APPENDIX G

Environmental and Physical Settings and Supplemental Information

Section 508 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 requires that the information
in federal documents be accessible to individuals with disabilities. The
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management has made every reasonable effort to
ensure that the information in this document is accessible. If you have any
problems accessing the information, please contact BOEM's Office of
Public Affairs at boempublicaffairs@boem.gov or (202) 208-6474.






Revolution Wind Farm and Revolution Wind Export Cable Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Contents
Lol Vo3 1To] o NPT U PP PPRPRPRPPPPPRN G1
Environmental and PhySiCal SEtHIGS..........cocciiiiiiii e e e e e e e e e e e s e e s s e reeeeaeaeeas G1
(=T = LU= O 1 (=T o PO PP PRSP G2
Avian and Bat PosTonstruction Monitoring FrameWOIK. ..........eeeiiiieeiiiiiiciiiiie e e e sveeree e e e e e e e e e s G2
1110 o 18 Tol 1 o] o NP PP TTPPPOPPPPP G2
Bat ACOUSEIC MONITOTING. ¢ ueteeeeeiitiee e ettt ettt ettt e e sttt e e s sabb bt e e s annne et e e sanbbneeessnnnneeees G4
Motus Tracking Network and ESA USE SIUAY........coiuuiiiiiiiiiiiieeiiiieiee i G5
Radar Monitoring: Nocturnal Migrants Flux and Flight Heights............ccccoiieeen G5
Radar Monitoring: Marine Bird AVOIANCE...........ooiiuiiiiiiiieeeeie ettt e e eeeeee e e G6
Documentation of Dead and Injured Birds and BatS..........ccccceeeeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiecece e G6
X F= 0 0 A V=81V, [ 1 o 1T TP G6
[RY=T 0 T0] 1] o o T ST PRT PP PRPY G7
[T o0 O 1 (= T TSP PP TTPPRP G7
Commercial Fisheries and Hdire Recreational FiShing...........ccooiiiiiiiiiiii e &7

Overview of Cmmmercial Fisheries Data Used in the Environmental Impact Statement Sectian.3.9....G-7

Average Annual Revenues and NDISCIOSUIE ISSUES............uuuiiiiiiiieiieieiiiiiiiiieieeeee e e e eesiinineeeeeeeeee e (578
Commercial Fisheries Revenue INtENSItY FIQUEIES...........uuiiiiiiiiieiee e e e ssrrrrrereeea e e G9

Analysis of the Economic Dependency on Fishing Groarite Lease Area among Commercial Fishing
BT TS T LSS 23

Annual Commercial Revenue Exposed in the Lease Area and along the RWWECHishery, Port, and

Gear under Alternatives C, D, @nG E.........oooiiiiiiii et aae G-26
F N L= 4 = LA SRR G26
ARBINALIVE Dttt e e e e e oo e e bbb bttt e e e e e e e e e e s s e nnbbbaeeeeaaaeeeeaeeaaannae G31
ARBINALIVE ... .ottt et e e e e e e e e st ba bttt e e e e e e e e e e e e e annbbbeeeeeeeaaaeaeas G50
T VLD (N 0 (=T PSP RPPPRRPRRRN G56
Demographics, Employment, and ECONOIMICS...........coiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie ittt e e G57

Assumptions Regarding Local Hiring Practices and Local and U.S. Suppliers of Wind Farm Camp@&nts

LOCAl HIMNG PrACHCES. .....ceiiiiiiiiee ettt e e s e e e b e e e e nned G57
laadzylLlJiAzya wS3FNRAyYy3 (KS PrgektDaniaids farBpedidli2d |- f
ProjeCt COMPONENTS.....ciiiiiiiiii ittt e e e e e e e e ennbeeseeeeeaae e e e e e s snnnnnnnsneeeeeaaeannen s OFD T
Methodology Used to Estimate Employment and Vahakeled Impacts of Alterrives Included in the
Environmental IMpact Stat€MENL...........cooiiiiiiiiieeeee e G58
Economics Impacts of the Project as Estimated in the Construction aradt@ps Plan...................{ G58

Methodology to Estimate Project Permutations while Incorporating Information from GuidehouSes1

Other Assumptions Used to Estimate Impacts of Project Permutations.............cccccccvevveeeeeninnns G62

{ dzLJLJE A ¢



Revolution Wind Farm and Revolution Wind Export Cable Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement

(1T = L0 = O (=0 F TP PP PP PPRPPPRRPRIN G-64
ENVIFONMENTAI JUSTICE. .....eii ittt ettt se e e s e e e ne e e nnre e e snn e e e nne s G65
(1 (=T LU= O 1= o PR PP G-152
EleCtromMagnetic FIEIAS........oooi ettt e e e st e s b e e e nbreeaeennend G153
VISUBI RESOUICES. ....uteeiiiiiieee e e i ie ettt et e e e e e e st s st aeaeeeeteeeeessaaasssteeaeeeraeeaeeeeesas s nsssbaneeeeeaeaeeessnannnsrnnnnns G154
[ (= = LU =T O] =T PRSPPI G197
Figures
Figure Gl. Revenue Intensity for the American Lobster Fishery Management Plan in the Vicinity of the
Lease Area, 2058018 (NMFS 20200)........cciiuiiiiiiieiiiieeiiee st sree e s G-10
Figure @. Revenue Intensity for the Atlantic Herring Fishery Management Plan in the Vicinity of the Lease
Area, 20162018 (NMFS 20200).......cceeirieeiiiieiiieee et snnee e G11
Figure G3. Revenue Intensity for the Bluefish Fishery Management Plan in the Vicinity of the Lease Area,
201662018 (NMFS 2020D)- ... .ceeiieeeeeieieeeeiieeesieeeetieeanteeesnteeeessaeaesneeeesnseeesseeessseeeensaeeesnseeesnseeesd G12
Figure (4. Revenue Intensity for the Golden Tilefish Fishery Management Plan in the Vicinity of the Lease
Area, 20162018 (NMFS 20200)........ceiiiiiiiiiie ettt ettt st sbre e e sanee e G13
Figure Gb. Revenue Intensity for the Jonah Crab Fishery Management Plan in the Vicinity of the Lease Area,
201662018 (NMFS 2020D)- .. eeeeiieieiiieeesitie ettt et et e bt e s ssse e e sbe e e s beeesbeeesssreessnneeesnnneesnneeed G14
Figure G6. Revenue Intensity for the Mackerel, Squid, and Butterfish Fishery Management Plan in the
Vicinity of the LeaserAa, 20162018 (NMFS 2020D)...........ccccciiiiimiriieeee e e e G15
Figure G7. Revenue Intensity for the Monkfish Fishery Management Plan in the Vicinity ofdbe Aeea,
201652018 (NMFS 2020D)- ... .ceeiiuieeeitieeesiieeesieeeateeeasteeessteeesssaeaesnteeessseeesseeesaseeeenseeeesnseeesnseeesd G-16
Figure (8. Revenue Intensity for the Northeast Multispecies (largesh) Fishery ManagemePlan in the
Vicinity of the Lease Area, 200818 (NMFS 2020D).........ccoiiiiiiiiieiiiiieieeeiiiieee e G17
Figure &0. Revenue Intensity for the Sea Scallop Fisklrgagement Plan in the Vicinity of the Lease Area,
201662018 (NMFS 2020D)- .. eeeeiiiieiiieeesitie et stee ettt e siee e e st e e s beeesbe e e s snbeessnneeesnneeesnneeesd G-18
Figure G10. Revenue Intensity for the Skate Fighlanagement Plan in the Vicinity of the Lease Area,
201652018 (NMFS 2020D)- .. .ceeiiuieeeiieeeeeiieeesieeeateeeanteeesneeeeessaeeesnteeeasseeesseeesaseeeenseeeesnseeesnseeed G-19
Figure GL1. Revenue Intensity for th@piny Dodfish Fishery Management Plan in the Vicinity of the Lease
Area, 20162018 (NMFS 20200)........eeiitiieeiiie ettt st e b e e saeee e e G20
Figure G12. Revenue Intentyi for the Summer Flounder, Scup, and Black Sea Bass Fishery Management
Plan in the Vicinity of the Lease Area, 2A@L8 (NMFS 2020D)..........uueeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieeeeeeeennn G21
Figure G13. Revenue Intensity for All Fisheries Combined in the Vicinity of the Lease AregZ2®(BL3
(NIMIFES 2020[0). ...ttt ettt b et s et e s e e nsbe e e s e e e snne e e enneas G22
Figure Gl4. Percentage of Total Commercial Fishing Revenue of Federally Permitted Vessels Derived from
the Lease Area by Vessel (262819) (NMFS 2021C)......uuueeeiiiiieeeriiiiiieeeeiiiieeeessiiieeeessiieeeee s G25
Figure GL15. Hypothetical Capital Cost Estimates of a 720 MW Wind Farm with Three WTG Sizes........G63

Figure G16. Distribution of minority populations by census block group in potentially affected counties in
Rhode Island and MaSSACNUSELLS...........ccciiiiiiiieiiiiie e G66

Figure GL7. Distribution of minority populations by census block group in New London County, Connecticut,
and SUTfOlK COUNLY, NEW YOIK......coiiieeiiiiiiiiitieeie e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s s s s r e e e e e e aaaeeeeesannnns G67




Revolution Wind Farm and Revolution Wind Export Cable Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Figure &18. Distribution of minority populations by census block group in Kings County (Brooklyn), New
York; Richmond County, New York; New York County, New York; and Hudson County, New@étsey.

Figure G19. Distribution of minority populations by census block group in Gloucester County, New Jersey;
Philadelphia County, PennsylvaniageDelaware County, Pennsylvania.............cccccovviiennennnnn! G69

Figure G20. Distribution of minority populations by census block group in Baltimore @oBattimore City,
and Anne Arundel County, Maryland............coooiiiiiiiiiiiii e G70

Figure &1. Distribution of minority populations by census block grouthe cities of Norfolk, Portsmouth,
Newport News, and Hampton, VirginIa..........coooooi i eeeed G71

Figure &2. Distribution of lonincome populatins by census block group in potentially affected counties
in Rhode Island and MaSSAChUSELLS..........iiuuriiie ittt e e sneeaee s G72

Figure @&3. Distribution of lonincome populations by census block group in New London County,
Connecticut and Suffolk County, NEW YOIK........cc.eiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e G73

Figure &24. Distribution of lonincome populations by census block group in Kings County (Brooklyn), New
York; Richmond County, New York; NewkYCounty, New York; and Hudson County, New Jersay4

Figure &5. Distribution of lonincome populations by census block godn Gloucester County, New
Jersey; Philadelphia County, Pennsylvania; and Delaware County, Pennsylvania.................4 G75

Figure &6. Distibution of lowsincome populations by census block group in Baltimore County, Baltimore
City, and Anne Arundel County, Maryland...............cccuiiiiieriiee e G76

Figure G27. Distribution of lowincome populations by census block group in the cities of Norfolk,
Portsmouth, Newport News, and Hampton, Virginia...........cccccciiieneiiieeiieee e G717

Figure &28. Census block groups that are potential environmental justice areas of concern in Rhode Island
AN MASSACNUSEILS. .....ceiiiiiiiiie et e e e e e e e anrre e e s e nnre e e e e snned G78

Figure &9. Census block groups that are potential environmental justice areas of concern in New London
County, Connecticut and Suffolk County, New Y.orK..........cccccoviviiiiriieeieeee e ceccciiiieeeeeneeeen. . G 79

Figure G30. Census block groups that are potential environmental justice areas of concern in Kings County
(Brooklyn), New York; Richmond County, New York; New York County, New York; and Hudson
COUNLY, NEW JBISEBY....utteeeeeiieeeeee ittt e e e e e et e e s e e et et e e e e e e s aa s bbb e e e e e taeeeeessaannnrnnnereeesd G380

Figure G31. Census block groups that are potential environmental justice areas of concern in Gloucester
County, New Jersey; Philadelphia County, Pennsylvania; and Delaware County, Pennsylvar@81

Figure @&32. Census block grougsat are potential environmental justice areas of concern in Baltimore
County, Baltimore City, and Anne Arundel County, Maryland............ccccccciiiiiniiiiiiieeneennd G82

Figure G33. Census block groups that are potential environmental justice areas of concern in the cities of
Norfolk, Portsmouth, Newport News, and Hampton, Virginia............cccccovvveeieeee e iiscciiiieeeeen. G83

Figure G34. Comparison of electromagnetic fields produced by offshore wind farm transmission cables to
0KS 9FNIKQa oF Ol ANR.dzy . R..Y.LEIY.SLAO. . FASIL.RD......G153

G-iii



Revolution Wind Farm and Revolution Wind Export Cable Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Tables
Table GAB1. Monitoring Objectives, Questions, General Approaches to be Used, and Duration............. &3
Table GL. National Marine Fisheries ServiGeeater Atlantic Regional Fisheries Office Commercial Fishing
Annual Revenue Data for the LEaSe ALBa.........ccocvveiiiieerii e G8
Table G. Number of Federally Permitted Vessels in the Lease Areaq2008)............ccccccveveeeeveviccennvnnnnnn. G23
Table G3. Annual Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the Lease Area and along the RWEC by FMP
Fishery under Alternative CL (2Q@B19).......cuurriieiiiiiiieiiiieeiee ettt e e e e e snnneeas G26
Table (4. Annual Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the Lease Area and along the RWEC by FMP
Fishery under Alternative C2 (208 19)......ccceiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee it eee et e e e e e e e e e eeaeaeeas G27
Table Gb. Annual Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the Lease Area and along the RWEC by Port
under Alternative C1 (20@20L19).......cccceiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e e e e e s s s e e e e e e e e e e s s s rrr e e e e e e e e e e e e annnnned G28
Table G6. Annual Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the Lease Area and along the RWEC by Port
under Alternative C2 (20@R019)..........couiiiiiiiiieeiiiiiiee ettt ettt et e e et e e e e e e s sbreeeee s G29
Table G7. Annual Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the Lease Area and along the RWEC by Gear Type
under Alternative CL20082019).........ceeeeiiiiiieeeiiiiieee ettt e ettt e et e e e s sbre e e e e s anber e e e s snneeeeesaa G30
Table GB. Annual Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the Lease Area and along the RWEC by Gear Type
under Alernative C2 (20082019)......ccuii ittt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e aned G31
Table &3. Annual Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the Lease Area and along the RWEC by FMP
Fidery under Alternative D1 (20Q8019)........cccoiiiiiiiiiiiiieieeeeeeeee e s essrrrre e e e e e e e e e e s s s s e eeeeeeeas G31
Table G10. Annual Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the Lease Area and aRWiEthdy FMP
Fishery under Alternative D2 (208B)19).........uuuiiiiiiiiiiieeiiiieeee ettt e e s seneeeas G32
Table G11. Annual Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the Leasandralmng the RWEC by FMP
Fishery under Alternative D3 (208B)19).........uuuiiieiiiiiieee ittt e ettt G33
Table G12. Annual Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposéutihdase Area and along the RWEC by FMP
Fishery under Alternative D1+D2 (2Q2819).......cccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieee e eee e G34
Table G13. Annual Commerci&ishing Revenue Exposed in the Lease Area and along the RWEC by FMP
Fishery under Alternative D1+D3 (2Q@B19)........cccciiiuiiiieiiiiiieee et G35
Table G14. Annual Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the Lease Area and along the RWEC by FMP
Fishery under Alternative D2+D3 (2Q2819).......cccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeee e eeeeeeee e G36
Table G15. Annual Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the Lease Area and along the RWEC by FMP
Fishery under Alternative D1+D2+D3 (2€BLI).........cccuuriiiiiiieeeee e G-37
Table G16. Annual Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the Lease Area and along the RWEC by Port
under Alternative D1 (20@2019)......ccceeiiiiiiiiiiiiieiee et e e s e s e e e e e e s a e e e e e e e e annaned G38
Table G17. Annual Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the Lease Area and along the RWEC by Port
under Alternative D2 (20@2019)........uueiiiiiiiieeeiiiiiiee e atiiee et e e e e e st e e e e e sbreeeee s e G39

Table G18. Annual Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the Lease Area and along the RWEC by Port
under Alternative D3 (20@2019).........eeiiiiiiiieeeiiiiiee ettt ettt e e sbrere e e G40

Table G19. Annual Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the Lease Area and along the RWEC by Port
under Alternative D1+D2 (20Q8019).......ccceiiiiiuiiiiiiiiieiaeeeeeeieriiiieereee e e e e sennnneneeeee e AL

Table G20. Annual Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the Lease Area and along the RWEC by Port
under Alternative D1+D3 (20QB019)........ccceiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieee e e e s e s st e e s e e e e e e e s e s raaaea e e e G42

G-iv



Revolution Wind Farm and Revolution Wind Export Cable Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Table &1. Annual Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the Lease Area and along the RWEC by Port

under Alternative D2+D3 (20Q8019).........ccccccurriiiriieeeeeeeeescrreiienerrrre e e e e e nsnnnrnnneeeeee e e e e e 43
Table G22. Annual Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the Lease Area and along the RWEC by Port
under Alternative D1B2+D3 (20082019)........uuuiiieiiiiiieeeiiiteeeeeseirer e e s s e e e s siaae e e e s saaae e e s sanaeeas G44
Table G23. Annual Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the Lease Area and along the RWEC by Gear
Type umer Alternative D1 (20G2019).........uuuiiiiiiiiiieeeiiireee e atieeee et e e srrreeeessnreeeeessnneeeesene G45
Table G24. Annual Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the Lease Area and along thy B@&EC
Type under Alternative D2 (20§B019)........ccccuuuiiiiiiiiieeeee e eee e e e e e eeees G46
Table &5. Annual Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the Lease Areangrith@ RWEC by Gear
Type under Alternative D3 (20€B019).........ccccuiiiiiiieeeee i e st e e e e e e s sssnnnrrrnrere e s e e e e s e s nnnensd G46
Table &26. Annual Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the Aesssand along the RWEC during
Project Construction by Gear Type under Alternative D1+D2 €2008)..............ceeeeirvieererininnne. G47
Table G27. Annual Comercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the Lease Area and along the RWEC by Gear
Type under Alternative D1+D3 (2@2BL).......ccoiiuiiiieiiiiiiee ettt e e e e sbneee e G48
TableG-28. Annual Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the Lease Area and along the RWEC by Gear
Type under Alternative D2+D3 (2@@B19).........uuuiiiiiiiieaeiiiiiiee et e e e e e G48
Table G29. Annual Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the Lease Area and along the RWEC by Gear
Type under Alternative D1+D2+D3 (20P8L9)..........cuuumiiiiiieeeeeeiieiciiiiirieree e e e e e e e e e ssnnnrrrreeeeeeeess G49
Table G30. Annual Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the Lease Area and along the RWEC by FMP
Fishery under Alternative EL (2QZB 1) .......cciiuuiiieiiiiiiie ettt ettt e s G50
Table G31. Annual Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the Lease Area and along the RWEC by FMP
Fishery under Alternative E2 (2QZB19)......ccouiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeieet et e e e e e e eeeeeas G51
Table G32. Annual Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the Lease Area and along the RWEC by Port
under Alternative E1 (20@QR019)........cccceiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeee e e e e e s r e e e e e e aaa e e e e e e annaned G52
Table G33. Annual Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the Lease Area and along the RWEC by Port
under Alternative E2 (20Q2019)..........coouiiiiiiiieiiiiiiee ettt et e e e srreeee e G53
Table G34. Annual Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the Lease Area and along the RWEC by Gear
Type under Alternative E1 (206B)19)......ccuuiieiiiiiiiieeiiiiieee et eee et ee e snrneee e snreeee e nanneeee s e G54
Table G35. Annual Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the Lease Area and along the RWEC by Gear
Type under Alternative E2 (20€I8)19).......ccoouuiiiiiiiieieeeei et e e riiirreeeeee e e e e e e nneees G54

