use of
project labor agreements that assist in creating union jobs, and clean energy for
communities that would be harmed by fossil fuel pollution.

e A commenter stated Equinor's commitment to supporting workforce development
through Equinor’s partnership with the New York City Economic Development
Corporation and the Sunset Park Task Force by awarding grants in workforce
development and training for historically marginalized communities.

e A commenter stated that the Beacon Wind Project is critical for the Northeast to reach
renewable energy goals and to support local job creation. The commenter also stated
that investing in local ports and supply chains to encourage economic development and
employment contributions is central to Connecticut’s industry goals.

¢ A commenter mentioned that Equinor is part of the National Offshore Wind Institute and
will implement workforce development initiatives that are relevant to career pathways,
which will accelerate the development of the offshore wind industry and will provide
workforce skill development training and initiatives.

5.21 Environmental Justice

Topics raised in this category included the following.

Commenters expressed support for the proposed Project as part of the conversation of non-
renewable energy facilities to clean energy facilities, resulting in beneficial health effects, the
possibility for new jobs, and improved air quality for historically disadvantaged communities.
Another commenter requested that BOEM ensures that communities and tribes receive the
maximum possible benefits of the proposed Project.

Commenters asked BOEM to account for both the improved health effects the proposed
Project would bring, as well as the health burdens of the No Action Alternative, when
assessing the proposed Project. Commenters also requested that BOEM ensure the full
scope of benefits to environmental justice communities are assessed in the EIS.

A commenter commended the work that the developer of the proposed Project has done in
terms of awarding grants to and training historically marginalized communities.

Commenters requested that BOEM utilizes screening tools including those developed by the
EPA, Council on Environmental Quality, and Centers for Disease Control, to assist in
evaluating effects on communities with environmental justice concerns and includes this
data as part of its analysis in assessing the impacts of the proposed Project.

A commenter stated that BOEM should consider the status of negotiations with labor unions
and grassroots organizations based in environmental justice communities affected by
offshore wind development when evaluating the proposed Project.
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A commenter stated that prior offshore wind development projects have had negative
impacts on environmental justice populations and that BOEM should perform a cumulative
analysis that includes these negative effects on populations.

A commenter requested that the EIS address environmental justice effects specific to fishing
communities with minority and low-income populations and coastal communities that include
tribal nations who utilize the ocean.

Commenters requested that BOEM consider several policies including Executive Order
12898, 13985, and 13175, as well as the New York State Climate Leadership and
Community Protection Act, and their associated requirements when evaluating the proposed
Project.

5.22 Land Use and Coastal Infrastructure

Land use and coastal infrastructure comments addressed potential land use conflicts.

Topics raised in this category included the following.

A commenter noted that various stations and depots containing fuels and other maintenance
equipment for wind farms are generally being built within residential areas. The commenter
is concerned that the infrastructure takes up too much space, contributes to noise pollution,
and may not be sufficiently prepared for hurricanes or other adverse weather.

Two commenters noted that wind farm infrastructure/construction that negatively affects
public access to parklands or other costal uses is incompatible with the State of New York’s
objectives on Alienation and Conversion of Municipal Parkland.

The same commenters noted that infrastructure/construction could impact public services
including other utility assets and community infrastructure.

A commenter highlighted the potential need for a Federal Consistency Review which would
initiate a review process that ensures the Project is consistent with program policies
instituted by the State of Massachusetts.

5.23 Navigation and Vessel Traffic

Navigation and vessel traffic comments addressed potential effects on the ability to operate and
navigate personal or commercial vessels and potential increases of vessel traffic.

Topics raised in this category included the following:

A commenter requested that the EIS include a vessel traffic plan to minimize the effects of
increased vessel traffic due to Project construction and operations.

Commenters requested that the EIS analyze the establishment of transit lanes through the
lease areas as an alternative and consider effects on fishing economics, product quality,
markets, fisheries management, and living marine resources. The commenter noted the
importance for analysis to consider the history of collaboration and negotiation that led to
transit lane proposals.

A commenter noted the COP’s discussion of burying export cables and the importance of
this design feature for the safety of vessels when anchoring. A commenter requested that
the Long Island Sound Regulated Navigation Area be treated similarly to federal navigation
channels and anchorage due to the concentrated vessel activity. As a result, the commenter
requested that cables should be buried at least 15 feet deep in this area.
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A commenter requested that the EIS evaluate traffic considerations related to the
construction phase of the Project on ports, O&M facilities, and the need for in-water safety
zones.

Several commenters expressed concern regarding the impacts on vessel navigation
systems inside and adjacent to the lease area, including search and rescue response, and
the potential for increased allisions and collisions.

Commenters requested that BOEM continue to coordinate with local, state, and federal
agencies to ensure the best available information is utilized when developing alternatives
and evaluating potential impacts. One commenter specifically requests that BOEM review
information in the USCG’s Massachusetts and Rhode Island Port Access Route Study.

5.24 Other Uses (Marine Minerals, Military Use, Aviation, Scientific

Research and Surveys)

Topics raised on this category included the following.

One commenter requested that BOEM identify U.S. military training and exercise areas in
the Draft EIS.

Commenters expressed concern with the proposed Project’s potential impact on scientific
surveys in terms of reduced survey rates, ability to safely and effectively deploy survey gear,
and forced modification of survey methods. Commenters were concerned that these
negative impacts would in turn effect fishery communities, conservation efforts, available
science, and the American public.

One commenter expressed concern regarding impacts on fisheries dependent data
collections and stated that BOEM should require an analysis that considers potential
changes in data collections of species expected to be impacted by offshore wind
development.

A commenter expressed concern that impacts on surveys, specifically NOAA scientific
surveys, were not adequately described in the COP for the proposed Project and that the
proposed Project would result in permanent impacts on existing NOAA survey operations.

A commenter asked that the EIS analyze mitigation measures for high frequency radar
interference at project and cumulative scales because this technology is integral to the
USCG and therefore is paramount to mariner safety.

5.25 Recreation and Tourism

Topics raised in this category included the following.

A commenter expressed concern that offshore wind projects would negatively impact marine
navigation, sailing, power boating, whale watching, and recreational fishing and felt that the
BOEM has not adequately addressed the ramifications of such negative impacts.

A commenter stated that the EIS should evaluate the impacts the Beacon Wind Project
would have on boating, fishing, and temporary closures of beaches.

A commenter asked that the Beacon Wind Project avoid impacts on existing and future sand
borrow areas, as well as beach nourishment activities.

A commenter requested that BOEM review datasets providing information on offshore
artificial reef diving and wreck diving areas important to New York.
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5.26 Scenic and Visual Resources

Scenic and visual resources comments generally included concerns regarding the visual impact
from the project to historic properties and tourism onshore and requests for specifications on
how impacts are analyzed in the EIS.

Topics raised in this category included the following.

¢ Commenters expressed concern with the reflection of the sun on wind turbine blades and
how it may impact ocean animals, birds, and humans.

e Commenters asked for clarification on key observation point locations that will be used in
the analysis. Commenters also asked that visual simulations consider a range of lighting,
atmospheric, and seasonal conditions to reflect the full spectrum of visibility under various
lighting conditions year-round, including the highest visibility conditions such as nighttime
lighting.

e Commenters noted the need for BOEM to identify historic properties including National
Historic Landmarks within the viewshed of the Project, to evaluate the effects from the
Project on those properties; and to resolve any adverse effects through avoidance,
minimization, and mitigation measures per Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation
Act.

¢ One commentor noted a beneficial economic relationship between the ocean view and
tourism in Nantucket, and how tourism may suffer due to visual impacts of the Project.
Commenters noted that BOEM should consider and analyze the temporary and permanent
visual and aesthetic impacts of the Project from onshore and offshore observation points.

¢ One commentor stated that the Visual Impact Assessment was inadequate in showing
actual impacts of WTGs and other infrastructure of the Project on visual resources and
urged BOEM to conduct additional visual assessments to comply with Section 106
requirements.

o The Town of Nantucket commented that they support the use of Aircraft Detection Lighting
System, but that BOEM should not consider the use of this system as mitigation or
minimization measure as it has become standard practice. Similarly, the commenter
suggested that BOEM should not consider the current WTG spacing and non-reflective paint
color as minimization measures but rather as baseline Project design features.

5.27 Noise

Noise comments included concerns regarding impacts from noise associated with construction
and operations of the Project to marine life.

Topics raised in this category included the following.
o Commenters asked that BOEM provide the ambient noise levels for the proposed action.

¢ A commenter suggested that BOEM evaluate the potential application of sound penalties for
onshore tonal noise impacts and assess the adequacy of proposed mitigation measures.

¢ A commenter suggested that BOEM request new guidelines on thresholds from noise for
marine mammal behavioral disturbance from NMFS that are sufficiently protective and
consistent with the best available science.

¢ Commenters expressed concern of harm from noise being a shared impact across a
functionally diverse and taxonomically diverse range of invertebrates. One commenter
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suggested controlled experiments and studies on species most likely to experience higher
mortality as a result of anthropogenic sound.

Commenters requested that the EIS consider impacts specifically related to breeding,
behavior, and feeding on NARW from noise.

One commenter expressed concerns related to Long Island Sound being more vulnerable to
noise disturbance because of the enclosed nature of the bottom habitat.

5.28 Electromagnetic Fields

Topics raised in this category included the following.

Commenters expressed concern over the potential impacts of Project-related EMFs on
humans, benthic species, elasmobranchs, and long-range migratory and magnetic field-
sensitive species including sea turtles, sharks, and other marine mammals. Commenters
were concerned that offshore wind power cables would impact the ability of some species to
orientate and navigate, undermining their ability to migrate, find food sources, and
procreate.

Commenters asked that BOEM do a more thorough consideration on the impact of EMFs,
specifically considering a more global perspective of impacts, evaluating export cable burial
depth and methods and mitigation measures to minimized predicted EMFs, and undertaking
an EMF study to establish baseline magnetic and electric fields.

5.29 Materials and Waste Management

Materials and waste management comments addressed potential risks of hazardous materials.

Topics raised in this category included the following.

Multiple commenters expressed concerns with the decommissioning stage of the Project
due to difficulties and costs associated with transportation, blade recyclability, and disposal.

Multiple commenters expressed concerns that the Project will increase demand for rare
earth metals and minerals and therefore lead to increased mining of these materials globally
which can negatively impact ecosystems, water quality, health and safety, and the greater
human environment. Commenters asked that BOEM analyze the quantity and impacts of
rare earth minerals used in each WTG, for the Project as a whole, and cumulatively with
other offshore wind projects.

Two commenters noted the need for preparation, mitigation, and impact analysis for
inadvertent releases and spills of oil or other pollutants associated with the Project.

Two commenters expressed the need for to disclose more details regarding the amount and
types of materials being used and the country of origin for all materials, both raw and
manufactured. In addition, one commenter noted that the EIS needs to describe the quality,
standards, and certifications of the materials used to construct the Project.

5.30 Public Health and Safety

Comments relating to public health and safety requested the following.

Analysis of potential mental health impacts due to visual changes of the seascape from
installation of WTGs.
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¢ Analysis of potential workplace safety and mental health hazards for workers involved with
construction and operations of the Project.

5.31 Non-Substantive: General Support or Opposition, or Multiple Topics
Discussed Generally

Many commenters expressed general support for the proposed Project. Some provided
comments of support without providing justification. Others were supportive of the proposed
Project for specific reasons, which included the following.

o The Project would represent an actionable step to address climate change by transitioning
from use of fossil fuels to renewable energy and thereby reducing GHG emissions.
Commenters stressed the importance of addressing climate change and reasoned that the
potential environmental and visual impacts of the Project would be minor relative to effects
of climate change such as sea level rise, rising ocean temperatures and acidification,
extreme storms, severe heat events, and wildfires.

e The Project would contribute to national, state, and local offshore wind goals/commitments
and energy needs of New York State and potentially New England states.

e The Project would create high-paying, union jobs supported by labor agreements, would
benefit the local and State economies, and would contribute to the development of a
domestic offshore wind supply chain.

e Equinor and subsidiary Beacon Wind have conducted outreach to interested parties,
identified best practices to mitigate environmental and social impacts, and contributed to
research initiatives.

e The Project would result in improvements to local air quality and support environmental
justice from decommissioning of the fossil-fuel-powered Astoria energy plant and
subsequent sale to Beacon Wind for renewable energy generation.

o BOEM'’s consideration of and commitment to environmental protection.

Many commenters requested that the Project be approved in full and as expeditiously as
possible in light of the urgent need to address climate change.

Other commenters expressed opposition to the Project or urged that BOEM exercise caution
and obijectivity in its decision. Specific reasons cited by commenters expressing opposition to
the Project included:

e The Project may cause adverse impacts on benthic communities, water quality, fish, and
wildlife and loss of biodiversity from development of offshore wind.

e There are uncertainties and data gaps with available studies and scientific information and
need for additional monitoring to fully evaluate the impacts of offshore wind development.

e The Project may have visual impacts on coastal communities where WTGs and associated
lighting would be visible.

e There are high life-cycle costs and impacts associated with extraction of raw materials and
disposal of offshore wind infrastructure.

o Distrust for the relationships and motives of the federal government and private companies
in developing offshore wind.
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A.1. Index of Comment Submissions Sorted by Submission Number

Table A-1 lists the name and agency or organization affiliation (if any) for each person who
provided a scoping submission. The submission identification (ID) number listed below
corresponds to the comment numbers referenced in Section A-2.

Table A-1.  List of Submission Identifications, Names, and Affiliations
Submission ID Name Affiliation
BOEM-2023-0037-0002 Sara Gronim

BOEM-2023-0037-0003

Queens Borough President's Office

BOEM-2023-0037-0004

Marc Schmied

BOEM-2023-0037-0005

Carolyn O'Keefe

BOEM-2023-0037-0006

Bruce McKay

BOEM-2023-0037-0007

jean publiee
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Kathy Malone

BOEM-2023-0037-0009

Massachusetts Manufacturing Extension
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Jay Blackman
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Jiahua Huang

BOEM-2023-0037-0020

Kanwaldeep Sekhon
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Bart Farell

BOEM-2023-0037-0022 Nivo Rovedo
BOEM-2023-0037-0023 John Rath
BOEM-2023-0037-0024 Don Porter

BOEM-2023-0037-0025

Patricia Henighan

BOEM-2023-0037-0026

Robert Heinemann

BOEM-2023-0037-0027

Anthony Favale

BOEM-2023-0037-0028

Stephanie Doba

BOEM-2023-0037-0029

Chris Efthimiou

BOEM-2023-0037-0030

Matthew Eager

BOEM-2023-0037-0031

Mary Roma

BOEM-2023-0037-0032

Alyson Shotz

BOEM-2023-0037-0033

Jennifer Valentine
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Steven Dahigren

BOEM-2023-0037-0035

Virginia Matney
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BOEM-2023-0037-0036 Nadine Godwin
BOEM-2023-0037-0037 Anonymous
BOEM-2023-0037-0038 Cullen Howe
BOEM-2023-0037-0039 Sandra Naidich
BOEM-2023-0037-0040 Tom Helling
BOEM-2023-0037-0041 Stephen Santangelo
BOEM-2023-0037-0042 Ryan Gellis
BOEM-2023-0037-0043 David Case
BOEM-2023-0037-0044 Bill Haddican
BOEM-2023-0037-0045 Deborah Kaplan
BOEM-2023-0037-0046 Toby Stavisky
BOEM-2023-0037-0047 Laurie Aron

BOEM-2023-0037-0048

Johnathon Campbell

BOEM-2023-0037-0049

Erland Castillo

BOEM-2023-0037-0050

Mi G

BOEM-2023-0037-0051

Seth Silverman

BOEM-2023-0037-0052

Michelle Nadboy

BOEM-2023-0037-0053

Steve McEvoy

BOEM-2023-0037-0054

roberta pyzel

BOEM-2023-0037-0055

William Roberson

BOEM-2023-0037-0056

Pete Klosterman

BOEM-2023-0037-0057 Judith Weis
BOEM-2023-0037-0058 Jennifer Valentine
BOEM-2023-0037-0059 Lillian Dalke

BOEM-2023-0037-0060

Carmen McLeod

BOEM-2023-0037-0061

Thomas A. Nies,
Christopher M. Moore

New England and Mid-Atlantic Fishery
Management Council

BOEM-2023-0037-0062

Jason Dragseth

BOEM-2023-0037-0063

Daniel Tainow

BOEM-2023-0037-0064

Xodus Group

BOEM-2023-0037-0065

Anne Conway

BOEM-2023-0037-0066

Annabella Cockerell

Mothers Out Front

BOEM-2023-0037-0067

Sally Courtright

BOEM-2023-0037-0068

Tim Snyder

BOEM-2023-0037-0069

Nadine Godwin

BOEM-2023-0037-0070

Joseph P. Dragone

Capital Region BOCES

BOEM-2023-0037-0071

Tony Simone

BOEM-2023-0037-0072

Gracey Connelly

BOEM-2023-0037-0073

Toby Pannone

BOEM-2023-0037-0074

Peter Levinson

BOEM-2023-0037-0075

Richard Cherry

BOEM-2023-0037-0076

Bernice Gordon
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Submission ID

Name

Affiliation

BOEM-2023-0037-0077

Dylan Fernandes

Massachusetts House of Representatives

BOEM-2023-0037-0078

Deborah Herdan

BOEM-2023-0037-0079

Sarah Gallagher

BOEM-2023-0037-0080

Neil Donnelly

BOEM-2023-0037-0081

Alexander Betser

BOEM-2023-0037-0082

Andrew Hunt

BOEM-2023-0037-0083

Arthur Massei

BOEM-2023-0037-0084

Jonathan Kinney

Connecticut State Historic Preservation Office

BOEM-2023-0037-0085

Jeff Schumann

BOEM-2023-0037-0086 Gib Brogan Oceana
BOEM-2023-0037-0087 Susan Boyle
BOEM-2023-0037-0088 Allison Romer
BOEM-2023-0037-0089 Kevin Costa

BOEM-2023-0037-0090

Vincent Valdmanis

BOEM-2023-0037-0091

Ryan Shanley

BOEM-2023-0037-0092

Anonymous

BOEM-2023-0037-0093

Maria McGrath

BOEM-2023-0037-0094

Marina Ancona

BOEM-2023-0037-0095

Rachel Federman

BOEM-2023-0037-0096

Kathleen McCarthy

BOEM-2023-0037-0097

Jean-Sé Dorais

BOEM-2023-0037-0098

Andrew Shifren

BOEM-2023-0037-0099

Jennifer Handler

BOEM-2023-0037-0100

Elyce Semenec

BOEM-2023-0037-0101

Louisa Pregerson

BOEM-2023-0037-0102

Jemilla Mulvihill

BOEM-2023-0037-0103

McGinley Brown

BOEM-2023-0037-0104

James Boyle

BOEM-2023-0037-0105

Long Island Association

BOEM-2023-0037-0106

Andrew Rosenthal

BOEM-2023-0037-0107

Sarah Strauss

BOEM-2023-0037-0108

Katie Cubina

Mystic Aquarium

BOEM-2023-0037-0109

Gina Caroddo

BOEM-2023-0037-0110

Sarah Gerstenzang

BOEM-2023-0037-0111

Brian Vahey

The American Waterways Operators

BOEM-2023-0037-0112

Ed Hill Jr

BOEM-2023-0037-0113

Bristol Community College's National Offshore
Wind Institute

BOEM-2023-0037-0114

Daniel, Dylan Bettinger,
Bust

TurbineHub

BOEM-2023-0037-0115

Lane Johnson

Responsible Offshore Development Alliance

BOEM-2023-0037-0116

Savannah Hatch

New England for Offshore Wind Coalition
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BOEM-2023-0037-0117 New Bedford Port Authority
BOEM-2023-0037-0118 Massachusetts Office of Coastal Zone
Management
BOEM-2023-0037-0119 Nora Brown

BOEM-2023-0037-0120

Benton Brown

BOEM-2023-0037-0121

Delia Kulukundis

BOEM-2023-0037-0122

Meghan Lapp

Seafreeze Shoreside, Seafreeze Ltd.

BOEM-2023-0037-0123 Ross Gould Business Network for Offshore Wind
BOEM-2023-0037-0124 Eli Smith
BOEM-2023-0037-0125 Jason Walsh BlueGreen Alliance

BOEM-2023-0037-0126

AtherasAtheras, Stacey

BOEM-2023-0037-0127

National Wildlife Federation, Conservation Law
Foundation, National Audubon Society, Mass
Audubon, et al.

BOEM-2023-0037-0128

Sean, Kisha Mahar,
Santiago

New York State

BOEM-2023-0037-0129

Vicki Dunleavy

BOEM-2023-0037-0130

Town of Nantucket

BOEM-2023-0037-0131

Timothy Timmermann

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

BOEM-2023-0037-0132

Sierra Club Volunteer

BOEM-2023-0037-0133

Lisa Quattrocki Knight

Green Oceans

BOEM-2023-0037-0134

Bonnie Brady

Long Island Commercial Fishing Association

BOEM-2023-0037-0135

Michelle Bachman

New England Fishery Management Council

BOEM-2023-0037-0136

Meghan Lapp

Sea Freeze

BOEM-2023-0037-0137

Carl Borchert

BOEM-2023-0037-0138

Matt Gove

Surf Rider Foundation

BOEM-2023-0037-0139

Kai Salem

350 Brooklyn

BOEM-2023-0037-0140

Zoey Kaplan Lewis

350 Brooklyn

BOEM-2023-0037-0141

Kate Will

BOEM-2023-0037-0142

Mike Okoniewski

West Coast Pelagic Conservation Group

BOEM-2023-0037-0143

Bonnie Brady

Long Island Commercial Fishing Association

BOEM-2023-0037-0144 Pushkar Bhatia Business Network For Offshore Wind
BOEM-2023-0037-0145 John Lavender

BOEM-2023-0037-0146 Kate Will

BOEM-2023-0037-0147 Michael Reid

BOEM-2023-0037-0148

Richard Khuzami

Old Astoria Neighborhood Association

BOEM-2023-0037-0149

Jonathan Meade

National Park Service

BOEM-2023-0037-0150

Tor Vincent

BOEM-2023-0037-0151

Michael Pentony

National Marine Fisheries Service

BOEM-2023-0037-0152

Alena Walters

Sea Life Conservation, Inc.

BOEM-2023-0037-0153

Multiple Commenters

BOEM-2023-0037-0154

Laurie Aron

Sierra Club

BOEM-2023-0037-0155

Bill Haddican

350 Brooklyn
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BOEM-2023-0037-0156 Wendy Fried 350 Brooklyn
BOEM-2023-0037-0157 Daniel Chue New York City Environmental Justice Alliance

BOEM-2023-0037-0158

Nathan Cohen

New York League of Conservation Voters

BOEM-2023-0037-0159

Johnathon Campbell

350 Brooklyn

BOEM-2023-0037-0160

Lisa Harrison

BOEM-2023-0037-0161 Katy Yang Sierra Club

BOEM-2023-0037-0162 Nicky Ordway 350 Brooklyn

BOEM-2023-0037-0163 Nivo Rovedo Sierra Club

BOEM-2023-0037-0164 Katie Cubina Mystic Aquarium

BOEM-2023-0037-0165 Jeffrey Roy Joint Committee Telecommunications Utilities
and Energy

BOEM-2023-0037-0166 Sara Gronim 350 Brooklyn

BOEM-2023-0037-0167 Lily Dalke

BOEM-2023-0037-0168

Justin Green

BOEM-2023-0037-0169

Mike Okoniewski

West Coast Pelagic Conservation Group

BOEM-2023-0037-0170

Fred Zalcman

New York Offshore Wind Alliance

BOEM-2023-0037-0171

Chris Sorensen

New York City District Council of Carpenters

BOEM-2023-0037-0172

Zohran Mamdani

36 District

BOEM-2023-0037-0173

Delia Kulukundis

350 Brooklyn

BOEM-2023-0037-0174

Zahra Saifee

New England for Offshore Wind Coalition

BOEM-2023-0037-0175

David Case

Sierra Club

BOEM-2023-0037-0176

John Dunderdale

Local 56 Pile Drivers and Divers

BOEM-2023-0037-0177

Marcus Chevitarese

Sightir, Inc.

BOEM-2023-0037-DRAFT-
0026 (Duplicate submission
not posted to
Regulations.gov)

Robert Heinemann
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A.2. Individual Comments by Topic

A.2.1 Process and Scope for NEPA, Permits and Consultations, and Public
Involvement

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0061-0001

Commenter: Thomas A. Nies, Christopher M. Moore

Organization: New England and Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: 60-day comment periods are preferable over 45-day periods for public
review and input on COPs and NEPA documents

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0061-0009

Commenter: Thomas A. Nies, Christopher M. Moore

Organization: New England and Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: We recommend that BOEM extend the comment period for this
scoping opportunity and future scoping and DEIS document reviews to 60 days, consistent with
multiple other projects (e.g., Sunrise Wind, CVOW, New England Wind, SouthCoast Wind). A
60-day comment period for review is preferable over 45 days given the length and complexity of
the COP and associated documents. This comment period overlapped with the notice of
availability for the Atlantic Shores South DEIS and with opportunities related to both commercial
and research leasing in the Gulf of Maine. Consulting and coordinating on these projects is
taxing available resources in the fishing, fishery management, and fishery science communities.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0061-0014

Commenter: Thomas A. Nies, Christopher M. Moore

Organization: New England and Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: As the impacts analysis is developed, clear terminology will be
important for readers to understand the complexity of the alternatives considered and the large
number of impact- producing factors and environmental resources evaluated. The EIS should
specify both magnitude and direction when characterizing impacts and define short and long
term in the context of impacts.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0062-0001
Commenter: Jason Dragseth
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Except Text: Regarding BOEMs timelines, | would very much like to see the agency
act with urgency to approve clean energy projects. The environmental impact statement
timelines provided by BOEM at the meeting are (way) too long. Beacon Wind is not the first
offshore wind project to be considered by BOEM, and it won't be last one. | hope the experience
gained by the agency with each offshore wind project can be leveraged to make each
subsequent approval quicker.
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Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0066-0006
Commenter: Annabella Cockerell

Organization: Mothers Out Front

Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: We commend the agency's commitment to seeking public input and
actively encourage all stakeholders to engage in the comment process. Our voices, based on
sound reasoning and supported by scientific evidence, can help shape a more sustainable
future.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0086-0002
Commenter: Gib Brogan

Organization: Oceana

Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: To ensure that the Beacon Wind project is developed in a responsible
manner, BOEM must confirm that the project complies with existing laws including NEPA, the
Endangered Species Act (ESA), the Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA) and the
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSA). Oceana appreciates the
urgency that the administration has expressed to get projects like this under way quickly, but
that cannot come at the expense of a full review and assessment. Oceana expects that some of
the reviews and permitting may be concurrent, but offshore wind development must adhere to
the rigorous review process that uses best available science to consider immediate
andcumulative impacts to ocean wildlife.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0086-0003
Commenter: Gib Brogan

Organization: Oceana

Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: Oceana notes that many of the wind development areas and projects
were proposed more than 10 years ago. Prior to issuing permits, BOEM and the National
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) must use the best available science that meets the
information standards of all relevant statutes. Due to changing ocean conditions in the U.S.
Atlantic Wind Energy Areas, Oceana also suggests that BOEM require new biological and
ecological surveys of all proposed lease areas where the data is over five years old to ensure
that development of these areas is appropriate and compatible with other marine conservation
goals.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0086-0005
Commenter: Gib Brogan

Organization: Oceana

Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: Additionally, the project must undergo consultation and permitting
under the ESA and MMPA,; including a Biological Opinion for all Endangered Species Act-listed
species and Incidental Harassment Authorizations under the MMPA. Each of these must use
the best scientific information available and the analysis and conclusions of these assessments
must be updated as new information is published.
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Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0086-0008
Commenter: Gib Brogan

Organization: Oceana

Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: Oceana also encourages BOEM to conduct similar outreach and
consultation with state and regional managers at the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries
Commission with authority and responsibility for inshore fisheries to ensure effects on inshore
habitats are minimized.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0086-0009
Commenter: Gib Brogan

Organization: Oceana

Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: Oceana recognizes that these proposals represent the state of the
issues at this time and the environmental review and permitting can take years. BOEM should
ensure that the final EIS for this project is updated with current knowledge, science, technology,
and practices that may emerge during development of the document.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0086-0019
Commenter: Gib Brogan

Organization: Oceana

Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: The environmental effects of leasing and development were explicitly
bifurcated in the NEPA process that uses an EA to assess the impact of leasing but not
development. Now the process is considering the effects of development and the agencies must
seriously consider a No Action alternative that avoids all effects of offshore wind development in
this area. As with all leases, it is important to note that the lease for this project included no
guarantee that development will be permitted. The importance of the area south of the islands to
NARWSs should require strong consideration of whether these areas are appropriate for future
offshore wind development.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0115-0001
Commenter: Lane Johnson

Organization: Responsible Offshore Development Alliance
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: BOEM, like most OSW developers, is taking an unpredictable
approach to minimizing conflicts between offshore wind energy (OSW) and fisheries and has
not offered a plan for ongoing collaboration with the fishing industry. BOEM has announced new
“public comment periods” almost daily for the past several months without sufficiently
addressing the collective requests it has already received through the public process.
Compounding the numerous comment deadlines is the often very short comment period, as
demonstrated by the mere 30 days given for this NOI.

