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1 Scoping Summary for the Atlantic Shores South Environmental
Impact Statement

1.1 Introduction

Council on Environmental Quality regulations for implementing the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) under Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Section 1501.7(a) require agencies such
as the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM) to perform certain actions as part of the scoping
process, including:

e Determining the scope and the significant issues to be analyzed in depth in the Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS); and

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

This document, in combination with the Draft EIS, is intended to satisfy BOEM’s obligations under
40 CFR 1501.7(a).

On March 25, 2021, Atlantic Shores Offshore Wind, LLC (Atlantic Shores) submitted a Construction and
Operations Plan (COP) to BOEM seeking approval to develop, construct, and operate two electrically
distinct wind energy projects (Project 1 and Project 2) offshore New Jersey with transmission cables
making landfall in Atlantic City, New Jersey, and/or in Sea Girt, New Jersey, in federal waters (herein
collectively referred to as the Atlantic Shores South Project). The Atlantic Shores South Project would
include up to 200 total wind turbine generators (WTGs) (between 105 and 136 WTGs for Project 1, and
between 64 and 95 WTGs for Project 2). Project 1 would have a capacity to generate 1,150 megawatts
(MW). For Project 2, Atlantic Shores is actively seeking additional offshore wind renewable energy
certificate (OREC) awards or power purchase agreements (PPAs). On September 30, 2021, BOEM issued
a Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an EIS consistent with NEPA regulations (42 United States Code
[U.S.C.]14321 et seq.) to assess the potential impacts of the Proposed Action and alternatives (83 Federal
Register 13777).

The NOI commenced a public scoping process for identifying issues and potential alternatives for
consideration in the EIS. The formal scoping period was from September 30 through November 1, 2021.
During this timeframe, federal agencies, state and local governments, and the general public had the
opportunity to help BOEM identify potential significant resources and issues, impact-producing factors,
reasonable alternatives (e.g., size, geographic, seasonal, or other restrictions on construction and siting of
facilities and activities), and potential mitigation measures to analyze in the EIS, as well as provide
additional information. BOEM also used the NEPA scoping process to initiate the Section 106
consultation process under the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA; 54 U.S.C. 300101 et seq.), as
permitted by 36 CFR 800.2(d)(3), which requires federal agencies to assess the effects of projects on
historic properties. Additionally, BOEM informed its Section 106 consultation by seeking public
comment and input through the NOI regarding the identification of historic properties or potential effects
on historic properties from activities associated with approval of the COP submitted by Atlantic Shores.
The NOI requested comments from the public in written form, delivered by hand or by mail, or through
the regulations.gov web portal. The public could also submit oral comments at the three virtual scoping
meetings hosted by BOEM.

This scoping report outlines the objectives, methodology, and content of the information provided by
interested parties during the scoping period.
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1.2 Objective

This report provides a review and catalogue of the information and materials provided to BOEM during
the scoping period for the proposed Atlantic Shores South Project. BOEM’s objective was to identify
substantive comments for consideration in the development of the EIS and categorize them based on the
applicable resource areas or NEPA topics. Section 1.3, Methodology, describes how comments were
identified and categorized. This categorization scheme allowed subject matter experts to review
comments directly related to their areas of expertise and allowed BOEM to generate statistics based on
the resource areas or NEPA topics addressed in each of the comments. In addition, the process
demonstrates consideration of the materials received while simultaneously contributing to the
development of the EIS.

1.3 Methodology
1.3.1 Terminology

The following terminology is used throughout this Scoping Report:

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

e Comment: A specific statement within a submission that expresses a submitter’s specific point
of view, concern, question, or suggestion. One submission may contain many comments.

1.3.2 Comment Submittal

BOEM received comment submissions during the scoping process via the following mechanisms:
e Electronic submissions received via Regulations.gov on docket number BOEM-2021-0057;
e Electronic submissions received via email to a BOEM representative;
e Hard-copy submissions received by BOEM via mail; and

e Comments submitted verbally at the three public scoping meetings (Table 1-1).

While the NOI did not include email as a method for submitting a comment, any submissions received via
email that were clearly identified as relating to the proposed Atlantic Shores South Project were
considered valid comment submissions.

Three virtual public scoping meetings were held on the following dates as outlined in Table 1-1.