Table G36. Summary of Jobs and Investment Impacts in Rhode Island and Connecticut for the Baseline
(0 1T PR PPRRSPRR G59

Table G37. Summary of Jobs and Investment Impacts in Rhode Island and Connecticut for the Baseline
Project as Developed by Northern ECONOMICS..........ccoovviviiiiiimiiiieieeee e ssssiiiieeeeeese e e e s e e 5760

Table G38. Percentagdased Comparison of Jobs and Economic Development Impacts Offshore Wind
MOAEI RESUILS ...ttt et e e e e e e e e ettt e e e e e aaaeeeesasnnnbnnnneeeeeaeeeeeeannanned G60

Table G39. Percentagd®ased Comparison of Northern Economics{BUM Model Results between an
800-MW Project and @ 7ERIW PrOJECL........uuiiiiiiiaaaiaiiiiiiieiee it e e e e e e e e rnneneeeee e G61

Table GEJ1. Census Tracts (CT) and Block Groups (BG) in Plymouth County, Massachusetts (County ID 25
023) That Are Potential Environmental Justice Areas of&orDue to Concentrations of
Minority and/or Lowlncome Populations Category low-income percentage exceeds the
percentage for the county; Category 2ninority population exceeds the percentage for the




Revolution Wind Farm and Revolution Wind Export Cable Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement

county; Category 8 both lowincome and minority popations exceed the percentages for the
o011 R G84

Table GEJ2. Census Tracts (CT) and Block Groups (BG) in@risttt, Massachusetts (County |IDOE)
That Are Potential Environmental Justice Areas of Concern Due to Concentrations of Minority
and/or Lowlncome Populations Category low-income percentage exceeds the percentage for
the county; Category® minority population exceeds the percentage for the county; Category
3t both low-income and minority populations exceed the percentages for the county............. G-86

Table GEJ3. Census Tracts (CT) and Block Groups (BG) in Barnstable County, Massachusetts (Gounty ID 25
001) That Are Potential Environmental Justice Areas of Concern Due to Concentrations of
Minority and/or Lowlncome Populations Categoly low-income percentage exceeds the
percentage for the county; Category 2ninority population exceeds the percentage for the
county; Category 8 both low-income and minority populations exceed the percentages for the
(07010 0| PP G388

Table GEJ4. Census Tracts (CT) and Block Groups (BG) in Nantucket County, Massachusetts (County ID 25
019) That Are Potential Environmental Justice Ard&somcern Due to Concentrations of
Minority and/or Lowlncome Populations Category low-income percentage exceeds the
percentage for the county; Category 2ninority population exceeds the percentage for the
county; Category 8 both lowincome and minoritypopulations exceed the percentages for the
0011 | 0 PP G389

Table GEJ5. Census Tracts (CT) and Block Groups (BG) in Dukes Cowatyhdasts (County 1D ZB7)
That Are Potential Environmental Justice Areas of Concern Due to Concentrations of Minority
and/or Lowlncome Populations Category low-income percentage exceeds the percentage for
the county; Category®minority population eceeds the percentage for the county; Category
3t both lowincome and minority populations exceed the percentages for the county............. G90

Table GEJ6. Census Tracts (CT) and Block Groups (BG) in Providence County, Rhode Island (County ID 44
007) That Are Potential Environmental Justice Areas of Concern Due to Concentrations of
Minority and/or Lowlncome Populations Category low-incomepercentage exceeds the
percentage for the county; Category 2ninority population exceeds the percentage for the
county; Category 8 both lowincome and minority populations exceed the percentages for the

Table GEJ7. Census Tracts (CT) and Block Groups (BG) in Bristol County, Rhode Island (Ced0ity ID 44
That Are Potential Environmental Justice Areas of Concernd@encentrations of Minority
and/or LowIncome Populations Category low-income percentage exceeds the percentage for
the county; Category® minority population exceeds the percentage for the county; Category
3t both low-income and minority populations eged the percentages for the county................. G93

Table GEJ8. Census Tracts (CT) and Block Groups (BG) in Kent County, Rho@enlstayndD 44903) That
Are Potential Environmental Justice Areas of Concern Due to Concentrations of Minority and/or
LowIncome Populations Category low-income percentage exceeds the percentage for the
county; Category® minority population exceeds thegercentage for the county; Category 3
both low-income and minority populations exceed the percentages for the county.................. G93

TableG-EJ9. Census Tracts (CT) and Block Groups (BG) in Washington County, Rhode Island (Gounty ID 44
009) That Are Potential Environmental Justice Areas of Concern Due to Concentrations of
Minority and/or Lowincome Populations Category low-income percentagexceeds the
percentage for the county; Category 2ninority population exceeds the percentage for the
county; Category 8 both lowincome and minority populations exceed the percentages for the
o011 SRR G914

Table GEJ10. Census Tracts (CT) and Block Groups (BG) in Newport County, Rhode Island (Cea08y ID 44
That Are Potential Environmental Justice Areas of Concern Due to Cotiosstiat Minority

G-vi



Revolution Wind Farm and Revolution Wind Export Cable Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement

and/or Lowlncome Populations Category low-income percentage exceeds the percentage for
the county; Category® minority population exceeds the percentage for the county; Category
3t both lowincome and minority populations exceed the pentages for the county................... G95

Table GEJ11. Census Tracts (CT) and Block Groups (BG) in New London County, Connecticut (@ounty ID
011) That Are Potential Environmental Justice Areas of Concern Due to Concentrations of
Minority and/or Lowincome Populations Category low-income percentage exceeds the
percentage for the county; Category inority population exceeds the percentafp the
county; Category 8 both lowincome and minority populations exceed the percentages for the
(07010 0] 3PP PORPPPPPPPPPPN G95

Table GEJ12. Cens Tracts (CT) and Block Groups (BG) in Suffolk County, New York (Cowit§3PT3@Git
Are Potential Environmental Justice Areas of Concern Due to Concentrations of Minority and/or
LowIncome Populations Category low-income percentage exceeds the pentage for the
county; Category® minority population exceeds the percentage for the county; Category 3
both low-income and minority populations exceed the percentages for the county.................. 96

Table GEJ13. Census Tracts (CT) and Block Groups (BG) in New York County, New York (Ca@ity ID 36
That Are Potential Environmental Justice Areas of Concern Due to Concentrations of Minority
andor LowIncome Populations Category low-income percentage exceeds the percentage for
the county; Category® minority population exceeds the percentage for the county; Category
3t both lowincome and minority populations exceed the percentages for the goun.............. G101

Table GEJ14. Census Tracts (CT) and Block Groups (BG) in Kings County, New York (Cdl#y The86
Are Potential Environmental Justice Areas of ConBerato Concentrations of Minority and/or
LowIncome Populations Category low-income percentage exceeds the percentage for the
county; Category® minority population exceeds the percentage for the county; Category 3
both low-income and minority populatiamexceed the percentages for the county................... G106

Table GEJ15. Census Tracts (CT) and Block Groups (BG) in Richmond Countyk eeuwtyr ID 3685)
That Are Potential Environmental Justice Areas of Concern Due to Concentrations of Minority
and/or Lowlncome Populations Category low-income percentage exceeds the percentage for
the county; Category® minority population exceeds thpercentage for the county; Category
3t both low-income and minority populations exceed the percentages for the county........... G120

Tabke GEJ16. Census Tracts (CT) and Block Groups (BG) in Hudson County, New Jersey (COdmty ID 34
That Are Potential Environmental Justice Areas of Concern Due to Concentrations of Minority
and/or Lowlncome Populations Category low-income percentage &eeds the percentage for
the county; Category® minority population exceeds the percentage for the county; Category
3t both lowincome and minority populations exceed the percentages for the county........... G122

Table GEJ17. Census Tracts (CT) and Block Groups (BG) in Gloucester County, New Jersey (Gounty ID 34
015) That Are Potential Environmental Justice Areas of Concern Due to Corioaatedt
Minority and/or Lowlncome Populations Category low-income percentage exceeds the
percentage for the county; Category 2ninority population exceeds the percentage for the
county; Category 8 both lowincome and minority populations exceed the pemtages for the
o011 RSP G126

Table GEJ18. Census Tracts (CT) and Block Groups (BG) in Philadelphia County, Pennsylvania 4@ounty
101) That Are Potential Environmental Justice Areas of Concern Due to Concentrations of
Minority and/or Lowlncome Populations Category low-income percentage exceeds the
percentage for the county; Category 2ninority population exceeds the percemja for the
county; Category 8 both lowincome and minority populations exceed the percentages for the
o011 ] RSP G127

Table GEJ19. Census Tracts (CT) and Block Groups (BG) in Delaware County, Pennsylvania (County ID 42
045) That Are Potential Environmental Justice Areas of Concern Due to Concentrations of
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Minority and/or Lowlncome Populations Category low-income percatage exceeds the
percentage for the county; Category 2ninority population exceeds the percentage for the

county; Category 8 both lowincome and minority populations exceed the percentages for the
07011 0| PP PP G136

Table GEJ20. Census Tracts (CT) and Block Groups (BG) in Baltimore County, Maryland (Co008) 1D 24
That Are Potential Environmental Justice Areas of Concern Due tor@atioss of Minority
and/or Lowlncome Populations Category low-income percentage exceeds the percentage for
the county; Category®minority population exceeds the percentage for the county; Category

Table GEJ21. Census Tracts (CT) and Block Groups (BG) in the City of Baltimore, Maryteynd{Qdu
510) That Are Potential Environmental Justice Areas of Concern Due to Concentrations of
Minority and/or Lowlncome Populations Category low-income percentage exceeds the
percentage for the county; Category inority population exceeds the perntage for the
county; Category 8 both lowincome and minority populations exceed the percentages for the
county. Note that Baltimore is an independent city in Maryland and is considered the equivalent
OF @ COUNTY ..ot e et e e e e e e s e b e e e e e e e e e e e e e s sannnnbenaneeeeaeeed G141

Table GEJ22. Census Tracts (CT) and Block Groups (BG) in Anne Arundel County, Maryland (Ceunty ID 24
003) That Are Potential Environmental Justice Areas of Comuerio Concentrations of
Minority and/or Lowlncome Populations Category low-income percentage exceeds the
percentage for the county; Category 2ninority population exceeds the percentage for the
county; Category 8 both lowincome and minority populatizss exceed the percentages for the
(01011 0 YT TTOPUROPPPPPPPPN G146

Table GEJ23. Census Tracts (CT) and Block Groups (BG) in Norfolk, VirginiaIl{CbRL0) That Are
Potential Environmental Justice Areas of Concern Due to Concentrations of Minority andfor Low
Income Populations Category low-income percentage exceeds the percentage for the county;
Category 2 minority population exceeds the percege for the county; Categoryt Joth low-
income and minority populations exceed the percentages for the county. Note that Norfolk is an
independent city in Virginia and is considered the equivalent of a county..............ccccceeeeenne. G148

Table GEJ24. Census Tracts (CT) and Block Groups (BG) in Newport News, Virginia (Coii) I Dhat
Are Potential Environmental Justice Areas of Concern Due toe@tyations of Minority and/or
LowIncome Populations Category low-income percentage exceeds the percentage for the
county; Category® minority population exceeds the percentage for the county; Category 3
both low-income and minority populations excedukt percentages for the county. Note that
Newport News is an independent city in Virginia and is considered the equivalent of a coun®/149

Table GEJ25. Census Tracts (CT) and Block Groups (BG) in Hampton, Virginia (Cot889) Dt Are
Potential Environmental Justice Areas of Concern Due to Concentrations of Minority andfor Low
Income Populations Categoty low-income percentage exceeds the percentage for the county;
Category 2 minority population exceeds the percentage for the county; Categorp@h low
income and minority populations exceed the percentages for the county. Note that Hampton is
an indepenlent city in Virginia and is considered the equivalent of a county..........cccccccceonn. G150

Table GEJ26. Census Tracts (CT) and Block Groups(B@&jsmouth, Virginia (County ID-340) That Are
Potential Environmental Justice Areas of Concern Due to Concentrations of Minority andfor Low
Income Populations Category low-income percentage exceeds the percentage for the county;
Category 2 minority population exceeds the percentage for the county; Categorp@th low
income and minority populations exceed the percentages for the county. Note that Portsmouth is
an independent city in Virginia and is considered the equivalent of a caunty........................ G151

Table (40a. Visual Impact Assessment Impact Matrix for Alternative B (Proposed Action) (see-Z@ble G
for continUALIoN taDIE)..........uiiiiiiiii e a e G155
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Introduction

This appendix provides informatiam the enviromental and physical settings of thease Areand
informationby resourcer topig as applicable, thaupplementshe information provided in the
RevolutionWind Farm(RWF) andRevolution WindExport CabldRWEC) Projectenvironmental impact
statementEIS).

Environmental and Physical Settings

This sectionaddressethe physical, geological, and biological settings in the vicinity ofRN¢F and
RWEC ProjecttheProject) As directed under Sectidrb01.12 of theCouncil on Environmental

Qu a | iCtEyQjffrevisddNational Environmental Policy AcCNEPA) regulationsthis EIS incorporates,
by reference, the detailed analysis provided in the Vineyard Wind finahEABpendix E(Bureau of
Ocean Energy ManagemeBQEM] 2021).

For more specific environmental and physical setting informatiareader is referred to the following
COP sectioné theConstruction and Operations Plaevolution Wind FarngCOP)(vhb 202):

1 General regional settinee Sectiond.6.7and 4.3.1of the COP. Thsesectiors describe current
land usesnd land covetypes in the vicinity of the onshore Project components.

1 Climate See Sectiod.2.10of the COPThis section describes current air quality in the vicinity of
the RWF and RWEC.

1 Physicaloceanography anaheteorology See Section 4.2.4 of the COP. This mecprovides
detailed informatioron physical oceanographic conditipimecluding circulation, currents, and
water column stratification by temperature and salinity, as well as meteorological corglittbns
aswind speed and direction, occurrence of stoand cyclones, and ice and fégw hurricanes
pass through New England, but the area is subj
between Georgia and New Jersey and typically reach maximum intensity in New England. These
storms are usually checterized by winds from the northeast and can bring heavy precipitation,
wind, storm surges, and rough seas. They primarily occur between September and April but can
form any time of year. Although hurricanes are relatively infrequent in New England, wave
heights up to 30 feet (9 meters [m]) were recorded south of Block Island (Scripps Buoy 44097)
during Hurricane Sandy in 201R#tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, National
Weather Servic2012).

1 GeologicalresourcesSee Sectiod.2.3 of the COP. This section describesrdggonal
geological settings well as specifimarine geophysical and geotechnical site investigations
conducted for the RWF in accordance with BOEM regulations 30 CFR 585.

91 Biologicalresources: & Sectiong.3.2t0 4.3.7 of the COP. These sections desciheent
types andstatusof terrestrial and marine resources in the vicinity of the RWF and RWEC.

Analysis of potential impacts to these resoufoas all offshore windactivitiesis providedin the EIS as
part ofeach resour@s No Action AlternativediscussionDiscussion of impacts as a result of the
ProposedAction references thBlo Action Alternative whergossibleto reduce replication arfdcusthe
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analysigto thedifferences amonglternativesEPMsand any other measurtst would be implemented
to monitor or minimize resource impaete discussed in Appendix F.

Literature Cited

Bureau of Ocean Energy Manageme21.Vineyard Wind 1 Offshore Wind Energy Project Final
Environmetal Impact Statemen©OCS EIS/EA BOEM 2020012. Available at:
https://www.boem.gov/vineyardind. Accessed June 2021

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Associatitational Weather Service012.New England Effects
from the Hurricane Sandy Hybrid StorAvailable athttps://www.weather.gov
/media/box/science/Sandy_summary_BOX.pgdfcessed February 28, 2022.

vhb. 2022 Construction and OperatiorRlan Revolution Wind FarmRevision6: July. Submitted to
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management. Availablétis://www.boem.gov/RevolutiekVind.
Accessed June 1, 2021.