This approach creates confusion, makes authentic engagement impossible, and exacerbates a
growing divide between the select few who will financially benefit from OSW development and
the overwhelming majority of coastal citizens who will suffer direct negative environmental and
economic impacts, which are disproportionate to the minor global benefits these OSW projects
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offer toward mitigating climate change. The “divide and conquer” approach, in lieu of furnishing
factual and accessible information, inflicts further harm to the social fabric of our fishing
communities. These communities can—and want to—work together with BOEM to solve
important and tangible problems but only if those in positions of power afford them the ability to
do so authentically.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0115-0002
Commenter: Lane Johnson

Organization: Responsible Offshore Development Alliance
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: RODA has repeatedly stated that BOEM’s current approach of flooding
the public with comment periods, while ignoring requests for transparency and authentic
inclusion, prevents meaningful engagement thereby putting at risk the achievement of
sustainable and environmentally conscious renewable energy production. RODA has
consistently, for years, offered specific requests to BOEM to improve communication, safety,
transmission planning, research, cumulative effects analyses, seafood business longevity, and
environmental impacts. These requests are available on the RODA website [Footnote 2:
https://rodafisheries.org/offshore-wind/] and BOEM should address them and forge working
relationships with this constituency that provides food security to our nation throughout the
development of this EIS and other actions.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0115-0004
Commenter: Lane Johnson

Organization: Responsible Offshore Development Alliance
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: It is imperative for BOEM to publish all matters of public interest in the
Federal Register, in accordance with its own past practice (until recently), standard practice at
other agencies, and the law. This is especially important given BOEM’s decision to conduct
stand-alone NEPA reviews for the large number of OSW projects undergoing permitting rather
than adopt a programmatic approach. It is extremely difficult for impacted parties and other
members of the public to follow an individual project through its evolution, and consistent
dockets within the Federal Register are a minimum necessary tool toward that end.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0115-0006
Commenter: Lane Johnson

Organization: Responsible Offshore Development Alliance
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: The Administration’s demands to immediately address climate change
using OSW as the main approach before conducting any science-based planning admittedly
places BOEM, and the public at large, in a tenuous position. Environmental due diligence is
required before leasing an unlimited amount of our federal ocean resources to large foreign
companies. BOEM should never advocate for, nor commit to advance, any project prior to
considering the information prepared in an EIS. For this reason, the one-sided, promotional tone
of BOEM'’s press release announcing this NOI (and the press releases that have accompanied
every OSW-related announcement, no matter how minor or inconsequential, this year) is wholly
inappropriate for a public trust agency and appears unprecedented in any industry. It is
indisputable that public policies should prioritize a transition to energy sources that will reduce
GHG emissions. However, it is unclear whether BOEM can be expected to conduct an
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independent review of these projects when effectively ordered by the White House to achieve
30 GW capacity of offshore wind energy specifically by 2030, rather than an overall evaluation
of possible energy strategies and their environmental and economic tradeoffs.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0115-0013
Commenter: Lane Johnson

Organization: Responsible Offshore Development Alliance
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: RODA again calls upon BOEM to develop suitable Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statements by region, with tiered analyses for individual projects or
contiguous lease areas. This is the only approach that will both meet NEPA'’s requirements and
allow for effective public comment opportunity. Fishermen, scientists, managers, and other non-
OSW professionals simply cannot provide meaningful comments on each individual project
BOEM plans to review in the near term. Without the ability to provide consolidated reviews and
comments, the quality of decision making and project planning and the ability to find suitable
mitigation measures will be strongly jeopardized.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0122-0022
Commenter: Meghan Lapp

Organization: Seafreeze Shoreside, Seafreeze Ltd.
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: Additionally, there were no public meetings for the Beacon Wind NOI
held in Rhode Island despite the fact that federally permitted Rhode Island commercial fishing
vessels have activity in the area. In person meetings were only held in Queens, NY and
Dartmouth, MA, and only two webinar options. For the fishing industry in the middle of a busy
season, as well as attempting to read and follow other project document releases, this is simply
inadequate. We request that BOEM hold a DEIS public comment period which does not overlap
with releases of information from other projects or Fishery Management Council meetings. If it
cannot do so, we request an extended comment period. The fishing industry is also dealing with
fishery regulation public comment periods simultaneously with BOEM comment periods, and as
the most affected user group we request that those considerations be addressed through an
extended comment period for the DEIS.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0122-0031
Commenter: Meghan Lapp

Organization: Seafreeze Shoreside, Seafreeze Ltd.
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: We request that BOEM better align the DEIS public comment period
with other federal cooperating agency consultations. We specifically request that the DEIS
public comment period remain open until after the NMFS Essential Fish Habitat consultation
and Biological Opinion documents are released. The public, particularly those regulated subject
to similar types of analysis, should have the opportunity to review those documents and
incorporate their findings into public comments on the DEIS. We also request that BOEM make
all federal cooperating agency documents, whether from NMFS, USCAE or other cooperating
agencies, publicly available on all respective BOEM offshore wind project webpages, whether
under the “Environmental Review” tab or any other appropriate tab. All federal documents
related to a project should appear on that project’'s BOEM webpage. Currently, this is not the
case and should be rectified.
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Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0125-0007
Commenter: Jason Walsh

Organization: BlueGreen Alliance

Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: As part of the NEPA process, BOEM is required to review
environmental, social, and economic data related to the proposed project. In the National
Environmental Policy Act, Congress declared: “It is the continuing policy of the Federal
Government...to create and maintain conditions under which man and nature can exist in
productive harmony, and fulfill the social, economic, and other requirements of present and
future generations of Americans.”

To create these conditions, it is imperative that BOEM plays a role in ensuring that the positive
impacts of offshore wind projects are maximized and delivered equitably while using the best
available science and data to establish measures to avoid, minimize, mitigate, and monitor
environmental and wildlife impacts as well as their social implications. This will require that all
offshore wind lease contracts and permitting activities ensure the application of high-road
employment practices, community benefits agreements, best management practices, and other
means to ensure that projects are developed in an environmentally responsible manner and that
benefits are maximized and equitable distributed.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0125-0019
Commenter: Jason Walsh

Organization: BlueGreen Alliance

Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: BOEM should also ensure that all impacted tribes are properly
consulted, including state- recognized tribes, and non-federally recognized tribes in a
geographic analysis area that is representative of their historical presence in the region. Robust
consultation with tribes should be extended to Project activities that take place out of the state
or region. Ensuring the consultation of tribes and ensuring the preservation of cultural resources
is critical for advancing the environmental justice goals set by the Biden-Harris Administration

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0128-0003
Commenter: Sean, Kisha Mahar, Santiago
Organization: New York State

Commenter Type: State Agency

Comment Except Text: To facilitate coordination and BOEM's evaluation of potential impacts
to the State, [Bold: NYSDOS and NYSDEC respectfully request to serve as NEPA cooperating
agencies] and look forward to working alongside BOEM and other federal, state, and tribal
partners in completing this environmental review.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0128-0103
Commenter: Sean, Kisha Mahar, Santiago
Organization: New York State

Commenter Type: State Agency

Comment Except Text: Identify Coordination Process with State Agencies, Local
Governments, Stakeholders, and New York State Technical Working Groups (TWGs).
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Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0128-0105
Commenter: Sean, Kisha Mahar, Santiago
Organization: New York State

Commenter Type: State Agency

Comment Except Text: Citizen Participations To ensure meaningful involvement, the
Agencies urge BOEM to consult with local communities and organizations on inclusive methods
to share information and receive community feedback.

» The EIS should address increasing public participation in agency activities and subsequent
activities.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0130-0012
Organization: Town of Nantucket
Commenter Type: Local Government/Agency

Comment Except Text: Second, BOEM must comply with NEPA in permitting this Project. As
an “action-forcing” statute, NEPA is designed to ensure that the public and decision-makers are
provided with the information they need to make a considered decision about the best path
forward. The statute is also designed to ensure that the agency has carefully and fully
contemplated the environmental effects of its proposed action. [Footnote 5: 40 C.F.R. § 1502.1;
N.C. Wildlife Fed’n v. N.C. Dep'’t of Transp., 677 F.3d 596, 601 (4th Cir. 2012) (quoting
Robertson v. Methow Valley Citizens Council, 490 U.S. 332, 350 (1989))] In other words, NEPA
requires that federal agencies take a “hard look” at the environmental consequences of a
proposed action. [Footnote 6: Citizens Against Burlington v. Busey, 938 F.2d 190 (D.C. Cir.
1991), cert. denied, 502 U.S. 994 (1992)] As an island community with an economy that is
seasonal and tourism driven, the Town has a stake in ensuring that the ecological integrity of
the area is maintained, and expects BOEM to work closely with consulting parties in making its
decision.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0131-0001
Commenter: Timothy Timmermann

Organization: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: In addition to coordination with affected states and local communities,
we recommend that BOEM continue to work closely with federal agencies and tribes with
relevant air, water and natural resource responsibilities and interests during the development of
the EIS. This coordination will be even more critical given the phased nature of the
development.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0131-0040
Commenter: Timothy Timmermann

Organization: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: BOEM should develop communications written in plain language that
can be understood by all affected community members. Readability should not exceed 7th to
8th grade level, which is considered the lower end of the estimated average reading level of the
U.S. population. BOEM should offer technical assistance to help community members better
understand the proposed action and its impacts.
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Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0131-0041
Commenter: Timothy Timmermann

Organization: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: BOEM should determine if any linguistically isolated populations live in
the vicinity of the onshore areas of the project and provide appropriate translation and
interpretive services to ensure meaningful engagement. Public meetings should be accessible
to all and scheduled at times that accommodate the greatest number of participants. BOEM
should include an inventory of outreach efforts to date and develop a forward-looking outreach
plan.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0131-0042
Commenter: Timothy Timmermann

Organization: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: BOEM'’s outreach to impacted communities should include information
about the effects of construction described in the COP and whether the project will result in any
benefits for communities with EJ concerns.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0133-0004
Commenter: Lisa Quattrocki Knight
Organization: Green Oceans

Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: Please provide evidence for all conclusions: In past environmental
impact assessments, BOEM offers no evidence for its conclusions that the impacts on wildlife
and the environment will be minor or moderate, nor do they adequately define direct, indirect,
and cumulative impacts. The authors use language such as “small” and large” and “minor” and
“‘moderate” without providing percentages, or other quantitative specifications. This does not
constitute a meaningful definition or criteria for either a scientific understanding or for the
public's general ability to appreciate the consequences. These vague descriptors leave the
public with no objective bounds within which to evaluate the potential impacts of the project.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0133-0006
Commenter: Lisa Quattrocki Knight
Organization: Green Oceans

Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: Please require complete transparency: The environmental impact
assessment must be transparent, articulating how impacts are quantitatively or qualitatively
assessed. The public must have access to ALL technical reports. Prior impact studies have
used the excuse of “industry secrets” to avoid Freedom of Information Requests. Given that
public funds will be partially financing these projects and that public resources are being utilized,
the project developers and BOEM has a GREATER responsibility to be transparent to the
public. If a developer does not want to comply with this transparency, they should forfeit their
lease and forgo the project. No permission can be legally granted if the public does not have
access to all appendices.
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Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0133-0034
Commenter: Lisa Quattrocki Knight
Organization: Green Oceans

Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: Decommissioning: BOEM must require the DEIS to evaluate the
impact of decommissioning on CO2 costs as well as the environmental costs. BOEM cannot
approve a project, state that it insists on decommissioning, and then not include this in the
DEIS. Because decommissioning might harm the environment and will cost an extraordinary
amount of money, it is crucial to include the specifics in the DEIS. Given that the impact
assessments depend on decommissioning, unless BOEM understands the environmental
impact and is certain that decommissioning will take place from both a financial and
environmental standpoint, it cannot legally approve a project based on a DEIS that omits this
crucial aspect of the environmental assessment.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0133-0036
Commenter: Lisa Quattrocki Knight
Organization: Green Oceans

Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: Practical recommendations to enhance the public’s ability to read and
appreciate the impact assessments:

Do not use abbreviations, unless the abbreviations are generally recognized and understood.
Provide page numbers and hyperlinks

Do not use colors to depict overall impact, use words. Colors are not always easily reproduced
and cannot be quoted.

Do not refer to an appendix without providing a hyperlink

Do not use type that is smaller than 10 points.

Under NO circumstances should BOEM allow developers to give a range of impacts without
percentages, probabilities, and, most importantly, a final overal impact assessment
determination.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0146-0001
Commenter: Kate Will
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Except Text: Next time, please host a New Bedford-related outreach event in New
Bedford [& on an bus route].Getting to the event was tricky. There were multiple Dining Halls
that came up when the venue was typed in Google maps.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0146-0002
Commenter: Kate Will
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Except Text: Glad that Equinor had a wide range of languages for their materials.
Would be helpful to have BOEM contact/public comment info in local languages too.
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Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0146-0003
Commenter: Kate Will
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Except Text: Glad to have the chance to meet folds in person & ask questions 1:1.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0151-0006
Commenter: Michael Pentony

Organization: National Marine Fisheries Service
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: The Beacon Wind proposal includes a project design envelope (PDE)
approach, which allows a project proponent the option to submit a reasonable range of design
parameters within its permit application. The NEPA document should evaluate a reasonable
PDE that reflects a project that is feasible for construction. We expect that as the project moves
forward through the regulatory process, the PDE may be refined or modified to reflect
environmental and technical feasibility or to respond to agency and stakeholder feedback,
reduce impacts to our trust resources, and/or more accurately align the proposed action with the
developer’s intended project (i.e., what is technically feasible and likely to be implemented). We
recommend any changes to the PDE be communicated to cooperating agencies in a timely
manner, to reduce delays and maintain efficiencies in the process.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0151-0007
Commenter: Michael Pentony

Organization: National Marine Fisheries Service
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: Changes to the proposed project in later stages, particularly after the
DEIS has been published, while necessary, may require supplemental NEPA review,
modifications to the MMPA LOA application and/or consultation documents. These steps are
likely to affect the project schedule. We recommend coordination with our agency on the
Beacon Wind project occur at all stages of this process, as this project may be considering
newer technologies and includes a phased approach, with two projects (Beacon Wind 1 and 2)
considered under one Construction and Operations Plan (COP). We understand new suction
bucket technology may be considered for this project and that Beacon Wind intends to conduct
testing of this technology and incorporate testing outcomes into the project design and impact
analysis before the DEIS is published. We encourage coordination with our agency throughout
this process, and recommend that any new information which may substantially affect
alternatives and project design be incorporated into the NEPA document prior to cooperating
agency review of the DEIS. As such, it will be important to ensure this work is conducted within
a timeframe that would allow for results and refinements of the project to be incorporated into
the NEPA, ESA, and EFH documents.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0151-0008
Commenter: Michael Pentony

Organization: National Marine Fisheries Service
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: We note that Beacon Wind 1 has a Power Purchase Agreement (PPA)
with the State of New York and has a timeline for development tied to that PPA. However,
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Beacon Wind 2 is considerably less well defined and has no PPA. The uncertainty regarding the
project parameters and timeframe for development of Beacon Wind 2 will create challenges for
both development of the EIS and for our consultation processes. We recommend further
coordination with us on how BOEM plans to consider and evaluate impacts of Beacon Wind 2 in
both the NEPA document and consultation documents. Modifications to the proposed action
after consultation has been initiated may lead to delays in the project timeline, as these changes
may affect our analyses in any consultations that are underway, including potential changes to
EFH conservation recommendations and/or terms and conditions or reasonable and prudent
measures being considered in the ESA consultation.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0151-0030
Commenter: Michael Pentony

Organization: National Marine Fisheries Service
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: The “Affected Environment” section of the EIS should cover a sufficient
geographic area to fully examine the impacts of the proposed project and support an analysis of
the cumulative effects. It is important that the geographic area encompass all project related
activities, including the lease area, cable corridors, landing sites, and the use of ports outside of
the immediate project area. This analysis should also include any necessary landside facilities
and the staging locations of materials to be used in construction. BOEM should ensure that
findings for each effect/species are supported by the best available information and recent
references where possible and in context of the proposed project to allow for a well-reasoned
and defensible document.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0151-0033
Commenter: Michael Pentony

Organization: National Marine Fisheries Service
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: The “Affected Environment” section should also include all of the
biological, cultural, and socioeconomic issues related to fisheries and marine resources that
may be affected by this project, including species that live within, or seasonally use, the
immediate project area and adjacent locations.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0151-0038
Commenter: Michael Pentony

Organization: National Marine Fisheries Service
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: The “Environmental Consequences” section of the EIS must consider
impacts resulting from the construction, operation and maintenance, and decommissioning of
the proposed facility, including survey and monitoring activities that are anticipated to occur
following approval of a COP. Impact descriptions should include both magnitude (negligible,
minor, moderate, major) and direction (beneficial or adverse) of impacts and, where applicable,
duration (short-term, long-term, permanent). This section should consider all of the individual,
direct, and indirect effects of the project, including those impacts that may occur offsite as a
result of the proposed project, such as construction of landside facilities necessary to construct
and support operations of the Beacon Wind project. Impact producing factors from each phase
of development should be considered, including site exploration, construction, operation and
maintenance, and decommissioning.




Beacon Wind Project Appendix A
Scoping Report List of Submissions and Individual Comments by Topic

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0151-0039
Commenter: Michael Pentony

Organization: National Marine Fisheries Service
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: All activities included in construction of the project should be
considered, including the deposition of fill material, dredging, water withdrawals and associated
egg/larval entrainment/impingement, pile driving, increased vessel traffic, anchoring, high-
resolution geophysical surveys, seafloor preparation including handling of any unexploded
ordnance detected in the area and boulder relocation, and transmission cable installation. All
relevant impact producing factors affecting marine resources should be evaluated, including, but
not limited to, elevated noise levels, increased vessel traffic, turbidity and sedimentation, EMF,
habitat alteration, presence of structures (WTGs, substations, and cables), and near-field and
far- field changes in currents and other oceanic conditions (e.g. primary production, temperature
stratification, sediment plumes). The document should also evaluate the potential impacts of
chemical emission, including the release of chemical residues from wind farm operating
materials and corrosion protection systems. The ecological impacts resulting from the loss of
seabed and the associated benthic communities and forage base and changes to predator/prey
relationships should be evaluated. This should include a discussion of the ecological and
economic impacts associated with habitat conversion from WTG installation, offshore
substations, cable installation, and scour and cable protection. This analysis should also include
site-specific benthic data collection and an evaluation of impacts of the project on different
habitat types and fisheries resources that rely on them. Impacts associated with
decommissioning of the project should also be included, with details on how decommissioning
would occur and the environmental consequences associated with project removal. Further, the
assessment should include a robust analysis of the effects of any ongoing or planned surveys or
monitoring of fisheries resources by the developer and the effects of those surveys on protected
species (e.g., potential for entanglement of ESA listed whales, sea turtles, and Atlantic sturgeon
in gillnet surveys). The assessment of these impacts should be completed at scales relevant to
each impact type to enable meaningful comparisons between alternatives.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0151-0040
Commenter: Michael Pentony

Organization: National Marine Fisheries Service
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: It is important that the analysis provides a sufficient evaluation of
baseline conditions and uses the best available information to evaluate the alternatives and
support the analysis of effects. Any conclusions related to the magnitude and direction of project
impacts should be fully supported by the analysis in the EIS and be consistent with impact
definitions identified in the EIS. Impact definitions should be appropriate for the resource being
considered, and allow for a meaningful understanding of and differentiation between degrees of
impact. We recommend BOEM use resource-specific significance criteria for our trust
resources, such as those developed previously with NMFS. As we have stated in the past, to
the extent that any conclusions are based on inclusion of mitigation measures, those measures
must be clearly defined and include an indication as to whether the measure is considered part
of the proposed action and will be required upon approval, or an option that may be
implemented by the developer at their own discretion. In preparation of the NEPA document for
Beacon Wind, we recommend you review and incorporate comments we have made on
previous BOEM documents to facilitate efficiencies in the regulatory process.
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Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0151-0042
Commenter: Michael Pentony

Organization: National Marine Fisheries Service
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: Short-term, long-term, and permanent direct and indirect impacts to
water quality, protected species, habitats, and fisheries (ecological and economic) throughout
construction, operation, and decommissioning should be addressed in the EIS. The EIS should
analyze temporary effects and anticipated recovery times for marine resources within the
impacts analysis. The temporal classification (e.g., short-term, long-term, or permanent) should
be appropriate for the species, habitat types and impacts considered and should be clearly and
consistently defined.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0151-0048
Commenter: Michael Pentony

Organization: National Marine Fisheries Service
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: Rather than prepare a separate NEPA document, NMFS, consistent
with the CEQ regulations at 40 CFR 1506.3, intends to adopt BOEM’s Final EIS to support its
decision to grant or deny Beacon Wind'’s request for an ITA pursuant to section 101(a)(5)(A) or
(D) of the MMPA. NOAA may adopt all or portions (e.g., specific analyses, appendices, or
specific sections) of a NEPA document prepared by another federal agency if the action
addressed in the adopted document (or portion) is substantially the same as that being
considered or proposed by NOAA, and NOAA determines the document (or portion) satisfies 40
CFR 1506.3.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0151-0049
Commenter: Michael Pentony

Organization: National Marine Fisheries Service
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: When we serve as a Cooperating Agency and we are adopting another
agency’s EIS, we ensure all resources under our jurisdiction by law and over which we have
special expertise are properly described and the effects sufficiently evaluated, documented, and
considered in the lead agency’s EIS. Of particular importance is that the Draft and Final EIS
address comments and incorporate edits NMFS provides during document development and
Cooperating Agency review. As a Cooperating Agency per 40 CFR 1501.8, we must determine
that the Final EIS properly addresses our comments and input in order for NMFS to determine
the EIS is suitable and legally defensible for adoption, per 40 CFR 1506.3 and NOAA’s NEPA
procedures, and subsequent issuance of an ITA.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0151-0050
Commenter: Michael Pentony

Organization: National Marine Fisheries Service
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: As such, the document body must contain the following items: the
purpose and need of NMFS’ action (following template language previously agreed upon
through interagency cooperation), a clear description of NMFS’ roles and responsibilities as
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both a cooperating and adopting agency (as described in the Ocean Wind 1 FEIS Appendix A),
and a range of alternatives which incorporate a description of NMFS’ action, to include the No
Action alternative.

A summarized list of NOAA’s adoption requirements is below, and more information can be
found in NOAA’'s NEPA Companion Manual available at
https://www.nepa.noaa.gov/docs/NOAA-NAO-216-6A-Companion-Manual-01132017.pdf.

» The other agency EIS (or portion thereof) fully covers the scope of our proposed action and
alternatives and environmental impacts;

* An adequate evaluation of the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts on marine mammals
and the marine environment, including species listed under the ESA;

* An adequate discussion of the MMPA authorization process necessary to support
implementation of the action;

* A reasonable range and evaluation of alternatives to the proposed action, including a no action
alternative and alternatives to mitigate adverse effects to marine mammals, including species
listed under the ESA;

* There is a thorough description of the affected environment including the status of all marine
mammals species likely to be affected;

* There is a thorough description of the environmental impacts of the proposed action and
alternatives, including direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts on marine mammals and
projected estimate of incidental take;

« Identification and evaluation of reasonable mitigation measures to avoid or minimize adverse
impacts to marine mammals, including species listed under the ESA; and

* The listing of agencies consulted.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0151-0087
Commenter: Michael Pentony

Organization: National Marine Fisheries Service
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: The Beacon Wind COP includes both the Beacon Wind 1 and the
Beacon Wind 2 projects. As such, it appears that BOEM would request ESA and EFH
consultation on both projects. However, as the Beacon Wind 2 project is less refined than
Beacon Wind 1, has no power purchase agreement/offtake agreement, and the development
timeline is unclear, we encourage BOEM to meet with us to discuss how this project will be
addressed in the ESA and EFH consultations.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0151-0089
Commenter: Michael Pentony

Organization: National Marine Fisheries Service
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: Under section 7(a)(2) of the ESA, each Federal agency is required to
ensure that any action they authorize, fund, or carry out is not likely to jeopardize the continued
existence of any endangered or threatened species. Because the activities that are reasonably
certain to occur following the proposed approval of the Beacon Wind COP (including surveys,
construction, operation, and decommissioning) may affect ESA-listed species and/or designated
critical habitat, section 7 consultation is required. It is our understanding that BOEM will be the
lead Federal agency for this consultation, and that you will coordinate with any other Federal
agencies that may be issuing permits or authorizations for this project, as necessary, so that we
can carry out one consultation that considers the effects of all relevant Federal actions (e.g.,
issuance of permits by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and/or the U.S. Environmental
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Protection Agency and issuance of any MMPA take authorization by NOAA’s National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS)) regarding any wind energy facility proposed in the lease area. Given
the extremely tight timelines proposed for this project, it is critical that we receive a draft
Biological Assessment (BA) with the Cooperating Agency draft of the DEIS. This BA must reflect
all activities associated with the full scope of the Beacon Wind project including clearly defined
mitigation and monitoring measures that BOEM considers as part of the proposed action.
Further, the BA must reflect any and all proposed survey or monitoring activities proposed for
any stage of the project, including surveys of fisheries resources. We encourage you to use the
ESA Information Needs Checklist when developing the BA. We would welcome a meeting with
BOEM and/or the contractors preparing the BA before drafting begins to facilitate development
of the BA and address initial questions.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0151-0092
Commenter: Michael Pentony

Organization: National Marine Fisheries Service
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: The EFH expanded consultation process allows the maximum
opportunity for NMFS and the Federal action agency, in this case BOEM, to work together to
review the action's impacts on EFH and federally managed species, and for our agency to
develop EFH conservation recommendations (EFH CRs) to avoid, minimize or otherwise offset
adverse effects to EFH and federally managed species. Although the EFH consultation is a
separate review mandated pursuant to the MSA, our EFH regulations encourage the
consolidation of the EFH consultation with other interagency consultation, coordination, and
environmental review procedures required by other statutes, such as NEPA, where appropriate.
Because the information contained within the EIS is needed to support a complete EFH
Assessment and offshore wind projects are operating under very tight timelines, it is important
for us to receive a draft EFH assessment with the Cooperating Agency draft of the DEIS.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0151-0094
Commenter: Michael Pentony

Organization: National Marine Fisheries Service
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: As a result, our FWCA recommendations must be given full
consideration by federal action agencies. Your consultation with us under the FWCA may occur
concurrently with the EFH consultation under the MSA.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0152-0045
Commenter: Alena Walters

Organization: Sea Life Conservation, Inc.
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: The Bureau of Ocean Energy Management and the public understand
that the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act provides the legal framework for the management,
leasing, and regulation of natural resources on the outer continental shelf. It balances the goals
of resource development, environmental protection, and benefit sharing while promoting safety
and science. The act has facilitated the exploration and production of energy resources, while
also incorporating measures to mitigate environmental impacts and ensure the sustainable use
of the outer continental shelf. It is concerned with the management of OCS and the use and
development of the resources of the OCS in the wisest manner including environmental
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responsibility so that future generations inherit its legacy (bounty of life-sustaining food, safe
navigation, sights and sounds that are healing and regenerative to the human body and psyche,
mitigate climate change by its capacity to absorb dissolved inorganic carbon buffering changes
to atmospheric gaseous CO2, oxygenation of our biosphere, physical contact with clean ocean
water sun and sand which protects and improves the body and mind, and soothing and
fascinating encounters with coastal wildlife and marine life that enriches us).  All of these
should be considered in the NEPA review when considering the impacts to the human
environment, defined in 40 CFR 1508.14 to include the natural and physical environment and
the relationship of people with that environment.

A.2.2 Purpose and Need

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0002-0002
Commenter: Sara Gronim
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Except Text: The CLCPA recognizes the centrality of building offshore wind to
increasing our renewable sources for electricity. Among other things, the CLCPA requires a
minimum of 9,000 megawatts of electricity by 2035. Should the Beacon Wind project be built on
time and in full, it will provide 1,230 megawatts of electricity by 2028, or 14% of this total.
Clearly, the Beacon Wind is a key project for achieving New York State’s goals.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0004-0003
Commenter: Marc Schmied
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Except Text: New York State, with the approval of voters, has passed the Climate
Leadership and Community Protection Act - without Beacon Wind, we will not reach our
reduced emissions targets.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0010-0002
Commenter: Zoé Kaplan-Lewis
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Except Text: The Climate Leadership and Community Protection Act was signed
into law on July 18, 2019 and it states in section 9(E) that at minimum, New York must be able
to achieve 9 gigawatts of offshore wind capacity by 2035. Therefore, we are obligated to begin
wind power projects. | would be extremely proud to know that my city is replacing it's out-of-date
and leaky oil pipelines with new, clean connections to provide efficient, effective, and
environmentally conservative power.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0022-0002
Commenter: Nivo Rovedo
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Except Text: Beacon Wind will help New York meet its ambitious climate goals.
NYS's Climate Leadership and Community Protection Act requires the state to reach 70%
renewable electricity by 2030 and 100% zero-emissions electricity by 2040. This would be
wonderful; we would lead by example and show it can be done. It must be done, and replicated
throughout the globe, to avoid all the catastrophic effects we have inflicted on ourselves by
burning fossil fuels for our power needs. Along with other off-shore wind projects in the New
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York bight, Beacon Wind will be a crucial contributor to NYS's 2035 goal of having 9 GW of
offshore wind generating renewable power for New Yorkers, advancing NY's shift to
electrification.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0024-0001
Commenter: Don Porter
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Except Text: We desperately need this and similar projects to succeed to maintain
progress toward the CLCPA climate goals. The New York Independent System Operators
reported this week that plans to retire fossil fueled generation facilities are endangered by
insufficient renewable energy development. The Executive Summary of the NYISO report
includes: To achieve the mandates of the CLCPA, new emission-free supply with the necessary
reliability services will be needed to replace the capabilities of today's generation. Such new
supply is not yet available on a commercial scale.The Beacon Wind Project is required in order
to avoid the backsliding this report threatens.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0026-0003
Commenter: Robert Heinemann
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Except Text: Beacon Wind will help New York meet its ambitious and necessary
climate goals. NYS's Climate Leadership and Community Protection Act requires the state to
reach 70% renewable electricity by 2030 and 100% zero-emissions electricity by 2040. The
Beacon Wind project is a crucial step toward meeting those goals.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0048-0002
Commenter: Johnathon Campbell
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Except Text: The Beacon Wind project is critical to meeting New York State's
renewable energy goals given its capacity of 1,230MW. NYS has mandated that 70% of the
electricity supply be renewable by 2030, that 100% be renewable by 2040, and that 9,000MW of
offshore wind be added to the grid by 2035. Development must proceed as efficiently as
possible given these rapid timelines.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0061-0017

Commenter: Thomas A. Nies, Christopher M. Moore

Organization: New England and Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: Alternatives that meet / do not meet existing state procurements have
been referenced as feasible / infeasible in past EIS documents. As we have stated in many past
comment letters on other wind projects, the purpose and need as defined in the EIS should not
be structured such that only projects which can meet existing procurements, procurement goals,
or other goals of the developer will be considered. This grants too much deference to the wind
project developers and limits BOEM’s ability to consider ways to reduce the potential negative
impacts, including protecting biodiversity and ocean co-use. BOEM should also state how a
project that has not been procured will be evaluated against the purpose and need.
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Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0062-0003
Commenter: Jason Dragseth
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Except Text: Unfortunately, due to decades of reliance on dirty, fossil fuel energy it
is no longer an option to avoid a project such as Beacon Wind. Fossil fuel emissions are
destroying our planet, and if we don't develop clean energy projects like Beacon Wind, then
we'll continue relying on dirty, fossil fuel energy and eventually turn the earth into a cinder
destroying every living thing along the way. We cannot continue down that path and clean,
renewable energy projects like Beacon Wind should be the focus going forward.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0066-0002
Commenter: Annabella Cockerell

Organization: Mothers Out Front

Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: Offshore wind energy is a clean, renewable resource that can help
reduce greenhouse gas emissions and combat climate change. The Beacon Wind Project, with
its capacity to provide 1,230 MW of clean power, can significantly contribute to meeting New
York State's Climate Leadership and Community Protection Act requirements.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0070-0002
Commenter: Joseph P. Dragone

Organization: Capital Region BOCES
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: By 2035, New York State’s goal is to have 9 GW of offshore wind
generating renewable power for New Yorkers, and Equinor’s offshore wind portfolio is a crucial
contributor to New York’s shift to electrification. Collectively, Beacon Wind 1, along with Empire
Wind 1 and 2, will generate 3.3 gigawatts (GW) of offshore wind power, enough wind power to
electrify over 2 million New York homes and contribute over one-third of the power needed for
New York to reach its goals. The ambition of New York State’s Climate Leadership and
Community Protection Act and these associated intermittent goals cannot be realized without
the completion of existing offshore wind projects, and Equinor’s support in the development of a
skilled workforce that drives this industry will help bring New York’s vision to a reality.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0108-0001
Commenter: Katie Cubina

Organization: Mystic Aquarium

Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: We also support the national goal of creating 30 MW of electricity from
offshore wind by 2030 and the Connecticut State goal to contract 2,000 MW of offshore wind by
2030.
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Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0115-0005
Commenter: Lane Johnson

Organization: Responsible Offshore Development Alliance
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: All offshore development projects should be subject to the highest
standards of independent review. The purpose and need as stated in this NOI references
Presidential Executive Order 14008, which mandates full deployment of renewable energy
resources to combat climate change, while conserving our lands, waters, and biodiversity. This
raises a number of questions regarding BOEM'’s approach to conducting reviews of OSW
projects. RODA’s large body of comments discuss the major gaps in our knowledge of the
impacts of OSW on our marine ecosystems. BOEM is processing with rapid deployment of
OSW to address a major global issue but is not considering the environmental effects
sufficiently.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0115-0017
Commenter: Lane Johnson

Organization: Responsible Offshore Development Alliance
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: An appropriate purpose and need statement for this action would lead
BOEM to prioritize OCSLA and NEPA'’s focus on environmental safeguards and eliminating
damage to the environment. It would not be based on achieving states’ OSW goals or the profit
goals of a utility company determined outside of the NEPA process, as those would predispose
the outcome of environmental review. The NEPA environmental analysis should inform OSW
planning and decision making, not the inverse.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0148-0003
Commenter: Richard Khuzami

Organization: Old Astoria Neighborhood Association
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: We recognize and commend the offshore wind commitments set forth
by the Biden- Harris administration, the Hochul Administration, and the New York State
Legislature. It will require great efficiency to reach the state's goal mandating 9,000 MW of
offshore wind be contracted by 2035. Beacon Wind's expertise in the region, focus on safe
operations, and continued engagement with local communities, academic institutions, business
associations, and environmental justice organizations positions them as an industry leader with
the ability to help lead New York state's clean energy future.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0151-0009
Commenter: Michael Pentony

Organization: National Marine Fisheries Service
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: Since NMFS is an action agency and anticipating a request for
incidental take authorization under the MMPA, we need our Purpose and Need for the action to
be clearly stated in the EIS. While BOEM did provide cooperating agencies an opportunity to
coordinate on development of the Purpose and Need for the EIS before publication of the NOI,
corrections provided by NMFS were not incorporated in the Purpose and Need statement
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included in the NOI. Some of the edits made by BOEM are additional deviations from previously
agreed upon language. We recommend this be corrected in the DEIS by incorporating
previously provided revisions for Beacon Wind and following template language developed
through extensive interagency cooperation in 2022, including for the NMFS-specific purpose
and need. We welcome the opportunity to work with you to ensure the Purpose and Need
accurately reflects the agreed upon language and NMFS’ action.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0152-0001
Commenter: Alena Walters

Organization: Sea Life Conservation, Inc.
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: Making the statement of purpose ludicrously specific and identical to
the description of the project proposed by the developer forecloses consideration of alternatives
clearly intended by the National Environmental Policy Act to be required. Action alternatives are
supposed to be different and mutually exclusive propositions, or different courses of action. This
is what NEPA requires. Equating the purpose with the project description extinguishes the entire
universe of 'action’ alternatives except for the one full, specific, envisioned buildout envisaged
by the developer and its doppelgangers, as nothing else satisfies the project purpose”.
[Footnote 1: Doppelgangers are also known as ringers]

Need is an identified problem to be solved. A purpose is a broad set of objectives that once
adopted, will substantially fulfill the need.

The project need should be “to reduce the GHG emissions per terawatt-hour relative to the
weighted mix of energy types from which power is currently made. using a 10-year lookback”.
The project purpose should be to reduce the GHG emissions per TWh [Footnote: 2 TWh, is a
unit of energy representing one trillion watt hours. It is an expression of a specific amount of
energy, rather than a rate of transfer/creation/usage of energy.] created, relative to the weighted
(10-year lookback) mix of energy types used today to generate power. Obtaining a certain
amount of electrical power from renewable sources for a specified period of time is not a
reasonable substitute.

Helping to hit renewable energy targets is a terrible aim of an offshore wind project. It is
unreasonable to express project aims in such a way because it disjoins the project from GHG
emissions reduction objectives. Doing so means that quantification of GHG emissions [Footnote
3: Full lifecycle of the project including materials sourcing and materials production needed to
supply materials for the manufacture and formation of infrastructure components] is not only no
longer centrally important, but unnecessary to determine whether the project fulfills its purpose.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0152-0042
Commenter: Alena Walters

Organization: Sea Life Conservation, Inc.
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: Repeated throughout the COP is a statement by the developer that full
build-out of the leased area is needed due to the amount of developable area being limited,
renewable energy benchmark targets, and expected new leases. Inherent in this statement is
that because the OCS is a limited resource with which to power can be generated by use of its
submerged lands, the entirety of it should be used. The OCS is a limited resource also for
fisheries, is a limited resource also of animal migratory space, is a limited resource also of
foraging space for cetaceans, also of elevated ocean productivity (and dissolved carbon
absorption) relative to ocean waters on our planet not sitting over outer continental shelves. The
fact that OCS is a limited resource does not automatically equate to the conclusion that use of
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the entirety of its feasible submerged land for power generation via the construction and
operation of wind- turbine power plants is required or desirable. Indeed, it is a giant leap.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0152-0043
Commenter: Alena Walters

Organization: Sea Life Conservation, Inc.
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: Divorcing or untethering the greenhouse gas (GHG) emission
reduction (in CO2 emissions equivalent measure) from the project need [Footnote 58: as BOEM
and the offshore wind developers have done] , and instead substituting renewable energy
production is not appropriate and is inexcusable in our current (urgent) need to abate climate
change.Such a bait and switch — namely, making the project need reflect helping to achieve a
renewable energy benchmark rather than to help achieve GHG reduction in power production
means :* A project proposal that worsens or does not substantially reduce GHG emissions will
not be rejectable for its failure to fulfill or for its failure to substantially aid in the fulfillment of the
need to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.e Range of project alternatives to be given detailed
consideration for approval and implementation is obviously shaped by the stated need and
purposeThe selection of renewable energy benchmarking as a need means that any project that
produces energy from wind it is helping serve the purpose regardless of its net effect on GHG
emissions per unit energy (TWh) produced. This results in the rendering of examination of such
a net effect as nonessential when in reality it is among the most essential.

It is also not appropriate and is inexcusable—in our current (urgent) need to abate profound
decline in habitat loss, degradation, and fragmentation—to allow the project purpose to be
equated to a specific description of the project detailed in the COP in an effort to make it such
that all reasonable alternatives which prevent effective habitat loss become discarded for not
meeting the project purpose.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0152-0044
Commenter: Alena Walters

Organization: Sea Life Conservation, Inc.
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: BOEM must not define the objectives of the action so narrowly that
only one alternative would really accomplish the goals of the action. Considering that a whale
buffer has been proposed to mitigate effects on endangered species, and considering the
potential of the project to affect currents, sea strata (and front) mixing, to impair essential
migration processes, to redistribute aquatic life, and make lasting changes to marine habitats,
the Sea Life Conservation does not consider alternate cable routes for same wind-turbine power
plant buildout to provide meaningful alternatives that would avoid or mitigate these effects which
are caused by the turbine/substation infrastructure.

A.2.3 Proposed Action/Project Design Envelope

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0011-0001
Organization: ECOncrete
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: Ecological design elements should be incorporated into the offshore
wind infrastructure, specifically for scour and cable protection where benthic habitat could be
maximized. Using nature-based design elements significantly increases species settlement,

A-26



Beacon Wind Project Appendix A
Scoping Report List of Submissions and Individual Comments by Topic

richness, and abundance. Nature-based design elements allow the structure to actively provide
carbon sequestration, decrease the magnitude and frequency of maintenance leading to
increased structural lifespan. Using ecological concrete as a mitigation measure and design
alternative supports compliance with strict environmental regulations. The term “ecological
concrete is an alternative to traditional concrete that’'s material composition enhances or
encourages the growth of flora or fauna when placed in the marine environment. Ecological
concrete may include recycled materials, such as recycled or reclaimed concrete, resulting in
reduced greenhouse gas emissions compared to traditional concrete. The COP specifies “the
scour locations, the type of protection, and the amount placed around each foundation will be
based on a variety of factors, including foundation type, water flow, and substrate type, and will
be informed by hydrodynamic scour modeling. Descriptions of potential scour protection types
are: Rock: the installation of crushed rock or boulders around a structure; Rock Bags: pre-filled
bags containing crushed rock to be placed around a structure; Mattresses: the installation of
purpose built mattresses around a structure; and continued evaluation of new scour protection
systems under development...Cable protection is proposed to be installed along portions of the
submarine export cables and interarray cables, in the event target burial depths cannot be
achieved or where other subsea assets have to be crossed (e.g., cables and
pipelines)...Descriptions of the cable protection types proposed are...Concrete Mattresses:
concrete blocks, or mats, connected via rope or cable..”. Given the aforementioned details
above, all concrete materials should solely be fabricated from ecological concrete, including all
cable and scour protection, in order to minimize negligible impacts and create marine habitat
opportunities. Furthermore, the species that settle and grow on the ecological concrete mattress
and cable protection would create a living layer providing bioprotection which hardens the
structure. In a recent technical report, The Nature Conservancy (TNC) recommended nature-
based designs for cable protection and scour protection. Ecological concrete technology is also
featured in the Wind Energy Monitoring & Mitigation Technologies Tool developed by the
International Energy Agency Wind Task 34 (WREN), the Pacific Northwest National Laboratory,
and the National Renewable Energy Laboratory.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0035-0010
Commenter: Virginia Matney
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Except Text: They told us they have to construct a cable to bring the electricity from
the wind turbines under the ocean floor for 15-20 miles through the ocean and then all through
the land from Brooklyn and Queens and throughout Nassau County stretching all the way out to
Montauk Point. These (insulated) cables will be 3 feet underground within feet of homes and
businesses throughout Long Island. The residents are rightly concerned about the health and
cancer risks of exposure to these electric cables carrying high amounts of voltage past their
homes and children and through our ground water.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0035-0015
Commenter: Virginia Matney
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Except Text: What will happen in the dead of winter when it snows and/or
precipitates freezing rain? There are already known areas where the turbines stop due to ice
accumulation and produce nothing.
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Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0061-0002

Commenter: Thomas A. Nies, Christopher M. Moore

Organization: New England and Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: The EIS should clarify how the two-project approach works in terms of
BOEM'’s approval process and if/fhow lessons learned from one project will inform the second
project.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0061-0010

Commenter: Thomas A. Nies, Christopher M. Moore

Organization: New England and Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: Beacon Wind is the fourth combined, two-stage Northeast U.S.
offshore wind project to undergo environmental review and permitting. The EIS should describe
how the two-project approach works in terms of BOEM’s approval process. The concept of
adaptive management is raised frequently in relation to U.S. offshore wind development.
Because power that will be generated from BW2 has not yet been procured, the timeline for
construction remains uncertain, and development may follow several years after BW1. There
will likely be lessons learned during that time that might inform and help mitigate negative
effects during construction of BW2. Will permit issuance, terms and conditions, and mitigation
measures identified via the federal consistency process be adaptive such that lessons learned
during BW1 can be applied to BW2?

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0061-0013

Commenter: Thomas A. Nies, Christopher M. Moore

Organization: New England and Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: The EIS should also explain what is meant by assessing “the
possibility of cable linkage between BW1 and BW2” if both projects connect to the New York
Independence System Operator (NY ISO) (COP Volume 1 Section 1.2) given the projects are
considered electrically independent. Is this different than sharing a cable corridor?

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0061-0032

Commenter: Thomas A. Nies, Christopher M. Moore

Organization: New England and Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: The COP states that “target burial depth is anticipated to be 3-6 ft...in
areas not under federal management (i.e., outside of navigational channels and anchorages)
and 15 ft ... below the authorized depth within federally-managed areas” and the developer
“‘may implement an additional target burial depth where appropriate” (Volume 2E, Section
8.7.2.4). For example, 3-6 ft burial is identified as potentially appropriate for clam dredging
activities. BOEM’s draft fisheries mitigation guidance states “All static cables should be buried to
a minimum depth of 6 feet below the seabed where technically feasible.” The Councils have not
endorsed a specific cable burial depth, but rather have recommended depths that are adequate
“to reduce conflicts with other ocean uses, including fishing operations and fishery surveys, and
to minimize effects of heat and electromagnetic field emissions” (from the BOEM Draft Fisheries
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Mitigation Guidance). Assuming a depth of 6 feet is sufficient to address these objectives, we
recommend the EIS include this target burial depth as the minimum end of the range. We also
recommend explaining more details on the type and frequency of monitoring for burial depth.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0061-0033

Commenter: Thomas A. Nies, Christopher M. Moore

Organization: New England and Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: The COP states that a Cable Burial Risk Assessment will “identify any
needs for additional cable protections.” It is important to note that cable armoring is of concern
due to the potential to affect commercial fishing operations which use mobile bottom tending
gear. The EIS should clearly document the fraction of the cables where armoring is likely to be
required and identify where these areas are located. The New England Council’s submarine
cables policy [Link: https://s3.amazonaws.com/nefmc.org/NEFMC-Submarine-Cables-Policy-1-
Dec-2020_201221_095243.pdf] recommends that when cable burial is not possible, cables
should be protected with materials that mimic natural, nearby habitats. It would be helpful to
identify the characteristics of any cable protection materials, should burial depths of 3-6 feet not
be achieved, because these materials contribute to the net amount of complex habitat that
would exist in the area once the project is constructed.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0115-0035
Commenter: Lane Johnson

Organization: Responsible Offshore Development Alliance
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: RODA has concerns over the ability of the turbines to operate safely
year-round based on local environmental conditions. RODA has raised, in previous comment
letters, the topic that turbines are known to ice over and create safety hazards. Developer
representatives have indicated that they do not believe icing is not an issue in this region,
raising doubt whether they are likely to investigate the best available de-icing technology. Icing
is a major safety concern for the fishing industry as they do not want to be put at risk from ice
falling off turbines while operating near them (depending on whether conditions allow that). It is
not clear in the COP what de-icing technologies are available and whether they would be
incorporated into the project design envelope.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0122-0016
Commenter: Meghan Lapp

Organization: Seafreeze Shoreside, Seafreeze Ltd.
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: The COP states that where the Beacon export cables cross existing
out-of-service cables, sections of those out-of-service cables may be removed in order to
facilitate appropriate burial of new cables. We request that these cables be specifically
identified, on NOAA nautical charts, in the DEIS, along with appropriate cable Alternatives,
BOEM require this procedure for all wind farm cables.
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Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0122-0028
Commenter: Meghan Lapp

Organization: Seafreeze Shoreside, Seafreeze Ltd.
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: We are aware that HV cables can only be buried to a certain depth or
risk the chance of the cables overheating. What depth is the maximum depth that HV cables of
the Beacon Wind voltage can be buried without overheating? This is an important question,
since if cables cannot be buried too deep in order to prevent overheating, then that means the
cables at the optimal burial depth are radiating heat. Please quantify in the DEIS. Studies on
these impacts “show that in order to increase the load capacity of the submarine cable and
reduce the thermal strain of the submarine cable, the heat dissipation of the submarine current
should be increased, so the buried depth should be appropriately reduced.” [Footnote 46:
Huang et al., “Study on the influence of the current on 500 kV AC marine cable based on
numerical simulation” AIP Advances, 2021 at 085023 _1_online.pdf (silverchair.com).]

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0127-0009

Organization: National Wildlife Federation, Conservation Law Foundation, National Audubon
Society, Mass Audubon, et al.

Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: B. Handling of Significant New Information During Long Construction
Schedules

About half of the Project’s capacity (1,230 megawatts) and the first phase of the Project (BW1)
has a purchaser (a 25-year offtake agreement with the New York State Energy Research and
Development Authority or NYSERDA). [Footnote 21: 88 FR at 42387.] The second phase of the
Project, BW2, does not have an offtake agreement and it is unclear when it will. [Footnote 22:
Id.] This raises questions regarding how this will affect the timing or evaluation of the Project,
particularly BW2. Currently, the construction schedule has BW1 starting approximately one year
before BW2, with both projects being complete by Q2 of 2029. [Footnote 23: BW COP at 1-26,
Fig. 1.2-8.] However, absent a power purchaser for BW2, it is questionable whether that phase
of Project will proceed as anticipated, particularly if an offtake agreement is not procured in a
timely manner.

Construction delays could result in the need for further review. For instance, in that interim
period, other offshore wind developments may be constructed and begin operating. These
projects may provide new and significant information regarding how offshore wind projects
impact a variety of resources and communities. Further, ocean conditions may have significantly
changed, as well as the conservation status or behavior patterns of key species. New
technologies may be developed that could significantlyaffect impact mitigation strategies. These
factors have the potential to create “significant new circumstances or information relevant to
environmental concerns and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts,” which could
necessitate the preparation of a supplemental environmental analysis under NEPA regulations.
[Footnote 24: 40 C.F.R. § 1502.9(d).] BOEM should assess under what circumstances the
Project would require the preparation of a supplemental environmental analysis.
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Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0128-0064
Commenter: Sean, Kisha Mahar, Santiago
Organization: New York State

Commenter Type: State Agency

Comment Except Text: Consider reliability of electric facilities.

« Consider public safety and facility compatibility with existing utility infrastructure including
those documented in NYSERDA'’s Offshore Wind Cable Corridor Constraints Assessment.
Source: page
109https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=&ved=2ahU
KEwjr4r64sI6AAxXJj4kEHVFVD74QFnoECA8QAQ&url=https%3A%2F % 2Fwww.nyserd
a.ny.gov%2F-%2Fmedia%2FProject%2FNyserda%2FFiles%2FPrograms%2F Offshore-
Wind%2F2306-Offshore-Wind-Cable-Corridor-Constraints-Assessment--
completeacc.pdf&usg=A0OvVaw2z06EItkR3qVvv_vwvFkwi&opi=89978449

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0128-0070
Commenter: Sean, Kisha Mahar, Santiago
Organization: New York State

Commenter Type: State Agency

Comment Except Text: Identify emergency preparedness for severe storm events.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0128-0091
Commenter: Sean, Kisha Mahar, Santiago
Organization: New York State

Commenter Type: State Agency

Comment Except Text: Identify emergency preparedness for severe storm events.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0128-0093
Commenter: Sean, Kisha Mahar, Santiago
Organization: New York State

Commenter Type: State Agency

Comment Except Text: © Review proposed Horizontal Directional Drilling (HDD) installation
methods, including the potential for inadvertent returns and impacts associated with cofferdam
installation(s).

+ Evaluate installation methodologies that allow simultaneous trenching and cable lay to
minimize impacts to water quality and benthic habitat.

» Evaluate a range of seabed preparation techniques during construction to ensure the least
impact to water quality and benthic habitats practicable.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0128-0104
Commenter: Sean, Kisha Mahar, Santiago
Organization: New York State

Commenter Type: State Agency

Comment Except Text: Permits and Approvalse In the New York State review pursuant to
Article VII of the Public Service Law, the New York State Department of Public Service will be
reviewing conformance of the proposed facility design with the criteria adopted by the Public
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Service Commission for EMF levels at right-of-way edge.

. NYS holds title to the bed of numerous bodies of water in trust for the People of the State
of New York under the jurisdiction of NYS Office of General Services (NYSOGS). Installation of
transmission cables on State-owned lands underwater requires an easement from NYSOGS
(subdivision 2 of section 3 of the Public Lands Law [PLL] and 9 NYCRR Part 271). Easements
for cables are for 25 years and the standard width is 30 feet. The easement fee ($26.12 for
2023) is determined by using a rate per lineal foot, which is adjusted annually on April 1st based
on the United States Department of Labor consumer price index (CPI-W). Applicants will
coordinate with NYSOGS on State ownership boundaries during the Article VII process. Once
Article VII process is complete (see above) and they receive approval of plans and permits from
all other agencies including the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers authorizations, they can submit
their application for an easement to NYSOGS. After review and approval, NYSOGS will issue a
permit for construction and collect half of the estimated fee for the easement. After construction,
an as-built survey and legal description is completed by the applicant and approved by
NYSOGS. The applicant submits the remaining fee based on the as-built survey and the
easement is finalized and recorded.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0128-0108
Commenter: Sean, Kisha Mahar, Santiago
Organization: New York State

Commenter Type: State Agency

Comment Except Text: Decommissioninge Provide additional information on anticipated
decommissioning of cable protection and scour protection areas, particularly since the reef-like
habitat that would form over the course of the facility’s operation would be significantly
disturbed. The Agencies support BOEM’s requirement for removing generation and
transmission infrastructure during decommissioning, provided measures are taken to monitor
water quality and minimized resuspension of sediment in areas of known or potential
contamination.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0131-0004
Commenter: Timothy Timmermann

Organization: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: The discussion should present sufficient information regarding both
phases of the proposed project to allow the reader to understand how the project is designed to
avoid or minimize impacts associated with the installation and operation of WTGs and
associated cables. Project phasing should not limit or delay the presentation of key impact
information for the entire project in the EIS as the analysis will help inform state and federal
permitting for the project.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0134-0003
Commenter: Bonnie Brady

Organization: Long Island Commercial Fishing Association
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: Additionally we would like to see an analysis as to how much of the
202 nm. mile long transmission export cable is intended, both the high and low estimate, not
purely an average, to be armored with rock, and/or scour protection within state and federal
waters, and we would like an analysis of the exact types of scour protection, including sizes and
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weights of all rock/boulder or scour protection to be used on monopile foundations, and
transmission export cables, both in the lease area and throughout the federal export cable
route.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0135-0001
Commenter: Michelle Bachman

Organization: New England Fishery Management Council
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: So specifically today just a couple of issues | wanted to raise, we are
looking at the COP, we noticed that, this is was mentioned in the presentation that Beacon Wind
is considering the use of three different foundation types, monopile, pile jacket and suction
bucket jacket. We have made this kind of comment before but it's really important for the EIS to
identify the different impacts of the different foundation types.

One that we are really curious to see some detailed discussion on is the suction bucket jacket
foundations, we are a bit less familiar with those, they haven't been permitted for use in any
offshore wind projects to date and so we feel it's important to look carefully at the impacts of
those compared to others.

We also kind of really would like to see a clear description of why those foundation types are
being considered and our guess would be that it's due to the ecological conditions at the site.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0136-0005
Commenter: Meghan Lapp

Organization: Sea Freeze

Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: | also request that BOEM would analyze the percentage of electrical
loss through the Beacon Wind cable, again it's going off all the way off the coast of
Massachusetts to New York City. Because of previous issues we actually had with Equinor's
other project Empire Wind, we as well as the State of Rhode Island, National Marine Fisheries
Service and two U.S. Senators requested the Empire lease be relocated due to its interference
with fishing vessels. Some of the reasoning we got from BOEM and the developer back, if we
move the project at all we will lose too much power because the cable will be longer. We will
lose too much electricity through the cable and so the project will no longer be viable and no
longer produce enough electricity.