Avian and Bat Post-Construction Monitoring Framework

Revolution Wind LLC (Revolution Wind)has developdadraft avianand bafpostconstruction

monitoring plan for the Project thatimmarize the approach to monitoring; descrimerarching

monitoring goals and objectives; ideiggthe key avian species, priority questions, and data gaps unique
to the region antlease Areahatwould be addressed through monitoring; and dessnitethods and

time frames for data collection, analysis, and repoitseg COP Appendix AA [Biodiversity Research
Institute 2021]) Postconstruction monitoring wuld assess impacts of the Project with the purpose of
filling select information gapsandsupp t i ng v al i d a taiianrisk asséssntett.d-oclsr o j e ct 0 ¢
may be placed on improving knowledgekgsfdangered Species A&SA)i listed species occurrence and
movements offshore, avian collision risk, species/species group displacement, or sintsaMithygre
possible, monitoring conducted by RevaatWind would build on and align with postonstruction
monitoring conducted by the other Orsted/Eversource offshore wind projects in the Northeast region.
Revolution Windwould engage with federal andas¢ agencies and environmental groups to identify
appropriate monitoring options and technologies and to facilitate acceptance of thgiéinahd bat
postconstruction monitoringlan(see COP Appendix AA [Biodiversity Research Institute 2021])

Thecontent of thalraft Revolution Wind Avian and Bat PgSonstruction Monitoring Frameworis
provided belowandis a directexcerptfrom theAssessment of the Potential Effects of the Revolution
Offshore Wind Farm on Birds and B4GOP Appendix AA[Biodiversity Research Institute 202B2
236]). Full references supporting thesx ¢ e aughoryear citations can be found @OP Appendix AA

Introduction

Revolution Wind LLC (Revolution Wind), a 50/50 joint venture between Orsted North

America Inc. (Orsté NA) and Eversource Investment LLC (Eversource), proposes to

construct and operate the RWF and the RWEC, collectively the Revolution Wind Farm

Project (hereinafter referred to as the Project). The wind farm portion of the Project will

be in Bureau of OceaEnergy Management (BOEM) Renewable Energy Lease Area

OCSA 0486 (Lease Area), southeast of Point Judith, Rhode Island, and east of Block

Il sl and, Rhode I|Island. The Projectds generating
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megawatts (MW) and 880 MW. This RWF iam and Bat PosConstruction Monitoring
AFramewor ko)
Project within the Lease Area, and does not apply to the offshore export cable, cable

Framewor k

(hereafter

t he

landfall, or onshore portions of the Prdjec

Revolution Wind has developed this Framework to outline an approach to post
construction monitoring that supports advancement of the understanding of bird and bat

interactions with offshore wind farms. The scope of monitoring is designed to meet

focuses

federalrequirements [30 CFR 585.626(b)(15) and 585.633(b)] and is scaled to the size
and risk profile of the Project with a focus on species of conservation concern.

The intent of the Framework is to outline overarching monitoring objectives, monitoring
guestiors, proposed monitoring elements, and reporting requirements. A detailed Avian
and Bat Pos€Construction Monitoring Plan (Monitoring Plan), based on this Framework,
will be developed in coordination with BOEM, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS),

and otler relevant regulatory agencies prior to beginning monitoring. Where feasible,
monitoring conducted at the RWF will be coordinated with monitoring at neighboring
Orsted/Eversource offshore wind projéctSouth Fork Wind Farm (SFWF) and Sunrise

Wind Farm (SRVF)0 to facilitate integrated analyses across a broader geographic area.

Monitoring objectives, questions, and associated methods are summarized iG-Table

AB1. Technical approaches were selected based on offshore logistical constraints, their
ability to address monitoring objectives, and their effectiveness in the marine

environment. Emerging technologies, such as rselisor radar/camera collision
detection systems, are not proposed under this Framework because they have not yet been

broadly deployed offsore or demonstrated to effectively reduce uncertainties related to

potential impacts on birds and bats.

TableG-ABL. Monitoring Objectives Questions General Approacheso be Used andDuration

Taxa Monitoring Objective Primary Questions Approach Duration
What times of year and
under what
Bats Monitor occurrence of bats| environmental conditions Acoustics 2 years
are bats detected in the
wind farm?
What times of year and
Birds Monitor use by ESA listed| under whatconditions _ Radio tags up to 3 years
birds are ESA birds present in
the wind farm?
What are the flux rates
Birds Monito_r use by r_locturnal and flight hei_ghts_of Radar 1-2 years
migratory birds nocturnally migrating
birds?
. Mo_mtor_movement of What are the avoidance
Birds marinebirds around the . - Radar 1-2 years
turbines rates of marine birds?
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What dead or injured
Document mortality species are found
incidentally?

Incidental

Both observations

Project lifetime

Bat Acoustic Monitoring

The presence dfats in the marine environment has been documented in the U.S. (Hatch
et al. 2013, Solick and Newman 2021). However, there remains uncertainty regarding the
extent to which bats occur offshore, particularly within offshore wind farms. Acoustic
detectors & commonly used to study bat movements and migration (Johnson et al.
2011). Following the approach taken at SFWF (Final Environmental Impact Statement
Appendix B), Orsted/Eversource would conduct bat acoustic monitoring to assess bat
activity at RWF, tageting key data gaps related to species presence/compaosition,
temporal patterns of activity, and correlation with weather and atmospheric conditions.
The primary monitoring questions are: What times of year and under what environmental
conditions are batdetected in the wind farm?

Acoustic monitoring of bat presence would be conducted for two yearsmustruction.

A detector would first be tested onsite to determine if there is any sound interference.
Contingent on a successful tadtrasonic bat detector stations would be installed on the
offshore convertor station, wind turbine platforms, and/or buoys. The specific number
and location of detector stations would be selected to optimize study design goals, and
would be determined inooperation with BOEM, USFWS, and other relevant regulatory
agencies. While specific timing would be dictated by logistics, detectors would likely be
deployed in the early spring or late winter (March), and removed in the late fall or early
winter (Decembeg after migration, or the most appropriate period as determined in
cooperation with BOEM, USFWS, and other relevant regulatory agencies. The detectors
would record calls of both casgbernating bats, including the northern lesayed bat
(Myotis septenipbnalis), and migratory tree bats; the resulting information can be used to
identify bats to species. All acoustic data recorded woulgrbeessed with approved
software to filter out poor quality data and identify the presence of bat calls. Where
information is insufficient to make a species identification, calls would be classified to
one of two phonic groups: low frequency bats (LoF), or high frequency bats (HiF). The
HiF group includes both migratory tree bats and cave hibernating bats. Since Hi#eincl
the ESAlisted northern longpared bat, they would then be manually vetted by an
experienced acoustician to the highest resolution possible (e.g., species or genus).

All bat calls detected and identified would be analyzed to understand relationghips wi

time of day, season, and weather/atmospheric conditions. The results would provide
information on bat presence offshore and the conditions under which they may occur near
offshore wind turbines.

! https://www.boem.gov/renewabtnergy/statactivities/soutkfork
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Motus Tracking Network and ESA Use Study

Trackingstudies indicate that at least some individual HiS#d Piping Plovers
(Charadrius melodys Red Knots Calidris canutus ruf and Roseate Terns, may pass
through the Rhode Island and Massachusetts lease areas (Loring et al. 2018, 2019).
However, due tdéimited coverage of onshore automated telemetry receiving stations and
low probability of detecting tags (hereafter, Motus receivers and tags) in the offshore
environment (Loring et al. 2019), there remains uncertainty related to offshore
movements of ESAisted birds in New England. Revolution Wind would install offshore
Motus receiver stations and contribute funding to raagming efforts to address this
data gap. The exact species being studied would be determined in consultation with
federal agencieand would be dependent on existing, ongoing field efforts. The Motus
receivers would also provide opportunistic presence/absence data on other species
carrying Motus tags, such as migratory songbirds and bats. The primary monitoring
guestions are: Whatnties of year and under what environmental conditions are ESA
birds present in the wind farm?

Movements of radidagged ESAlisted birds in the vicinity of the RWF would be
monitored for up to three years pasinstruction, during the spring, summer, and fal
Motus receivers would be installed within the wind farm to determine the
presence/absence of Edifted species. The specific number and location of offshore
receiver stations would be selected to optimize study design goals, and would be
determined usig a design tool currently being developed through a New York State
Energy Research and Development Authority (NYSERDA) funded pfojéthere is a
need identified by USFWS and in coordination with efforts at SFWF and RWF, existing
Motus receiver statins at up to two onshore locations near the RWF would be
refurbished or maintained to confirm the presence and movements ofagded ESA
species in areas adjacent to RWF. Funding for up to 150 Motus tags per year would be
provided to researchers worlginvith ESAlisted birds for up to three consecutive years.

ESA-listed bird presence/absence in the wind farm would be analyzed by comparing
detections within the wind farm to coastal receiver towers. All detections would be
analyzed to understand relatibiss with time of day, season, and weather.

Radar Monitoring: Nocturnal Migrants Flux and Flight Heights

Nocturnal migrants, including songbirds and shorebirds, are documented to fly offshore
(Adams et al. 2015, Loring et al. 2020). Since nocturnal rigyravents are episodic

and cannot be detected during daytime surveys, there is uncertainty on the timing and
intensity of migration offshore. Radar, oriented vertically, has been used at offshore wind
farms in Europe to study nocturnal migration eveHifl €t al. 2014). Orsted/Eversource

is considering conducting a ot@two-year radar study across SRWF, SFWF, and RWF

2 https://wwwbriloon.org/renewable/automatedvhfguidance

G-5



Revolution Wind Farm and Revolution Wind Export Cable Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement

to record the passage rates (flux) of migrants and flight heights. The primary monitoring
guestions are: What are the flux rates arghtlheights of nocturnally migrating birds?

Since radar approaches to monitoring birds are actively evolving and feasibility would
need to be determined, a specific system and methods would be identified closer to when
the projects begin operating. Theuks would be related to time of year and weather
conditions, to increase the understanding on when nocturnal migrants may have higher
collision risk.

Radar Monitoring: Marine Bird Avoidance

Marine birds, particularly loons, sea ducks, auks, and the &ortBannet (Morus
bassanus), have been documented to avoid offshore wind farms, potentially leading to
displacement from habitat (Goodale and Milman 2016). However, there remains
uncertainty on how birds woul d rteaswoacdhd t o Or st
be spaced one nautical mile apart. Based on methods used by Desholm and Kahlert
(2005), Skov et al. (2018), and others, Orsted/Eversource is considering conducting a
oneto-two-year crosproject (SRWF, SFWF, and RWF) radar study to collect data
macro (and potentially meda.e., flying between turbines) avoidance rates. These data
on avoidance would support understanding of both displacement and collision
vulnerability. The primary monitoring questions is: What are the avoidance rates of
marire birds?

Documentation of Dead and Injured Birds and Bats

Revolution Wind, or its designated operator, would implement a reporting system to
document dead or injured birds or bats found incidentally on vessels and project
structures during constructiomperation, and decommissioning. The location would be
marked using GPS, an Incident Reporting Form would be filled out, and digital
photographs taken. Any animals detected that could beliS&4, would have their
identity confirmed by consulting biologsstand a report would be submitted to the
designated staff at Revolution Wind who would then report it to BOEM, USFWS, and
other relevant regulatory agencies. Carcasses with federal or research bands or tags
would be reported to the U.S. Geological Sur@$GS) Bird Band Laboratory, BOEM,
and USFWS.

Adaptive Monitoring

Adaptive monitoring is an important principle
construction monitoring Framework. Over the course of monitoring, Revolution Wind

would work with BOEM, USFWSand other relevant regulatory agencies, to determine

the need for adjustments to monitoring approaches, consideration of new monitoring

technologies, and/or additional periods of monitoring, based on an ongoing assessment of
monitoring results. Potentisiiggers foradaptive monitoring may include, but not be

limited to, equipment failure, an unexpected impact to birds or bats identified through

monitoring, or new opportunities to collaborate with other projects in the region. The

Monitoring Plan wouldnclude a series of potential adaptive monitoring actions,
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developed in coordination with BOEM, USFWS, and other relevant regulatory agencies,
to be considered as appropriate.

Reporting

Revolution Wind would submit an annual report to BOEM and USFWS sumintar
postconstruction monitoring activities, preliminary results as available, and any
proposed changes in the monitoring program. Revolution Wind would participate in an
annual meeting with BOEM and USFWS to discuss the refBiddiversity Research
Institute 2021:232236)

Literature Cited

Biodiversity Research Institute (bri). 2028ssessment of the Potential Effects of the Revolution Wind
Offshore Wind Farm on Birds and Batease Area OG8-0486 Appendix AA inConstruction
and Operations Plan Rekdion Wind Farm Portland, Miine: bri. April.

Commercial Fisheries and For-Hire Recreational Fishing

Information in this section provides an overview of the commercial fisheries data used in EIS &@ction
It also provides a description of the methodological approach used to describe the dependency of
fishermen on the Lease Area.

Overview of Commercial Fisheries Data Used in the Environmental Impact
Statement Section 3.9

The primary source of data was summarized vessel trip report (VTR) data provided by the National
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) (2021a). Included were annual VTR2208 2019) for specific

geographic areas relevant to the Project showing commercial fishing revenue, trips, and number of unique
vessels for each fishery management plan (FMP) fishery, species, gear, and port of [Bhdsmdata

were also used to alyae the distribution of commercial fishing revenue from the Lease Area across

fishing vessels. In addition, the VTR data provided by NMFS (2021a) described the activitiehiod for
recreational fishing vessels, including landings by species and theenofrdngler trips by port.

A second source of data was the website at NMFS (2021b), which summarizes commercial fisheries data
for each proposed WEA along the U.S. Atlantic Coast. These data were downloaded and used to
summarize revenue at risk acrodgpabposed offshore wind projects under the No Action Alternative.

3 NMFS requires all federally permitted commercial fishing vessels (with the exception of those vessels that only have a lobster
permit) to submia VTR for every fishing trip (50 CFR 648.7). The VTR data proaderoad census of fishing activity that
encompasses the majority of commercial fisheries active neRWkeandoffshore RWECVTRs include a single fishing

location (reported in latitude and longitude coordinates) for each/ffiR.location informatioris only an approximation of

fishing activity, particularly with respect theuse of mobile gear, because fishermensgibrt only one set of coordinates for a
fishing trip, despite the fact that one trip may include muli@artows that take place many different locations across a much
wider area. VTR instructions require that fishermen record the haulback position where most of the fishing occurredeLivermor
2017 NMFS 20204

A fisherman with a vessel with a federal lobster permit is onlyiredjto fill out a VTR if he or she has another federal permit.

Approximately 63% of the lobster fleet fishing in statistical area 537, which encompasses most MfBVEAS, reports
through VTRs Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commissiiii8).
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In addition, polahistogramsigure3.9-3 throughFigure3.9-5) developed by BOEM based on NMFS
vessel monitoring system (VMS) data provided by NMFS (2019) are included in SectibRrar.

January 2014 through August 2019, VMS coverage levels ranged between 90% and 100% for the
following FMP fisheries: Atlantic Herring; Bluefish; Mackerel, Squid, and Butterfish; Monkfish;
Northeast Multispecies (largmesh); Northeast Multispecies (dinmesh); Sea Scallop; Spiny Dodfish;
Summer Flounder, Scup, and Black Sea Bass; and &urfohd Ocean Quahog. Average VMS coverage
levels were lower for the following FMP fisheries: Skate (75%); Highly Migratory Species (48%); Jonah
Crab (14%); and Amecan Lobster (11%) (NMFS 2019).

Average Annual Revenues and Non-Disclosure Issues

In general, Section 3.9 provides information on the average annual revenue over {0 29@&riod.

However annual data were provided only for the years for which dataledldclosed. If an annual
datapoint for a given FMP, gear, or port within a given geographic area could not be disclosed because
there were an insufficient number of vessels or
di scl osedo chaningealltherdgstapoirBsythatcaulohnot be disclosed, NMFS was able to

report to the annual total revenue for every year. However, this methodology for reportidigeiosed

data points hampers accurate estimation of average annual revenue becauwsre¢haften non

disclosed data for one or more years, particularly if the geographic area is small or if there were relatively
low levels of participation. Table-Gis provided to demonstrate these issues. The table shows the annual
data for gears as prioked by NMFS for the RWE@om 2008to 2019. It isnot possible to infer whether
number s s hown iddenote eerogevegnwe ifot tihe gear ofi that the data were not disclosed
and assigned to the AAIlIl Other Gear o category.

Table G1. National Marine Fisheries Serviggreater Atlantic Regional Fisheries Office Commercial
Fishing AnnuaRevenue Data for the Lease Area

Gear 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 | Nor+

($1000s) ($1000s) ($1000s) ($1000s) ($1000s) ($1000s) ($1000s) ($1000s) ($1000s) ($1000s) ($1000s) ($1000s) Zero

Years

Dredge $10.8 $5.6 $2.8 $14.4 C $5.3 $8.3 $17.8 | $20.6 $6.1 $4.8 $11.0 11
Scallop

Gillnet $35.3 | $38.7 | $49.3 | $38.3 | $24.3 | $22.9 | $24.7 | $20.8 | $25.8 | $25.8 | $155 | $15.9 12
Sink

Handline| $1.4 $1.1 $0.8 $0.8 $0.7 $0.5 $1.3 $0.5 $1.1 $1.7 $1.4 $1.4 12

Pot $139.3 | $105.5| $91.8 | $70.1 | $79.0 | $50.8 | $52.8 | $55.6 | $55.3 | $49.8 | $65.1 $89.3 12
Lobster
Pot- $2.0 $3.2 $175 | $21.2 | $12.9 | $10.5 $5.1 $6.5 $11.0 $9.5 $20.1 $15.0 12
Other

Trawk $115.5| $114.2 | $139.7 | $185.9 | $263.6 | $237.5| $191.6 | $205.3 | $187.3 | $150.4 | $155.1 | $182.8 | 12
Bottom

4vms dataaregenerated from automated transmissions from transponders that are required to be on board and operating
whenever permitted vessels are fishing or transiting with the intent to harvest fish or sizlféshre transmitted once every 60
minutes for all FMPs except sea scallops, which are transmitted once every 30 minutes. Each transmission includes the current
directional bearing and vessel speed as well as the average bearing and vessel speed since the last transmission. Using the
average vssel speed, NMFS uses an algorithm to assign an assumed activity (either fishing or transiting) to each transmission.
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Gear 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 | Non-
($1000s) ($1000s) ($1000s) ($1000s) ($1000s) ($1000s) ($1000s) ($1000s) ($1000s) ($1000s) ($1000s) ($1000s) Zero
Years
Trawk $8.3 $43.9 $7.9 $37.9 | $131.8| $100.3 | $125.6 | $51.6 $36.9 $0.7 q G 10
Midwater|
Dredge $10.8 $5.6 $2.8 $14.4 q $5.3 $8.3 $17.8 $20.6 $6.1 $4.8 $11.0 11
Scallop
Dredge C $7.8 q q q $0.9 q C C q C C 2
Clam
Longline C q q q q $0.1 $0.1 C C q C q 2
Bottom
All other | $17.8 $10.6 $13.0 $12.0 $7.3 $0.1 $3.8 $27.6 $16.3 $6.5 $3.2 $19.6 12
gear*
Allgear | $341.3| $336.3 | $325.5| $395.0 | $519.7 | $434.1| $421.7 | $403.5| $374.7 | $256.5 | $270.0 | $345.8 | $0.1
types

Source: NMFS (2022)
b238aY wS@SydzS A& FR2dzAGSR FT2NIAYTFI I ARY AYRADKZ&EAl YR®I 2 8251 S i)
while $0.0 indicates a value greater than zero, but less than $500.