That project is only about 14 miles off the coast of New York, this project is like 165 off the coast
of New York and the export cable, you know, | really have questions if that is true, if BOEM and
Equinor were telling the truth before, then the percentage of electrical loss through this from
cable will be astronomical and | request that those percentages be publicly available in the DEIS
calculated so we can comment on them because that is an issue if it is true and that was
BOEM's rational for refusing to accommodate commercial fishing vessels with Empire Wind and
Equinor's previous projects.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0138-0003
Commenter: Matt Gove

Organization: Surf Rider Foundation

Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: we want Equinor to take a hard look at suction bucket technology that
will, if we can use suction buckets, that would take a huge impact from these projects which is
the pile driving of the turbines which is very loud into the substrate
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Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0138-0004
Commenter: Matt Gove

Organization: Surf Rider Foundation

Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: And the second thing would be if DC powered cables are being used
which | believe they are, we really would request that Equinor use closed loop cooling offshore
but that would also eliminate another impact from these projects

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0151-0043
Commenter: Michael Pentony

Organization: National Marine Fisheries Service
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: The time of year that construction activities occur is also an important
factor in evaluating potential biological, economic, and social impacts of the project and should
be clearly specified for each project activity to the extent possible. It will be particularly important
to evaluate how construction timing overlaps with the presence of protected species and
sensitive life stages of fish in the project area, and evaluate measures to avoid and minimize
impacts, as discussed in the mitigation measures section above.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0151-0088
Commenter: Michael Pentony

Organization: National Marine Fisheries Service
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: We understand the BA, EFH assessment and the NEPA document are
likely to evaluate effects of activities consistent with a project design envelope (PDE) and may
take a “maximum impact scenario” approach to assessing project impacts. We encourage early
coordination with us to determine which impact-producing factors should be analyzed based on
a “worst case” or “maximum impact” scenario and which parts of the design envelope would
need to be narrowed to carry out a reasonable analysis that would support your request for ESA
and EFH consultation. As we have stated in the past, a maximum impact scenario-based
analysis is inappropriate for the EFH consultation as it is inconsistent with the EFH regulations
because it does not allow for a clear description of the proposed action and its site-specific
effects on EFH and measures that can be taken to avoid, minimize, or offset such effects. The
description of the proposed action should essentially deconstruct the project into all of its
individual components and fully describe what will be constructed or installed, as well as where
and by what means, including both temporary and permanent elements. The proposed action as
defined for these consultations should reflect a realistic scenario that incorporates any revisions
to the Project Design Envelope that have been made as well as any technical or logistical
constraints on project design and layout that have been identified (e.g. glauconite soils). In an
effort to expedite the regulatory process, we recommend coordination with us as you prepare
the BA and EFH assessment to help ensure the draft assessments are as close to complete as
possible. Below we provide additional information related to consultations with our agency.
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Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0152-0055
Commenter: Alena Walters

Organization: Sea Life Conservation, Inc.
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: Developers for Beacon Wind maintain that underwater horizontal
drilling noise will be less than 102 dB at 1 meter from the drill. The developer should be required
to cite sources and state whether this value was the result of empirical measurement or derived
from a model of sound transmission Loss — and if the latter, state what log scale is assumed in
the model.

A.24 Alternatives

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0061-0003

Commenter: Thomas A. Nies, Christopher M. Moore

Organization: New England and Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: The DEIS should document which portions of the lease area can be
developed based upon the seabed conditions (e.g., presence of glauconite) before developing a
range of alternatives. The DEIS should also specifically explain if and to what extent seabed
conditions dictate turbine and offshore substation foundation type.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0061-0004

Commenter: Thomas A. Nies, Christopher M. Moore

Organization: New England and Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: For alternating to direct current conversion, closed-cycle systems
should be considered to minimize entrainment of larva.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0061-0011

Commenter: Thomas A. Nies, Christopher M. Moore

Organization: New England and Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: Volume 2a of the COP references the presence of glauconite sands in
the project area. From our review of Equinor's Empire Wind project and response to questions
during the public hearing for this project, we understand that this may render portions of the
lease area unsuitable for construction, at least using monopiles or piled jacket foundations. The
EIS should clearly document which portions of the lease are suitable for development using
each type of foundation. It is important to collect the necessary data and make these
determinations prior to developing the range of alternatives under consideration in the DEIS.
The size of the project (based on state procurements) combined with the specific positions used
and turbine size (which governs the number of positions needed) will affect the magnitude of
project impacts.
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Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0061-0012

Commenter: Thomas A. Nies, Christopher M. Moore

Organization: New England and Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: The export cable for BW1 is planned to run the full length of Long
Island Sound, making landfall in Queens, NY. The export cable for BW2 will either use the same
route, or make landfall in Waterford, CT. The EIS should thoroughly explain how this route and
the alternate cable route versions shown in Figure 2.1-7 and described in Section 2.1.3.2.1 of
the COP were determined and which stakeholders were consulted and which current spatial
plans were considered, including the Long Island Sound Blue Plan [Link: https://portal.ct.gov/-
/media/DEEP/coastal-resources/LIS_blue_plan/BluePlanExecutiveSummarypdf.pdf].

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0061-0015

Commenter: Thomas A. Nies, Christopher M. Moore

Organization: New England and Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: The project design envelope for both projects does not specify turbine
nameplate capacity “because turbine suppliers have demonstrated an ability to modify
generating capacity without changing physical dimensions” and the capacity “will be selected
during the procurement process and is expected to be the most technologically advanced and
efficient model available at that time” (COP Volume 1 3-4). It is difficult to comment on layout
alternatives absent turbine capacity information. The EIS should specify both dimensions and
capacity. A discussion of whether specific turbine capacities are feasible given market or other
conditions would be appropriate to include in the DEIS. For example, the Revolution Wind DEIS
considered an alternative for larger turbines, but the FEIS discusses that larger capacity
generators are not feasible due to having dimensions that exceed the PDE or because GE
Haliade turbines cannot be used in U.S. projects. While it is reasonable to analyze additional
alternatives in the DEIS recognizing that conditions can change, the realistic constraints
associated with different alternatives should be clearly communicated.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0061-0016

Commenter: Thomas A. Nies, Christopher M. Moore

Organization: New England and Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: The alternatives descriptions in the EIS should outline various layout
options for each project, depending on the size of turbines selected and the amount of power to
be generated by BW2. It will be important to clearly outline a wide range of possible scenarios
for BW2 if the project size is unknown at the time of EIS completion.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0061-0018

Commenter: Thomas A. Nies, Christopher M. Moore

Organization: New England and Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: We recommend that BOEM develop a habitat minimization alternative
to evaluate export cable routing options that will minimize impacts to sensitive habitats including
SAV, hard bottom, and complex topography. Our concerns about habitat impacts are discussed
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in greater detail in the following section.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0061-0019

Commenter: Thomas A. Nies, Christopher M. Moore

Organization: New England and Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: We also recommend that BOEM develop an alternative based on
removing turbines in close proximity to Nantucket Shoals, similar to SouthCoast’s DEIS
Alternative D. Nantucket Shoals is a highly productive area that is important for cod spawning,
several foraging species, North Atlantic Right Whales, etc. Developing an alternative that
removes turbine and offshore substation placement positions in the northwestern portion of the
Lease Area, closest to Nantucket Shoals would help reduce any potential impacts on this
important habitat.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0061-0020

Commenter: Thomas A. Nies, Christopher M. Moore

Organization: New England and Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: BW1 and BW2 consider the use of monopile, piled jacket, and suction
bucket jacket turbine foundations and piled jacket and suction bucket jackets for offshore
substations. The different impacts associated with the various types of foundations should be
clearly identified in the EIS, particularly suction bucket jacket foundations which readers may be
less familiar with. The EIS should explain if suction bucket jacket foundations can be used in
areas where sediments are unsuitable for monopiles or piled jackets, perhaps because of the
presence of glauconite. Given this foundation type is not in widespread use and has not yet
been approved for any U.S. projects, will there be pilot testing of these structures? If so, we
assume that a separate NEPA analysis would be required.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0061-0021

Commenter: Thomas A. Nies, Christopher M. Moore

Organization: New England and Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: Section 2.2.3 of the COP states: “Each offshore substation facility will
include a cooling system to regulate the temperature of the electrical converter equipment.
Beacon Wind has evaluated both closed-cycle and once-through cooling water systems using
seawater for the Project.

Closed-cycle cooling designs for use in offshore applications are not commercially mature, and
based on evaluations up to this point, would not be technically or commercially feasible for the
Project. Beacon Wind is conducting ongoing evaluations to determine potential future viability of
closed-cycle systems. Once-through systems are carried forward as the maximum design
scenario in the PDE.” As we have stated in previous letters, we are very concerned about the
impacts of larval entrainment in cooling stations. Closed-cycle systems can help mitigate these
concerns. We were pleased to see such systems considered in the Atlantic Shores South DEIS.
We hope closed-cycle systems will be considered for Beacon Wind as well, especially given that
technological advances may occur between now and finalization of the Beacon Wind EIS, and
because the second stage of the project might be developed later. The DEIS should document
the feasibility of closed-cycle systems as compared to once-through systems so readers
understand their likelihood of adoption.
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Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0065-0005
Commenter: Anne Conway
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Except Text: Why aren't you using the plains where no food can grow for the wind
turbines?

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0086-0014
Commenter: Gib Brogan

Organization: Oceana

Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: The project will be a private enterprise conducted on shared public
waters and as such, the EIS must include alternatives to require all phases of the project to
subscribe to the highest level of transparency, including frequent reporting to federal agencies,
requirements to report all visual and acoustic detections of NARWSs and any dead, injured, or
entangled marine mammals to NMFS or the Coast Guard as soon as possible and no later than
the end of the Protected Species Observer shift.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0086-0015
Commenter: Gib Brogan

Organization: Oceana

Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: To foster stakeholder relationships and allow public engagement and
oversight of the permitting, construction, and operation of the project the EIS must include
alternatives to require all reports and data related to the project and its monitoring programs to
be accessible on a publicly available website.

Separate from the overarching requirements described above, Oceana encourages BOEM to
include alternatives specific to each phase of the project (siting, construction, operation, and
decommissioning) to ensure the environmental effects of the project are avoided and if not
avoided then mitigated or minimized.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0086-0017
Commenter: Gib Brogan

Organization: Oceana

Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: The NARWSs travel from Canada to Florida on a regular basis. The
NARW calves are born in southernU.S. waters and they travel north to feed, aggregate,
socialize and grow in seasonally important areas including Cape Cod Bay, the Great South
Channel, and more recently the Gulf of St. Lawrence. Predicting NARW abundance and
presence is the subject of considerable research but remains difficult. Regardless, the agencies
must include alternatives in the EIS to avoid known or predicted NARW habitats, not just in
seasonal construction mitigation but outright avoidance of the area.
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Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0086-0020
Commenter: Gib Brogan

Organization: Oceana

Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: The need for a conservation buffer was also presented in NMFS’
comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the SouthCoast Wind
Project. [Footnote 17: National Marine Fisheries Service, Comment Letter on Environmental
Impact Statements; Availability, etc.: SouthCoast Wind Energy, LLC's (formerly Mayflower Wind
Energy, LLC) Proposed Wind Energy Facility Offshore Massachusetts (April 18,2023),
https://www.regulations.gov/comment/BOEM-2023-0011-0185.] NMFS stated that BOEM
should, “...assess the impacts of the presence of structures and operation of wind turbine
generators (WTGs) on ecological conditions that support right whale foraging in Southern New
England and to develop measures to avoid and minimize these effects from the SouthCoast
Wind project.” [Footnote 18: Id.] NMFS also discussed that they had previously recommended
an alternative that would have precluded development of WTGs within a 20-km buffer of the
Nantucket Shoals 30- meter isobath, but it was not carried forward by BOEM based on the
determination that it was not economically feasible.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0086-0021
Commenter: Gib Brogan

Organization: Oceana

Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: As with the SouthCoast Wind project, this conservation buffer overlaps
partially with the Beacon Wind project. However, the conservation buffer would cover only a
small portion of the Beacon Wind project area and therefore may have less of a negative
economic impact than for the SouthCoast Wind project.

To avoid potential detrimental impacts on NARWS, the EIS must fully investigate the
conservation buffer as an alternative within the EIS.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0086-0022
Commenter: Gib Brogan

Organization: Oceana

Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: The EIS should include alternatives to avoid development of offshore
wind in 1) Seasonal Management Areas and 2) in areas where persistent or long-duration
DMAs are established and extended for more than three months in any one year of the most
recent five.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0086-0024
Commenter: Gib Brogan

Organization: Oceana

Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: High resolution geophysical (HRG) surveys are an essential part of
offshore wind development but have noted environmental effects on the marine ecosystem. As
such, the EIS should include a range of alternatives to prohibit HRG surveys during seasons
when protected species are known to be present in the project area, in addition to any dynamic
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restrictions due to the presence of NARW or other endangered species.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0086-0025
Commenter: Gib Brogan

Organization: Oceana

Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: Additionally, the EIS should include alternatives that require clearance
zones for NARWSs that extend at least 1,000 meters with requirements for HRG survey vessels
to use Protected Species Observers (PSOs) and Passive Acoustic Monitoring (PAM) to
establish and monitor these zones and to cease surveys if a NARW enters the clearance zone.
When safe to begin, HRG surveys should use a soft start, ramp-up procedure to encourage any
nearby marine life to leave the area.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0086-0026
Commenter: Gib Brogan

Organization: Oceana

Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: The EIS must include alternatives to schedule and complete
construction activities to minimize interactions with migratory species, spawning, feeding
aggregations and breeding activity and specific seasonal and reactive restrictions on
construction activity during times when NARWSs and other protected species may be present.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0086-0027
Commenter: Gib Brogan

Organization: Oceana

Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: Offshore wind farm construction may include both driven piles and
piles installed using vibratory techniques. Each of these produces disruptive noise in and
around the project area and BOEM should include clear requirements on these activities to
minimize the effects of the project. Specifically, the EIS should include a range of alternatives to
prohibit pile driving during seasons when protected species are known to be present or
migrating in the project area, in addition to any dynamic shutdown restrictions due to the
presence of NARW or other endangered species.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0086-0028
Commenter: Gib Brogan

Organization: Oceana

Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: If and when piling installation is permitted the EIS must include
alternatives to require both acoustic and visual clearance zones to ensure protected species are
not in the affected area. Oceana suggests that the EIS include an acoustic clearance zone that
extends at least 5,000m in all directions from the location of the driven pile, including a visual
clearance zone that extend at least 5,000m in all directions from the location of the driven pile
and an acoustic exclusion zone of at least 2,000 meters from the location of the driven pile.
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Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0086-0029
Commenter: Gib Brogan

Organization: Oceana

Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: The EIS should include alternatives to specify the means by which
these zones will be monitored and enforced including:

Acoustic monitoringAcoustic monitoring should be undertaken using near real-time PAM,
assuming a detection range of at least 10,000m, should be undertaken from a vessel other than
the pile driving vessel, or from a stationary unit, to avoid the hydrophone being masked by
construction related noise. PAM should be used during impact pile driving, vibratory pile driving
installation of the cofferdam, and HRG surveys.

Visual monitoringVisual monitoring should use PSOs stationed at the pile driving site and on
additional vessels, as appropriate, to enable monitoring of the entire clearance zone.

Each vessel should have a minimum of four PSOs following a two-on, two-off rotation, each
responsible for scanning no more than 180° of the horizon per pile driving locations. Similar to
the requirements for vessel monitoring, the EIS should also explore requirements to supplement
human observer with IR technology and drones, where appropriate.

Timing and Prohibitions on Pile DrivingAcoustic and visual monitoring should begin at least 60
minutes prior to the commencement or resumption of pile driving and should be conducted
throughout the duration of pile driving activity. Visual observation of the Visual Clearance Zone
should continue until 30 minutes after pile driving

Because avoidance of protected species is critical, the EIS should include a prohibition on
initiating pile driving within 1.5 hours of civil sunset or in times of low visibility when the visual
clearance zone cannot be monitored. Oceana understands that in rare circumstances pile
driving must proceed after dark for safety reasons. If this occurs the project must notify NMFS
with reasons and explanation for exemption and a summary of the frequency of these
exceptions must be publicly available to ensure that these are the exception rather than the
norm for the project.

Shutdown RequirementsDespite the best information informing seasonal restriction on
construction, it is likely interactions with NARWSs will occur in and around the project site. The
EIS must include alternatives to use effective reactive restrictions on construction that are
triggered by visual or acoustic presence or other means of detection for protected species
before or during piling installation. These alternatives should include:

» A prohibition on initiating pile driving if a NARW or other protected species is detected by
visual or acoustic surveys within the acoustic or visual clearance zones.

* A shutdown requirement if a NARW or other protected species is detected in the clearance
zones, unless continued pile driving are necessary for safety. If and when this exemption occurs
the project must immediately notify NMFS with reasons and explanation for exemption and a
summary of the frequency of these exceptions must be publicly available to ensure that these
are the exception rather than the norm for the project.

+ Pile driving may resume after the lead PSO confirms that no NARW or other protected
species have been detected within the acoustical and visual clearance zones.

Noise ReductionThe EIS should include alternatives to use best commercially available
technology and methods to minimize sound levels from pile driving coupled with a robust
monitoring and reporting program to ensure compliance.

The EIS should include alternatives to require noise reduction technologies such as bubble
curtains, noise mitigation systems, or sound dampeners. The projects shall achieve no less than
10dB (SEL) in combined noise reduction and attenuation, taking as a baseline, projections from
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prior noise measurements of unmitigated piles from Europe and North America.

Compliance with these requirements is critically important and the EIS should include
alternatives to require field measurements to be taken throughout the construction process
including on the first pile installed. These compliance measurements should be taken by
independent evaluators at intervals established to reduce observer bias and ensure full
compliance with noise reduction requirements.

DecommissioningOffshore energy projects will install hundreds of pilings and thousands of
miles of cable in public waters. All offshore wind projects have a finite duration and will
ultimately need to be decommissioned and removed from the ocean. The EIS must include
alternatives to ensure decommissioning, removal and mitigation of the site occurs regardless of
economic, political, or environmental factors. The EIS must therefore include alternatives to
make developers explicitly responsible for removing offshore wind equipment when their project
ends and further include alternatives to require offshore wind developers and operators to place
adequate resources in trust to ensure that decommissioning will occur regardless of bankruptcy,
change of ownership or lack of profitability. American taxpayers should not be responsible for
decommissioning of this or any offshore wind project.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0086-0031
Commenter: Gib Brogan

Organization: Oceana

Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: NMFS identified an area of concern along the western edge of
Nantucket Shoals due to the importance of the area to NARWSs and other protected species.
Oceana strongly recommends that BOEM include the conservation buffer recommended by
NMFS in the range of alternatives. This proposal would support construction of the project while
giving whales the space they need. Oceana has presented these scoping comments to inform
the range of issues that need to be explored in the upcoming EIS to ensure adequate
protections are in place for critically endangered North Atlantic right whales that use the
proposed project site as year-round core habitat for feeding, socializing and other important
purposes.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0115-0003
Commenter: Lane Johnson

Organization: Responsible Offshore Development Alliance
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: One clear indicator of the ineffectiveness of this approach is that
fundamental Beacon Wind project decisions are already being made and discussed at the local,
state, and business levels, which entirely narrow the range of alternatives that BOEM wiill
consider in this EIS. Yet, reading the NOI, most members of the public would incorrectly
assume that the project is still in a high-level planning phase with the COP being a mere
proposal for which BOEM would consider many options to modify. Regardless of the private
plans being made by the project applicant, we again urge BOEM to develop a comprehensive
planning process, remove segmentation that serves to marginalize fisheries, and consider OSW
planning options from an impartial standpoint.
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Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0115-0023
Commenter: Lane Johnson

Organization: Responsible Offshore Development Alliance
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: If BOEM proceeds to prepare an EIS for this project, a detailed list of
mitigation measures that should be included as alternatives to the proposed action is provided
in the final section of this letter. Applicants should identify design options that they anticipate
may be of concern to co- located fisheries. These should include a reasonable range of options
encompassing various operations and mitigation scenarios, not only those that maximize
electricity generation or are narrowly tailored to meet the conditions of power purchase
contracts signed prior to environmental review. Certain regions are already seeing fish stocks
shift in response to changing ocean conditions. Applicants should also incorporate fisheries that
are reasonably foreseeable to become co-located within the project area during the project’s
lifespan.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0115-0024
Commenter: Lane Johnson

Organization: Responsible Offshore Development Alliance
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: RODA, and our members, have repeatedly raised concerns regarding
the ability of vessels to safely navigate throughout the multiple areas identified and sold to
offshore wind developers by BOEM. The EIS must include an alternative for reasonable transit
lanes as consistently requested by fisheries operators since long before the submission of this
COP, and BOEM must fully evaluate such transit lanes cumulatively across the Southern New
England OSW lease areas. As the agency in charge of offshore wind permitting, leasing, and
sales, BOEM has the authority, and responsibility, to fulfill this mandate and ensure the safety of
all vessels operating in and around the WEAs. For the commercial fishing gear types found in
the Beacon Wind project area, 1x1 nautical mile (hnm) spacing between turbines is too narrowly
spaced for most fishing operations. Thus, if spacing remains prohibitive, resulting in full (or even
majority) functional fishing closures, access to viable and safe transit options becomes the
single most important mitigating factor to the project design.

BOEM'’s responsibility does not end once the sale is completed or a COP is approved, and it
must consider a developer’s proposed layout as only that—a proposal. To be clear, fisheries
operators and experts neither requested nor agreed to the New England developers’ proposed
1x1 nm turbine spacing without additional transit corridors laid out in the joint developer’s
“agreement” for the entire MA/RI lease block.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0115-0028
Commenter: Lane Johnson

Organization: Responsible Offshore Development Alliance
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: BOEM must adequately analyze navigational safety in all EISs. This
includes alternative turbine spacings beyond the uniform 1x1 nm spacing design supported by
OSW developers for other WEAs. The MARIPARS is insufficient, as outlined above, and should
not be solely relied upon for the determination of safety and navigation measures. The 1x1 nm
supported by BOEM and the USCG was proposed by offshore wind developers and suggests a
clear bias to the developers. The absence of any defensible analysis of layouts proposed by the
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fishing industry based on expertise in fishing operations (vessel turning capabilities, gear
functions, etc.) further supports this appearance and raises serious conflict of interest concerns
about whether BOEM can maintain objectivity in OSW permitting decisions.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0115-0029
Commenter: Lane Johnson

Organization: Responsible Offshore Development Alliance
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: The EIS should evaluate a range of burial depths and monitoring
techniques. Array design and spacing between turbines are fundamental determinants of the
future, or lack thereof, of commercial fishing operations within wind development areas. It is
extremely important that interarray and export cables are buried to sufficient depths to reduce
the risk of fishing gear interactions. The fishing industry has consistently requested this to be a
minimum of 8-10 ft. to avoid interactions; if a shallower depth is permitted, it must be paired with
remote monitoring to ensure the cable remains sufficiently buried at all times. BOEM must
provide clear standards as to what this depth is, how it is determined, and monitoring protocols
to ensure there are no future interactions. Moreover, the project layout should be designed to
minimize instances where cables transect fishing tow areas.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0115-0036
Commenter: Lane Johnson

Organization: Responsible Offshore Development Alliance
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: RODA strongly urges BOEM to reconsider the sequencing of the site
assessment, COP approval, and NEPA initiation for OSW projects, as information about
geological constraints of the site may result in Proposed Alternatives of a DEIS that may not be
possible given technical constraints or could be improved with more information. If the site
assessment is fully complete prior to the COP approval and initiation of the NEPA analyses, a
more realistic Proposed Action would be presented and analyzed. A compression of these
different analyses and permitting actions means the public is not adequately informed of the
expected project design and again demonstrates why alternatives should be fully analyzed and
compared against each other - not solely to the Proposed Action. We strongly urge BOEM to
require geological information, which may drastically change a project design in light of fisheries
impacts, be more readily available early on in the process.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0115-0051
Commenter: Lane Johnson

Organization: Responsible Offshore Development Alliance
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: The EIS must also consider a range of alternatives including all
reasonable mitigation options to avoid impingement and entrainment of all marine species, so
that BOEM may meet the statutory obligation to ensure the “location, design, construction, and
capacity of cooling water intake structures reflect the best technology available for minimizing
adverse environmental impact.”
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Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0121-0002
Commenter: Delia Kulukundis
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Except Text: | urge BOEM to pay special attention to the harms that would result
from the Beacon Wind project being halted or delayed (the harms resulting from a “no action
alternative” in the Environmental Impact Statement), especially in terms of air quality and
workforce development.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0121-0004
Commenter: Delia Kulukundis
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Except Text: | encourage BOEM to be thorough in inventorying the harms that
would result from the project’s delay or cancellation (the “no action alternative”). Those harms
include air quality improvements not made, jobs not created, and even artificial reefs not created
on the base of the turbine platforms.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0122-0001
Commenter: Meghan Lapp

Organization: Seafreeze Shoreside, Seafreeze Ltd.
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: We request that BOEM conduct two fully separate Alternatives in the
DEIS for No Action and Cumulative Impacts. As we have commented many times before,
including the Cumulative Impacts analysis as part of the No Action Alternative is inappropriate. It
degrades impacts from the immediate project at hand, makes analysis between various
Alternatives indistinguishable, and is a violation of the requirements and intent of NEPA.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0122-0002
Commenter: Meghan Lapp

Organization: Seafreeze Shoreside, Seafreeze Ltd.
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: We also request that “future climate change” not be included in any
baseline conditions. As we have commented previously, future climate change projects are not
a baseline. Historic and current conditions are the baseline. The future is not a baseline. It is a
forecast. Furthermore, wind farms imitate the effects of climate change and warm both air and
water temperatures. Therefore, if wind farm warming effects were attributed to “future climate
change” and not project induced effects, not only would this be untrue but also would make
DIES Alternatives indistinguishable from “baseline” conditions. This is inappropriate and
intellectually dishonest.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0122-0004
Commenter: Meghan Lapp

Organization: Seafreeze Shoreside, Seafreeze Ltd.
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: We request that BOEM depart from its June 22, 2022 NEPA screening
criteria to allow for full consideration of an Alternative B/conservation buffer zone for NARW in
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the DEIS, as currently BOEM’s NEPA Alternative screening criteria would exclude consideration
of Alternatives that would make the project infeasible for the developer to meet its goals of
fulfilling power purchase agreements (PPAs) or state energy targets.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0122-0005
Commenter: Meghan Lapp

Organization: Seafreeze Shoreside, Seafreeze Ltd.
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: If the project has been proposed in the COP in such a way as to make
the project tailored to fill a PPA or state renewable energy mandate, then in reality the DEIS
cannot review any Alternatives that would create no build zones, either as conservation buffer
zones for NARW or for any other consideration. This limits the “reasonable range of
alternatives” mandated by NEPA and constrains any meaningful compliance with OCSLA and
BOEM regulations. A true NEPA analysis for this project necessarily requires a turbine
exclusion zone that may not allow the developer to meet its contracts or goals. However,
BOEM’s job is not to approve a developer's COP or to ensure that a developer meets its
contracts/goals. BOEM's job is to analyze all potential impacts and weigh those impacts against
the benchmarks created by federal legislation, including OSCLA, NEPA and the ESA, all of
which should take precedence over an internal policy document created by BOEM without
public or Congressional review.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0122-0009
Commenter: Meghan Lapp

Organization: Seafreeze Shoreside, Seafreeze Ltd.
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: We request that the DEIS detail the areas of glauconite sand in the
DEIS and overlap this with the turbine proposed locations. The developer states that its
mitigation strategy is to “assess the effect of glauconite sands on foundation installation such as
pile driving and follow avoidance strategy if necessary.” However, the developer already knows
what this strategy will be. It has already- after COP submission and DEIS release- encountered
glauconite in its Empire Wind project and asserted that pile driving in glauconite areas will be
precluded. This led to the same developer submitting, as part of public comment in the DEIS
period, a statement that certain DEIS Alternatives would make their project infeasible,
requesting that only a particular Alternative be accepted, to the detriment of other reasonable
uses of the ocean. [Footnote 19: See Equinor comment on Empire Wind DEIS at
Regulations.gov] This is not acceptable and renders BOEM’s “reasonable range of alternatives”
per NEPA completely worthless. Should BOEM approve the only Empire Wind Alternative
proposed by Equinor as “feasible” due to its lack of glauconite analysis prior to DEIS release, it
will have essentially voided NEPA in favor of developer “feasibility”. As Appendix G for the
Beacon Wind project, which most likely contains the information on glauconite presence, is
unavailable to the public for review, we request that all glauconite sediment areas and
information be included in the DEIS.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0122-0010
Commenter: Meghan Lapp

Organization: Seafreeze Shoreside, Seafreeze Ltd.
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: Additionally, BOEM may not preclude analysis of a conservation buffer
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zone for NARW Alternative simply because if, when combined with the glauconite analysis, it
would potentially make the project “infeasible”.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0122-0011
Commenter: Meghan Lapp

Organization: Seafreeze Shoreside, Seafreeze Ltd.
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: We request that the DEIS analyze an Alternative using closed loop
systems also. The cumulative impact of multiple projects, particularly adjacent projects such as
South Coast Wind which proposed 5 such stations but modeled only one, must be analyzed as
far as heated effluent as well as quantitative estimates of both impingement and entrainment of
fish larvae, shellfish larvae, as well as the primary productivity of zooplankton and phytoplankton
that make the lease area and adjacent areas ecologically productive and a primary foraging
ground for whales and other species.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0127-0007

Organization: National Wildlife Federation, Conservation Law Foundation, National Audubon
Society, Mass Audubon, et al.

Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: A. BOEM Should Design and Incentivize Alternatives Using Quiet
FoundationsWe are encouraged that Beacon Wind includes a foundation option, suction bucket
jackets, in the project design envelope (PDE) that can avoid significant noise associated with
foundation installation. Following the mitigation hierarchy, we believe BOEM should prioritize
impact avoidance and include Action alternatives that use this quiet foundation technology that
avoids pile driving noise entirely and significantly reduces noise impacts to marine mammals
and other marine life overall. Quiet foundation types can afford developers significant flexibility
in the construction schedule, including potentially year- round and 24-hour construction in some
areas. In our view, these incentives should be fully explored by BOEM and industry and be
reflected in the Draft EIS (see further discussion in Section I1.F.1).

We note that Beacon Wind has concluded that gravity-based foundations, another alternative
that can mitigate noise, are not appropriate for this project. While we appreciate that the COP
shared information on this decision-making, BOEM should conduct its own analysis to
determine whether or not gravity-based foundations are a reasonable alternative and what the
impacts, beneficial and negative, of using such an alternative would be. We request BOEM
consider and ultimately choose an alternative with a quiet foundation to significantly lessen
construction impacts on marine wildlife and habitats, and particularly the North Atlantic right
whale, for all or as much of the Project as is feasible.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0127-0030

Organization: National Wildlife Federation, Conservation Law Foundation, National Audubon
Society, Mass Audubon, et al.

Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: In lieu of the scientific findings of the National Academies committee,
we are supportive of alternatives that avoid or minimize potential hydrodynamic impacts to
Nantucket Shoals, an area of outsized importance for the critically endangered North Atlantic
right whale. For the SouthCoast Wind project, BOEM is considering an alternative that would
eliminate several turbine positions that are closest to Nantucket Shoals. Similarly, here, BOEM
should consider alternatives that would reduce hydrodynamic effects. In particular, BOEM

A-47



Beacon Wind Project Appendix A
Scoping Report List of Submissions and Individual Comments by Topic

should consider alternatives that would reduce the number of turbines located in the 20-km
buffer of the Nantucket Shoals 30-meter isobath, which NEFSC has asserted is a buffer that
should be established to reduce hydrodynamic impacts to zooplankton—that provide prey for
marine mammal species—from offshore wind projects. [Footnote 127: See Letter to BOEM,
NOAA (May,
2022),https://docs.google.com/viewerng/viewer?url=https://newbedfordlight.org/wp-
content/uploads/2022/11/UR1-2023-000009_10_17_2022.pdf.] BOEM should include analyses
in the Draft EIS indicating what level of turbine removal would maximize environmental benefits
to North Atlantic right whales without compromising project viability. BOEM should also present
a robust discussion of the 20- km buffer area, which NEFSC recommends for reducing the
potential for negative consequences for right whale prey and, in turn, the right whale population.
[Footnote 128: 1d.]

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0127-0033

Organization: National Wildlife Federation, Conservation Law Foundation, National Audubon
Society, Mass Audubon, et al.

Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: Pile driving noise during the construction phases has been identified
as a stressor of high concern for marine mammals. Potential impacts of unmitigated exposure to
pile driving noise include physical injury, hearing impairment, disruption of vital behaviors such
as feeding, breeding, and communication, habitat displacement, stress, and other health effects.
Suction bucket jacket foundations, as proposed by Beacon Wind in the PDE, do not require pile
driving and thus avoid the noise impacts stemming from this activity. Due to the different level of
impact posed to marine mammals from suction bucket foundations relative to pile-driven
foundations, we present two sets of mitigation recommendations for North Atlantic right whales
below, one for suction bucket/gravity based foundations, and the other for pile-driven
foundations that includes seasonal restrictions on pile driving and larger clearance and
exclusion zones.

While suction bucket jacket foundations avoid the impacts of pile driving noise, their installation
is not necessarily noise free, and the potential use of dynamic positioning systems and other
noise related to installation vessels may still lead to some level of behavioral disturbance. Like
all offshore wind technologies, these foundations are new to U.S. waters and so it will be
important to monitor the levels of noise emitted during installation at the source and model the
level of potential noise exposure to large whales and other marine mammals to inform the most
appropriate mitigation approaches for future offshore wind energy projects for which suction
bucket foundations are used.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0127-0067

Organization: National Wildlife Federation, Conservation Law Foundation, National Audubon
Society, Mass Audubon, et al.

Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: BOEM should also assess the extent to which mitigation measures can
be developed to mitigate any impacts from the open loop cooling system. As a condition of
project approval, BOEM should require Beacon Wind to locate the converter station outside of
the 10-km buffer of the 30-meter isobath from Nantucket Shoals, which is an area of high
productivity and foraging value for several marine species. [Footnote 281: For the SouthCoast
Wind project, the developer has proposed locating the offshore conversion station outside of the
10- kilometer buffer of the 30-meter isobath from Nantucket Shoals. See SouthCoast Wind COP
Version E, Vol | at 3-9.] BOEM should also consider whether requiring Beacon Wind to locate
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the converter station at a distance greater than the 10-km buffer from Nantucket Shoals is
feasible and would further mitigate impacts to finfish and invertebrates in the lease area.
Specifically, BOEM should consider the possibility of requiring Beacon Wind to locate the
converter station outside a 20-km buffer from Nantucket Shoals, which NEFSC has asserted is
a preferable buffer that should be established to reduce impingement, entrainment, and
hydrodynamic impacts to zooplankton—that provide prey for marine mammal species— from
offshore wind projects. [Footnote 282: See Letter to BOEM, NOAA (May,
2022),https://docs.google.com/viewerng/viewer?url=https://newbedfordlight.org/wp-
content/uploads/2022/11/UR1-2023-000009_10_17_2022.pdf.]

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0128-0004
Commenter: Sean, Kisha Mahar, Santiago
Organization: New York State

Commenter Type: State Agency

Comment Except Text: Alternatives: NYS proposes one (1) alternative to the Proposed Action
that may reasonably reduce environmental impacts to ocean and coastal habitats and uses. The
proposed fisheries habitat impact minimization alternative is consistent with past BOEM EISs
and would proscribe measures to minimize fragmentation and long-term impacts to sensitive
habitats.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0128-0005
Commenter: Sean, Kisha Mahar, Santiago
Organization: New York State

Commenter Type: State Agency

Comment Except Text: Fisheries habitat impact minimization: The Agencies support an
alternative to minimize permanent impacts to sensitive fisheries habitats associated with the
turbine and submarine cable installations. Such sensitive habitat types include hard and
complex bottom substrates, sand ridges and troughs, cold water corals, and SAV. This
alternative would prioritize avoiding contiguous areas of sensitive fisheries habitats throughout
the Project area. In addition to offshore habitats, this alternative should also minimize impacts
along the export cable route resulting from habitat fragmentation, cable unbundling, and drill and
blasting or similar techniques. Long Island Sound is an Estuary of National Significance (33
U.S.C. 1330) with rich fisheries, abundant waterfowl, diverse wildlife, productive marshes,
scenic beaches, and myriad of recreational opportunities. Many sensitive resources are
concentrated in Eastern Long Island Sound, which includes rare habitats in New York State
characterized by deep, turbulent waters and shoals that generate productive and diverse
habitats for marine fishes and is an important migratory corridor. Data supporting Long Island
Sound ecological resources are summarized in this recent publication: https://portal.ct.gov/-
/media/DEEP/coastal-
resources/LIS_blue_plan/BluePlanEcologicalCharacterizationSummarypdf.pdf.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0128-0071
Commenter: Sean, Kisha Mahar, Santiago
Organization: New York State

Commenter Type: State Agency

Comment Except Text: Identify and evaluate methods of cable installation that would avoid
resuspension of anoxic sediments in already low oxygen areas (western basin and western
central basin of LIS).
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Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0128-0080
Commenter: Sean, Kisha Mahar, Santiago
Organization: New York State

Commenter Type: State Agency

Comment Except Text: Site Design and Layouts Evaluate site design and layout
considerations to avoid, minimize and mitigate impacts to fishing, vessel traffic, fisheries,
recreational water/shoreline use, benthic resources, migration routes, wading bird nesting and
foraging habitat, etc.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0128-0083
Commenter: Sean, Kisha Mahar, Santiago
Organization: New York State

Commenter Type: State Agency

Comment Except Text: Evaluate foundation types and installation methods that maximize
annual energy production in a responsible manner while addressing the potential presence of
geotechnical considerations, including glauconite sediments, in prospective pile driving areas.
Early consultation with BOEM and other cooperating agencies regarding glauconite soils (see
https://eps.rutgers.edu/news/notes-from-the-field/notes-from-the- field/1224-coastal-plain-
glauconite) is recommended to identify technically and economically feasible mitigation
measures.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0128-0089
Commenter: Sean, Kisha Mahar, Santiago
Organization: New York State

Commenter Type: State Agency

Comment Except Text: Refer to NYSERDA Offshore Wind Cable Corridor Constraints
Assessment for an assessment of baseline conditions for Long Island Sound. Source: page
108https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=&ved=2ah
UKEwjr4r64sI6AAXXJj[4kEHVFVD74QFnoECA8QAQ&url=https%3A%2F %2Fwww.nys
erda.ny.gov%2F-%2Fmedia%2F Project%2FNyserda%2FFiles%2FPrograms%2F Offshore-
Wind%2F2306-Offshore-Wind-Cable-Corridor-Constraints-Assessment--
completeacc.pdf&usg=A0OvVaw2z06EItkR3qVvv_vwvFkwi&opi=89978449

+ Refer to Long Island Sound Blue Plan for an inventory of the natural resources and uses of
Connecticut's Long Island Sound which was prepared in consultation with NYS. Source:
https://portal.ct.gov/DEEP/Coastal-Resources/LIS-Blue-Plan/Long-Island- Sound-Blue-Plan-
Home

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0128-0098
Commenter: Sean, Kisha Mahar, Santiago
Organization: New York State

Commenter Type: State Agency

Comment Except Text: Evaluate cable layouts and installation types that minimize navigation
safety risks in designated and common practice anchorage areas and through the highly
trafficked East River area.
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Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0130-0007
Organization: Town of Nantucket
Commenter Type: Local Government/Agency

Comment Except Text: BOEM should consider avoidance measures to include removal of
turbine rows closest to the Town'’s islands to eliminate the visual blight that Beacon Wind is
expected to cause from its proposed 155 turbines and two offshore substations.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0131-0003
Commenter: Timothy Timmermann

Organization: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: We strongly encourage BOEM to take the necessary time to develop
and present complete information in the EIS that fully describes existing conditions and supports
a discussion of the likely impacts of each alternative.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0131-0006
Commenter: Timothy Timmermann

Organization: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: Because there is no power purchase agreement in place for Phase 2
of the Beacon Wind project elements of the project are not yet defined (such as a landfall
location and export cable routing). The lack of project design details highlights the need for
consideration of a broad range of potential project alternatives for Beacon Phase 2 in the EIS.
We strongly encourage BOEM to develop the Phase 2 alternatives in conjunction with affected
states, local communities and federal agencies with relevant air, water, and natural resource
responsibilities. EPA would appreciate the opportunity to participate in those discussions.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0131-0007
Commenter: Timothy Timmermann

Organization: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: EPA encourages BOEM to incorporate sufficient information in the EIS
to fully describe existing conditions and support a discussion of the potential impacts of each
alternative. The discussion should detail any micro-siting efforts for Wind Turbine Generators
(WTGs) and cable routes in sufficient detail to ensure the public understands where specific
changes to the project design are being recommended to avoid or minimize impacts.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0131-0008
Commenter: Timothy Timmermann

Organization: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: We also recommend that BOEM evaluate a reasonable range of
alternatives for various elements of the project including the offshore export cables, inter-array
cables and potential configurations of the wind farm within the lease area to avoid impacts. The
alternatives need to be developed such that they meet the project purpose and need while
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avoiding, minimizing, and offsetting impacts to the environment and the public.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0131-0009
Commenter: Timothy Timmermann

Organization: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: We also recommend that the EIS present clear detailed comparisons
of the potential impacts from alternatives and include a discussion as appropriate to explain why
alternatives were not advanced for detailed analysis in the EIS.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0131-0010
Commenter: Timothy Timmermann

Organization: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: We recommend that the EIS contain a thorough analysis of alternative
route options (and associated impacts) for the proposed submarine export cables which will
cover over 200 miles. The COP explains that the final landfall location for phase 2 of the Beacon
Wind project has not been finalized. The resulting uncertainty highlights the need for full
consideration of a sufficiently broad range of routing and landfall alternatives in the EIS.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0131-0029
Commenter: Timothy Timmermann

Organization: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: Other offshore wind projects in the vicinity of the Beacon Wind lease
area have recently encountered construction issues related to monopile refusal in Glauconite
soils. The EIS should explain whether these soils, or other geologic formations, present barriers
to construction of the Beacon Wind project or the use of portions of the lease area due to
unsuitable conditions.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0131-0044
Commenter: Timothy Timmermann

Organization: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: EPA recommends that best available technology would warrant
consideration of available switchgears that are SF6-free (“clean-air”).

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0131-0051
Commenter: Timothy Timmermann

Organization: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: EPA Region 1 is the permitting authority responsible for developing
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit limits and conditions. EPA’s
work will be informed by the Phase | CWA Section 316(b) regulations. On page 2-41 of the
COP, the applicant acknowledges that “Beacon Wind has evaluated both closed-cycle and
once-through cooling water systems using seawater for the Project [but that] [c]losed-cycle
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cooling designs for use in offshore applications are not commercially mature, and based on
evaluations up to this point, would not be technically or commercially feasible for the Project.”
The EIS should include the complete analysis and more detailed explanation of why a closed
cycle cooling system, including subsea heat exchangers, are not currently available and/or
technically feasible at the project location or within the next two years (before construction
commences). The analysis should incorporate the results of a subsea heat exchange pilot study
expected in September 2023 (see the COOLWIND project’s patented subsea cooler FSCC®
(Future Subsea Controllable Cooler) by the Norwegian company, Future Technology). BOEM
discusses this technology and others in its April 2022 white paper titled “Supporting National
Environmental Policy Act Documentation for Offshore Wind Energy Development Related to
High Voltage Direct Current Cooling Systems.” The use of a closed cycle cooling system would
avoid all entrainment, impingement and discharge impacts of the project and should be carefully
considered. EPA will rely on this assessment in part to support the development of a NPDES
permit for each Beacon Wind converter station.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0133-0002
Commenter: Lisa Quattrocki Knight
Organization: Green Oceans

Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: Please use adequate alternatives in the assessment: Given the states’
mandates to adopt renewable energy, BOEM must require the developers to examine
alternatives that include other renewable energy sources including modular nuclear options. The
comparison should include an alternative that avoids complex hard-bottom habitat and other
renewable energy options such as small-scale nuclear and solar. Without such alternatives, the
DEIS does not offer a meaningful analysis.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0135-0002
Commenter: Michelle Bachman

Organization: New England Fishery Management Council
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: | think Ms. Lapp from Sea Freeze earlier mentioned issues that we are
aware of in terms of potential for glauconite sands occurring at the lease site and we know in
the context of the Empire Wind project that that came up and changed the way that the
alternatives looked and which alternatives were reasonable kind of through the process and
after the DEIS was released, that makes it really challenging to provide public comments on the
likely alternatives and the preferred alternative of the developer so we would agree it's really
important to understand the geology of the area before drafting the specific alternatives for the
project, to the extent that those alternatives and the layouts for projects are going to be
dependent on that.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0135-0003
Commenter: Michelle Bachman

Organization: New England Fishery Management Council
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: We also, you know, have seen in some other NEPA documents for
wind projects that there is a pretty limited area over which the inner array cable corridors are
surveyed and that | think precludes some flexibility in terms of reconfiguring the project if turbine
locations are dropped, so we just recommend it's really important to understand the geology
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and the benthic conditions throughout the lease area so there is flexibility in kind of siting the
project.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0135-0006
Commenter: Michelle Bachman

Organization: New England Fishery Management Council
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: We are aware of the Long Island Sound blueprint effort and don't know
if that's something that's already been considered, working with that group to understand what
they know of the Sound and the impacts of this particular siting, and just as a small comment, it
would be much easier to follow the alternatives in the DEIS if the position locations were
actually numbered and that you can comment on individual locations in terms of potential
conflicts rather than having a grid layout and not being able to reference those specifically. So
the more clear the alternatives can be laid out in terms of their written descriptions and charts
depicting them in the DEIS, the easier it is to provide feedback.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0136-0001
Commenter: Meghan Lapp

Organization: Sea Freeze

Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: | have a lot of concerns with this project. Equinor had stated earlier
that it has done its due diligence with preconstruction surveys. | have reason to question this
because of our experience with other projects, particularly with the presence of glauconite in the
lease areas. The COP says there is glauconite in this lease area and | have a concern with the
Empire Wind project of Equinor's.

The DEIS was out to the public, the public was commenting on various alternatives put forward
by BOEM, but after it was put out for public comment, Equinor discovered glauconite in their
lease and then said many of the alternatives we were commenting on were no longer viable for
their project and they recommended something totally different, and so before this particular
DEIS goes out to public comment, | would request that Equinor do all the due diligence, find out
exactly where the glauconite is and find where things are beforehand and BOEM needs to
present the information to the public because otherwise the public is disenfranchised from
actually commenting on the project.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0151-0003
Commenter: Michael Pentony

Organization: National Marine Fisheries Service
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: Beacon Wind’s COP (Figure 3.1-1) identifies planned turbine locations
throughout the entirety of the lease area. However, consistent with the draft BOEM-NMFS Right
Whale Strategy, developers should avoid proposing development in areas that may impact high-
value habitat and/or high-use areas used for important life history functions such as North
Atlantic right whale foraging, migrating, mating, or calving. Portions of the Beacon Wind lease
area, particularly the area within 20 km of the 30-meter isobath, are high-use areas and
development may impact this high-value habitat. As such, we recommend BOEM and Beacon
Wind avoid development in this area (i.e., within 20 km of the 30-meter isobath) altogether and
that avoidance be built into all project alternatives carried forward for evaluation. If the project is
developed as described in the COP (i.e., WTG placement throughout the full extent of the lease
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area) it may present concerns for reaching a “no jeopardy” conclusion under the eventual ESA
section 7 consultation for this project. The rationale supporting the consideration of avoiding
development within 20 km of the 30-meter isobath is included in Attachment A. We also
recommend that BOEM require robust mitigation measures designed to avoid and minimize
impacts to right whales; we have identified a number of measures in Attachment A.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0151-0010
Commenter: Michael Pentony

Organization: National Marine Fisheries Service
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: Consistent with the requirements of NEPA, the “Alternatives” section of
the EIS should consider and evaluate the full range of reasonable alternatives to the proposed
action, including those that would minimize damage to the environment. The analysis must
include development of one or more reasonable alternatives to avoid or minimize adverse
effects to environmental resources, including NMFS trust resources. The regulations published
by the Council on Environmental Quality provide: “[t]he primary purpose of an environmental
impact statement prepared pursuant to section 102(2)(C) of NEPA is to ensure agencies
consider the environmental impacts of their actions in decision making. It shall provide full and
fair discussion of significant environmental impacts and shall inform decision makers and the
public of reasonable alternatives that would avoid or minimize adverse impacts or enhance the
quality of the human environment (emphasis added).” When signing the Record of Decision
(ROD), BOEM and NMFS will have a duty to identify an environmentally preferable alternative
recognizing that agencies can develop alternatives that meet the purpose and need while
avoiding and minimizing adverse environmental impacts. Indeed, the fundamental purpose of
NEPA as implemented by the CEQ regulations is to fully and fairly discuss and disclose, to both
the public and decision-makers, means and measures, including alternatives, to avoid and
minimize adverse impacts. Compensating for unavoidable adverse impacts through
development of compensatory mitigation measures should be viewed as mitigation of last
resort. Avoidance and minimization must be considered and fully and fairly evaluated through
the alternatives development process before reaching that point. BOEM’s purpose and need
statement and screening criteria cannot be so narrowly focused to eliminate from full
consideration reasonable alternatives that also minimize and avoid adverse effects.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0151-0011
Commenter: Michael Pentony

Organization: National Marine Fisheries Service
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: Consistent with the draft BOEM-NMFS Right Whale Strategy,
developers should avoid proposing development in areas that may impact high-value habitat
and/or high-use areas used for important life history functions such as North Atlantic right whale
foraging, migrating, mating, or calving. Portions of the Beacon Wind lease area, particularly the
area within 20 km of the 30 m isobath, are high-use areas and development may impact high-
value habitat for right whales. As such, we recommend BOEM and Beacon Wind avoid
development in this area (i.e., within 20 km of the 30m isobath) altogether and that avoidance
be built into all project alternatives carried forward for evaluation. If the project is developed as
described in the COP (i.e., wind turbine generator (WTG) placement throughout the full extent of
the lease area) it may present concerns for reaching a “no jeopardy” conclusion under the
eventual ESA section 7 consultation for this project. We also recommend that BOEM require
robust mitigation measures designed to avoid and minimize impacts to right whales; we have
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identified a number of measures below.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0151-0015
Commenter: Michael Pentony

Organization: National Marine Fisheries Service
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: Given the potential for the Beacon Wind project to have considerable
effects on the ecology of Nantucket Shoals and resultant consequences to North Atlantic right
whales and other species that prey on planktonic organisms, we recommend BOEM and
Beacon Wind avoid development in the portion of the lease closest to Nantucket Shoals (i.e.,
within 20 km of the 30m isobath) and that avoidance be built into all project alternatives carried
forward for evaluation. The tidal front associated with the bathymetry defining the edge of
Nantucket Shoals aligns with right whale foraging observations. This frontal region typically
spans approximately 10-20 km (Potter and Lough 1987, Lough and Manning 2001, Uliman and
Cornillon 2001, White and Veit 2020), with its strength and cross-isobath flow potentially
influenced by regional winds (Ullman and Cornillon 2001). The estimated location of this front
varies from the 50 m isobath to inshore of the 30 m isobath (Ullman and Cornillon 2001, Wilkin
2006). The area to avoid identified here (extending 20 km from the 30 m isobath), corresponds
with the predicted location of tidal mixing fronts in this region (Simpson and Hunter 1974, Wilkin
2006). This area to be avoided also corresponds to the extent of the strongest impacts to depth-
averaged velocity, salinity, and sea-surface elevation changes as observed in the North Sea,
where the largest observed impacts extended 20-30 km, noting that the turbines observed in the
North Sea were much smaller than those identified in the Beacon Wind COP (Christiansen et al.
2022). As noted above, this recommendation is consistent with the Right Whale Strategy that is
in the process of being finalized by NMFS and BOEM. While we are highlighting right whales
here, avoidance of development within this area would avoid negative consequences to a
variety of species including endangered leatherback sea turtles.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0151-0016
Commenter: Michael Pentony

Organization: National Marine Fisheries Service
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: While we recommend that all alternatives include a “no build” area
within 20 km of the 30m isobath of Nantucket Shoals, we encourage BOEM to also evaluate
additional alternatives with larger and smaller no build areas to evaluate and compare the
degree to which they would avoid and minimize near-field and far-field effects of the presence of
in-water structures and the operations of WTGs. This should include an evaluation of any
differences in anticipated effects from the range of foundation types being considered by
Beacon Wind and consideration of the location of the offshore substation and any HVDC
converters that would involve open cycle cooling.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0151-0017
Commenter: Michael Pentony

Organization: National Marine Fisheries Service
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: In addition to considering how different no build areas would avoid or
minimize effects of the presence and operation of project structures, the EIS should include
consideration of other impacts to resources of concern, including the potential for no build areas
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to avoid and minimize effects of construction noise and how such areas may change the risk of
vessel strike by avoiding vessel traffic in the areas of high densities for both right whales and
leatherback sea turtles. The EIS should also evaluate how different no build areas would reduce
impacts to other marine resources, including spawning Atlantic cod, longfin squid, and other fish
and protected species that feed along the tidal front adjacent to Nantucket Shoals. We look
forward to working with you to identify the size of the “no build” areas evaluated in the EIS, the
environmental effects to be considered, and how different areas can be meaningfully assessed.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0151-0018
Commenter: Michael Pentony

Organization: National Marine Fisheries Service
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: The proposed Beacon Wind project overlaps with a diversity of
habitats in the lease area and along the two submarine export cable routes, including but not
limited to complex hard bottom, soft bottom and Habitat Areas of Particular Concern (HAPC)
that are designated essential fish habitat (EFH) for a number of managed fish species and trust
resources for which NMFS has conservation responsibilities. Although the lease area appears
to be dominated by soft-bottom habitats, substantial portions of both proposed cable routes
overlap with complex habitats, including submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV) and rocky hard
habitats. Of particular concern are the proposed cable routes through the Long Island Sound, an
estuary that supports important nursery habitats for several federally managed species,
including rocky complex habitats, SAV, subital and intertidal flats (including mudflats) and
shellfish beds. Estuaries and embayments are particularly vulnerable to disturbance because of
the concentration of sensitive resources, and the important ecological functions they provide,
coupled with existing anthropogenic stresses. Therefore, an alternative that entirely avoids
estuaries/embayments and their sensitive habitats should be developed.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0151-0019
Commenter: Michael Pentony

Organization: National Marine Fisheries Service
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: Although the minimization of impacts should be considered in the
development of all alternatives, given the complexity of habitats within the cable corridors and
the importance of these habitats to NOAA trust resources, it will be critical for BOEM to consider
a discrete alternative specific to minimizing impacts from export cable construction and
operation, particularly in the Long Island Sound. NMFS suggests a Habitat Impact Minimization
Alternative for the export cable that analyzes 1) a land-based OECC alternative which avoids or
minimizes impacts to Long Island Sound by routing export cables on shore rather than through
the entire length of the Sound; 2) the use of a shared cable corridor for this and future adjacent
projects proposing to enter Long Island Sound; and 3) an export cable route which further
avoids and minimizes impacts to sensitive and complex habitats through Block Island and Long
Island Sound. We recommend this be analyzed as one comprehensive alternative that
considers and evaluates all of these components to ensure impacts to habitats are minimized to
the greatest extent practicable along the export cable route. It is important to note that we
expect there to be far more hard habitats along the entrance and eastern portions of Long
Island Sound than is currently mapped and publicly available. Site specific habitat mapping data
will be necessary to develop a cable route that minimizes impact to sensitive habitats as part of
this alternative. While we have participated in discussions with Beacon Wind related to benthic
surveys in 2020 and 2021, we were not provided the data to help inform the routing process and
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we do not currently have access to the habitat data. We recommend BOEM provide us with the
available habitat data in a viewable format so we can assist BOEM with development of this
alternative.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0152-0011
Commenter: Alena Walters

Organization: Sea Life Conservation, Inc.
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: Seriously evaluate as an alternative considered in detail, a reduced
build-out respecting the 20km whale buffer to help protect NARW essential winter feeding
habitat (between the 30-meter isobaths and extending 20 km southwest), as suggested by Sean
Hayes and other NOAA-Fisheries Scientists [Footnote 36: In a letter, exposed by Bloomberg
News Service, dated May 13, 2022 signed by Sean A. Hayes, PhD, Chief of Protected Species
NOAA NEFSC Addressed to Brian R. Hooker, Lead Biologist of the Bureau of Ocean Energy
Management at the Office of Renewable Energy Management] , regardless of whether or not
less power is generated by such an alternative. The purpose of NEPA is to understand tradeoffs
of environmental protection/harm with economic and other benefits.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0152-0048
Commenter: Alena Walters

Organization: Sea Life Conservation, Inc.
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: The preferred cable route for the action alternative of the Beacon Wind
LLC wind turbine power plant high voltage transmission cable is an ocean approach, making
landfall west of the Bannister Bay entrance channel ( to avoid estuary and marshland), and
traversing underground northward on already- compromised areas of Queens, entering a
flushing, Queens waterway and then westbound on that portion of the East River that is south of
Riker's Island to reach the power station.

The route will follow beneath Nassau Expressway exiting land at Johnson Road Lawrence at or
near the sites of Seville and Costco and crossing the Head Of Bay waterway,and entering the
JFK airport property.

[Image]

Seville Mix Plant at Lawrence/Inwood [Internet Source: google maps]

Then, travelling under the JFK airport and running alongside the southwest side of the “building
254 impound”:

[Image]

The cable will then run along the dirt path that runs on the south side of Rockaway Blvd, on
Rockaway Blvd for 1600 feet until it passes the Springfield auto impound, Then:» Under the
median between Nassau Expwy and N Boundary Rd., continuing west until it reaches the
VanWick-BeltPkwy mega cloverleaf, at which point it will cross the belt either on the underside
of the VanWick overpass, or underground.» From there, the cable route should follow the Van
Wick, then exit at the NYCDOT Harper Street Plant and enter the water where Flushing Creek
meets Flushing Bay.e From there, it can be routed in the water to curve around the north-most
runway entrance of LGA airport into Riker’s Island Channel.e  And follow the east river for a
short distance to the receiving power station areas.

This route utilizes areas that are already environmentally compromised, i.e. land areas already
extremely heavily disturbed and devoid (“AEHDD”) of vegetation/wildlife (land within and
between the Seville Central Mix and Costco properties in Lawrence/Inwood), land areas that
have already extremely heavy noise disturbance (“AEHND”) including property within and
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adjacent to two airports), water areas whose ecology has already been permanently harmed by
extremely heavy noise burdens (LGA runway) AEHND. The damage to the natural environment
is already severe in these areas, and the environment- damaging uses are expected to continue
for the foreseeable future. Thus, if excavation and cable laying were to occur at these sites, the
net damage to natural environments would be nominal.

Although the traffic disturbance on the Van Wick will be large, it will be temporary. The resulting
cable would be routed through areas which already have a high amount of highway noise and
the additional noise from installation along most of the route would be marginal.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0152-0053
Commenter: Alena Walters

Organization: Sea Life Conservation, Inc.
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: In addition to avoiding damage to the Long Island Sound, this route
also greatly mitigates disturbance to the Brothers' Islands. North Brother and South Brother
Island are lush [Hyperlink: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=C2GDu9wdNoA] wildlife refuges
in an otherwise extremely developed area.

North Brother had been dedicated as sanctuaries for water birds for some time. In 2007 through
the Coastal and Estuarine Land Conservation Program, and with the help of NOAA,
Congressman Jose E. Serrano of the Bronx was instrumental in securing federal funding to
protect the property.

To minimize disturbance during installation and local benthic effects of magnetic field to
fisheries important to birds, the cable should not be routed between these islands.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0152-0054
Commenter: Alena Walters

Organization: Sea Life Conservation, Inc.
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: The Long Island Sound Alternative that should be considered (if a
Long Island Sound alternative is at all considered) is one in which the cable should be routed
through Rikers channel which runs between Rikers’ Island and the Airport runway start —i.e. it
passes through the waters already heavily disturbed by runway noise OR snugly along the west
coast of Rikers’ Island to reach the substation.

[Image]

Proposed alternate route to the power station, avoiding the Brothers’ Islands. This route (shown
in red) s not preferred over the ocean approach with traverse over land already severely
environmentally degrade, because this route does not spare the Long Island Sound from further
harm. However, like the preferred approach, this route does avoid Brothers' Islands for the area
near the destination power station, and utilizes a portion of waterway already heavily perturbed
by airport traffic noise.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0152-0056
Commenter: Alena Walters

Organization: Sea Life Conservation, Inc.
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: The submarine export cable route south of Long Island with sub-street
land route across Queens, without use of lands held in trust for public recreation, would be the
least environmentally-harmful route. Street corridors in Queens, even with existing utility
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(electric, telecom, pipelines) have substantial room for the cables which are only five inches in
diameter. The developer complains it would have constrained space to route new duct banks. A
duct bank protects and groups cables. The cables are bundled in PVC pipes or conduits and the
bundle is protected by steel or other casing on the outside, “duct bank”. Although the space
within which to install duct banks is “constrained” it is not insufficient.

The Construction and Operations Plan for Beacon wind expresses that the sub street cable
access route across queens was ruled out as infeasible because of cost. The developer should
be required to state the cost difference between (a) an ocean approach with Horizontal Drilling
at the landfall point, with subsequent traverse sub-street over land as described and (b) the
aquatic route through Long Island Sound that traverses the entire length of the Long Island
Sound and passes Rikers Island. The developer or BOEM should then state what percentage of
the overall power plant project the difference represents in cost.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0154-0001
Commenter: Laurie Aron

Organization: Sierra Club

Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: Interestingly not addressed in any environmental analysis of offshore
wind is the environmental impact of not going ahead with offshore wind as a key part of the
energy transition.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0166-0001
Commenter: Sara Gronim

Organization: 350 Brooklyn

Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: The benefits of Beacon Wind are enormous. Geography and history
have lead to a downstate New York electric grid and is largely isolated from mainland electric
grids. While Upstate New York has significant hydroelectric resources and the available land to
build utilities scale solar downstate New York has no such hydroelectric capacity. And its
population density allows for only limited solar installations.

A.2.5 Connected Actions, Planned Activities Scenario, and Cumulative Impacts

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0061-0030

Commenter: Thomas A. Nies, Christopher M. Moore

Organization: New England and Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: Fishing effort can change based on management actions such as a
change in access areas, or updated state quota allocations for a target species like black sea
bass. It is important to account for the dynamic nature of fishing effort over time when evaluating
impacts to fishermen and fishing communities. This is an area of the EIS where cumulative
considerations are especially critical and these two projects cannot be considered in a vacuum;
many other wind farms are proposed within the Southern New England wind energy areas, and
fishing will be affected over a large area if all these projects are installed.
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Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0061-0040

Commenter: Thomas A. Nies, Christopher M. Moore

Organization: New England and Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: We continue to have significant concerns about the cumulative impacts
of offshore wind development on fishery independent surveys. Major negative impacts to these
surveys would translate into greater uncertainty in stock assessments, the potential for more
conservative fisheries management measures, and resulting impacts on fishery participants and
communities. We are encouraged by BOEM’s commitment to working with NOAA on long term
solutions to this challenge through the regional, programmatic, Federal Survey Mitigation
Program, described in the Records of Decision for the Vineyard Wind 1, South Fork, and Ocean
Wind 1 projects.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0086-0004
Commenter: Gib Brogan

Organization: Oceana

Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: The project must include current, robust analysis of the effects of the
project on species listed under the ESA and MMPA. This analysis must include a complete
evaluation of the immediate and cumulative effects of the proposed project as well as the effects
of all proposed and potential wind development in the region. Separating the effects of a group
of actions that have significant effects into a series of smaller discrete actions that may
individually not be significant is unacceptable and the government must recognize the
cumulative effects of all of the proposed projects in the area.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0086-0013
Commenter: Gib Brogan

Organization: Oceana

Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: The EIS must also include a detailed plan to respond to unintended
and unforeseen effects on the marine environment and marine wildlife. This response plan must
include thresholds for modification of the project’s scope and duration if these conditions are
met. There must also be a threshold for possible decommissioning if the project has unexpected
effects.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0115-0015
Commenter: Lane Johnson

Organization: Responsible Offshore Development Alliance
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: BOEM must clarify its intent to present the public with an
understanding of the cumulative impact of a potential 3,000 turbines, of which the agency is
“streamlining” installation into the seabed between MA and VA in the next nine years (with
another 5,000 thereafter). It must provide explicit information as to how it will approach
cumulative impacts reviews for this and future projects.
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Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0115-0016
Commenter: Lane Johnson

Organization: Responsible Offshore Development Alliance
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: BOEM and OSW developers provide inconsistent approaches to
whether projects should be considered on an individual or cumulative level, seemingly based on
whichever is more beneficial for the developer and the issue in question. It is unclear how
BOEM decides which projects are included in an EIS. For several of the earliest projects
(Vineyard Wind 1, South Fork, and Ocean Wind 1) BOEM’s NEPA review focuses on a single
proposed project with a Power Purchase Agreement (PPA) in place and defined the range of
alternatives by the terms of the PPA. More recently, BOEM has stated it will prepare an EIS for
the Coastal Virginia Offshore Wind- C without the project having a PPA, and it will conduct one
analysis for Phase 1 and 2 (both with PPAs) of Empire Wind. For the Sunrise Wind and
Vineyard Wind South NOIs, BOEM has combined EISs for one phase with a PPA and a later
phase that will, ambiguously, provide some more energy. For Beacon Wind, project 1 has a
power procurement of 1230MW landing in Queens, and project 2 has no PPA in place. There is
evidently no standard protocol for when BOEM will conduct a project’s EIS, and inconsistency is
increased when analyses are conducted piecemeal for each phase versus across an entire
lease area. The current approach makes it nearly impossible to conduct any cumulative analysis
as there is no appropriate time in the federal process to do so.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0115-0037
Commenter: Lane Johnson

Organization: Responsible Offshore Development Alliance
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: RODA, other fishing industry representatives, marine scientists, fishery
management councils, the environmental community, and others have consistently requested
BOEM take a cumulative approach to offshore wind leasing. BOEM is doing the public and the
environment a disservice by failing to adequately assess the cumulative impacts from large
scale build out along the entire coast.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0115-0038
Commenter: Lane Johnson

Organization: Responsible Offshore Development Alliance
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: Cumulative impacts need to be thoroughly evaluated to consider the
changes in fishing activity that will be forced on the industry. The alteration of benthic habitat,
predator/prey interactions, increased pressure and conflicts from recreational users, relocation
of the fishing activity to other productive areas will realize an increase in gear loss due to strike
from shipping traffic from the concentration of vessel traffic and the cumulative effects of
increased effort.
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Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0115-0039
Commenter: Lane Johnson

Organization: Responsible Offshore Development Alliance
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: The expected impacts under NEPA review should include any
cumulative measures, such as species that will interact with various build outs along the eastern
seaboard due to migration patterns, vessel traffic and navigation considerations along the coast,
long-standing scientific surveys and environmental monitoring, and job opportunities—both
potentially lost employment in one industry and limitations of permanent jobs in another.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0115-0040
Commenter: Lane Johnson

Organization: Responsible Offshore Development Alliance
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: It is difficult to imagine that it would not also benefit developers,
transmission interests, and the public for BOEM to clarify its approach to cumulative effects
review and at a minimum implement regional planning processes as robust as those it employs
for oil and gas leasing. Solely “fast tracking” the large number of projects based on existing
(arbitrary) OSW energy production targets may leave us with no recourse to reverse any
biological or ecological impacts and a hollow offshore construction industry without longevity.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0115-0044
Commenter: Lane Johnson

Organization: Responsible Offshore Development Alliance
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: RODA and its members are extremely concerned about ongoing
impacts to fishing and the marine environment from the significant number of OSW survey
activities in the U.S. Atlantic occurring over the past several years. To be clear, this is an
enormous amount of activity, occurring round the clock, across a huge range of the Atlantic
Outer Continental Shelf and inshore environments. BOEM must take immediate action to
address ongoing impacts from unregulated OSW surveys, and complete a Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement evaluating the cumulative impacts of all reasonably
foreseeable OSW survey efforts prior to additional activity. Project-specific Environmental
Assessments have not analyzed the readily conspicuous size and scale of these surveys’
environmental, economic, and cumulative impacts.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0115-0049
Commenter: Lane Johnson

Organization: Responsible Offshore Development Alliance
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: In the urgency to combat climate change with renewable energy, there
is a hesitancy to admit that long-term negative impacts to the environment are likely to result
from OSW. This is reflected in all the environmental review documents to date, especially the
recently published NY Bight Environmental Assessment [Footnote 25: Absent from Federal
Register; press release linked at https://www.boem.gov/renewable-energy/state-activities/new-
york-bight.Jwhere the impacts analysis of the proposed action illogically ignored all other OSW
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development and was considered to have positive, or at least less negative impacts, compared
to not developing in the NY Bight. The COP and Fisheries Mitigation Plan (FMP) for Beacon
Wind perpetuate these shortcomings.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0117-0001
Organization: New Bedford Port Authority
Commenter Type: State Agency

Comment Except Text: It is imperative that BOEM takes a holistic and flexible approach
utilizing the best available research, data and information and applying it to the combined
development and impact of all projects.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0117-0004
Organization: New Bedford Port Authority
Commenter Type: State Agency

Comment Except Text: In every final EIS issued thus far by BOEM in connection with offshore
wind in the Atlantic, BOEM has listed the No-Build Alternative as having virtually the same
impact on commercial fishing as the final build alternative ultimately permitted. In support of this
conclusion, BOEM presents a “No Action” scenario that includes considerations of the buildout
of all future projects, including proposed but not yet approved offshore wind projects. Using this
approach has the effect of minimizing the impacts analysis by overstating the impacts of No
Action and thereby diluting the actual impacts of the project. As has been noted by other
observers, including NOAA, this approach confuses an evaluation of all possible options with a
cumulative impacts analysis. BOEM has resisted taking any steps to measure and address or
mitigate the cumulative impacts of all approved and proposed projects in the context of any EIS.
The message has been consistently that each project must be considered individually when
looking at the impact on commercial fishing. It is internally inconsistent and a flaw in the NEPA
analysis for BOEM to consider the impact of other projects when looking at the alternatives
analysis but not to consider any cumulative impact when addressing impact or mitigation in an
approved EIS.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0122-0015
Commenter: Meghan Lapp

Organization: Seafreeze Shoreside, Seafreeze Ltd.
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: We request that all pre-existing cables and planned wind farm cables
be analyzed in a cumulative impacts assessment along with the Beacon Wind export cable
route, and what impacts that will have on existing reasonable uses of the ocean, such as
commercial fishing. The cumulative impact of the SFWF export cable, Sunrise Wind export
cable, and Beacon Wind export cable as well as existing telecommunications cables will create
a maze of cable crossings and associated cable armoring in existing commercial traw! fishing
grounds. We request that these impacts be analyzed both at a project level as well as
cumulatively.
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Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0122-0029
Commenter: Meghan Lapp

Organization: Seafreeze Shoreside, Seafreeze Ltd.
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: We request a detailed analysis in the DEIS of the heat emitted by the
interarray HVAC cables as well as export cables, as well as cumulative analysis of the heat
emitted by project cables combined with the cumulative analysis of the multiple cooling water
intake systems heated effluent mentioned previously. Essentially, in the Beacon Wind area, the
surrounding seafloor and water will be experiencing the oceanic equivalent of radiant heat as
well as forced hot air heat. This must be analyzed in a cumulative manner in order to examine
impacts to primary productivity, as well as associated marine species impacts. Expected
changes in overall thermal habitat must be quantified, including Beacon Wind specific impacts
but also cumulative impacts from adjacent projects which also plan cables and multiple open
cooling water intake systems.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0122-0030
Commenter: Meghan Lapp

Organization: Seafreeze Shoreside, Seafreeze Ltd.
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: We request that this “double” cumulative impacts analysis be
combined with the warming caused by the wind wake effects expected form the project, for a
true and wholistic cumulative impacts analysis on the ocean warming that is to be expected in
the area, which then should be measured against species specific impacts. Wind farms, due to
the wind wake affect, already mimic climate change at their locations (which we will note poses
problems for using expected future climate change as a baseline condition for the No Action or
other DEIS Alternatives). They have been the cause for increase in temperature by 0.5 degrees
C at hub height even as far as 60 km of the wind farm, causing atmospheric warming, [Footnote
48: Akhtar, et al. “Accelerating deployment of offshore wind energy alter wind climate and
reduce future power generation potentials”, Scientific Reports, Nature.com, 2021.] and
“coherent patterns of increasing mean sea surface temperature are present in areas of wind
farm development....large-scale surface heating of up to 0.1 degrees C imitates the effects of
climate change”. [Footnote 49: Christiansen et al, “Emergence of Large-Scale Hydrodynamic
Structures Due to Atmospheric Offshore Wind Farm Wakes”, Frontiers in Marine Sceimce,
2022, p. 12.] This must be taken into account, combined with cable caused heat emissions and
cooling water intake system heated effluent emissions. We request that the DEIS include such
an analysis. The DEIS should examine whether the ocean and atmospheric warming caused by
the project would outweigh any measurable “benefits” to climate change purported by BOEM.
This analysis should quantify and objectively measure estimated impacts, not be merely a
qualitative passing statement.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0127-0006

Organization: National Wildlife Federation, Conservation Law Foundation, National Audubon
Society, Mass Audubon, et al.

Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: The Federal Register notice for the Notice of Intent states that BOEM
will identify potential effects that are reasonably foreseeable and “have a reasonably close
causal relationship to the Proposed Action and the alternatives.” [Footnote 14: 88 FR 42388
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(June 30, 2023).] This scope of impacts is too restrictive. Neither NEPA regulations nor the
statute require that impacts have a “close causal connection” to the Proposed Action or the
alternatives. As described above, BOEM should evaluate all direct, indirect, and cumulative
impacts that are reasonably foreseeable in conducting the EIS for the Project.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0127-0010

Organization: National Wildlife Federation, Conservation Law Foundation, National Audubon
Society, Mass Audubon, et al.

Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: We are concerned about the inconsistencies in the cumulative impacts
analyses across Atlantic offshore wind projects in previous Draft EISs. While these cumulative
impact analyses generally include the same list of anticipated offshore wind projects, we find
significant variability in the cumulative impacts by resource, even for the no action alternatives.
For example, the cumulative effects of the no action alternative in adjacent SouthCoast Wind’s
Draft EIS on demographics are minor adverse, minor beneficial. For environmental justice, the
cumulative effects of the no action alternative are minoradverse, minor beneficial. These are not
aligned with the relatively nearby Revolution Wind’s Draft EIS, which found cumulative effects of
the no action alternative to be moderate to major adverse and minor to moderate beneficial on
demographics and major adverse and negligible to moderate beneficial on environmental
justice. [Footnote 25: See SouthCoast Wind DEIS at ES-2 and Revolution Wind DEIS at Table
ES-2.] Similarly, cumulative impacts of the no action alternative on marine mammals are
considered moderate to major adverse, minor beneficial in SouthCoast’s Draft EIS but moderate
to major adverse for the no action alternative of the Coastal Virginia Offshore Wind Commercial
Project (CVOW-C). [Footnote 26: See SouthCoast Wind DEIS at Table ES-2 and CVOW-C
DEIS at Table S-2.] Similar inconsistencies exist for the cumulative impact analyses for the
ProposedAlternatives (e.g., SouthCoast Wind’s Draft EIS finds moderate adverse impacts in
environmental justice where New England Wind’s Draft EIS finds minor adverse, minor
beneficial cumulative impacts on environmental justice for the Proposed Actions; SouthCoast
Wind'’s Draft EIS finds negligible to major adverse, minor beneficial cumulative impacts on
marine mammals whereas CVOW-C finds moderate to major adverse impacts for the Proposed
Actions). [Footnote 27: See SouthCoast Wind DEIS at Table ES-2 Revolution Wind DEIS at
Table ES-2, CVOW-C DEIS at Table S-2.]

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0127-0011

Organization: National Wildlife Federation, Conservation Law Foundation, National Audubon
Society, Mass Audubon, et al.

Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: We note that inconsistencies are also found for the geographic
analysis areas for cumulative impacts. For example, the geographic analysis areas for birds and
bats vary from 0.5 mi inland (Sunrise Wind for birds and bats, [Footnote 28: Sunrise Wind DEIS,
Appendix D at D-1 and D-2.] SouthCoast Wind for birds [Footnote 29: SouthCoast Wind at Fig.
3.5.3-1, p. 3.5.3-2.] ), 5 mi inland (SouthCoast Wind for bats [Footnote 30: Id. at Fig. 3.5.1-2, p.
3.5.3-2] and several other Draft EISs for both birds and bats), to 100 mi inland (Vineyard Wind 1
for both birds and bats [Footnote 31: Vineyard Wind Final EIS, Table A-1 at A-10.]).

BOEM should improve its analyses to ensure a high standard and consistency for their
cumulative impact analyses for offshore wind projects. We also urge BOEM to ensure that in
evaluating impacts to species, the agency considers potential changes in range and seasonal
use due to various anticipated levels of warming and climate change. Finally, we remind BOEM
that it must now account for the potential negative impacts of a no action alternative, which
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almost certainly includes the climate risks of not mitigating emissions through the development
of the Project and offshore wind development.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0128-0002
Commenter: Sean, Kisha Mahar, Santiago
Organization: New York State

Commenter Type: State Agency

Comment Except Text: The Agencies also seek to ensure that the interests of affected NYS
stakeholders, including its fishermen, maritime industries, recreational businesses, indigenous
communities, disadvantaged communities, and coastal communities, are understood by
evaluating a range of alternatives and undertaking a robust and efficient cumulative impact
analysis.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0128-0074
Commenter: Sean, Kisha Mahar, Santiago
Organization: New York State

Commenter Type: State Agency

Comment Except Text: Cumulative Impacts

+ Undertake a cumulative impacts analysis in an appropriate geographic area including:o

The potential for additive impacts and opportunities to minimize and mitigate significant
cumulative impacts of offshore wind development to fishing access and landings, navigational
safety, migratory pathways, and ecological processes. Construction impacts associated with the
southern New England lease areas are expected to significantly overlap in time and space and
should consider, in particular, sequencing of port uses, overlapping vessel routes, habitat
disturbance, and offshore noise impacts. Long-term effects should reflect the magnitude of
change anticipated in the region occurring over a relatively short time horizon and the ability of
habitats, species, and users to adapt over time. Finally, both construction and operations will
occur within the broader landscape of offshore wind development on the east coast, and the
analysis should include currently leased areas, proposed transmission projects, as well as long-
term planning efforts such as New York State’s Offshore Wind Master Plan 2.0: Deepwater.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0128-0076
Commenter: Sean, Kisha Mahar, Santiago
Organization: New York State

Commenter Type: State Agency

Comment Except Text: Potential cumulative effects resulting from construction and
sequencing of multiple projects at the Astoria complex (e.g., Champlain Hudson Power Express,
Clean Path).

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0128-0077
Commenter: Sean, Kisha Mahar, Santiago
Organization: New York State

Commenter Type: State Agency

Comment Except Text: Growth-inducing effects from use of new and existing ports and new
O&M facilities.
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Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0128-0079
Commenter: Sean, Kisha Mahar, Santiago
Organization: New York State

Commenter Type: State Agency

Comment Except Text: Consider capacity of the onshore cable corridor for accepting
additional power. Note: If additional energy capacity is included as part of the proposed onshore
cable corridor, then the possibility of potential future build-out and expansion should be made
clear and any related, planned expansion should be discussed.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0130-0017
Organization: Town of Nantucket
Commenter Type: Local Government/Agency

Comment Except Text: BOEM also must consider the significant cumulative impacts involved
in permitting this Project. In specifically requiring cumulative impacts analyses, NEPA and
NHPA recognize the significant effects that projects can have on the surrounding landscape
beyond the scope of a single development. Several wind farms are in development off the coast
of Nantucket, including several projects by Vineyard Wind, South Coast Wind, South Fork Wind,
Revolution Wind, and Sunrise Wind. These offshore wind projects will have both separate and
cumulative adverse visual impacts upon historic properties, sites, and districts listed or eligible
for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. This Project, and how it is evaluated and
permitted, will set a precedent for upcoming projects in the area and along the entire Atlantic
Coast. Therefore, it is essential to apply consistent criteria to this Project and subsequent future
development sites. Due to the significant historic resources on Nantucket, BOEM must establish
and implement best practices. The COP should be amended to reflect—and the DEIS should
include—a complete assessment of all impacts to historic and cultural properties and include
additional visual simulations for the Project area so that consulting parties can understand all
adverse effects and offer meaningful comments.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0133-0003
Commenter: Lisa Quattrocki Knight
Organization: Green Oceans

Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: Cumulative Impacts: The DEIS must include a programmatic
cumulative impacts analysis. This should include interactions between multiple pressures. A
recent review of the literature stresses the significance of this gap in our knowledge
(Galparsoro, 2022). BOEM needs to prepare a programmatic EIS to examine the entire wind
development of the outer continental shelf, including all interactions. Individual stressors do not
act in isolation and can have a negative synergistic effect that can accumulate and exponentially
increase environmental damage. Given that BOEM plans to develop 22 million acres of the
Outer Continental Shelf (BOEM, Draft strategy for the NARW, p. 3), an assessment that
considers interactions seems particularly important. No further developments should occur until
a cumulative impact assessment includes a complete programmatic review and a full
assessment of interactions.
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Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0133-0030
Commenter: Lisa Quattrocki Knight
Organization: Green Oceans

Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: Please assess the cumulative impacts on ocean currents: The DEIS
needs to consider the global implications of the project's effect on ocean currents, considering
the new evidence for the potential collapse of the Atlantic Meridional Overturning Circulation
(AMOC) (Ditlevsen, 2023). BOEM knows that these offshore wind projects will decrease wave
height, diminish current strength, and alter temperature stratification from its hydrodynamic
modeling study (HDM, BOEM_2021-049). These effects on both the Atlantic Meridional
Overturning Circulation (AMOC) and the Gulfstream MUST be evaluated. Because any
decrease in the Gulfstream or the AMOC can have dramatic effects on sea-level rises
(Goddard, 2015), and global weather patterns (Carrington, 2021), BOEM MUST have a full
understanding of the hydrodynamic changes from the offshore wind developments and consider
these in a global context, as the executive order implies.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0134-0005
Commenter: Bonnie Brady

Organization: Long Island Commercial Fishing Association
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: We would like a full analysis of the environmental and cumulative
impacts to the air and water quality and benthic habitat of constructing and operating a 400kv
HVDC transmission cable, whether one or two cables, bundled or separate in a “cable
transmission corridor,” within federal and state waters. Including in that analysis, but not limited
to, should be analyses of the cable’s effect on seabed disturbance damage/disturbance of
organisms, sand waves and benthic effect of sand wave levelling, re-suspension of
contaminants, armoring, scour protection in all formats, visual disturbance, noise, transit
pathways, and emissions and wastes from offshore wind survey boats, supply boats,
construction boats, PSO and hydrophone boats, security boats, and any and all other vessels
employed by Equinor or a contractor of Equinor.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0136-0004
Commenter: Meghan Lapp

Organization: Sea Freeze

Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: There is no logical or orderly planning of cable routes and that is a
huge problem, | have asked BOEM for many years now for a complete NOAA nautical chart for
planned cables as well as approved cables and the preexisting cables in the ocean so we can
look at the cumulative effects of cable placements and interference for our vessels and so |
would request again that that part be a part of the DEIS when it goes out to the public.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0143-0001
Commenter: Bonnie Brady

Organization: Long Island Commercial Fishing Association
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: | was not sure at first about the amount of cooling water intake
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systems that are going to be utilized by Beacon Wind offshore. For those of you on this who are
not familiar with what that is, we know from another recent offshore wind lease area that that
usually entails something along the lines of 8.1 million gallons of sea water that is being sucked
into a converter station to turn the inner array cable alternating current into DC current to make
the 151 mile trek east -- excuse me west into the New York City region. That 8.1 million gallons
per day winds up being released is something around 90 degree effluent. So if you have got
several converter stations throughout that areas in some of the most pristine waters prior to the
turbines being put in where ever they may be, that is going to have a huge effect on the
environment of everything, and so | am very concerned as to how many of those are going to
exist. Doesn't seem to make sense if you are trying to decrease sea surface temperature
warming what dumping 90 degree effluent will due to it especially at the scale of all of those
stations.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0149-0011
Commenter: Jonathan Meade

Organization: National Park Service

Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: NPS notes that several offshore wind projects are currently proposed
in the vicinity of the Beacon Wind project, and likely to result in cumulative impacts to the same
resources and values. In order for the public and other stakeholders to have an accurate
understanding of the proposed project and its impacts, NPS recommends BOEM address the
other current and likely potential future proposals through its NEPA review. We note that views
of the Beacon Wind Project from the NHLs will be visible in the background of other offshore
projects.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0151-0044
Commenter: Michael Pentony

Organization: National Marine Fisheries Service
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: The EIS should include a complete analysis of the cumulative impacts
of the project. This analysis should describe the effects of the proposed project, which in
combination with any past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, may result in
cumulative impacts on the ecosystem and human environment. This analysis should include a
broad view of all reasonably foreseeable activities, including but not limited to, energy
infrastructure (including future wind energy projects), port infrastructure, sand mining,
aquaculture, vessel activity, fisheries management actions, disposal sites, and other
development projects. Consideration of impacts from the construction and operation of multiple
projects both within the Southern New England region and through the OCS is important,
particularly for migrating species of marine mammails, sea turtles, fish, and invertebrates that
may use or transit multiple proposed project areas.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0151-0045
Commenter: Michael Pentony