Commercial Fisheries Revenue Intensity Figures

The revenue intensity figures for commercial fisheries shown in Figueth@®ugh G13 have been
developed to provide a visual representation of harvesting locations across FMP fisheries. These figures
are reproduced from the Fishing Footprints webpdi¢HS 2020b) with the addition of the Lease Area

and the RWEC superimposed. The figures provided are generally limited to those that are available for
the years 2016 through 2018, although an exception is made for Figil8evwhich summarizes the

revenue mtensity of all fisheries combined and which is provided for the years 2013 through 2015 (the
most recent data available on the webpage).
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Analysis of the Economic Dependency on Fishing Grounds in the Lease
Area among Commercial Fishing Vessels

To analyze differences in the economic importance of fishing grounds in the Lease Area across the
commercial fishing fleeinformation was obtained from NMF2E21c) on the number of federally
permitted commercial fishing vessels that fished annually in the Lease Area during theQ®@geriod,
together with box plot figure summarizing the relative dependence of thesesvissag) that period.

The vesselevel annual revenue percentages were divided into quartiles, which were created by ordering

the data from lowest to highest percentage value and then dividing the data into four groups of equal size.

The first quartile rpresents the lowest 25% of ranked percentages while the fourth quartile represents the

highest 25%. NMFS (202l r eported the number

of foutl iero

percentage of revenue. In the context of this analysis, an outligessal that derived an exceptionally

high proportion of its annual revenue from the Lease Area in comparison to other vessels that fished in

the area.

As shown in Table &, from 2008 through 2019, an average of 289 vessels per year fished éasiee
Area, with a high of 331 vessels in 2008 and a low of 251 vessels in 2018. The average annual number of

outliers was 40.5 (14% of all vessels), with a high of 47 outliers in 2016 (14.6% of all vessels) and a low
of 31 outliers in 2019 (11.8% of alkssels).

Table G2. Number of Federally Permitted Vessels in the Lease Area (2P089)

Year Number of Vessels Number of Outliers Number of Outliers as a
Percentage of Total Vesse
2008 331 46 13.9%
2009 308 43 14.0%
2010 253 35 13.8%
2011 262 31 11.8%
2012 282 40 14.2%
2013 308 41 13.3%
2014 308 46 14.9%
2015 296 40 13.5%
2016 322 47 14.6%
2017 284 40 14.1%

5 Technically,anoutlier in abox plotdistribution isan observatiorthat ismore than 1.5 times the length of the box away from

eitherthefirst quartile (Q1) othirdqu ar t i | e
+ (1.5 x IQR), it is an outlier; where IQR = interquartile range = @8L.

ves

(Q3). Speciycal T(5xIQR)orgmateothan ®x vati on
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Year Number of Vessels Number of Outliers Number of Outliers as a
Percentage of Total Vesse

2018 251 35 13.9%

2019 261 42 16.1%

Average 288 40 14.0%

Source: NMFS (2021c)

More detailednformation about the distribution of the veskmlel annual revenue percentages is

provided in the boxplot below (see Figurel@). The box plot begins at the first quartile, or the value
beneath which 25% of all vesdelel revenue percentages falltifick line within the box identifies the
median, the observation at which 50% of ve$setl revenue percentages are above or beneath. The box
ends at the third quartile, or the vesiesiel revenue percentage beneath which 75% of observations fall.
Nonpa ametric estimates of the minimum and
(dashed line terminating in a vertical line) that jut out from each side of the box. Any points outside of
these whiskers are vesdeVel revenue percentages tha aonsidered outliers.

From 2008 through 2019, the vessel ranked as the sefitimtyercentile vessel (i.e., the vessel in the

third quartile with the greatest dependence on the Lease Area overybearlieriod) derived 0.88% of

its total revenue frorthe Lease Area (NMFS 2081 Of the outliers, the vessel with the greatest

dependence on the Lease Area derived 38% of its total revenue from the area. Looking at individual years
shown in the box plot, in 2008, one vessel derived nearly 60% of itséwtaiue from the Lease Area. In

that same year, the vessel with the greatest percentage of dependence in the third quartile generated
approximately 2.2% of its revenue from the Lease Area. Figuté €hows that in any given year the

revenue percentage ftire majority of outliers were below 10%.
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Figure Gl14. Percentage of Total Commercial Fishing Revenue of Federally Permitted Vessels Derived
from the Lease Area by Vessel (2@2819) (NMFS 202

It is important to note thdhe box plot data do not provide any information about total revenues, or if
there are correlations between the relative dependence on the lease area and total revenue of the
individual vessel. To that end, additional data will be requested from NMF&ithaidicate for each
guartile and for the outliers as a group the total revenue for the quartile/outlier group from within the
Lease Area (i.e., the average numerator) as well as the total revenue from all areas (i.e., average
denominator) for the qualgioutlier group.
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Annual Commercial Revenue Exposed in the Lease Area and along the
RWEC by FMP Fishery, Port, and Gear under Alternatives C, D, and E

Alternative C

FMP Fishery

Table G3. Annual Commercial Fishing Reventgposed in the Lease Area and along the RW{EC

FMP Fishery under Alternative C1 (2@2®19)

FMP Fishery Peak Average | Average Annual | Average Annual
Annual Annual Revenue at Risk | Revenue at Risk
Revenue | Revenue | as a Percentage| as a Percentage
($1,000s)| (%$1,000s)| of Total in the of Total
Mid-Atlantic and | Revenue in the
New England RFA
Regions
American Lobster $462.9 $261.8 0.28% 3.36%
Atlantic Herring $267.1 $100.9 0.39% 3.37%
Bluefish $17.0 $8.6 0.67% 1.47%
Highly Migratory Species $6.8 $2.2 0.10% 0.98%
Jonah Crab $37.8 $21.4 0.22% 0.36%
Mackerel, Squid, and Butterfish $296.6 $136.4 0.26% 0.88%
Monkfish $179.0 $97.9 0.48% 1.30%
Northeast Multispecies (largmesh) $112.3 $48.9 0.07% 2.05%
Northeast Multispecies (smathesh) $189.0 $71.1 0.63% 2.52%
Sea Scallop $367.9 $143.7 0.03% 0.29%
Skates $160.5 $102.1 1.37% 2.85%
Spiny Dogfish $35.2 $15.2 0.51% 6.22%
Summer Flounder, Scup, Black Sea Bass $126.3 $80.5 0.20% 0.73%
Other FMPs, nowlisclosed species and néiMPfisheries| $550.4 $235.4 0.25% 0.70%
All FMP and no#MP Fisheries $1,610.9| $1,326.0 0.14% 0.92%

Source: Developed using data from NMFS (202023.

Notes: Revenue is adjusted for inflation to 2019 dollars. Peak annual revenue is calmdateshdently for all rows including
the total row.

Other FMPs, nowisclosed species, and nétMP fisherieincludes revenue from threEMP fisheriesSurfclam/ Ocean
Quahog, Red Crab, and River Herring. In addition, it includes refmmespecies in FM fisheriedor which data could not be
disclosed due to confidentiality restrictions, and revenue earmgdéederally permitted vessetsperating in fisheries that are
not federally managed
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Table 4. Annual Commercial Fishing Renue Exposed in the Lease Area and along the RWEC by

FMP Fishery under Alternative C2 (2&2819)

FMP Fishery Peak Average | Average Annual | Average Annual
Annual Annual Revenue at Risk | Revenue at Risk
Revenue | Revenue | as a Percentage| as a Percentage
($1,000s)| (%$1,000s) of Total in the of Total
Mid-Atlantic and | Revenue in the
New England RFA
Regions
American Lobster $428.1 $246.0 0.26% 3.15%
Atlantic Herring $261.1 $99.2 0.38% 3.31%
Bluefish $16.8 $8.5 0.67% 1.46%
HighlyMigratory Species $6.6 $2.1 0.09% 0.95%
Jonah Crab $36.0 $20.3 0.21% 0.35%
Mackerel, Squid, and Butterfish $279.7 $130.7 0.25% 0.85%
Monkfish $166.4 $92.6 0.45% 1.23%
Northeast Multispecies (largmesh) $109.3 $47.1 0.06% 1.97%
NortheastMultispecies (smaiinesh) $185.3 $69.2 0.61% 2.45%
Sea Scallop $354.5 $138.1 0.03% 0.28%
Skates $152.3 $97.0 1.30% 2.71%
Spiny Dogfish $34.6 $14.7 0.49% 6.03%
Summer Flounder, Scup, Black Sea Bass $121.9 $77.8 0.20% 0.71%
Other FMPsnon-disclosed species and nétMP fisherieg $534.3 $227.5 0.24% 0.67%
All FMP and no#MP Fisheries $1,546.5| $1,270.8 0.13% 0.88%

Source: Developed using data from NME®R(a,2022)

Notes: Revenue is adjusted for inflation to 2019 dollars. Realkial revenue is calculated independently for all rows including
the total row.

Other FMPs, nowisclosed species, and néiMP fisheriesncludes revenue from threEMP fisheriesSurfclam/ Ocean
Quahog, Red Crab, and River Herring. In addition, it iesloevenudrom species in FMP fisheris which data could not be
disclosed due to confidentiality restrictions, and revenue earmgd@ederally permitted vessetyperating in fisheries that are
not federally managed
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Port

Table G5. Annual Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the Lease Area and along the RWEC by Port
under Alternative C1 (2008019)

Port and State Peak Annual Average Average Annual Average

Revenue Annual Revenue at Risk Annual

($1,000s) Revenue as a Percentage| Revenue at

($1,000s) of Total Risk as a
Revenue in the | Percentage of
Mid-Atlantic Total Revenue
and New in the RFA
England Regiong

Point Judith, RI $712.4 $547.3 1.19% 1.99%
New Bedford, MA $566.0 $340.1 0.09% 0.70%
Little Compton, RI $192.5 $131.8 6.62% 6.79%
Westport, MA $107.0 $58.2 4.46% 4.98%
Newport, RI $188.0 $104.1 1.17% 3.61%
Chilmark/Menemsha, MA $23.4 $14.3 3.04% 3.41%
Fairhaven, MA $27.1 $14.4 0.13% 1.00%
Montauk, NY $38.4 $17.0 0.09% 0.14%
Fall River, MA $17.6 $8.9 0.78% 2.00%
Tiverton, RI $15.0 $6.4 0.56% 0.98%
Other Ports, MA $16.3 $7.9 0.01% 0.16%
Point Pleasant, NJ $15.6 $4.5 0.01% 0.05%
Newport News, VA $15.3 $3.8 0.01% 0.22%
Beaufort, NC $5.0 $2.4 0.09% 0.28%
Hampton, VA $7.1 $3.5 0.02% 0.22%
Other New England/MidAtlantic ports* $145.7 $80.7 0.03% 0.27%
All New England/MieAtlantic Ports $1,610.9 $1,345.2 0.14% 0.93%

Source: Developed using data from NME®R(a,2022)

Notes: Revenue is adjusted for inflation to 2019 dollars. Peak annual revenue is calculated independently for all ramg includ
the total row.

Ports shown intalicsindicate that fewer than 12 years but more than 4 years of data were used to calculate the estimates.
Otherwise, estimates are based on 12 years of data.

* Includes unlisted ports that had landings and data from-d@stlosed years from listed ports hasted by federally

permitted vessels fishing along the offshore RWEC or in the Lease Area.
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Table G6. Annual Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the Lease Area and along the RWEC by Port
under Alternative C2 (200&019)

Port andState Peak Annual Average Annual | Average Annual | Average Annual
Revenue Revenue Revenue at Risk | Revenue at Risk ag
($1,000s) ($1,000s) as a Percentage | a Percentage of
of Total Revenue | Total Revenue in
in the Mid- the RFA
Atlantic and New
England Regions
Point Judith, RI $691.4 $531.0 1.15% 1.93%
New Bedford, MA $549.2 $325.4 0.09% 0.67%
Little Compton, RI $186.3 $126.9 6.37% 6.54%
Westport, MA $87.8 $49.5 3.79% 4.23%
Newport, RI $184.1 $100.9 1.13% 3.50%
Chilmark/Menemsha, MA $20.9 $12.6 2.67% 2.99%
Fairhaven, MA $25.6 $13.7 0.12% 0.95%
Montauk, NY $36.1 $16.1 0.09% 0.14%
Fall River, MA $17.1 $8.7 0.77% 1.95%
Tiverton, RI $14.3 $6.1 0.53% 0.94%
Other Ports, MA $16.1 $7.6 0.01% 0.16%
Point Pleasant, NJ $14.0 $4.1 0.01% 0.05%
NewportNews, VA $14.6 $3.6 0.01% 0.21%
Beaufort, NC $4.7 $2.2 0.08% 0.26%
Hampton, VA $6.6 $3.2 0.02% 0.21%
Other New England/Mid\tlantic ports* $142.2 $77.7 0.03% 0.26%
All New England/Mightlantic Ports $1,546.5 $1,289.3 0.14% 0.89%

SourceDeveloped using data from NMFE2®21a,2022)

Notes: Revenue is adjusted for inflation to 2019 dollars. Peak annual revenue is calculated independently for all romg includ
the total row.

Ports shown irtalicsindicate that fewer than 12 years but more than 4 years of data were used to calculate the estimates.
Otherwise, estimates are based on 12 years of data.

* Includes unlisted ports that had landings and data from-distlosed years from listed ports hasted by federally

permitted vessels fishing along the offshore RWEC or in the Lease Area.
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Gear

Table G7. Annual Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the Lease Area and along the RWEC by

Gear Type under Alternative C1 (2019)

Gear Type Peak Average Average Annual | Average Annual
Annual Annual Revenue in the Revenue in the
Revenue | Revenue Lease Area as a| Lease Area as a
($1,000s) | ($1,000s) Percentage of Percentage of
Total Landings in | Tota Landings in
the Mid-Atlantic the RFA
and New England
Regions
Dredgeclam $388.3 $114.0 0.19% 0.55%
Dredgescallop $370.1 $144.2 0.03% 0.30%
Gillnetsink $260.6 $178.9 0.60% 1.86%
Handline $12.3 $3.2 0.07% 0.24%
Potother $482.2 $319.1 0.28% 1.98%
Trawkbottom $621.2 $467.3 0.25% 1.09%
Trawkmidwater $187.1 $96.0 0.51% 4.09%
All other gear* $282.2 $66.7 0.14% 2.50%
All gear types $1,611.0 | $1,389.5 0.15% 0.96%

Source: Developed using data from NME®(a,2022)

Notes: Revenue is adjusted for inflation to 2019 dollars. Reakial revenue is calculated independently for all rows including

the total row.

* Includes revenue from federally permitted vessels using longline gear, seine gear, other gilinet gear, and unspegitisd gear

well as listed gear for years when they weia disclosed.
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Table G8. Annual Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the Lease Area and along the RWEC by

Gear Type under Alternative C2 (20(819)

Gear Type Peak Average Average Annual Average Annual
Annual Annual Revenue in the Leasq Revenue in the Lease
Revenue Revenue | Area as a Percentagg Area as a Percentage
($1,000s) ($1,000s) of Total Landings in | of Total Landings in
the Mid-Atlantic and the RFA
New England Region
Dredgeclam $381.6 $111.3 0.18% 0.53%
Dredgescallop $356.6 $138.6 0.03% 0.29%
Gillnetsink $241.8 $170.2 0.57% 1.77%
Handline $11.3 $3.1 0.07% 0.23%
Potother $445.6 $299.4 0.26% 1.86%
Trawkbottom $596.7 $451.2 0.24% 1.05%
Trawkmidwater $182.1 $94.3 0.50% 4.02%
All other gear* $275.9 $64.8 0.14% 2.43%
All gear types $1,546.5 $1,333.0 0.14% 0.92%

Source: Developed using data from NME®R{a, 2022)

Notes: Revenue is adjusted for inflation to 2019 dollars. Peak annual revenue is calculated independently fomralludivg
the total row.

* Includes revenue from federally permitted vessels using longline gear, seine gear, other gillnet gear, and unspegifisd gear
well as listed gear for years when they were not disclosed.

Alternative D

FMP Fishery

Table G9. Annual Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the Lease Area and along the RWEC by
FMP Fishery under Alternative D1 (20{I8)19)

FMP Fishery Peak Average | Average Annual | Average Annual
Annual Annual Revenue at Risk | Revenue at Risk
Revenue | Revenue | asa Percentage | as a Percentage
($1,000s)| ($1,000s)| of Total in the of Total
Mid-Atlantic and | Revenue in the
New England RFA
Regions
American Lobster $492.7 $274.2 0.29% 3.52%
Atlantic Herring $270.5 $101.8 0.39% 3.40%
Bluefish $17.0 $8.6 0.67% 1.47%
Highly Migratory Species $6.6 $2.1 0.10% 0.97%
Jonah Crab $38.4 $22.0 0.23% 0.37%
Mackerel, Squid, and Butterfish $306.4 $139.7 0.27% 0.91%
Monkfish $186.9 $98.4 0.48% 1.31%
Northeast Multispecies (largmesh) $113.1 $48.8 0.07% 2.04%
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FMP Fishery Peak Average | Average Annual | Average Annual
Annual Annual Revenue at Risk | Revenue at Risk
Revenue | Revenue | asa Percentage | as a Percentage
($1,000s)| ($1,000s)| of Total in the of Total

Mid-Atlantic and | Revenue in the
New England RFA
Regions

Northeast Multispecies (smathesh) $190.7 $71.6 0.64% 2.53%

Sea Scallop $338.6 $136.5 0.03% 0.27%

Skates $166.5 $104.5 1.40% 2.92%

Spiny Dogfish $35.2 $15.3 0.51% 6.27%

Summer Flounder, Scup, Black Sea Bass $127.4 $81.5 0.20% 0.74%

Other FMPsnon-disclosed species and néiMP fisherie§ $567.3 $238.2 0.25% 0.71%

All FMP and no#MP Fisheries $1,632.7 | $1,343.1 0.14% 0.93%

Source: Developed using data from NMER(a,2022)

Notes: Revenue is adjusted for inflation to 2019 dollars. Reakial revenue is calculated independently for all rows including
the total row.