Organization: National Marine Fisheries Service
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: For all resources and IPFs, it is also important that the EIS separately
identify the impacts of the No Action alternative (i.e. existing baseline condition of resources in
the context of past and ongoing activities), as well as how the No Action impacts compare to the
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impacts of the action alternatives. This analysis should be distinct from the consideration of
Cumulative Effects. While a cumulative effects analysis should consider all reasonably
foreseeable future wind projects across the region, the No Action alternative impacts should
include only those wind projects which have already completed environmental review and have
been permitted. We recommend that the structure and content of the analysis be developed
consistent with the agreed upon approach taken to this issue in the Ocean Wind 1 EIS.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0151-0046
Commenter: Michael Pentony

Organization: National Marine Fisheries Service
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: The EIS should evaluate, in detail, the cumulative impacts on
protected species and fisheries resources associated with overlapping construction activity of
adjacent projects, including elevated noise levels, displaced fishing effort, cable routing and
burial, and changes in species abundance, among other impacts. Specific information related to
the timing of the construction activity and the expected number of proposed construction
seasons is important, particularly for evaluating cumulative impacts to marine mammals, sea
turtles, and spawning activity of fish and invertebrates. Vessel strikes are a documented threat
to a number of protected species including Atlantic sturgeon, sea turtles, and large whales,
including critically endangered North Atlantic right whales. The EIS should evaluate, in detail,
the cumulative effects of increased vessel traffic during all phases of the project.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0151-0047
Commenter: Michael Pentony

Organization: National Marine Fisheries Service
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: An assessment of cumulative impacts of existing and proposed
transmission cables should also be considered in the EIS. Based on the proposed wind
development projects in this region, there is the potential for substantial additive impacts
associated with the number of required cables. In addition, the cumulative analysis of
transmission cables should include a discrete analysis on cumulative estuarine impacts from
export cables. Specifically, the EIS should assess cumulative impacts of multiple cables
entering Long Island Sound. The EIS should analyze how multiple projects connecting to
available substations in estuarine environments may impact these important areas. Estuaries
provide critical nursery grounds for many marine species that rely on these areas for growth,
feeding, breeding, and protection. The cumulative impacts of multiple projects impacting
estuarine environments over several consecutive seasons should be analyzed in detail. As part
of the cumulative effects analysis, measures to minimize the additive impacts should be
considered, including the evaluation of land-based alternatives as well as facility and
infrastructure upgrades for cables that may be routed through estuaries; and designated cable
routes and coordination and consolidation with adjacent projects in marine waters to minimize
cumulative impacts.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0151-0074
Commenter: Michael Pentony

Organization: National Marine Fisheries Service
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: The EIS should evaluate the cumulative impacts of multiple projects on
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fishing operations, such as changes to time and area fished, gear type used, fisheries targeted,
and landing ports. Some fishing vessels operate in multiple areas that may be subject to wind
project development. While some may choose to continue to fish in these areas, others may be
displaced from one or more project areas and fish in different areas outside the project areas.
Therefore, it is important to evaluate how all existing and potential future wind projects could
affect overall fishing operations due to effort displacement, shifts from one fishery to another,
changes to gear usage and frequency, changes to fishery distribution and abundance, and
increased fishing effort due to fishing in less productive areas. It is not enough to simply state
that economic impacts of this project can be mitigated by fishing elsewhere without considering
and addressing other factors that may impede effort displacement, including development of
other wind projects in adjacent and nearby waters. The EIS should consider the socio-economic
impacts on fishing communities that cannot relocate fishing activity due to cultural norms
(fishing grounds claimed or used by others), cost limitations (too expensive to travel greater
distances to other fishing areas), and other relevant limiting factors such as fishing regulations
that limit where and when a particular vessel can fish with particular gear for a particular
species. Shifts in fishing behavior, including location and timing, may result in cumulative
impacts to habitat as well as target and bycatch species (both fish and protected species) that
have not been previously analyzed in fishery management actions. Finally, reduced regional
scientific survey access to project areas could increase uncertainty in associated stock
assessments and result in more conservative quotas that would negatively impact fishery
operations in all fisheries. Accordingly, the analysis should also consider cumulative impacts of
all wind projects in the context of existing fisheries management measures.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0152-0040
Commenter: Alena Walters

Organization: Sea Life Conservation, Inc.
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: Answer the question: Which species (of bird, of mammal, of fish, of
bat) will see a reduction in their effective migration space? How profound will the effects be?
How profound will the effects be considering cumulative impact of the U.S. Atlantic Offshore
Wind program anticipated buildout in the next 12-15 years.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0152-0046
Commenter: Alena Walters

Organization: Sea Life Conservation, Inc.
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: Upgrades and improvements by port facilities that are proposed to be
utilized by Beacon Wind as construction and staging areas for the Project are not assessed
even though port facilities will be modified, the Hudson River will be further dredged, and
staging areas will be cleared of trees and vegetation. The environmental impacts of this must be
accounted for in the NEPA review will use these facilities and because the project cannot move
forward without their undertaking. To not account for the environmental impacts of such
activities would be unlawful segmentation of the NEPA review. Tree- clearing is occurring along
sites along the Hudson River, which New York State is preparing to have deepened (dredged)
to accommodate the expected increases in large ship traffic, seeking to revive the
industrialization of the River [Hyperlink: https://www.politico.com/news/2022/09/06/new-york-
hudson-river-industrial-past-offshore-wind-00054196
https://www.politico.com/news/2022/09/06/new-york-hudson-river-industrial-past-offshore-wind-
00054196] It would be bad enough if all these sites were getting separate NEPA reviews (the
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purpose of NEPA is to account for the total environmental impact of an undertaking) [Footnote
1: Divide and Conquer: Dividing the project into its constituent parts and examining each
separately gives a misleading view of the adverse impact of the whole project.]. What is
happening is even worse, no NEPA environmental review is being done before these sites are
cleared. Beacon Island was cleared without a NEPA review, in preparation for an offshore wind
turbine assembly compound comprised of 4 buildings with five hundred feet of hardened
shoreline.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0152-0047
Commenter: Alena Walters

Organization: Sea Life Conservation, Inc.
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: The Beacon Wind LLC developers omit environmental impacts of the
Construction-Staging facilities in their statements of expected impacts within the COP for NEPA
consideration. This omission is inappropriate. Beacon Wind LLC states the reason for the
omission is that permits necessary for the improvement of port and construction/staging facilities
will be sought by the owners of these facilities. The Beacon Wind will conduct its activities at
these sites. The sites are being modified for Beacon Wind project. The Beacon Wind Project
cannot be undertaken without such sites and the preparation work that is taking place at these
facilities. It is irrelevant that the Beacon Wind Project might have used a different site — if so it is
that construction/staging site that should be considered in a NEPA review.

A.2.6 Mitigation and Monitoring

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0022-0004
Commenter: Nivo Rovedo
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Except Text: Equinor has committed to investing in research that will help ensure
responsible development of the offshore wind industry and support ocean health, maritime
safety, marine mammals, and commercial fishing. It has committed to fund $12 million to a
partnership with the Wildlife Conservation Society and Woods Hole Oceanographic Institute,
through which Equinor is funding real-time monitoring of whales and making the data publicly
available; and $25 million to support regional research projects on key commercial fish stocks
and wildlife of conservation concern.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0026-0002
Commenter: Robert Heinemann
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Except Text: Moreover, Equinor has committed to investing in research that will
ensure responsible development of offshore wind and support ocean health, maritime safety,
marine mammals, and commercial fishing. This is a well thought out effort that has been
collaborative by consulting with regional stakeholders and local fishing industry partners across
the Northeast. The layout of the Beacon Wind project will preserve existing fishing agreements
and allow for navigation through, and within, the Beacon Wind and adjacent lease areas.
Beacon Wind also has committed to fund $12 million in partnership with the Wildlife
Conservation Society and Woods Hole Oceanographic Institute through the real-time monitoring
of whales, and will make the data publicly available. In addition, $25 million will be available to
support regional research projects on key commercial fish stocks and wildlife conservation.
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Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0040-0004
Commenter: Tom Helling
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Except Text: In addition, Equinor has committed to investing in research that will
help ensure responsible development of the offshore wind industry and support ocean health,
maritime safety, marine mammals, and commercial fishing. It has committed to fund $12 million
to a partnership with the Wildlife Conservation Society and Woods Hole Oceanographic
Institute, through which Equinor is funding real-time monitoring of whales and making the data
publicly available; and $25 million to support regional research projects on key commercial fish
stocks and wildlife of conservation concern.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0061-0022

Commenter: Thomas A. Nies, Christopher M. Moore

Organization: New England and Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: For all alternatives, the EIS should be clear on which mitigation
measures will be required as opposed to discretionary. Only required mitigation measures
should influence the impacts determinations in the EIS.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0065-0003
Commenter: Anne Conway
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Except Text: How will you ensure that the land and oceans are not compromised
from the construction?

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0086-0011
Commenter: Gib Brogan

Organization: Oceana

Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: Constructing an industrial facility in public federal waters will have
effects on the marine environment. Some of these effects can be forecast and others are
uncertain. To ensure effective oversight and administration of this project, the EIS must include
a monitoring and research plan conducted transparently by NOAA or an independent party to
assess and report the effects of the project on the ocean ecosystem including marine habitats,
wildlife, fishery resources and protected species and changes compared to the baseline study.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0086-0012
Commenter: Gib Brogan

Organization: Oceana

Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: The monitoring program included in the EIS should include, but should
not be limited to, chemical and sonic monitoring, assessment of physical alteration of the
seafloor, currents and winds, visual and acoustic surveys for protected species, and
biological/ecological surveys for plankton abundance and marine wildlife presence and
abundance.
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Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0086-0016
Commenter: Gib Brogan

Organization: Oceana

Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: Some areas of the oceans have higher levels of protections due to
their importance to fisheries, wildlife, or other reasons. Offshore wind development should not
occur in marine monuments or sanctuaries; habitat areas of particular concern including areas
that include deep sea corals; Seasonal Management Areas (SMAs), or persistent Dynamic
Management Areas (DMAs) created to reduce risk of vessel collision with NARWs. When SMAs
or persistent DMAs cannot be avoided, the most stringent mitigation measures will be required.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0114-0001
Commenter: Daniel, Dylan Bettinger, Bust
Organization: TurbineHub

Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: The critically endangered North Atlantic right whale has intricate
migration patterns that intersect with the proposed development area. These majestic creatures
rely heavily on the acoustic environment to communicate, find food, and navigate. Any
disturbance in their migratory routes or increased underwater noise could have potential
adverse effects on their population and behavior.Recommendation: To minimize potential
disruptions and reduce the risk of ship strikes, TurbineHub suggests timing the most intensive
construction periods between June and November. Additionally, slow vessel speed zones and
real-time monitoring of whale presence can further mitigate risks.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0114-0003
Commenter: Daniel, Dylan Bettinger, Bust
Organization: TurbineHub

Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: « Atlantic Cod: Establish buffer zones around known spawning
grounds and reroute vessel traffic to minimize disturbances during sensitive periods.« Bluefin
Tuna: Introduce slow vessel speed zones during peak migratory seasons to prevent
unintentional collisions and disturbances.» Basking Shark: Considering their affinity for
plankton blooms, operations that could disperse these food sources should be paused during
periods of high shark presence.« Atlantic Sea Scallop: Use non-invasive underwater
equipment to create a minimal disturbance zone around dense scallop beds, ensuring the
preservation of these crucial habitats.e Northern Shortfin Squid: Recognizing the squid's
sensitivity to underwater noise and its pivotal role in the marine food chain, it's crucial to employ
noise dampening techniques, such as bubble curtains, during construction activities.
Additionally, disruptive activities should be delayed during the squid's peak spawning seasons,
with slow vessel speeds implemented during peak squid activity to minimize potential harm.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0115-0041
Commenter: Lane Johnson

Organization: Responsible Offshore Development Alliance
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: Once avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures have been
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exhausted through project design, impact fees to compensate for residual damage to regional
seafood production must be required as a condition of any future permit. Fishing industry
requests and positions regarding impact fees are well documented. Only very recently has
BOEM indicated for the first time that it intends to engage the fishing community in dialogue
regarding compensation on a project-specific or cumulative scale. BOEM has an ethical and
scientific obligation to recognize a process for developing an impact fees framework only if it is
driven by the fishing industry and fisheries science experts in a transparent and participatory
manner.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0115-0042
Commenter: Lane Johnson

Organization: Responsible Offshore Development Alliance
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: As a reminder, compensatory mitigation alone is not sufficient to meet
NEPA requirements of avoiding, minimizing, and mitigating impacts to fisheries, nor does its
implementation assure that an OSW project has been designed in a way that does not
unreasonably interfere with fishing operations. However, customary practice supports
compensatory mitigation for fisheries impacts after efforts to minimize and mitigate impacts
have been fully employed. From an equity perspective, fishermen are by far the most impacted
group with respect to OSW development. Despite this, financial offsets offered to fishermen pale
in comparison to those invested by OSW developers, investors, and supporters to other
interests. Approaches to impact fees must be developed by an independent party that is not
able to be influenced by OSW advocates.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0115-0050
Commenter: Lane Johnson

Organization: Responsible Offshore Development Alliance
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: We take to heart recent requests from BOEM and OSW developers to
include specific, actionable requests for fisheries mitigation measures to be included for
consideration. Thus RODA recommends, at a minimum, the following alternatives for inclusion
in the EIS and anticipate requesting additional specific measures as project plans and permitting
develop:

-Transit lanes of 4 nm to allow safe transit of all mariners especially in inclement weather-
Available technologies and practices for the safety of all mariners operating in the vicinity of the
WEA and for minimizing environmental impacts in the following areas:o De-icingo Cable
mattressingo  Scour protectiono Cooling stationo Communication at seao Radar
interferenceo  Vessel traffic -Range of cable burial depths-Performing “micrositing” of turbines,
cables, substation(s), and CWIS with fishermen-Monitoring fisheries impacts for the life or
projects, especially changes in larval populations put at risk by the CWIS-Requirements that
would minimize the environmental impacts of project decommissioning-No-surface occupancy
areas with the lease area, if robust scientific analysis indicates the presence of important
spawning and/or habitat areas-Time of year restrictions during construction, operations, and
decommissioning-No-build setbacks from any important spawning/habitat areas
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Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0117-0002
Organization: New Bedford Port Authority
Commenter Type: State Agency

Comment Except Text: Research, data collection & monitoring should be done throughout the
life of the project. BOEM must begin to develop this data collection on a cumulative basis with all
27 active leases and counting to get a true picture of the potential negative effects to the fishing
industry and supporting businesses.Proper mitigation and compensation should be a focus in
any DEIS and with priority given to those ports and communities that land the most products
regardless of location of the project. Mitigation & compensation should also reflect onshore
businesses who rely on the commercial fishing industry.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0117-0007
Organization: New Bedford Port Authority
Commenter Type: State Agency

Comment Except Text: One glaring omission in any EIS or any fisheries survey mitigation
documents from BOEM or NOAA is any discussion of a remedy. Thanks to the recent changes
in the Ocean Wind ROD, there is now language requiring survey mitigation. What is not spelled
out anywhere is what happens if NOAA determines through these survey efforts that any WEA
is having more of an impact on commercial fishing than originally anticipated in the EIS. There
needs to be language in any EIS and survey mitigation that acknowledges authority on the part
of BOEM and/or BSEE to revisit a COP or EIS if the assumptions and statements therein are
proven false. Obviously, removal of a WEA is theoretically possible but not practical or realistic.
There must be a focus and a commitment into what any agency is going to do if there is a far
more detrimental impact on commercial fishing than is being assumed in the EIS. This includes
a commitment from NOAA to be flexible in its regulations. If the only solution being proposed
when there turns out to be additional impact to commercial fishing is to write a bigger mitigation
check, the future of commercial fishing is in doubt.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0117-0009
Organization: New Bedford Port Authority
Commenter Type: State Agency

Comment Except Text: We previously directed the attention of BOEM to the Synthesis of
Science Report that detailed the issues and uncertainties in the science of tracking the
interactions between offshore wind and commercial fishing. The statement from the Beacon
COP regarding payment for research to “better understand how offshore wind energy
development is potentially altering the biomass and/or distribution of these stocks” leads to the
question, what if the research shows a much larger impact on commercial fishing than
anticipated in the COP or EIS? BOEM has included language in the Ocean Wind ROD
regarding BSEE reopening the financial mitigation. BOEM has put forward five areas of
mitigation and made it abundantly clear that the position of BOEM is that the first four areas are
a priority before getting to the fifth, financial compensation. As stated previously, if the sole
approach of BOEM is to increase the payment to the fishermen when it turns out the other
mitigation areas are not working and the WEA is having more of an impact on fishing then
anticipated in the EIS, there could major impacts on commercial fishermen and the communities
they support. BOEM needs to hope for the best and plan for the worst in creating the flexibility
needed in a COP, EIS or ROD to respond to unforeseen issues in the interactions between
offshore wind and fishing.
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Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0118-0003
Organization: Massachusetts Office of Coastal Zone Management
Commenter Type: State Agency

Comment Except Text: All monitoring, reporting, and communications plans described in the
EIS should include best practices for data reporting and formatting, and for rapid sharing of
timely information with stakeholders.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0122-0008
Commenter: Meghan Lapp

Organization: Seafreeze Shoreside, Seafreeze Ltd.
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: Considering that bubble curtains are often prescribed by BOEM as a
mitigation measure for construction activities of pile driving and UXO detonation, but also that
BOEM has stated that low frequency sound is not reduced by bubble curtains, [Footnote 16:
See BOEM presentation to the Mid Atlantic Fishery Management Council at
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/511cdc7fe4b00307a2628ac6/t/602d7bbd49ee2d06d9db1
2c4/1613593539206/05a_ BOEM+Renewables+Program+Update+2021-02.pdf, p. 21 of 23.]
and the fact that baleen whales are low frequency cetaceans and -per the developer’'s COP-the
most prevalent type of whale in the project area, we request that BOEM analyze and require
mitigation measures that are successful at reducing low frequency noise in particular in order to
protect low frequency baleen whales from project impacts. We request that all such measures
be described in detail in the DEIS, inclusive of peer reviewed studies and groundtruthing
experiments, and included in the Marine Mammal section. If such measures do not exist, BOEM
would be unable to meet its regulatory requirement to “not cause undue harm or damage to
natural resources”, as the most prevalent species in the project area would go unprotected by
applicable mitigation measures.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0122-0032
Commenter: Meghan Lapp

Organization: Seafreeze Shoreside, Seafreeze Ltd.
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: BOEM has delegated all enforcement of offshore wind project
parameters to BSEE. It is our understanding that BSEE does not currently have any East Coast
offices, enforcement vessels, or on-site personnel. Please describe, in detail, a BSEE
enforcement plan for ensuring that should the project be approved that the developer will remain
inside of project parameters, including but not limited to, marine mammal protection measures
and SF6 leakage monitoring.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0127-0012

Organization: National Wildlife Federation, Conservation Law Foundation, National Audubon
Society, Mass Audubon, et al.

Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: Offshore wind remains a relatively nascent technology in the United
States and, as such, BOEM must closely monitor the impacts of offshore wind construction and
operations to guide adaptive management and future development. It is necessary to
understand baseline environmental conditions prior to large-scale offshore wind development in
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the United States so offshore wind impacts can be clearly understood in relation to pre-
development environments. Additionally, as discussed further below, it is imperative that BOEM
require robust, long-term monitoring (ideally coordinated regionally) to understand the impacts
of offshore wind development on natural resources and that this monitoring data be made
available to stakeholders and the public.

The Regional Wildlife Science Collaborative for Offshore Wind (RWSC) is a multi-sector
collective created and defined by federal agencies, states, conservation organizations, and
offshore wind developers to “collaboratively and effectively conduct and coordinate relevant,
credible, and efficient regional monitoring and research of wildlife and marine ecosystems that
supports the advancement of environmentally responsible and cost-efficient offshore wind
power development activities in U.S. Atlantic waters.” [Footnote 32: RWSC mission statement,
available at https://rwsc.org/about/.] We urge BOEM to continue to participate in and fund
RWSC to support its science plan development and to implement the monitoring and research
activities identified in the science plan.

BOEM, through RWSC and individually, must also continue to collaborate with state efforts
(e.g., the New York State Energy and Research Development Authority (NYSERDA)
Environmental Technical Working Group), scientists, NGOs, the wind industry, and other
stakeholders to use information from monitoring and other research, and evolving practices and
technology, to inform cumulative impact analyses moving forward.

In drafting the Draft EIS, we urge BOEM to require protective measures and to allow practices
to evolve as monitoring informs impact assessments. Continued, robust monitoring of offshore
wind projects and commitment to employ adaptive management practices will ensure that
BOEM can swiftly minimize damages of unintended or unanticipated impacts to ecosystems or
wildlife, as well as inform strategies for future wind projects.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0127-0022

Organization: National Wildlife Federation, Conservation Law Foundation, National Audubon
Society, Mass Audubon, et al.

Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: It is critical that the impact of offshore wind operations on marine
wildlife and the ocean ecosystem be closely monitored. As part of this, we need an
understanding of baseline environmental conditions prior to large-scale offshore wind energy
development in the U.S. To this end, BOEM should coordinate with NMFS to establish and fund
a robust, long-term scientific plan to monitor the effects of offshore wind energy development on
marine mammals and other species before, during, and after large-scale commercial projects
are constructed. Without strong baseline data collection and environmental monitoring in place,
we lose the ability to detect and understand potential impacts and we risk setting an under-
protective precedent for future offshore wind energy development. Such monitoring must inform
and drive future mitigation as well as potential practical changes to existing operations to reduce
any potential impacts to natural resources and wildlife.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0128-0082
Commenter: Sean, Kisha Mahar, Santiago
Organization: New York State

Commenter Type: State Agency

Comment Except Text: Short Term Construction Related Measuress Evaluate measures
taken to avoid, minimize and mitigate environmental impacts from short term construction
related activities onshore and offshore, including but not limited to noise, traffic, etc.
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Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0128-0084
Commenter: Sean, Kisha Mahar, Santiago
Organization: New York State

Commenter Type: State Agency

Comment Except Text: Mobilization of the Seabed Resulting in Buried Cable Exposures
Include a robust siting analysis to avoid dynamic areas with known high seabed mobility and/or
or assess the need to add additional protection in areas of high mariner use where cable may
become exposed.e Include mariner notifications of shallow-buried and exposed cables and
cable protection measures.

* Include methods to monitor and maintain target burial depth for the maximum possible
distance and expeditiously repair/rebury cable(s).

» Evaluate adaptive management if repeated cable exposures occur.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0128-0088
Commenter: Sean, Kisha Mahar, Santiago
Organization: New York State

Commenter Type: State Agency

Comment Except Text: Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation: BOEM has developed a
range of minimization and mitigation measures to address unavoidable impacts associated with
offshore wind development that appear to be applicable to the Proposed Action. Of particular
importance are those measures addressing behavioral and physiological impacts from noise,
vibrations, altered water quality, altered sediment chemistries, beneficial reuse of excavated
materials where possible, foundation lighting, wind-swept area, electromagnetic/magnetic fields,
cooling water intakes/discharges, and thermal impacts on biological resources. Additionally,
measures that address current and future fishing practices, mariner notifications and alerts,
navigational safety and risks to vessel traffic, as well as designated and common practice
anchoring areas, turbine installation in complex geotechnical conditions such as glauconite
sediments, and reducing risks associated with cable installation and operation due to
disturbance footprints, shallow burial depth, drill and blast techniques, burial maintenance and
anchoring practices should be considered.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0128-0092
Commenter: Sean, Kisha Mahar, Santiago
Organization: New York State

Commenter Type: State Agency

Comment Except Text: Assess the feasibility of using turbines and other offshore wind
infrastructure as scientific platforms (cameras, environmental sensors, telemetry receivers, etc.).
This should include a technical assessment of needs and the potential to improve on-water
safety as well (weather stations, cellular reception, etc.).

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0128-0094
Commenter: Sean, Kisha Mahar, Santiago
Organization: New York State

Commenter Type: State Agency

Comment Except Text: Mariner Safetye Develop a Comprehensive Mariner
Communications and Notification Plan that addresses all phases of development (Surveys,
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Construction, Operations, Decommissioning). The Equinor Wind US Fisheries Communications
Plan (see New York Lease - Draft Fisheries Liaison Plan (beaconwind.com) should address
outreach to all mariners include commercial vessel operators, recreational fishermen,
recreational boaters, and divers,» Routine check-ins with the NY/NJ Harbor Safety,
Navigation, and Operations Committee, appropriate Subcommittees, and other regional
maritime organizations that may be affected.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0128-0096
Commenter: Sean, Kisha Mahar, Santiago
Organization: New York State

Commenter Type: State Agency

Comment Except Text: « Identify opportunities to address liability to vessel operators in the
case of accidental incidents (e.g., anchor strike, allision).

+ |dentify best practices to minimize disruption to fishing from boulder relocation.« Explore
the possibility of adapting mobile gears (trawls, dredges, etc.) to navigate through tighter
corridors. Individuals desiring or requiring equipment upgrades should be eligible to draw from
mitigation funds.e Review Fisheries Management Plans (FMPs) to determine if gear adaptions
may trigger the need to amend FMPs.

» Encourage continued conversations with the fishing industry on gear adaptations and/or
change-outs to allow continued fishing as they may be considering using known gear
technologies that are currently prohibited (e.g., prohibited for a specific fishery, time of year,
specific area).

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0128-0097
Commenter: Sean, Kisha Mahar, Santiago
Organization: New York State

Commenter Type: State Agency

Comment Except Text: Water Quality

» Evaluate methods to reduce mortality and entrainment of egg and larval stages. These may
includeo reducing both CWIS through-screen velocity below 0.5 feet/second, which is the
threshold required for new facilities defined at 40 CFR §125.84(c);o reducing both CWIS
water withdrawal, when feasible, during periods of peak egg and larval abundanceo Exploring
opportunities to upgrade/retrofit both CWIS to closed-cycle cooling systems if the technology
becomes available during Project operations.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0128-0099
Commenter: Sean, Kisha Mahar, Santiago
Organization: New York State

Commenter Type: State Agency

Comment Except Text: Assess available cable alert system technology that alerts vessel
operators to the presence of project cables, which could shift horizontally and vertically over
time. Such a system would be prudent to install in high traffic areas (e.g., navigation channels
and other traffic lanes, in/near anchorages). Note: as cited in the aforementioned M-TWG
studies, there is a history of anchor strikes occurring within Long Island Sound. These repeat
incidents have resulted in the need for repeated repairs and a cable alert systems to mitigate
future risks to both cables and vessels.
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Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0128-0100
Commenter: Sean, Kisha Mahar, Santiago
Organization: New York State

Commenter Type: State Agency

Comment Except Text: - Evaluate pre- and post-construction monitoring.

» Incorporate nature-inclusive designs, where appropriate, and develop metrics for analyzing
usage and habitat benefits of such designs. For example, selecting alternative materials that
minimize or avoid the use of traditional concrete mattresses. These designs have co-benefits to
fishing and shipping industries, as concrete mattresses introduce hazards to mariners.

» Evaluate avoidance of impacts to hard bottom habitats and minimize impacts to other
benthic habitats.

* Require a vessel anchoring plan to protect sensitive habitats or other areas to be avoided
and to minimize benthic habitat disturbance.

» Evaluate measures to minimize sand wave leveling (e.g., micrositing to avoid, selecting
installation tools that can overcome sand wave heights while installing to target burial depth,
avoiding the need for gravel or secondary cable protection as a result of leveling)

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0128-0102
Commenter: Sean, Kisha Mahar, Santiago
Organization: New York State

Commenter Type: State Agency

Comment Except Text: Climate Mitigation Measurese Evaluate mitigation measures to
reduce or eliminate identified climate impacts.

Impacts to Saltmarshess Evaluate potential impacts from development to saltmarshes and
identify avoidance, minimization and mitigation measures.

Rare, Threatened and Endangered (RTE) Speciess Avoidance, minimization and mitigation of
state and federal threatened and endangered species should be evaluated using the latest
guidance available.

Air Emission Controlss Consider the following air emission controls:o Diesel generators
should be Tier 4F and fire 15 parts per million (ppm) sulfur diesel.o Vessels shall use fuels in
the hierarchy of 15 ppm sulfur diesel, low sulfur diesel, marine distillate, and marine residual
instead of allowing any of those fuels to be utilized.o Vessels shall be the newest available,
preferably meeting International Maritime Organization (IMO) Tier Il emission standards.o
Boilers that are installed on the offshore converter station shall fire the cleanest fuel available.
Operational and Maintenance Measurese Evaluate measures taken to avoid, minimize and
mitigate environmental impacts from operational and maintenance activities, including but not
limited to noise, traffic, etc.