Other FMPs, nowlisclosed species, and nétMP fisherieincludes revenue from threEMP fisheriesSurfclam/ Ocean

Quahog, Red Crab, and River Herring. In addition, it iesloevenudrom species in FMP fisheriém which data could not be
disclosed due to confidentiality restrictions, and revenue earmgdederally permitted vessetsperating in fisheries that are

not federally managed

Table G10. Annual Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the Lease Area and along the RWEC by
FMP Fishery under Alternative D2 (20J8)19)

FMP Fishery Peak Average | Average Annual | Average Annual
Annual Annual Revenue at Risk| Revenue at Risk
Revenue | Revenue | as a Percentage| as a Percentage
($1,000s)| ($1,000s)| of Total in the of Total
Mid-Atlantic and | Revenue in the
New England RFA
Regions
American Lobster $496.8 $272.5 0.29% 3.49%
Atlantic Herring $271.7 $102.3 0.39% 3.42%
Bluefish $17.2 $8.7 0.68% 1.49%
Highly Migratory Species $6.9 $2.2 0.10% 0.99%
Jonah Crab $39.6 $22.5 0.23% 0.38%
Mackerel, Squid, and Butterfish $305.4 $140.2 0.27% 0.91%
Monkfish $201.8 $104.1 0.51% 1.38%
Northeast Multispecies (largmesh) $115.9 $51.5 0.07% 2.16%
Northeast Multispecies (smathesh) $192.5 $73.5 0.65% 2.60%
Sea Scallop $371.8 $147.5 0.03% 0.30%
Skates $168.7 $106.1 1.42% 2.96%
Spiny Dogfish $35.7 $15.5 0.52% 6.36%
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FMP Fishery Peak Average | Average Annual | Average Annual
Annual Annual Revenue at Risk| Revenue at Risk
Revenue| Revenue | as a Percentage| as a Percentage
($1,000s)| ($1,000s)| of Total in the of Total
Mid-Atlantic and Revenue in the
New England RFA
Regions
Summer Flounder, Scup, Black Sea Bass $130.8 $83.0 0.21% 0.75%
Other FMPsnon-disclosed species and néMP fisherie§ $571.6 $242.6 0.26% 0.72%
All FMP and noffMP Fisheries $1,662.1| $1,372.2 0.14% 0.95%

Source: Developed using data from NME®R(a,2022)
Notes: Revenue is adjusted for inflation to 2019 dollars. Reakial revenue is calculated independently for all rows including
the total row.

Other FMPs, nowlisclosed species, and néiMP fisheriegncludes revenue from threEMP fisheriesSurfclam/ Ocean
Quahog, Red Crab, and River Herring. In addition, it includes refmmepecies in FMP fisheriés which data could not be
disclosed due to confidentiality restrictions, and revenue earmgd@ederally permitted vessetyperating infisheries that are
not federally managed

Table G11. Annual Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the Lease Area and along the RWEC by
FMP Fishery under Alternative D3 (20{I8)19)

FMP Fishery Peak Average | Average Annual | Average Annual

Annual Annual Revenue at Risk | Revenue at Risk

Revenue | Revenue | as a Percentage| as a Percentage
($1,000s)| ($1,000s)| of Total in the of Total

Mid-Atlantic and | Revenue in the

New England RFA
Regions

American Lobster $479.9 $268.5 0.29% 3.44%
Atlantic Herring $260.1 $97.7 0.38% 3.26%
Bluefish $16.3 $8.5 0.66% 1.45%
Highly Migratory Species $6.8 $2.1 0.10% 0.97%
Jonah Crab $37.8 $21.8 0.23% 0.37%
Mackerel, Squid, and Butterfish $308.8 $138.1 0.27% 0.90%
Monkfish $205.9 $107.1 0.52% 1.42%
Northeast Multispecies (largmesh) $112.5 $50.0 0.07% 2.09%
Northeast Multispecies (smathesh) $167.1 $66.5 0.59% 2.36%
Sea Scallop $405.1 $152.1 0.03% 0.31%
Skates $170.3 $106.4 1.43% 2.97%
Spiny Dogfish $31.5 $14.3 0.48% 5.87%
SummerFlounder, Scup, Black Sea Bass $127.6 $79.9 0.20% 0.73%
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FMP Fishery Peak Average | Average Annual | Average Annual
Annual Annual Revenue at Risk | Revenue at Risk
Revenue| Revenue | as a Percentage| as a Percentage
($1,000s)| ($1,000s)| of Total in the of Total

Mid-Atlantic and Revenue in the
New England RFA
Regions
Other FMPs, nowlisclosed species and néiMP fisherie§ $530.9 $235.3 0.25% 0.70%
All FMP and no#rMP Fisheries $1,631.0| $1,348.4 0.14% 0.94%

Source: Developed using data from NME®R(a,2022)

Notes: Revenue is adjusted for inflation to 2019 dollars. Peak annual revenue is calculated independently for all romg includ
the total row.

Other FMPs, nowlisclosed species, and nétMP fisherieincludes revenue from threEMP fisheriesSurféam/ Ocean

Quahog, Red Crab, and River Herring. In addition, it includes refmmepecies in FMP fisheriés which data could not be
disclosed due to confidentiality restrictions, and revenue eatmgdederally permitted vessetgperating in fisheds that are

not federally managed

Table G12. Annual Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the Lease Area and along the RWEC by
FMP Fishery under Alternative D1+D2 (2@2819)

FMP Fishery Peak Annual Average Average Average

Revenue Annual Annual Annual
(%$1,000s) Revenue Revenue at Revenue at
($1,000s) Risk as a Risk as a
Percentage of| Percentage of
Total in the Total
Mid-Atlantic Revenue in
and New the RFA
England
Regions

American Lobster $481.8 $262.8 0.28% 3.37%
Atlantic Herring $268.8 $101.2 0.39% 3.38%
Bluefish $17.0 $8.6 0.67% 1.47%
Highly Migratory Species $6.6 $2.1 0.10% 0.96%
Jonah Crab $37.4 $21.3 0.22% 0.36%
Mackerel, Squid, and Butterfish $287.3 $134.6 0.26% 0.87%
Monkfish $178.6 $92.5 0.45% 1.23%
Northeast Multispecies (largmesh) $112.1 $47.8 0.07% 2.00%
Northeast Multispecies (smathesh) $189.9 $70.8 0.63% 2.51%
Sea Scallop $294.9 $127.0 0.02% 0.26%
Skates $159.3 $99.8 1.34% 2.79%
Spiny Dogfish $35.1 $15.1 0.51% 6.19%
SummerFlounder, Scup, Black Sea Bass $124.8 $80.3 0.20% 0.73%
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FMP Fishery Peak Annual Average Average Average
Revenue Annual Annual Annual
($1,000s) Revenue Revenue at | Revenue at
($1,000s) Risk as a Risk as a
Percentage of| Percentage of
Total in the Total
Mid-Atlantic Revenue in
and New the RFA
England
Regions
Other FMPs, nowlisclosed species and néiMP fisheries $564.3 $232.8 0.25% 0.69%
All FMP and no#MP Fisheries $1,587.0 $1,296.5 0.14% 0.90%

Source: Developed using data from NME®(a,2022)
Notes: Revenue is adjusted for inflation to 2019 dollars. Peak annual revenue is calculated independently for all ramg includ
the total row.

Other FMPs, nowisclosed species, and néiMP fisherieincludes revenue from threEMP fisheriesSurféam/ Ocean
Quahog, Red Crab, and River Herring. In addition, it includes refmmespecies in FMP fisheriém which data could not be

disclosed due to confidentiality restrictions, and revenue earmgdfederally permitted vessetyperating in fishess that are

not federally managed

Table G13. Annual Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the Lease Area and along the RWEC by

FMP Fishery under Alternative D1+D3 (2@2819)

FMP Fishery Peak Annual Average Average Average

Revenue Annud Annual Annual
($1,000s) Revenue Revenue at Revenue at
($1,000s) Risk as a Risk as a
Percentage of| Percentage of
Total in the Total
Mid-Atlantic Revenue in
and New the RFA
England
Regions

American Lobster $464.9 $258.8 0.28% 3.32%
AtlanticHerring $257.1 $96.6 0.37% 3.23%
Bluefish $16.2 $8.3 0.65% 1.43%
Highly Migratory Species $6.4 $2.1 0.09% 0.93%
Jonah Crab $35.5 $20.7 0.22% 0.35%
Mackerel, Squid, and Butterfish $290.7 $132.5 0.26% 0.86%
Monkfish $182.8 $95.5 0.46% 1.27%
Northeast Multispecies (largmesh) $108.7 $46.2 0.06% 1.94%
Northeast Multispecies (smathesh) $164.5 $63.8 0.57% 2.26%
Sea Scallop $328.3 $131.5 0.03% 0.26%
Skates $160.9 $100.1 1.34% 2.80%
Spiny Dogfish $31.0 $13.9 0.47% 5.69%
SummerFlounder, Scup, Black Sea Bass $121.6 $77.2 0.19% 0.70%
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FMP Fishery Peak Annual Average Average Average
Revenue Annud Annual Annual
($1,000s) Revenue Revenue at | Revenue at
($1,000s) Risk as a Risk as a
Percentage of| Percentage of
Total in the Total
Mid-Atlantic Revenue in
and New the RFA
England
Regions
Other FMPs, nowlisclosed species and néiMP fisheries $523.6 $225.4 0.24% 0.67%
All FMP and no#MP Fisheries $1,556.0 $1,272.7 0.13% 0.88%

Source: Developed using data from NME®(a,2022)
Notes: Revenue is adjusted for inflation to 2019 dollars. Peak annual revenue is calculated independently for all ramg includ

the total row.

Other FMPs, nowisclosed species, and néiMP fisherieincludes revenue from threEMP fisheriesSurféam/ Ocean
Quahog, Red Crab, and River Herring. In addition, it includes refmmespecies in FMP fisheriém which data could not be
disclosed due to confidentiality restrictions, and revenue earmgdfederally permitted vessetyperating in fisheries that are

not federally managed

Table G14. Annual Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the Lease Area and along the RWEC by

FMP Fishery under Alternative D2+D3 (2@2819)

FMP Fishery Peak Annual Average Average Average

Revenue Annual Annual Annual
($1,000s) Revenue Revenue at Revenue at
($1,000s) Risk as a Risk as a
Percentage of| Percentage of
Total in the Total
Mid-Atlantic Revenue in
and New the RFA
England
Regions

American Lobster $468.9 $257.1 0.28% 3.30%
Atlantic Herring $258.3 $97.1 0.37% 3.24%
Bluefish $16.3 $8.4 0.66% 1.44%
Highly Migratory Species $6.7 $2.1 0.10% 0.96%
Jonah Crab $36.8 $21.1 0.22% 0.36%
Mackerel, Squid, and Butterfish $289.7 $133.0 0.26% 0.86%
Monkfish $197.7 $101.2 0.49% 1.35%
Northeast Multispecies (largmesh) $111.4 $49.0 0.07% 2.05%
Northeast Multispecies (smathesh) $166.3 $65.8 0.58% 2.33%
Sea Scallop $367.0 $142.5 0.03% 0.29%
Skates $163.1 $101.8 1.37% 2.84%
SpinyDogfish $31.4 $14.1 0.47% 5.78%
Summer Flounder, Scup, Black Sea Bass $124.9 $78.7 0.20% 0.72%
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FMP Fishery Peak Annual Average Average Average
Revenue Annual Annual Annual
($1,000s) Revenue Revenue at | Revenue at
($1,000s) Risk as a Risk as a
Percentage of| Percentage of
Total in the Total
Mid-Atlantic Revenue in
and New the RFA
England
Regions
Other FMPs, nowlisclosed species and néiMP fisheries $528.0 $229.9 0.24% 0.68%
All FMP and no#MP Fisheries $1,585.3 $1,301.8 0.14% 0.90%

SourceDeveloped using data from NME®21a,2022)

Notes: Revenue is adjusted for inflation to 2019 dollars. Peak annual revenue is calculated independently for all ramg includ
the total row.

Other FMPs, nowlisclosed species, and nétMP fisherieincludes revenue from threEMP fisheriesSurfclam/ Ocean

Quahog, Red Crab, and River Herring. In addition, it includes refmmespecies in FMP fisheriém which data could not be

disclosed de to confidentiality restrictions, and revenue earneyglfederally permitted vessetyperating in fisheries that are

not federally managed

Table G15. Annual Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the Lease Area and along the RWEC b

FMP Fishery under Alternative D1+D2+D3 (2€2&19)

FMP Fishery Peak Annual Average Average Average

Revenue Annual Annual Annual
($1,000s) Revenue Revenue at Revenue at
($1,000s) Risk as a Risk as a
Percentage of| Percentage of
Total in the Total
Mid-Atlantic Revenue in
and New the RFA
England
Regions

American Lobster $454.0 $247.4 0.27% 3.17%
Atlantic Herring $255.4 $96.0 0.37% 3.21%
Bluefish $16.1 $8.3 0.65% 1.42%
Highly Migratory Species $6.4 $2.0 0.09% 0.93%
Jonah Crab $34.5 $20.0 0.21% 0.34%
Mackerel, Squid, and Butterfish $271.7 $127.4 0.25% 0.83%
Monkfish $174.6 $89.7 0.44% 1.19%
Northeast Multispecies (largmesh) $107.6 $45.2 0.06% 1.89%
Northeast Multispecies (smathesh) $163.7 $63.1 0.56% 2.24%
Sea Scallop $290.1 $121.9 0.02% 0.25%
Skates $153.7 $95.5 1.28% 2.67%
Spiny Dogfish $30.9 $13.7 0.46% 5.60%
Summer Flounder, Scup, Black Sea Bass $118.9 $75.9 0.19% 0.69%
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FMP Fishery Peak Annual Average Average Average
Revenue Annual Annual Annual
($1,000s) Revenue Revenue at | Revenue at
($1,000s) Risk as a Risk as a
Percentage of| Percentage of
Total in the Total
Mid-Atlantic Revenue in
and New the RFA
England
Regions
Other FMPs, nowlisclosed species and néiMP fisheries $520.7 $220.0 0.23% 0.65%
All FMP andhon-FMP Fisheries $1,510.3 $1,226.1 0.13% 0.85%

Source: Developed using data from NME®(a,2022)

Notes: Revenue is adjusted for inflation to 2019 dollars. Peak annual revenue is calculated independently for all ramg includ
the total row.

Other FMPs, nowlisclosed species, and nétMP fisherieincludes revenue from threEMP fisheriesSurfclam/ Ocean
Quahog, Red Crab, and River Herring. In addition, it includes refmmespecies in FMP fisheriém which data could not be
disclosed de to confidentiality restrictions, and revenue earnigyl federally permitted vessetsperating in fisheries that are
not federally managed

Port

Table G16. Annual Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the Lease Area and alon@/th€ By
Port under Alternative D1 (20082019)

Port and State Peak Annual Average Annual | Average Annual | Average Annual
Revenue Revenue Revenue at Risk| Revenue at Risk ag
($1,000s) ($1,000s) as a Percentage | a Percentage of
of Total Revenue| Total Revenue in
in the Mid- the RFA
Atlantic and New
England Regions
Point Judith, RI $719.1 $552.4 1.20% 2.01%
New Bedford, MA $579.7 $340.3 0.09% 0.70%
Little Compton, RI $203.7 $135.0 6.78% 6.96%
Westport, MA $115.5 $62.3 4.77% 5.33%
Newport, RI $188.3 $105.1 1.18% 3.65%
Chilmark/Menemsha, MA $26.4 $16.0 3.40% 3.82%
Fairhaven, MA $27.7 $14.6 0.13% 1.01%
Montauk, NY $39.6 $17.2 0.09% 0.15%
Fall River, MA $18.0 $9.0 0.79% 2.02%
Tiverton, RI $14.0 $6.2 0.54% 0.95%
Other Ports, MA $16.1 $7.7 0.01% 0.16%
Point Pleasant, NJ $16.3 $4.6 0.01% 0.05%
Newport News, VA $15.5 $3.9 0.01% 0.23%
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Port and State Peak Annual Average Annual | Average Annual Average Annual
Revenue Revenue Revenue at Risk| Revenue at Risk ag
($1,000s) ($1,000s) as a Percentage| a Percentage of
of Total Revenue| Total Revenue in
in the Mid- the RFA
Atlantic and New
England Regions
Beaufort, NC $5.1 $2.5 0.09% 0.29%
Hampton, VA $7.2 $3.6 0.02% 0.23%
Other New England/Midtlantic ports* $111.9 $55.9 0.02% 0.19%
All NewEngland/MidAtlantic Ports $1,591.9 $1,336.5 0.14% 0.93%

Source: Developed using data from NME®(a,2022)

Notes: Revenue is adjusted for inflation to 2019 dollars. Peak annual revenue is calculated independently for all ramg includ
the total row.

Ports shown intalicsindicate that fewer than 12 years but more than 4 years of data were used to calculate the estimates.
Otherwise, estimates are based on 12 years of data.

* Includes unlisted ports that had landings and data from-d@tlosed yars from listed ports harvested by federally
permitted vessels fishing along the offshore RWEC or in the Lease Area.

Table G17. Annual Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the Lease Area and along the RWEC by
Port under Alternative D2 (20082019)

Port and State Peak Annual Average Annual Average Average
Revenue Revenue Annual Annual
($1,000s) ($1,000s) Revenue at | Revenue at
Risk as a Risk as a
Percentage of| Percentage
Total of Total
Revenue in | Revenue in
the Mid- the RFA
Atlantic and
New England
Regions
Point Judith, RI $734.9 $567.4 1.23% 2.06%
New Bedford, MA $574.6 $346.6 0.09% 0.71%
Little Compton, RI $218.9 $142.0 7.13% 7.32%
Westport, MA $117.3 $65.9 5.05% 5.63%
Newport, RI $192.8 $107.5 1.21% 3.73%
Chilmark/Menemsha, MA $26.1 $13.9 2.95% 3.31%
Fairhaven, MA $19.3 $8.9 0.08% 0.62%
Montauk, NY $39.9 $18.0 0.10% 0.15%
Fall River, MA $18.0 $9.1 0.80% 2.03%
Tiverton, RI $17.0 $7.7 0.67% 1.18%
Other Ports, MA $12.5 ND ND ND
Point Pleasant, NJ $16.4 $4.7 0.02% 0.05%

G-39



Revolution Wind Farm and Revolution Wind Export Cable Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Port and State Peak Annual Average Annual Average Average
Revenue Revenue Annual Annual
($1,000s) ($1,000s) Revenue at | Revenue at
Risk as a Risk as a
Percentage of| Percentage
Total of Total
Revenue in | Revenue in
the Mid- the RFA
Atlantic and
New England
Regions
Newport News, VA $15.6 $3.9 0.01% 0.23%
Beaufort, NC $5.1 $2.5 0.09% 0.29%
Hampton, VA $7.7 $3.7 0.03% 0.24%
Other New England/MidAtlantic ports* $112.3 $66.2 0.02% 0.22%
All New England/Mightlantic Ports $1,621.3 $1,367.9 0.14% 0.95%

Source: Developed using data from NME®(a,2022)

Notes: Revenue is adjusted for inflation to 2019 dollars. Peak annual revenue is calculated independently for all romg includ

the total row.