Decommissioning Measures, Including Site Restoratione Evaluate measures taken to avoid,
minimize and mitigate environmental impacts from site restoration and decommissioning
activities, including but not limited to noise, traffic, etc.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0128-0106
Commenter: Sean, Kisha Mahar, Santiago
Organization: New York State

Commenter Type: State Agency

Comment Except Text: Adaptive Management Plane BOEM should consider requiring an
adaptive management plan, whereby if environmental impacts are substantially different than
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anticipated, operational modifications can be evaluated and executed. BOEM should consider
whether this should include stakeholder (non-fishing) or community liaison board or individual
that would relay information between the Project developer and the affected public.

* A comprehensive mariner communication plan that is routinely re-visited and refined based
upon feedback and evolving needs of the maritime and fishing industries as they adapt to
economic drivers, regulatory environments, and climate change, among others.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0128-0107
Commenter: Sean, Kisha Mahar, Santiago
Organization: New York State

Commenter Type: State Agency

Comment Except Text: Special Management Concernse The Agencies urge BOEM to
minimize interruptions to state and federal fisheries surveys to the maximum extent possible by
continuing to work with NOAA NMFS on the implementation of the NOAA Fisheries’ Federal
Survey Mitigation Program. These fishery resource surveys provide valuable long-term data and
are critical for effective fisheries management throughout the region. Source:
https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/feature-story/noaa-fisheries-and-bureau-ocean-energy-
management-announce-efforts-mitigate-impacts.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0131-0015
Commenter: Timothy Timmermann

Organization: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: EPA recommends that BOEM develop and describe measures in the
EIS to mitigate NAAQS pollutants and any regulated toxic and greenhouse gas pollutants for the
emissions sources described in Appendix J of the COP. EPA suggests that the EIS fully discuss
best available technologies and that reasonable mitigation measures include the use of ultra-low
sulfur fuels, including liquefied natural gas, inherently lower emitting and high efficiency engine
designs, use of Tier 4 certified engines, use of fuel cells and marine batteries, and electric
cranes and support equipment. WTGs may be equipped with a generator engine for emergency
backup power.Diesel-fired engines on the WTGs are an additional source of air emissions and
are subject to EPA’s OCS air permit. EPA encourages BOEM to explore and describe in the EIS
options to require alternate lower-emitting power sources such as battery backup or fuel cell
technology to provide emergency power to the WTGs during operations.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0131-0016
Commenter: Timothy Timmermann

Organization: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: The majority of the emissions from the project are associated with
vessel engines used to construct and maintain the project. To reduce long term cumulative
emissions from the vessels used for the Beacon Wind project, we recommend that BOEM
require procurement of best available technology, i.e., the most efficient and lowest emitting
vessels available during the vessel-contracting stage of the project (such as Tier 4 or Tier 3
certified engines or alternative fueled vessels). In addition, the EIS should evaluate the following
mitigation options for the purchase of lower emitting or electrified crew vessels for ongoing
operations and maintenance; anti-idling practices; retrofitting of older equipment; and add-on air
pollution control devices.
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Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0131-0026
Commenter: Timothy Timmermann

Organization: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: The EIS should also explain in detail the steps BOEM will take to
reduce uncertainty regarding the potential for project related impacts during construction and
operation. We also encourage BOEM to continue to work closely with the National Marine
Fisheries Service to develop appropriate measures to avoid impacts to whale habitat and
behavior during project construction and operation. These measures should include a detailed
monitoring and mitigation plan that is presented in the EIS.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0131-0034
Commenter: Timothy Timmermann

Organization: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: The EIS should include all environmental monitoring commitments that
will be used to document baseline assemblages of aquatic organisms and to assess impacts to
those assemblages throughout the life of the project. In addition, the DEIS should discuss how
the monitoring results will be made available to regulatory agencies and the public, preferably
by using a readily accessible and easy to navigate webpage.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0131-0035
Commenter: Timothy Timmermann

Organization: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: The EIS should describe any measures to mitigate or minimize any
negative impacts from impingement, entrainment, and discharge of heated and chlorinated
effluent, including cumulative impacts of the operation of the converter stations.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0131-0045
Commenter: Timothy Timmermann

Organization: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: If SF6-free switchgears are determined to be technically infeasible,
BOEM should consider mitigation requirements for monitoring and leak detection limiting leaks
to less than 1%, especially given that there are projected to be a significant number of
switchgears at each project and the switchgears will be operating in a harsh marine
environment.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0131-0048
Commenter: Timothy Timmermann

Organization: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: Provide recommendations for practicable mitigation measures for
reducing emissions of several air pollutants including GHG’s, NOx, PM and others, during
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construction and operation of the project, such as using energy efficient equipment and limiting
idling, when possible. These measures should be considered even if predicted emissions would
be below thresholds.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0131-0049
Commenter: Timothy Timmermann

Organization: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: The EIS should expand on the brief discussion in the COP of
mitigation measures being proposed for minimizing impacts from underwater noise (p.5-405-
407), entanglement (p. 5-411), and vessel strike avoidance (p. 5-415).

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0138-0002
Commenter: Matt Gove

Organization: Surf Rider Foundation

Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: So we are asking for, you know, the highest levels of mitigation and
monitoring. Monitoring is so critical because we need to see what impacts these projects have
as they come on-line especially cumulatively to see if anything is happening that's really
harming the ocean.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0149-0008
Commenter: Jonathan Meade

Organization: National Park Service

Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: Appendix Y describes the efficacy of using an Aircraft Detection
Lighting System (ADLS) to reduce the total amount of time that an obstruction lighting system
would be activated. By turning the aviation obstruction lights on only when aircraft enter the light
activation volume, historical air traffic data suggest ADLS controlled obstruction lights would
have been reduced by over 99% in system activated duration. NPS supports use of such a
system and requests that Beacon Wind implement such a system for this project.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0149-0009
Commenter: Jonathan Meade

Organization: National Park Service

Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: In general, NPS recommends the following measures protective of
night skies. We are of the professional opinion that they would be beneficial for this project.
Security lighting should be directed downward and shielded. Some lights should have motion
sensors added.

Control -- lights should be off when not needed. This applies to both the construction phase and
operation phase.

Brightness — the minimum lumen output needed should be used.

Warm color-temperature light -- use amber lights, when possible, instead of white light.
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Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0151-0020
Commenter: Michael Pentony

Organization: National Marine Fisheries Service
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: The EIS must clearly identify which mitigation measures are included
as part of the proposed action and thus, evaluated in the analysis, which measures are
proposed as conditions of project approval, and measures that are optional and could be
implemented by the developer to further reduce impacts. The EIS should address how
mitigation measures are considered in the context of the definition of effects magnitude (e.g.
negligible, minor, moderate, major), and how mitigation would offset the magnitude of the effect.
Mitigation measures must be relevant to the impact to be mitigated and capable of actually
reducing impacts (e.g., a monitoring study alone is not an effective mitigation measure as by
itself it neither avoids nor minimizes effects). An analysis of the effectiveness of any proposed
mitigation should also be included in the EIS. Measures to avoid and minimize impacts such as
speed restrictions for project vessels, soft start procedures, noise dampening technologies,
construction time of year restrictions, avoidance of sensitive habitats, construction sequencing,
anchoring plans, or micro-siting should be discussed in detail, including what resources would
benefit from such mitigative measures and how/when such benefits (or impact reductions)
would occur.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0151-0022
Commenter: Michael Pentony

Organization: National Marine Fisheries Service
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: Here, we offer an initial list of measures that we consider would avoid
or minimize effects to right whales. These measures should be considered in addition to the
area near Nantucket Shoals where development should be avoided. We also encourage BOEM
to incorporate the measures identified in the draft BOEM/NMFS Right Whale Strategy and note
that the measures identified here are consistent with that document.

* Require year-round speed limits of 10 knots or less for project vessels operating in and around
the lease area, including transits of crew transit vessels from regional ports.

* Require robust time of year restrictions for pile driving including an expansion of the January -
April pile driving restriction, particularly in the eastern half of the lease, to avoid pile driving in
May and December.

« Limit the detonation of any unexploded ordnance/munitions of concern to June-October.

* Develop time of year restrictions for installation of suction bucket foundations and other project
activities that involve the withdrawal or entrainment of water to limit the potential for loss of
copepod prey.

* Require the lessee to implement state-of-the-art noise attenuation measures to reduce pile
driving noise to the maximum extent practicable; this should include consideration of a double
big bubble curtain plus an additional sound attenuation device.

« Limit gear types for fisheries surveys to gear that is unlikely to interact with right whales (i.e.,
trawls, ropeless technology for ventless trap/pot surveys).

* Require robust monitoring protocols for before and during pile driving and UXO/MEC
detonation to limit the potential for exposure of right whales to noise that may affect their
hearing (i.e., permanent or temporary threshold shift) or essential behaviors such as foraging.
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Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0151-0026
Commenter: Michael Pentony

Organization: National Marine Fisheries Service
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: The project area overlaps with areas with high North Atlantic right
whale density and with EFH for sensitive life stages, including for species that aggregate to
spawn (e.g. Atlantic cod, longfin squid), and species with demersal eggs (e.g. winter flounder,
longfin squid) that may be more vulnerable to impacts of project construction. The overlap of in-
water construction activities with the time of year of greatest risk for resources of concern
should be fully evaluated in the EIS. Measures such as time of year restriction and construction
sequencing should be implemented to minimize impacts to vulnerable resources. Here, we
identify times of year when a number of important species at vulnerable life stages are expected
to be located in the project area as well as the time of year when right whale density is highest.
We recommend that BOEM consider mitigation measures, including time of year restrictions
and construction sequencing, that reflect this information.

* North Atlantic right whale - December 1 - May 31

+ Atlantic cod spawning - November 1 - March 31

* Longfin squid spawning/demersal egg presence - April - July

» Winter flounder spawning/early life stages (waters less than 20 ft)- January 15 - May 31

» Overwintering winter flounder and striped bass (in East River): November 15 - April 15

* Diadromous fish migration: March 1- June 30

* Shellfish spawning (Long Island Sound): May 1 - September 30

* Horseshoe crab (inshore beaches where spawning occurs): April 15 - July 15

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0151-0027
Commenter: Michael Pentony

Organization: National Marine Fisheries Service
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: We encourage BOEM to require measures that reduce noise levels
during construction to the maximum extent practicable and require use of the best technology
available. We encourage requiring at least a double big bubble curtain and additional noise
attenuation measures to reduce impacts to all marine resources from pile driving. Noise
attenuation measures should also be required for any planned UXO/MEC detonation. Additional
mitigative measures such as soft start procedures and sound field verification for adaptive
management should be required. The effectiveness of such noise mitigating measures should
be evaluated in the EIS. The analysis in the EIS of noise impacts and mitigation measures
should address protected species, their prey (see for example, Kuhn et al. 2023), and other
marine resources including commercially important fish such as Atlantic cod and longfin squid.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0151-0028
Commenter: Michael Pentony

Organization: National Marine Fisheries Service
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: For more vulnerable and difficult-to-replace resources such as natural
hard bottom complex substrates (particularly those with macroalgae and/or epifauna),
submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV), dense faunal beds (e.g., cerianthid beds), shellfish habitat
and reefs, other biogenic reefs, and prominent benthic features, mitigation measures that avoid
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and minimize impacts to these habitats should be evaluated and given full consideration in the
EIS. This may include measures such as re-routing or relocation of inter-array cables and/or
turbines, measure to reduce construction impacts from anchoring and boulder relocation in
sensitive habitats, micrositing measures to avoid and minimize sensitive habitats, and means
and methods of construction that would reduce overall indirect and direct adverse effects of the
project.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0151-0029
Commenter: Michael Pentony

Organization: National Marine Fisheries Service
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: While the project should be planned and developed to avoid and
minimize adverse effects to marine resources and existing uses (i.e. fisheries habitat, fishing
and NMFS scientific survey operations) to the greatest extent practicable, compensatory
mitigation should be proposed to offset unavoidable permanent and temporary impacts. The EIS
should include discussion and evaluation of potential compensatory mitigation for unavoidable
adverse impacts to fisheries habitats and the lost functions and values resulting from those
impacts. Compensatory mitigation for both ecological losses as well as social and economic
losses should be discussed in the EIS, and incorporate all affected entities. Compensatory
mitigation for social and economic impacts from this and other projects should consider any
increased operational costs (i.e., increased steaming time to search for fish or transiting around
turbines) or loss of fisheries revenue (i.e., lower catch or opportunity to catch fish as a result of
construction closures or gear loss) resulting from the construction and operation of the project
along with associated impacts to shoreside support services and affiliated fishing communities
due to lost fishing revenue. Compensatory mitigation should also consider more conservative
quotas set in response to reduced scientific survey access and associated increased
uncertainty in stock assessments along with any potential proposed measures to compensate
for such losses. Additionally, the potential for bycatch measures resulting from protected
species interactions due to shifts in fishing activity and increased uncertainty in protected
species assessments should be analyzed and discussed. Details of compensation plans
describing qualifying factors, time constraints, allowed claim frequency, etc. should also be
included when possible, particularly if used as mitigation measures to reduce economic impacts
from access loss/restriction, effort displacement, or gear damage/loss. To effectively evaluate
the potential for any compensation to mitigate project- specific fishery impacts, it is critical that
the details of the compensation measures be identified as part of the EIS prepared for the
action. If such mitigation measures are developed after project approval and the development
of the FEIS, it is impossible to conclude that such measures will effectively reduce fishery
impacts. Therefore, we encourage the lessee to develop any fishery mitigation measures as
part of the COP and evaluate the efficacy in the associated EIS.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0151-0058
Commenter: Michael Pentony

Organization: National Marine Fisheries Service
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: As noted above, we encourage BOEM and Beacon Wind to consider
how to implement this project in a way that minimizes negative effects to ESA listed species. As
such, we encourage you to incorporate the avoidance and minimization measures addressed
above in the project plans and to ensure that the EIS reflects consideration of this approach. In
addition to the measures identified above, we urge you to consider the avoidance and
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minimization measures identified in the BOEM-NMFS Right Whale strategy, measures included
as terms and conditions in NMFS Biological Opinions for offshore wind projects, and the
measures submitted by NMFS for consideration in the New York Bight programmatic EIS.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0151-0071
Commenter: Michael Pentony

Organization: National Marine Fisheries Service
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: We recommend that any fishery compensation measures follow
BOEM’s final mitigation guidance and be fully detailed and integrated into the EIS before COP
approval. This will help ensure the EIS fully reflects fishery impacts and the anticipated
reductions in such impacts from any mitigation measures.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0151-0077
Commenter: Michael Pentony

Organization: National Marine Fisheries Service
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: Information from project-specific mitigation plans could be critical
inputs to the development and implementation of any future federal survey mitigation program if
they are designed to address project level or regional level impacts on federal surveys. To date,
monitoring activities currently employed by wind developers have not been designed to and will
not provide information that would mitigate project level impacts on NMFS scientific surveys
(Methratta et al. 2023). [Footnote 35: Available at:
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fmars.2023.1214949/full]

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0151-0078
Commenter: Michael Pentony

Organization: National Marine Fisheries Service
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: Mitigation is necessary to offset adverse impacts to longstanding
marine scientific survey operations (e.g., loss of access to project areas, changes to sampling
design, habitat alterations, and reduced sampling due to increased transit time) and fisheries
dependent data collections should also be considered and evaluated in the document for these
regional surveys affected by this project. We recommend that BOEM ensure that project specific
and regional survey mitigation measures be included as a component for Beacon Wind, and
draw from recently adopted measures from other projects, consistent with the NOAA
FisheriessBOEM Federal Survey Mitigation Strategy.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0151-0079
Commenter: Michael Pentony

Organization: National Marine Fisheries Service
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: NMFS and BOEM developed a Federal Survey Mitigation
Implementation Strategy (Hare et al. 2022) outlining survey mitigation responsibilities to be
implemented by project proponents. [Footnote 36: Available at:
https://repository.library.noaa.gov/view/noaa/47925] Consistent with that strategy, we highly
recommend that the lessee develop a survey mitigation agreement with NMFS describing how
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the lessee will: 1) mitigate the project impacts on each of the seven scientific surveys disrupted
by the Beacon Wind project (see text describing project- specific contributions to the regional
federal survey mitigation strategy in the Ocean Wind 1 Record of Decision) and 2) contribute to
a regional level survey mitigation program.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0151-0083
Commenter: Michael Pentony

Organization: National Marine Fisheries Service
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: Robust site-specific monitoring should be required to help address
questions related to effects of the Beacon Wind project on marine and estuarine resources.
Monitoring plans should seek to characterize changes in habitat caused by development and
concomitant effects on protected species, as well as on fish and shellfish production as a result
of habitat changes. To accomplish this, monitoring plans should follow the ROSA Offshore Wind
Project Monitoring Framework and Guidelines and the draft Science Plan from the Regional
Wildlife Science Collaborative which offers research and monitoring priorities that inform
protected species research. For protected species, research and monitoring areas include, but
are not limited to, assessing potential planktonic distribution and abundance changes due to the
development of offshore wind structures and sea turtle tagging to assess possible changes in
distribution and dive behavior. Passive acoustic monitoring (PAM) should be used and follow
guidance outlined by NOAA and BOEM recommendations (Van Parijs et al. 2021). We
encourage BOEM to require the deployment of archival PAM to monitor ambient noise,
construction noise, and other noise sources in the lease area. The recorder should follow the
deployment procedures required in recently approved offshore wind projects to maintain
regional consistency. Expansion of PAM monitoring will also improve coverage for the ongoing
acoustic telemetry study to help identify areas important for Atlantic cod spawning, a study we
recommend be further expanded in the lease area to better inform project-specific impacts to
spawning cod and potential mitigation measures. We recommend BOEM and the developer
coordinate with our agency early in the process related to any potential effects of monitoring
activities on NOAA trust resources, as survey or monitoring activities may require permits or
authorizations from us. Please see guidance posted on our website. [Footnote 37: Available at:
https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/s3/2023-
06/NOAAFisheriesGreaterAtlanticRegionPermittingConsiderationsforFisheriesSurveysforOffsho
reW indDevelopment20Jun2023.pdf]

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0151-0084
Commenter: Michael Pentony

Organization: National Marine Fisheries Service
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: Monitoring plans should also align with the goals of the NMFS/BOEM
Federal Federal Survey Mitigation Implementation Strategy in order to address impacts to
surveys that derive from the preclusion of sampling platforms, impacts on statistical survey
design, habitat alteration, and reduced sampling productivity. To accomplish this, project
specific and regional survey mitigation measures should be included as a component for
Beacon Wind, and draw from recently adopted measures from other projects, consistent with
the NOAA Fisheries/BOEM Federal Survey Mitigation Strategy. A survey mitigation agreement
with NMFS should be developed which describes how the lessee will mitigate the project
impacts on each of the seven NMFS scientific surveys that will be disrupted by the Beacon
Wind project. This will involve developing project-level monitoring designs and methodologies
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that allow for the integration of project-level monitoring data into new and existing long-term
data streams collected by NMFS for the purpose of assessing the population status of NOAA
trust resources.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0151-0085
Commenter: Michael Pentony

Organization: National Marine Fisheries Service
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: To ensure monitoring plans are capable of reaching lease-wide
conclusions on the impacts of offshore wind development on habitat and NOAA trust resources,
all surveys proposed should include: 1) adequate temporal sampling with a minimum of three
years of pre-construction baseline sampling and a minimum of five years of post-construction
sampling; 2) representative spatial sampling across the diversity of habitat types identified
through initial benthic surveying and habitat classification; 3) power analyses to identify the
appropriate level of sampling intensity to ensure surveys are capable of detecting change
across all identified response variables; 4) appropriate statistical designs that are suited to
address clearly stated questions and hypotheses; 5) components to sample and target
responses to specific impact producing factors resultant from offshore wind development on key
species and habitats present within the lease; and 6) clear and specific data storage, access,
and sharing protocols that identify the format data will be stored in and protocols for sharing and
public access.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0151-0086
Commenter: Michael Pentony

Organization: National Marine Fisheries Service
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Except Text: We recommend BOEM and the developer work with us as soon as
possible to identify appropriate monitoring questions for the project area and to discuss
methodologies for addressing those questions. Research and monitoring questions may vary
depending on the details of the project and resources present in the project area, and it will be
important to establish a monitoring program for the project expeditiously to allow for sufficient
baseline data collection. Additionally, it will be important to clearly define the timeline for
soliciting and incorporating agency feedback into the monitoring plans. To date, we often
receive fisheries and benthic monitoring plans from developers on an ad hoc basis with no
process to ensure our comments and concerns are being addressed; our ability to review plans
at all is also inconsistent between projects. Currently there is no formal process for integrating
NMFS input into the development of monitoring plans, and we would like to further discuss this
with BOEM to ensure we are able to provide meaningful contributions while effectively using our
staff time. We are concerned that the standard benthic and fisheries monitoring plans we review
are not addressing important questions related to impacts to sensitive life stages (i.e. larval
distribution) for important fish species and their prey (i.e. sand lance). Additionally, these plans
often do not assess project effects (e.g. wind wake effects, operational noise, EMF) that are
necessary to understand impacts to marine resources. We consider it critical to develop site
specific monitoring plans that can provide an understanding of project effects and the impacts of
those effects on the ecosystem. We welcome the opportunity to work with Beacon Wind and
BOEM in the development of a monitoring program for this project.
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Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0152-0034
Commenter: Alena Walters

Organization: Sea Life Conservation, Inc.
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: Offshore wind activity, including siting via sea floor characterization,
turbine and other infrastructure installation, and operation, will be accompanied by noise. Right
from the launch of the first survey vessel, there will be a differential effect on the natural
soundscape of the subject area. For this reason, it would be wise to immediately begin
monitoring the area soundscapes.This would give us a temporal/spatial understanding of the
density and activity of marine life in the area across all sound-making and sound-utilizing taxa.
These passive acoustical surveys need to be broad-band, recording between 1 Hz to 100kHz to
capture all acoustical niches anticipated in the area — from the largest whales to harbor
porpoises. They will also capture anthropogenic noise sources including vessel traffic and
surveying equipment; including but not limited to impulse signals used for geological
characterization, scanning sonars used for seafloor profiling. Additionally, they will provide
acoustical data that would reveal interactions between marine life and the anthropogenic noise
sources to which they are being subjected. While there is already considerable anthropogenic
noise in the sea due to shipping traffic, robust baselining of the proposed activity areas would
assist in reveal the acoustical changes to the habitat as a consequence of the development,
deployment, and operation of the turbines, and the associated ongoing support and
maintenance of the infrastructure.

A.2.7 Air Quality and Climate Change

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0004-0004
Commenter: Marc Schmied
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Except Text: The impact of Climate Change is WAAY worse than the environmental
costs of this project. The impact of turbine construction, the effects on the sea bed and ocean
life, and potentially hindered ocean views are minuscule concerns when compared to the
catastrophic effects of our oceans heating up which will lead to mass extinctions, dangerous
storms, wildfires, droughts, and the rest of the disastrous outcomes that the world’s scientists
have been warning us about.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0004-0005
Commenter: Marc Schmied
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Except Text: The sooner we can transition to clean energy sources, the sooner we
can de-activate dirty fossil fuel burning facilities, which would be a big win for improving air
quality in NY state.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0010-0004
Commenter: Zoé Kaplan-Lewis
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Except Text: If the Beacon Wind Project gets postponed, or worse, if the project
gets cancelled, the alternative of no action puts our future and the future of the ocean at high
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risk. The greatest threat to the ocean is warming water. Marine life dies in places that are
warming at a faster pace than the average and forces their predators to hunt in new places,
exposing them to new threats, like ships, and exposing humans to threats, like sharks. The
greatest defense we have against warming waters is to find alternatives to fossil fuels.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0012-0001
Commenter: Mimi Bluestone
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Except Text: Climate change is the most serious threat to all life on earth, including
marine wildlife, and wind power is essential to countering this threat. In preparing to conduct an
environmental impact statement on the Beacon Wind Project, | urge you at the Bureau of Ocean
Energy Management to give full weight to the risk of “no action,” because if we fail to build our
renewable resources to the maximum we risk failing to meet the most serious challenge human
civilization has ever faced.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0028-0001
Commenter: Stephanie Doba
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Except Text: As a long-time Sierra Club volunteer and New York City resident, | am
deeply concerned with mitigating the climate crisis. Beacon Wind is one of the offshore wind
projects that will help do that. It is key to New York achieving the emission reduction mandates
of New York's 2019 climate law. Without projects like Beacon Wind in the New York offshore
area, New York will not be able to transition from fossil fuels to meet its energy needs.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0066-0003
Commenter: Annabella Cockerell

Organization: Mothers Out Front

Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: By plugging directly into New York City's grid, the Beacon Wind Project
can enable the decommissioning of fracked-gas power plants in the city. This will lead to
improved air quality for our communities, reducing the harmful impacts of air pollution on public
health.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0090-0001
Commenter: Vincent Valdmanis
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Except Text: The lack of sustainable energy infrastructure in the New York metro
region is alarming and must be urgently addressed if we are serious about reaching our climate
goals. | am very worried about the impact of climate change and have already experienced its
adverse impacts in New York City, where flooding, heat and air pollution from forrest fires have
fundamentally threatened the livelihoods of millions of residents. New York City is one of our
nation's greenest cities in terms of per capita carbon footprint due to inherent efficiencies from
its building and population density and high transit use. We must urgently green our energy
supply to do our part to mitigate the climate threat and ensure the future sustainability of New
York. Harnessing coastal winds is a critical part of this effort. The Beacon Wind project is
thoughtfully designed at a scale commensurate with the urgency of the need. | strongly support
it.
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Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0096-0003
Commenter: Kathleen McCarthy
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Except Text: We need as much offshore wind as can be responsibly built to
decarbonize as quickly as possible. The ocean is acidifying and heating rapidly due to the high
absorbance of CO2. The food webs in the ocean will be disrupted as the shells of zooplankton
and other organisms dissolve. Higher temperatures also disrupt the food webs by impacting the
vital role of coral reefs and mangroves, and the impact of both increased acidity and higher
temperatures was shown to produce 58% higher mortality of krill compared to current
conditions.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0100-0001
Commenter: Elyce Semenec
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Except Text: Switching to offshore wind helps bring clean air to our communities.
Much of NYC’s power comes from fracked-gas power plants, but plugging offshore wind into our
NYC grid will allow us to begin decommissioning them; without offshore wind, that will be
impossible. We need offshore wind plugging into the grid in order to decommission our fracked-
gas infrastructure within NYC.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0100-0002
Commenter: Elyce Semenec
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Except Text: Poor air quality impacts me and my neighborhood by increasing risks
of asthma and other respiratory diseases, as well as poor pregnancy outcomes affecting future
generations. Without offshore wind, fossil fuel-burning plants will remain in operation, harming

the climate and the air we breathe.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0115-0008
Commenter: Lane Johnson

Organization: Responsible Offshore Development Alliance
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: The carbon emissions of an OSW project itself may be difficult to
calculate without knowing how much of the grid will actually be in operation. It is also important
to understand both what amount of GHG would be offset by these projects, as well as what
additional emissions may be produced. Activities associated with renewable energy including
OSW will contribute to carbon emissions and more information is needed as to the scale of this
contribution. Resource-intensive activities associated with production of turbine components
and batteries will have further impacts. Some available literature considers much of the carbon
dioxide emissions associated with construction and operations to be mitigated by recycling of
the turbines after decommissioning. However, it will be impossible to know whether components
will be recycled after the Beacon Wind project is decommissioned if this information is not
included in the EIS.
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Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0115-0009
Commenter: Lane Johnson

Organization: Responsible Offshore Development Alliance
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: Finally, a GHG analysis must evaluate the effects of a loss of seafood
availability. In a recent study comparing the GHG emissions of three sources of animal protein,
wild-caught seafood had the lowest impact in each of the categories of GHG emissions, energy
use, air pollution, and water pollution. It is estimated that if just two people with high meat
consumption replaced that meat with fish, it would save the emissions equivalent of about
driving 6,000 miles over the course of a year.

Comment Number: BOEM-2023-0037-0122-0024
Commenter: Meghan Lapp

Organization: Seafreeze Shoreside, Seafreeze Ltd.
Commenter Type: Organization

Comment Except Text: BOEM'’s “likely” benefits that “could” potentially result from an offshore
wind project do not include the real impacts to air quality from both (1) backup power and (2)
sulfur hexafluoride leakage. We request that both of these be incorporated into the DEIS
analysis, including exactly what backup power and related emissions will be utilized for the
majority of the time when the proposed project is not generating power- including what would be
the comparable emissions were that backup source running continuously and not intermittently
should that be the case- and exactly how much SF6 will be present in the project and adjacent
projects, how much SF6 leakage will be expected over the life of the project, and how this will
be measured/enforced.

Comment Number: BOEM-20