Ports shown intalicsindicate that fewer than 12 years but more than 4 years of data were used to calculate the estimates.
Otherwise, estimates are based on 12 years of data. Vessels with 4 or fewer years of reported data are shown with an ND (non

disclosed) for average revees and for percentages of other areas.

* Includes unlisted ports that had landings and data from-d@stlosed years from listed ports harvested by federally
permitted vessels fishing along the offshore RWEC or in the Lease Area.

Table G18. Annual Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the Lease Area and along the RWEC by

Port under Alternative D3 (20082019)

Average Annual
Revenue at Risk
as a Percentage | Average Annual
of Total Revenue| Revenue at Risk
Peak Annual Average Annual in the Mid- as a Percentage
Revenue Revenue Atlantic and New | of Total Revenue
Port and State ($1,000s) ($1,000s) England Regions in the RFA
Point Judith, RI $698.7 $539.0 1.17% 1.96%
New Bedford, MA $553.3 $353.3 0.09% 0.73%
Little Compton, RI $213.0 $136.6 6.86% 7.04%
Westport, MA $116.2 $65.2 5.00% 5.58%
Newport, RI $186.5 $105.0 1.18% 3.64%
Chilmark/Menemsha, MA $28.6 $16.7 3.54% 3.97%
Fairhaven, MA $29.1 $15.2 0.13% 1.05%
Montauk, NY $40.8 $17.9 0.10% 0.15%
Fall River, MA $17.6 ND ND ND
Tiverton, RI $17.4 $7.3 0.63% 1.11%
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Average Annual
Revenue at Risk
as a Percentage | Average Annual
of Total Revenue| Revenue at Risk
Peak Annual Average Annual in the Mid- as a Percentage
Revenue Revenue Atlantic and New | of Total Revenue
Port and State ($1,000s) ($1,000s) England Regions in the RFA
Other Ports, MA $15.9 $6.8 0.01% 0.14%
Point Pleasant, NJ $16.0 $4.5 0.01% 0.05%
Newport News, VA $14.7 $3.8 0.01% 0.22%
Beaufort, NC $5.2 $2.5 0.10% 0.29%
Hampton, VA $7.9 $3.8 0.03% 0.24%
Other NewEngland/MidAtlantic ports* $107.0 $64.4 0.02% 0.22%
All New England/MieAtlantic Ports $1,591.1 $1,341.8 0.14% 0.93%

Source: Developed using data from NMER(a,2022)

Notes: Revenue is adjusted for inflation to 2019 dollars. Peak anensthue is calculated independently for all rows including

the total row.

Ports shown intalicsindicate that fewer than 12 years but more than 4 years of data were used to calculate the estimates.
Otherwise, estimates are based on 12 years of data. \&ssth 4 or fewer years of reported data are shown with an ND+{non

disclosed) for average revenues and for percentages of other areas.

* Includes unlisted ports that had landings and data from-d@tlosed years from listed ports harvested by federally
permitted vessels fishing along the offshore RWEC or in the Lease Area.

Table G19. Annual Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the Lease Area and along the RWEC by

Port under Alternative D1+D2 (20@2019)

Port and State Peak Annual Average Annual | Average Annual | Average Annual
Revenue Revenue Revenue at Risk| Revenue at Risk
($1,000s) ($1,000s) as a Percentage | as a Percentage
of Total Revenue| of Total Revenue
in the Mid- in the RFA
Atlantic and New
England Regions
Point Judith, RI $707.4 $545.6 1.18% 1.98%
New Bedford, MA $558.1 $317.5 0.08% 0.65%
Little Compton, RI $202.8 $133.7 6.71% 6.89%
Westport, MA $111.8 $61.0 4.68% 5.22%
Newport, RI $187.1 $103.7 1.17% 3.60%
Chilmark/Menemsha, MA $23.3 $12.9 2.75% 3.08%
Fairhaven, MA $17.2 $8.1 0.07% 0.56%
Montauk, NY $36.7 $16.4 0.09% 0.14%
Fall River, MA $17.8 $8.9 0.78% 2.00%
Tiverton, RI $13.6 $6.7 0.58% 1.02%
Other Ports, MA $12.1 ND ND ND
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Port and State Peak Annual Average Annual | Average Annual | Average Annual
Revenue Revenue Revenue at Risk| Revenue at Risk
($1,000s) ($1,000s) as a Percentage| as a Percentage
of Total Revenue| of Total Revenue
in the Mid- in the RFA
Atlantic and New
England Regions
Point Pleasant, NJ $15.9 $4.5 0.01% 0.05%
Newport News, VA $14.9 $3.7 0.01% 0.22%
Beaufort, NC $4.8 $2.3 0.09% 0.27%
Hampton, VA $6.7 $3.3 0.02% 0.21%
Other New England/Mid\tlantic ports* $107.4 $62.4 0.02% 0.21%
All New England/Mightlantic Ports $1,546.2 $1,290.9 0.14% 0.89%

Source: Developed using data frofiMFS 2021a,2022)

Notes: Revenue is adjusted for inflation to 2019 dollars. Peak annual revenue is calculated independently for all romg includ

the total row.

Ports shown intalicsindicate that fewer than 12 years but more than 4 years of data were used to calculate the estimates.
Otherwise, estimates are based on 12 years of data. Vessels with 4 or fewer years of reported data are shown with an ND (non

disclosed) for average revaas and for percentages of other areas.

* Includes unlisted ports that had landings and data from-d@stlosed years from listed ports harvested by federally
permitted vessels fishing along the offshore RWEC or in the Lease Area.

Table G20. Annual Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the Lease Area and along the RWEC by

Port under Alternative D1+D3 (20@2019)

Port and State Peak Annual Average Annual | Average Annual | Average Annual
Revenue Revenue Revenue at Risk| Revenue at Risk
($1,000s) ($1,000s) as a Percentge as a Percentage
of Total Revenue| of Total Revenue
in the Mid- in the RFA
Atlantic and New
England Regions
Point Judith, RI $671.3 $517.2 1.12% 1.88%
New Bedford, MA $536.9 $324.2 0.09% 0.67%
Little Compton, RI $196.9 $128.4 6.45% 6.62%
Westport, MA $110.7 $60.4 4.63% 5.17%
Newport, RI $180.8 $101.2 1.14% 3.51%
Chilmark/Menemsha, MA $25.8 $15.7 3.33% 3.74%
Fairhaven, MA $27.1 $14.3 0.13% 0.99%
Montauk, NY $37.6 $16.3 0.09% 0.14%
Fall River, MA $17.3 ND ND ND
Tiverton, RI $13.6 $6.3 0.54% 0.96%
Other Ports, MA $15.2 $6.3 0.01% 0.13%
Point Pleasant, NJ $15.6 $4.3 0.01% 0.05%
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Port and State Peak Annual Average Annual | Average Annual | Average Annual
Revenue Revenue Revenue at Risk| Revenue at Risk
($1,000s) ($1,000s) as a Percentge as a Percentage
of Total Revenue| of Total Revenue
in the Mid- in the RFA
Atlantic and New
England Regions
Newport News, VA $14.0 $3.6 0.01% 0.21%
Beaufort, NC $4.9 $2.4 0.09% 0.27%
Hampton, VA $6.9 $3.4 0.02% 0.22%
Other NewEngland/MidAtlantic ports* $102.0 $61.0 0.02% 0.20%
All New England/Mightlantic Ports $1,514.3 $1,264.9 0.13% 0.88%

Source: Developed using data from NME®(a,2022)

Notes: Revenue is adjusted for inflation to 2019 dollars. Peak anenethue is calculated independently for all rows including

the total row.

Ports shown intalicsindicate that fewer than 12 years but more than 4 years of data were used to calculate the estimates.
Otherwise, estimates are based on 12 years of data. V&asth 4 or fewer years of reported data are shown with an ND+{non

disclosed) for average revenues and for percentages of other areas.

* Includes unlisted ports that had landings and data from-d@stlosed years from listed ports harvested by federally
permitted vessels fishing along the offshore RWEC or in the Lease Area.

Table G21. Annual Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the Lease Area and along the RWEC by

Port under Alternative D2+D3 (20Q2019)

Port and State Peak Annu&a Average Annual | Average Annual | Average Annual
Revenue Revenue Revenue at Risk| Revenue at Risk
($1,000s) ($1,000s) as a Percentage | as a Percentage
of Total Revenue| of Total Revenue
in the Mid- in the RFA
Atlantic and New
England Regions
PointJudith, RI $687.1 $532.2 1.16% 1.93%
New Bedford, MA $531.7 $330.5 0.09% 0.68%
Little Compton, RI $212.0 $135.4 6.79% 6.98%
Westport, MA $112.5 $63.9 4.90% 5.47%
Newport, RI $185.3 $103.6 1.16% 3.60%
Chilmark/Menemsha, MA $25.5 $13.6 2.88% 3.23%
Fairhaven, MA $18.7 $8.6 0.08% 0.60%
Montauk, NY $37.9 $17.0 0.09% 0.14%
Fall River, MA $17.4 ND ND ND
Tiverton, RI $16.6 $7.0 0.61% 1.08%
Other Ports, MA $11.5 ND ND ND
Point Pleasant, NJ $15.6 $4.4 0.01% 0.05%
Newport News, VA $14.1 $3.6 0.01% 0.21%
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Port and State Peak Annu& Average Annual | Average Annual | Average Annual
Revenue Revenue Revenue at Risk| Revenue at Risk
($1,000s) ($1,000s) as a Percentage| as a Percentage
of Total Revenue| of Total Revenue
in the Mid- in the RFA
Atlantic and New
England Regions
Beaufort, NC $4.9 $2.4 0.09% 0.28%
Hampton, VA $7.5 $3.6 0.02% 0.23%
Other New England/MidAtlantic ports* $102.4 $69.2 0.02% 0.23%
All New England/Mightlantic Ports $1,543.6 $1,295.0 0.14% 0.90%

Source: Developed using data from NME®(a,2022)

Notes: Revenue is adjusted for inflation to 2019 dollars. Peak annual revenue is calculated independently for all ramg includ

the total row.

Ports shown intalicsindicate that fewer than 12 years but more than 4 years of data were used to calculate the estimates.
Otherwise, estimates are based on 12 years of data. Vessels with 4 or fewer years of reported data are shown with an ND (non

disclosed) for average revees and for percentages of other areas.

* Includes unlisted ports that had landings and data from-d@stlosed years from listed ports harvested by federally
permitted vessels fishing along the offshore RWEC or in the Lease Area.

Table G22. Annual Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the Lease Area and along the RWEC by

Port under Alternative D1+D2+D3 (203019)

Port and State Peak Annual Average Annual | Average Annual | Average Annual
Revenue Revenue Revenue at Risk | Revenue at Risk
($1,000s) ($1,000s) as a Percetage as a Percentage
of Total Revenue | of Total Revenue
in the Mid- in the RFA
Atlantic and New
England Regions
Point Judith, RI $659.7 $510.4 1.11% 1.85%
New Bedford, MA $515.3 $301.4 0.08% 0.62%
Little Compton, RI $195.9 $127.1 6.38% 6.55%
Westport, MA $107.0 $59.1 4.53% 5.06%
Newport, RI $179.5 $99.7 1.12% 3.46%
Chilmark/Menemsha, MA $22.7 $12.6 2.68% 3.00%
Fairhaven, MA $16.6 $7.8 0.07% 0.54%
Montauk, NY $34.7 $15.5 0.08% 0.13%
Fall River, MA $17.1 ND ND ND
Tiverton, RI $12.9 $6.0 0.52% 0.92%
Other Ports, MA $10.8 ND ND ND
Point Pleasant, NJ $15.1 $4.2 0.01% 0.05%
Newport News, VA $13.5 $3.4 0.01% 0.20%
Beaufort, NC $4.6 $2.2 0.08% 0.26%
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Port and State Peak Annual Average Annual | Average Annual | Average Annual
Revenue Revenue Revenue at Risk| Revenue at Risk
($1,000s) ($1,000s) as a Percetage as a Percentage
of Total Revenue | of Total Revenue
in the Mid- in the RFA
Atlantic and New
England Regions
Hampton, VA $6.5 $3.2 0.02% 0.21%
Other NewEngland/MidAtlantic ports* $97.4 $65.2 0.02% 0.22%
All New England/Mightlantic Ports $1,468.6 $1,218.0 0.13% 0.84%

Source: Developed using data from NME®R(a,2022)

Notes: Revenue is adjusted for inflation to 2019 dollars. Peak anensthue is calculated independently for all rows including

the total row.

Ports shown intalicsindicate that fewer than 12 years but more than 4 years of data were used to calculate the estimates.
Otherwise, estimates are based on 12 years of data. Vessels with 4 or fewer years of reported data are shown with an ND (non

disclosed) for average revaes and for percentages of other areas.

* Includes unlisted ports that had landings and data from-d@stlosed years from listed ports harvested by federally
permitted vessels fishing along the offshore RWEC or in the Lease Area.

Gear

Table G23. Annual Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the Lease Area and along the RWEC by

Gear Type under Alternative D1 (203019)

Gear Type Peak Average Average Annual Average Annual
Annual Annual Revenue in the Lease| Revenue in the Lease
Revenue | Revenue | Area as a Percentage 0 Area as a Percentage o
($1,000s)| ($1,000s) | Total Landings in the Total Landings in the
Mid-Atlantic and New RFA
England Regions
Dredgeclam $369.2 $94.1 0.15% 0.45%
Dredgescallop $339.9 $136.8 0.03% 0.28%
Gillnetsink $268.6 $180.1 0.60% 1.87%
Handline $14.8 $3.4 0.07% 0.25%
Potother $514.2 $333.0 0.29% 2.07%
Trawkbottom $631.3 $474.3 0.25% 1.10%
Trawkmidwater $189.8 $97.1 0.51% 4.13%
All other gear* $283.8 $79.6 0.17% 2.99%
All gear types $1,632.7 | $1,398.5 0.15% 0.97%

Source: Developed using data from NME®(a,2022)

Notes: Revenue is adjusted for inflation to 2019 dollars. Peak annual revenue is calculated independently for all romg includ

the total row.

* Includes revenue fronfiederally permitted vessels using longline gear, seine gear, other gillnet gear, and unspecified gear, as

well as listed gear for years when they were not disclosed.
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Table G24. Annual Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the LAes& and along the RWEC by
Gear Type under Alternative D2 (203019)

Gear Type Peak Average Average Annual | Average Annual
Annual Annual Revenue in the Revenue in the
Revenue | Revenue Lease Areaas a| Lease Area as a
($1,000s) | (%$1,000s) Percentage of Percentage of
Total Landings in | Total Landings in
the Mid-Atlantic the RFA
and NewEngland
Regions
Dredgeclam $371.2 $95.7 0.16% 0.46%
Dredgescallop $378.4 $148.0 0.03% 0.31%
Gillnetsink $271.9 $187.2 0.62% 1.95%
Handline $15.5 $3.6 0.08% 0.27%
Potother $518.8 $332.6 0.29% 2.07%
Trawkbottom $643.8 $482.6 0.26% 1.12%
Trawkmidwater $190.6 $97.5 0.51% 4.15%
All other gear* $287.8 $81.1 0.17% 3.04%
All gear types $1,662.1 | $1,428.3 0.15% 0.99%

Source: Developed using data from NMER(b, 2022)

Notes: Revenue is adjusted for inflation to 2019 dollars. Peak annual revenue is calculated independently for all romg includ

the total row.

* Includes revenue from federally permitted vessels using longline gear, seine geargititietrgear, and unspecified gear, as
well as listed gear for years when they were not disclosed.

Table G25. Annual Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the Lease Area and along the RWEC by

Gear Type under Alternative D3 (20€3019)

Gear Type Peak Annual Revenue Average Annual Average Annual Average Annual
($1,000s) Revenue ($1,000s) | Revenue in the Leasg Revenue in the Leasg
Area as a Percentagg Area as &ercentage
of Total Landings in | of Total Landings in
the Mid-Atlantic and the RFA
New England Regions
Dredgeclam $335.5 $102.8 0.17% 0.49%
Dredgescallop $412.9 $152.7 0.03% 0.32%
Gillnetsink $282.2 $191.9 0.64% 2.00%
Handline $15.6 $3.7 0.08% 0.27%
Potother $502.1 $326.9 0.28% 2.03%
Trawkbottom $620.6 $463.4 0.25% 1.08%
Trawkmidwater $182.1 $92.4 0.49% 3.93%
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Gear Type Peak Annual Revenue Average Annual Average Annual Average Annual
($1,000s) Revenue ($1,000s) | Revenue in the Leasg Revenue in the Leasg
Area as a Percentageg Area as &Percentage
of Total Landings in | of Total Landings in
the Mid-Atlantic and the RFA

New England Regiong

All other gear* $272.1 $88.4 0.19% 3.32%
All gear types $1,631.0 $1,422.2 0.15% 0.98%

Source: Developed using data from NMER(a,2022)

Notes: Revenue is adjusted fioflation to 2019 dollars. Peak annual revenue is calculated independently for all rows including
the total row.

* Includes revenue from federally permitted vessels using longline gear, seine gear, other gilinet gear, and unspegifisd gear
well as listel gear for years when they were not disclosed.

Table G26. Annual Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the Lease Area and along the RWEC
during Project Construction by Gear Type under Alternative D1+D2 (20089)

Gear Type Peak Amual Revenue Average Annual Average Annual Average Annual
($1,000s) Revenue ($1,000s) | Revenue in the Leasg Revenue in the Leasg
Area as a Percentagg Area as a Percentagg
of Total Landings in | of Total Landings in
the Mid-Atlantic and the RFA
New England Regions
Dredgeclam $368.1 $92.8 0.15% 0.45%
Dredgescallop $299.9 $127.1 0.03% 0.26%
Gillnetsink $248.9 $169.9 0.57% 1.77%
Handline $14.6 $3.4 0.07% 0.24%
Potother $501.8 $320.3 0.28% 1.99%
Trawkbottom $616.3 $464.8 0.25% 1.08%
Trawkmidwater $188.6 $96.5 0.51% 4.11%
All other gear* $283.3 $76.5 0.16% 2.87%
All gear types $1,587.0 $1,351.2 0.14% 0.94%

Source: Developed using data from NME®(a,2022)

Notes: Revenue is adjusted for inflation to 2019 dollars. Reakial revenue is calculated independently for all rows including
the total row.

* Includes revenue from federally permitted vessels using longline gear, seine gear, other gilinet gear, and unspegifisd gear
well as listed gear for years when they weia disclosed.
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Table G27. Annual Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the Lease Area and along the RWEC by

Gear Type under Alternative D1+D3 (2@2819)

Gear Type Peak Annual Revenue Average Annual Average Annual Average Annual
(%$1,000s) Revenue ($1,000s) | Revenue in the Leasg Revenue in the Leass
Area as a Percentagg Area as a Percentagg
of Total Landings in | of Total Landings in
the Mid-Atlantic and the RFA
New England Regiong
Dredgeclam $332.4 $99.4 0.16% 0.48%
Dredgescallop $334.3 $131.9 0.03% 0.27%
Gillnetsink $259.2 $174.7 0.58% 1.82%
Handline $14.8 $3.4 0.07% 0.25%
Potother $485.1 $314.6 0.27% 1.96%
Trawkbottom $590.9 $445.6 0.24% 1.04%
Trawkmidwater $180.1 $91.4 0.48% 3.89%
All other gear* $267.6 $83.4 0.18% 3.13%
All gear types $1,556.0 $1,344.3 0.14% 0.93%

Source: Developed using data from NMER(a,2022)
Notes: Revenue is adjusted for inflation to 2019 dollars. Peak annual revenue is calculated independently fomralludivg

the total row.

* Includes revenue from federally permitted vessels using longline gear, seine gear, other gillnet gear, and unspegifisd gear

well as listed gear for years when they were not disclosed.

Table G28. Annud Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the Lease Area and along the RWEC by

Gear Type under Alternative D2+D3 (2@@2819)

Gear Type Peak Annual Revenue Average Annual Average Annual Average Annual
($1,000s) Revenue ($1,000s) | Revenue in the Leasg Revenue in the Leasg
Area as éPercentage | Area as a Percentage
of Total Landings in | of Total Landings in
the Mid-Atlantic and the RFA
New England Regions
Dredgeclam $334.4 $101.2 0.17% 0.49%
Dredgescallop $373.6 $143.0 0.03% 0.30%
Gillnetsink $263.5 $181.7 0.61% 1.89%
Handline $15.4 $3.6 0.08% 0.26%
Potother $489.7 $314.2 0.27% 1.95%
Trawtbottom $603.4 $453.9 0.24% 1.05%
Trawkmidwater $180.9 $91.8 0.48% 3.91%
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Gear Type Peak Annual Revenue Average Annual Average Annual Average Annual
($1,000s) Revenue ($1,000s) | Revenue in the Leasg Revenue in the Leasg
Area as @Percentage | Area as a Percentage
of Total Landings in | of Total Landings in
the Mid-Atlantic and the RFA

New England Regiong

All other gear* $271.6 $85.1 0.18% 3.19%

All gear types $1,585.3 $1,374.5 0.14% 0.95%

Source: Developed using data from NMER(a,2022)

Notes: Revenue is adjusted for inflation to 2019 dollars. Peak annual revenue is calculated independently for all romg includ
the total row.

* Includes revenue fronfiederally permitted vessels using longline gear, seine gear, other gillnet gear, and unspecified gear, as
well as listed gear for years when they were not disclosed.

Table G29. Annual Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the LAesg and along the RWEC by
Gear Type under Alternative D1+D2+D3 (26R819)

Gear Type Peak Annual Average Annual Average Annual Average Annual
Revenue ($1,000s] Revenue ($1,000s) Revenue in the Revenue in the
Lease Area as a Lease Area as a
Percentage of Total| Percentage of Total
Landings in the Mid | Landings in the RFA
Atlantic and New
Endand Regions
Dredgeclam $331.3 $97.8 0.16% 0.47%
Dredgescallop $295.1 $122.1 0.02% 0.25%
Gillnetsink $239.5 $164.5 0.55% 1.71%
Handline $14.5 $3.3 0.07% 0.24%
Potother $472.7 $301.9 0.26% 1.88%
Trawkbottom $575.9 $436.1 0.23% 1.01%
Trawkmidwater $178.9 $90.8 0.48% 3.87%
All other gear* $267.1 $80.1 0.17% 3.00%
All gear types $1,510.3 $1,296.6 0.14% 0.90%

Source: Developed using data from NMER(b, 2022)

Notes: Revenue is adjusted for inflation to 2019 dollars. Peak annual revenue is calculated independently for all ramg includ
the total row.

* Includes revenue from federally permitted vessels using longline gear, seine gear, other gillnangaanspecified gear, as

well as listed gear for years when they were not disclosed.
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Alternative E

FMP Fishery

Table G30. Annual Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the Lease Area and along the RWEC by

FMP Fishery under Alternate E1 (20082019)

FMP Fishery Peak Annual Average Average Average

Revenue Annual Annual Annual
($1,000s) Revenue Revenue at | Revenue at
($1,000s) Risk as a Risk as a
Percentage of| Percentage of
Total in the Total
Mid-Atlantic Revenue in
and New the RFA
England
Regions

American Lobster $344.9 $189.3 0.20% 2.43%
Atlantic Herring $206.4 $83.9 0.32% 2.80%
Bluefish $15.8 $8.0 0.63% 1.37%
Highly Migratory Species $5.9 $1.9 0.08% 0.86%
Jonah Crab $26.2 $15.4 0.16% 0.26%
Mackerel, Squid, anButterfish $236.6 $111.8 0.22% 0.72%
Monkfish $173.3 $89.0 0.43% 1.18%
Northeast Multispecies (largmesh) $100.6 $42.9 0.06% 1.80%
Northeast Multispecies (smathesh) $124.4 $55.2 0.49% 1.95%
Sea Scallop $373.4 $134.1 0.03% 0.27%
Skates $131.9 $82.9 1.11% 2.32%
Spiny Dogfish $26.2 $11.5 0.39% 4.70%
Summer Flounder, Scup, Black Sea Bass $103.2 $65.3 0.16% 0.59%
Other FMPs, nowlisclosed species and nétMP fisherieg $356.0 $169.3 0.18% 0.50%
All FMP and nofrMP Fisheries $1,309.5 $1,060.5 0.11% 0.74%

Source: Developed using data from NME®(a,2022)

Notes: Revenue is adjusted for inflation to 2019 dollars. Peak annual revenue is calculated independently for all romg includ

the total row.

Other FMPs, nowlisclosed species, and néiMP fisheriegncludes revenue from threEMP fisheriesSurfclam/ Ocean
Quahog, Red Crab, and River Herring. In addition, it includes refmmepecies in FMP fisheriés which data could not be
disclosed de to confidentiality restrictions, and revenue earniey federally permitted vessetyperating in fisheries that are

not federally managed
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Table G31. Annual Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the Lease Area and aloR§MWEE by

FMP Fishery under Alternative E2 (2Q2®19)

FMP Fishery Peak Annual Average Average Average
Revenue Annual Annual Annual
($1,000s) Revenue Revenue at Revenue at
(%$1,000s) Risk as a Risk as a
Percentage of | Percentage of
Total in the | Total Revenue
Mid-Atlantic in the RFA

and New

England

Regions
American Lobster $413.9 $225.9 0.24% 2.90%
Atlantic Herring $218.6 $86.1 0.33% 2.87%
Bluefish $15.1 $8.0 0.62% 1.36%
Highly Migratory Species $6.4 $2.0 0.09% 0.90%
Jonah Crab $29.9 $17.9 0.19% 0.31%
Mackerel, Squid, and Butterfish $265.8 $120.7 0.23% 0.78%
Monkfish $194.6 $99.7 0.48% 1.33%
Northeast Multispecies (largmesh) $103.1 $44.6 0.06% 1.87%
Northeast Multispecies (smathesh) $112.0 $51.2 0.45% 1.81%
Sea Scallop $394.8 $142.9 0.03% 0.29%
Skates $155.8 $94.9 1.27% 2.65%
Spiny Dogfish $25.7 $11.9 0.40% 4.89%
Summer Flounder, Scup, Black Sea Bass $113.7 $70.0 0.18% 0.64%
Other FMPs, nowlisclosed species and néMP $371.8 $191.5 0.20% 0.57%
fisheries
All FMP and nofrMPFisheries $1,438.2 $1,167.3 0.12% 0.81%

Source: Developed using data from NME®R(a,2022)
Notes: Revenue is adjusted for inflation to 2019 dollars. Peak annual revenue is calculated independently for all romg includ

the total row.

Other FMPs, nowisclosed species, and néiMP fisheriesncludes revenue from threEMP fisheriesSurfclam/ Ocean
Quahog, Red Crab, and River Herring. In addition, it includes refmmepecies in FMP fisheriés which data could not be
disclosed de to confidentiality restrictions, and revenue earnigyl federally permitted vessetsperating in fisheries that are

not federally managed
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Port

Table G32. Annual Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the Lease Area and aloR§MEE by
Port under Alternative E1 (20@2019)

Port and State Peak Annual Average Annual | Average Annual | Average Annual
Revenue Revenue Revenue at Risk| Revenue at Risk
($1,000s) (%$1,000s) as a Percentage | as a Percentage
of Total Revenue| of Total Revenue
in the Mid- in the RFA
Atlantic and New
England Regions
Point Judith, RI $573.4 $445.1 0.97% 1.62%
New Bedford, MA $372.5 $261.0 0.07% 0.54%
Little Compton, RI $179.9 $107.4 5.39% 5.54%
Westport, MA $70.1 $41.9 3.21% 3.58%
Newport, RI $153.0 $88.5 1.00% 3.07%
Chilmark/Menemsha, MA $19.7 $11.2 2.37% 2.66%
Fairhaven, MA $23.5 $12.2 0.11% 0.85%
Montauk, NY $32.4 $14.8 0.08% 0.12%
Fall River, MA $14.5 $6.9 0.60% 1.54%
Tiverton, RI $15.1 $5.5 0.48% 0.84%
Other Ports, MA $15.7 $7.1 0.01% 0.15%
Point Pleasant, NJ $9.2 $2.8 0.01% 0.03%
Newport News, VA $8.2 $2.3 0.01% 0.13%
Beaufort, NC $4.0 $1.9 0.07% 0.22%
Hampton, VA $6.3 $2.9 0.02% 0.19%
Other New England/Mid\tlantic ports* $76.6 $38.1 0.01% 0.13%
All NewEngland/MidAtlantic Ports $1,309.5 $1,049.5 0.11% 0.73%

Source: Developed using data from NME®(a,2022)

Notes: Revenue is adjusted for inflation to 2019 dollars. Peak annual revenue is calculated independently for all romg includ
the total row.

Ports shown intalicsindicate that fewer than 12 years but more than 4 years of data were used to calculate the estimates.
Otherwise, estimates are based on 12 years of data.

* Includes unlisted ports that had landings and data from-d@stlosed yars from listed ports harvested by federally

permitted vessels fishing along the offshore RWEC or in the Lease Area.
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Table G33. Annual Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the Lease Area and along the RWEC by

Port under Alternatve E2 (20082019)

Port and State Peak Annual | Average Annual| Average Annual| Average Annual
Revenue Revenue Revenue at Risk Revenue at Risk
($1,000s) ($1,000s) as a Percentage as aPercentage
of Total of Total
Revenue in the | Revenue in the
Mid-Atlantic RFA
and New
England
Regions
Point Judith, RI $589.0 $460.0 1.00% 1.67%
New Bedford, MA $402.1 $299.6 0.08% 0.62%
Little Compton, RI $197.6 $120.7 6.06% 6.22%
Westport, MA $101.4 $58.8 4.51% 5.03%
Newport, RI $166.7 $95.6 1.07% 3.32%
Chilmark/Menemsha, MA $26.4 $15.5 3.29% 3.69%
Fairhaven, MA $26.7 $14.0 0.12% 0.97%
Montauk, NY $35.9 $16.0 0.09% 0.13%
Fall River, MA $15.7 $7.3 0.64% 1.64%
Tiverton, RI $16.5 $6.1 0.53% 0.94%
Other Ports, MA $15.8 $7.6 0.01% 0.16%
PointPleasant, NJ $13.4 $3.6 0.01% 0.04%
Newport News, VA $11.1 $3.0 0.01% 0.18%
Beaufort, NC $4.6 $2.3 0.09% 0.26%
Hampton, VA $7.3 $3.4 0.02% 0.22%
Other New England/MidAtlantic ports* $122.2 $71.1 0.02% 0.24%
All NewEngland/MidAtlantic Ports $1,438.2 $1,184.5 0.12% 0.82%

Source: Developed using data from NME®(a,2022)

Notes: Revenue is adjusted for inflation to 2019 dollars. Peak annual revenue is calculated independently for all ramg includ

the total row.

Ports shown intalicsindicate that fewer than 12 years but more than 4 years of data were used to calculate the estimates.

Otherwise, estimates are based on 12 years of data.

* Includes unlisted ports that had landings and data from-d@tlosed yars from listed ports harvested by federally
permitted vessels fishing along the offshore RWEC or in the Lease Area.
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Gear

Table G34. Annual Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the Lease Area and along the RWEC by

Gear Type undeAlternative E1 (20082019)

Gear Type Peak Annual Average Annual Average Annual Average Annual
Revenue ($1,000s) | Revenue ($1,000s) | Revenue in the Leasq Revenue in the_ease
Area as a Percentagq Area as a Percentagg
of Total Landings in| of Total Landings in
the Mid-Atlantic and the RFA
New England
Regions
Dredgeclam $189.3 $55.9 0.09% 0.27%
Dredgescallop $380.8 $134.8 0.03% 0.28%
Gillnetsink $236.5 $161.4 0.54% 1.68%
Handline $13.7 $3.3 0.07% 0.24%
Potother $357.8 $231.0 0.20% 1.44%
Trawkbottom $494.3 $380.3 0.20% 0.88%
Trawkmidwater $152.4 $75.9 0.40% 3.23%
All other gear* $184.1 $53.9 0.11% 2.02%
All gear types $1,309.5 $1,096.4 0.11% 0.76%

Source: Developed using data from NME®(a,2022)

Notes: Revenue &djusted for inflation to 2019 dollars. Peak annual revenue is calculated independently for all rows including

the total row.

Gear types shown iitalicsindicate that fewer than 12 years but more than 4 years of data were used to calculate the
estimates.Otherwise, estimates are based on 12 years of data.

* Includes revenue from federally permitted vessels using longline gear, seine gear, other gilinet gear, and unspegitisd gear

well as listed gear for years when they were not disclosed.

Table G35. Annual Commercial Fishing Revenue Exposed in the Lease Area and along the RWEC by

Gear Type under Alternative E2 (20{J8)19)

Gear Type Peak Annual | Average Annual| Average Annual| Average Annual
Revenue Revenue Revenue in the | Revenue in the
($1,000s) (%$1,000s) LeaseArea as a| Lease Area as ¢
Percentage of | Percentage of
Total Landings | Total Landings
in the Mid- in the RFA
Atlantic and
New England
Regions
Dredgeclam $207.3 $78.1 0.13% 0.37%
Dredgescallop $402.5 $143.6 0.03% 0.30%
Gillnetsink $264.0 $178.9 0.60% 1.86%
Handline $15.3 $3.6 0.08% 0.26%
Potother $432.2 $276.3 0.24% 1.72%
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Gear Type Peak Annual | Average Annual| Average Annual| Average Annual
Revenue Revenue Revenue in the | Revenue in the
($1,000s) ($1,000s) LeaseArea as a| Lease Area as ¢
Percentage of | Percentage of
Total Landings | Total Landings
in the Mid- in the RFA
Atlantic and
New England
Regions
Trawtbottom $541.9 $398.6 0.21% 0.93%
Trawkmidwater $156.2 $79.5 0.42% 3.39%
All other gear* $230.2 $54.6 0.12% 2.05%
All gear types $1,438.2 $1,213.1 0.13% 0.84%

Source: Developed using data from NMER(a,2022)

Notes: Revenue is adjusted for inflation to 2019 dollars. Peak annual revenue is calculated independently for all romg includ

the total row.

Gear types shown iitalicsindicate that fewer than 12 years but more than 4 years of data were used to calculate the

estimates. Otherwise, estimates are based on 12 years of data.
* Includes revenue from federally permitted vessels using longline geiae gear, other gillnet gear, and unspecified gear, as

well as listed gear for years when they were not disclosed.
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Demographics, Employment, and Economics

This section provides a summary of the assumptions and methodologies used to generate estimates of the
employment impacts of tiRWF under the alternatives assessed.

Assumptions Regarding Local Hiring Practices and Local and U.S.
Suppliers of Wind Farm Components

This section contains two subsections that describe a) the assumptions regarding the local hiring practices
of Revolution Wind, and b) the ability of local and U.S. manufacturing industries to meet the demands of
offshore wind projects.

Local Hiring Practices

Revolution Wind documents many of its assumptions relating to local hiring practices in Tablef ES

the COP and pwides additional information in Section 4.6.1 of the COP. These are summarized in the
bulleted list below and provide guidance for the assessment of the economic impacts of the Project and
alternatives:

1 Where possible, local workewgould be hired to medabor needs for Project construction,
operations and maintenand@&M ), and decommissioning.

1 Theonshorefacilities construction schedueould be designed to minimize impacts to the local
community during the summer tourist season, generally betweeroiédiay and Labor Day.

1 TheRWFwould be constructed using multiple pdids fabricationandpre-commissioning and
could utilizelocations in different states throughout tfeographi@analysis area.

1 Revolution Wind would hire local workers to the extpractical for RWF, RWEC, and
interconnection facility management, fabrication, and construction.

1 Nonlocal constructiompersonnel typically include mariners, export cable manufacturing
personnel, and other specialists who reagporarilyrelocateduringthe constructiorand
decommissioning.

1 Population impacts to the communities in gegraphi@nalysis area could result mainly from
the shortterminflux of construction personnel. The total population change is assumed to equal
the total number afionlocal construction workers plus any accompanying family members. Due
to the short duration afonstructioractivities® however it is unlikely thatnon-local workers
would relocatefamiliesto thearea.

Assumptions Regarding the Ability of AiLocal Suppliersoto Meet Project Demands for
Specialized Project Components

Several recent studies describe the offshore wind industry in the United States as being in its early
developmental stages, and that as it currently exists, a relatively large shareapitéhexpenditures

8 Revolution Wind lists the expected duration ofiwas components of construction, installation, and commissioning of the
Project inSections 3.3 and 3.4 t4ie COP. It is assumed that the actual construction work oRrtjectwould be completed
within a2-year window. Final engineering, design, and afaaturing ofProject componente&ould begin prior to actual
construction and installation.

G-57



Revolution Wind Farm and Revolution Wind Export Cable Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement

(CapEx) of the Proje@nd the resulting jobs and income for offshore wind projects are likely to leak out

to economies outside both theographi@analysis area and the United States as a whole. In its study for

the U.S. Departmentf &nergy, Navigant Consulting, In2013x) states that because of the lackJd®.

demand for offshore components, fAno domestic manu/
wind mar ket . o0 Mor e :3F48 andaswhile paperidiiatioglenéfi’s 6f Dffshore

WindEnergy Projects in NEPAleveloped for BOEM, states the following:

At each phase of offshore wind energy development, there is the potential to generate
economic benefits locally, regionally, nationally, and/or internationally, depending on the
extent to which these geographic areas can deliver the materials and skiisang to

develop offshore wind energy. Imported materials and services into the particular region
being assessed represent lost opportunities for local production and employment. As the
offshore wind energy industry advances in the U.S., more oppoetfiti domestic

value can be created along the value chain and for supporting services. Supporting
services could include consulting services, financial services, education and training, and
research and development.

From a more quantitative perspecti?d/G Associates LimitedBVG) (2017) concludes that for offshore
projects constructed before 2022, the United States as a whole can expect to realize a minimum of 35% of
the total expected jobs needed to mé&. demandincluding jobs in the supply chaidevelopment, and
construction. In addition, BVG concludes that there is high probability that Unitedi®izses jobs

could be between 50% and 63fwffshore wind related jobs by 2022.

A March 2020 report by the American Wind Energy Association (2020¢@s somewhat more
conservative asthassumes in stbasdine scenario that by 202%.S. offshore wind installationsill reach
2,000 MW per year with domestic content reaching 21% of the total capital expenditure. By 2030
expecs domestic content toxcrease to 44 in its baseline scenario.

Based on the economic impact methodology patith is described in the next sectidris estimated
that thelocal share of CapEfor the RWFwill range from approximately 20% 30% of pretax CapEx
while thelocal share fooperating expenditure©pEX (excluding local taxedease payments, and
finance charggds estimated at 40% 50% of total OpEx(excluding local taxedease payments, and
finance charggs

Methodology Used to Estimate Employment and Value-Added Impacts of
Alternatives Included in the Environmental Impact Statement

This section describes the methodology used to generate estimates of the economic impacts (jobs and
value added) ofhe Project &ad included alternatives. The firsectiondescribes the estimates of

economic impacts of thieroject as estimated in the COP, and the sesentiondescribes the

methodology utilized to assess the impacts of permutations Bfafext required for th&IS that were

not included in the COP.

Economics Impacts of the Project as Estimated in the Construction and Operations Plan

In the COP and Appendix BB to the COP, Guidehplse (GuidehousgR020) using theJobs and
Economic Development ImpadBffshae Wind Model (JEDIOWM) developed by the National
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Renewable Energy Laboratory (NREL 2013%ovides an economic impact analysis summarizing
estimates of jobs, earnings, output, and value ad:¢
with a rmmeplate capacity of 7IflegawattsNIW) that utilizes 89wind turbine generatord\(TGs), each

with a capacity to generate 8 MW of powker COPAppendix BB, Guidehouse states that fjpemary

source for the model inputs was DWW Rev | who provided cagitdloperating budgets including costs,

empl oyment , and percent | oc aNhiledha €GP andiAppendiaBBe s peci |
summari ze fibaseline pr o] e-spedficinpmp @mavitied to Guidehoyse fore w o f
use inits modeling exercise were actually specified. Two key confidential iApgee includedn

Appendix BB specifically, the total expectedapital expenditures (Total CapEx) for thoject and the

total local expenditure fdD&M (Local OpEXx). Table @6summar zes t he @l ocal 6 j obs
impacts of the baseline project in Rhode Island and Connecticut as estimated by Guidehouse.

Table G36. Summary of Jobs and Investment ImpactsRhode Island and Connecticut for the
Baseline Project

Project Phase | Impact Category Jobs Earnings Output Value Added
($ millions) ($ millions) ($ millions)

Construction Direct 1,440 $124.40 $148.80 $130.10
Indirect 1,623 $123.00 $497.40 $205.80
Induced 793 $51.10 $137.60 $81.10
Total 3,856 $298.50 $783.90 $417.00

Operations Direct 58 $4.90 $4.90 $4.90
Indirect 18 $1.50 $51.40 $47.50
Induced 156 $10.80 $29.30 $17.60
Total 233 $17.20 $85.70 $70.00

Source: Guidehouse (2021)

Note that the impacts of théaseline project (71-2W capacity utilizing eightgine 8MW WTGs) during construction
summarize impacts over the entire construction peri@nstruction job figures are in job years, which aretfoie equivalent
(FTE) jobs multiplied by the number aihstruction years. Operations jobs are FTEs for a peridd/eér.

Northern Economids the contractececonomic analysts for this E3Shave developed similar estimates
using the same JEEDWM for an identically sized project using confidential inputs foral @apEx and
Total Local OpEx that were documented in Appendix BB, but without the additional inputs that were
supplied to Guidehouse from Revolution Wind. These results are provided in FaBleitle Table
G-38presents a percentafjased comparison tfie two set of results. An examination of the tables
indicates that there are differences in the two sets of talbhesadditional inputs supplied by Revolution
Wind to Guidehouse are important for directly estimaBngject impacts.

" These key inputs are considered confidential and therefore cannot be specified in the EIS.
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Table G37. Summary of Jobs and Investment ImpactsRhode Island and Connecticut for the
Baseline Project as Developed by Northern Economics

Project Phase Impact Category Jobs Earnings Output Value Added
($ millions) ($ millions) ($ millions)

Construction Direct 1,185 $56.52 $222.28 $84.95
Indirect 2,016 $146.37 $574.85 $224.00
Induced 1,376 $86.84 $237.76 $145.13
Total 4,577 $289.73 $1,034.89 $454.09

Operations Direct 42 $4.32 $4.32 $4.32
Indirect 222 $17.06 $59.12 $25.50
Induced 81 $5.43 $15.30 $8.25
Total 345 $26.81 $78.73 $38.07

Source: Developed by Northern Economics using informati@ORAppendix BB.

Note that the impacts of the baseline project (ZABV capacity utilizing eightgine 8MW WTGSs) during construction
summarize impacts over the entire construction peri@dnstruction job figures are in job years, which aretfoie equivalent
(FTE) jobs multiplied by the number of construction years.r&jmns jobs are FTEs for a periodlgfear.

Table G38. PercentageBasedComparison oflobs and Economic Development Impa@ffshore Wind
Model Results

Project Phasg Impact Jobs in Table | Earnings in Table| Outputin Table | Value Added in Table
Category G37as a G37as a G37as a G-37 as aPercentageof
Percentageof Percentageof Percentageof Value Added in Table
Jobs in Table | Earnings in Table| Outputin Table G-36 (%)
G-36 (%) G-36 (%) G-36 (%)
Construction | Direct 82% 45% 149% 65%
Indirect 124% 119% 116% 109%
Induced 174% 170% 173% 179%
Total 119% 97% 132% 109%
Operations | Direct 71% 88% 88% 88%
Indirect 1211% 1137% 115% 54%
Induced 52% 50% 52% 47%
Total 148% 156% 92% 54%

Source: Developed by Northern Economics.

Notwithstanding differences in the twgets ofresults, the full analysis of the economic impactthef

RWF requires estimates for the baseline prasawell aestimates of economic impacts for the project if
larger WTGs are used (i, 0-MW or 12-MW WTGSs), and/or if the project capacity increased to its
maximum capacity of 880 MW. In addition, because there is a suite of alternatives that could constrain
the number of WTG positions that can be utilized,(Adternatives C, D, and E) it will be necessary to
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estimate economic impacts under a much wider rangeogct configurations than the single
configuration provided in the COP.

Therefore, a methodology that builds on the results developed by Guidehbatieviesi the flexibility to
estimate impacts under different configurations is required. This methodology is summarized below.

Methodology to Estimate Project Permutations while Incorporating Information from
Guidehouse

The methodology developed éstimate project permutations relies on the fact that the-TBIW is
essentially a scalable modeif the number of WTGs increases relative to baseline and all other project
inputs are held constant, then the economic impacts generally change propgntegzaliless of the
starting values.

Assume for example that rather than the baseline project of 712 MW utilizing-eiget@MW WTGs,

a larger project of 800 MW utilizing ofleundred 8MW turbines is assessed. In this case, the only
change is the numbef WTGs used in the project, which increase by #2fom 89 to 100. The WTGs
used are assumed to have the same unit cost as the monopile foundations on which they are installed.
Similarly, assuming the spacing of the WTGs remains constant, the totl ¢frije interarray cable

would also be expected to increase by amount that approachés T2lkle G39 shows the percentage
differences between the 80 project and the 712 MWirojectas estimated by Northern Economics.
Based on the buiin scalabiity of the JEDIOWM mode] it assumed that if Guidehouse were to run the
same comparison, changing only the total project capacity by changing the number oaMdhGlsling

all other factors constant, the results would be remarkably similar as thoselslown

Table G39. PercentageBasedComparison of Northern Economics JEDIVM Model Results between
an 80GMW Project and a 71.MW Project

Project Phasg Impact Jobs with the | Earnings with the | Output with the | Value Added with the
Category| 800-MW Project | 800-MW Project 800-MW Project 800-MW Project
as aPercentage | as aPercentageof | as aPercentageof | as aPercentageof Value
of Jobs in Table Earnings in Table| Outputin Table | Added in Take G3 (%)
G-3 (%) G-3 (%) G-3 (%)
Construction | Direct 110.8% 109.0% 106.6% 108.4%
Indirect 109.8% 110.3% 110.9% 110.3%
Induced 111.0% 111.2% 111.1% 111.1%
Total 110.4% 110.3% 110.0% 110.2%
Operations | Direct 112.4% 112.4% 112.4% 112.4%
Indirect 112.4% 112.4% 112.4% 112.4%
Induced 112.4% 112.4% 112.4% 112.4%
Total 112.4% 112.4% 112.4% 112.4%
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Based on the results abgeeonomic impacts of project permutations will be estimated using the
following steps:

1. Estimate the economic impacts of the project permutation by making appropriate changes to
Northern Economicsé baseline project inputs

2. Estimate the percentage changéhef permutation against the Northern Economic baseline
project impacts.

3. Apply this percentage change to the baseline project impacts estimated by Guidehouse.

Other Assumptions Used to Estimate Impacts of Project Permutations

In addition to thescaling methodology described above, the following assumptions are also utilized in the
estimates of economic impacts.

Assumptions Regarding the Minimum Project Size If Larger Capacity Wind Turbine
Generators are Utilized

Guidehouse does not explicitly state whgssumed a 71RIW project as opposed to a Z84W project
whichwould match he Pr oj ectdéds exi sting poweanmupprojecthase agr
listed inthe projectdesignenvelope (PDE), as reported ilAppendix D Note that a 71:MW project with
eighty-nine 8MW WTGs exceeds the PPA by one fulNW WTG. Therefore, it is assumed that excess
capacity will be built by an amount equal to one WTG in excess of the number of WTGs nominally
needed to meet ti4MW PPA. Thusif 10-MW WTGs are used/1 WTGs (with a total capacity of

710 MW) would nominally be able meet the 704 PPA. It is assumed however that one additional WTG
would be installed for a total of 720 MWthe extra WTG will provide greater reliaiyl for customers of

the project. Similarly, if 1L2MW WTGs are utilized63 WTGs would nominally meet the PPA capacity
with 708 MW. Adding one additional WTG (64 in total) will result in a project capacity of 720 MW and
provide greater reliabilitf.

Assumptions Regarding the Relative Project Capital Costs when Higher Capacity Wind
Turbine Generators Are Utilized

Information regarding theomparativecapital costs of offshore wind projects that utilize smaller or larger
WTGs are not readily available, abtigh itis generally assumed and reported that utilization of larger
WTGs generally results in lower overall capital costs and greater overall project efficiency. An updated
version of the JEDDWM (Release 2022) has been made available (NREL 2Q2d)ich enables users

to estimate project capital cost using a choice of three WTG capacikibs’, @2 MW, or 15 MW?

Figure G15 shows hypothetical capital cost of a 720V project with three alternative assumptions
regarding the size of the WTGs. Moving from utilization e¥18V WTGs to utilization of 12MW WTGs
results in a nominal CapEx reductionagfproximately$250 million or 10% of total CapEx. Using-15

MW WTGs rathe than 12MW results in a smaller (2%) CapEx reduction. Thd @rder polynomial

8The Project developer has confirmed that the assumption is reasonable

% While JEDFOWM Release 2022 includes this buikin capital cost comparison feature, the model does not yet appear to
include builtin local economic impact coefficients linked to multipliers that entif@eiser to generate economic impacts in
terms of jobs, earningand valueadded

G-62



Revolution Wind Farm and Revolution Wind Export Cable Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement

trendline shown in the figure was used to estimates of CapEx savings for similar size projects using
different sizes of WTGs ranging from\éW to 16 MW.

S2,60(
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v $2,500
= $2,45(
= i .
N -+ 2nd-order Polynomial Trendline
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Source: Developed byorthern Economics using JEDIVM Release 2022 (NREL 2021) and tRWHProject location.

Note: Reviewers should not assume the project capital costs shown here reflect actual estimates of the project capfival costs
Revolution Wind.

Figure G15. Hypothetical Capital Cost Estimates of a 720 MW WHkadm with Three WTG Sizes

Assumptions Regarding the Maximum Capacity Limits

The PDE summarized in Appendix D states that the maximum capacityRrbjbet is 880 MW. The

PDE also indicates #WTGs rangingrom 8 MW to 12 MW will be considered, but no more than 100
WTGswould be utilized. If onehundred 8VMW WTGs are utilized, then the largest project that could be
built is 800 MW. An 88BMW project could be built using eighsight 16MW WTGs, but if 12MW
WTGs are usedhen seventyghree WTGs achieves a project capacity of 876 Mwizing seventyfour
12-MW WTGs results in a project that exceeds the maximum project capacity by 8 M\prGject
capacity would be 888 MWand thus would not be developed

Based on guidance from Revolution Wind (Roll 2021) indicating that they would not exceed the 880 MW
maximum capacity of the project established in the PDE, it is presumed that the maximum project size
that would be developed if W WTGs are used wouldomprise 73NVTGs with a total capacity of

876 MW. Similarly, if 14MW WTGs are authorized as in Alternative F, the largest project that would be
developed would utilize 62 1MW WTGs for a total capacity of 868 MW, noting that adding an

additional 14MW turbine results in 882 MW of total capacity project which would exceed the 880 MW
maximum capacity limit in the PDE.
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Environmental Justice

This section provides maps displaying the environmental justice characteristics of the counties and
cities/towns in the geographical analysis afidee geographical analysasea includes countielsat

contain or are adjacent to ports that may be used for Project construction, segihgor

decommissioningcontain major ports that commercial fisheries that could be affected by the Rigéct;

contain the proposed Project landing site and onghammemission cabjer for which some portion of

the county lies within the visual study area. Minority and-loeome percentages are based on 2015

2019 American Community Surveyybe ar summary fil e data obtained fr
environmental jusce screening and mapping tool (EPA 2021).

Figures G16 though G21 show minority population percentages by census block group, while Figures
G-22 through &7 show lowincome population percentages by census block group. Figt28s G
though G33 show thdocations of block groups that have been determined potemtial environmental
justice areas of concern because of concentrations of minority anémme populations (see Section
3.12.1 for additional details).

Tables GEJL through GEJ26 provide adtlonal information about the identity of the block groups

determined to be potential environmental justice areas of concern. The tables list tbgiidigntifier

of each of these block groups. The block group identifiers are organized by coustjb@odinty name

(city, town, or census designated place). Each identifier listed in the tables include the census tract (CT)
code and census block group (BG) code as reported by the U.S. Census Bureau in the online mapping tool
available at https://tigerviiegeo.census.gov/tigerweb/ (U.S. Census Bureau 208&)tully specified

identifiers for census block groups include the-thigit code for the state and thrdmit code for the

county. The captions for the tables include these codes. Each block geatggasrized based on whether

it is a potential environmental justice concern because of its minority populaticimdome population,

or both.
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New York County, New Yorland Hudson County, New Jersey.

G-68



Revolution Wind Farm and Revolution Wind Export Cable Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Percentage Minority
by Block Group

0-10% Pennsylvania

11%-20% .

21%-30% <

31%-40% \
B 41%-50% & s .
I 51%-60% <y \
B 61%-70% - '
I 71%-80% =
I 51%-90% ¥
I 21%-100%

Staging Port

¢ Delaware
County %

\f‘_»‘

Commercial Fishing Port

A

‘_)(’
L

e,

L. -

M=y P
_a

Staging and Commercial Fishing Port -

'eo @ O

I _'County ,,,\"_.‘4\-

State Y

Gloucester

8 Miles
I [ |

0 35 7 NM -3
| 1 | 1 | /

):j' "\37 $

e 8 F
"? . New Jersey
- e

SourceDeveloped frominformation in EPA (2021).
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Figure G22. Distribution of lowincome populations by census block group in potentially affected counties in Rhode Island and
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Figure G23. Distribution of lowincome populations by census block group in New London Cou@tnnecticutand Suffolk County, New

York.
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Figure G24. Digribution of low-income populations by census block group in Kings County (Brooklyn), New, Raskmond County, New
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Figure G25. Distribution of low-income populations by census block group in Gloucester County, New JeiRgladelphia County,

Pennsylvaniaand Delaware County, Pennsylvania.
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Figure G26. Distribution of lowincome populations by census block group in Baltimore County, Baltimore City, and Anne Arundel County,
Maryland.
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Figure G27. Distribution of lowincome populations by census block group in the cities of Norfolk, PortathpNewport News, and
Hampton, Virginia.
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Figure G28. Census block groups that are potential environmental justice areas of concern in Rhode Island and Massachusetts.
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