Table 11 Public Scoping Meetings
Public Scoping Meetings Date Time
October 19, 2021 5:00 p.m. ET
October 21, 2021 1:.00 p.m. ET
October 25, 2021 5:00 p.m. ET
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1.3.3 Comment Processing
1.3.3.1 Compilation of Submissions

BOEM analyzed public comments using CommentWorks®, a commercial web-based software product.
Submissions were provided via Regulations.gov, email, mail, or verbally at the public meetings. All
submissions were downloaded, processed, and imported into CommentWorks. CommentWorks served as
the submission database and recorded information about each submission, including the submitter’s
name, submission date, and submission method; as well as whether the submitter was an individual,
representative of an organization, or from a government entity or agency.

As submissions were entered into CommentWorks, they were assigned a submission identification (ID).
This ID begins with the Project Docket number, e.g., “BOEM-2021-0057,” followed by a submission ID
number. These submission IDs can be found in Appendix A, List of Submissions and Individual
Comments by Resource or NEPA Topic.

1.3.3.2 Identification of Comments

All submissions and oral testimonies were read to identify individual comments (as defined in Section
1.3.1, Terminology). A hierarchical outline was developed to include key issues addressed by the
commenters or identified in the NOI. This issue outline was used to code each individual comment within
CommentWorks to a specific resource or NEPA topic. Each comment coded received a unique comment
ID number. For example, the first comment identified in submission BOEM-2021-0057 -0115 was
identified as comment BOEM-2021-0057- 0115-1. The resource categories are provided in Table 2-2.

Appendix A lists all submissions received as well as all the individual comments that were extracted from
each submission, organized by resource or NEPA topic area. The individual comments provided in
Appendix A include verbatim comment excerpts as written by the commenters. The purpose of presenting
this material in its verbatim form is to preserve the exact words of the commenter as they relate to each
issue.

2 Scoping Submission and Comment Summary

2.1 Submissions
BOEM received a total of 246 submissions from the public, agencies, and other interested groups and
stakeholders. Table 2-1 shows the number of submissions received via each submission method.

Table 21 Distribution of Submissions by Method
Submission Type Number of Submissions Received
Regulations.gov submissions 125
Email to BOEM representative 5
Mailed hard copy 11
Verbal submission at a public meeting 105
Total 246

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

e Six submissions from federal agencies: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), U.S. Coast
Guard, National Park Service (NPS), National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), U.S.
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Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and the Mid-Atlantic and New England Fishery

Management Councils

e Two submissions from state agencies or representatives: New Jersey Department of
Environmental Protection (NJDEP), and New York State Department of State

e Four submissions from local governments: one from Cape May County and three from Borough

of Seaside Park

In addition to the federal, state, and local government entities identified above, 40 submissions came from
non-governmental organizations, and the remainder were provided by individuals or private businesses or

associations.

2.2 Comments

BOEM identified a total of 1,309 unique comments. Table 2-2 shows the distribution of comments by
resource and NEPA topic. Section 2.3 defines the resource areas to which comments were assigned and
summarizes the comments by each topic. The most commonly addressed resource or NEPA topics
included NEPA/Public Involvement Process, Marine Mammals, and Planned Activities

Scenario/Cumulative Impacts.

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

Air Quality 7
Alternatives

- Wind Turbines 6

- Cables and Landfalls 18

- Project Relocation 36

- Other Comments on Alternatives 53

- Alternate Technology or Energy Source 15
Bats 15
Benthic Resources 5
Birds 48
Climate Change 69
Coastal Habitat and Fauna 8
Commercial Fisheries and For-Hire Recreational Fishing 74
Cultural, Historical, and Archaeological Resources 9
Demographics, Employment, and Economics

- Recreation and Tourism 21

- Employment and job creation 60

- Other 29
Environmental Justice 14
Finfish, Invertebrates, and Essential Fish Habitat 42
Land Use and Coastal Infrastructure 1
Marine Mammals 93
Mitigation and Monitoring 71
Navigation and Vessel Traffic 24
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Resource Comments
NEPA/Public Involvement Process 116
Other Resources and Uses
- Auviation 0
- Marine Minerals 1
- Military 1
- Research Activities 7
- Other 6
Other Topics not Listed
- Coastal Zone Consistency 1
- Noise 34
- Materials and Waste Management 5
- General Wildlife 31
- Electromagnetic Fields 8
- Other 19
Planned Activities Scenario/Cumulative Impacts 82
Proposed Action/Project Design Envelope 38
Purpose and Need 9
Sea Turtles 14
Scenic and Visual Resources 60
Water Quality 6
Wetlands and Waters of the U.S. 3
General Support or Opposition 150

2.3

Definition of Resource Areas and Common NEPA Topics Raised

The following sections define each of the resource areas or NEPA topics under which the comments were
categorized and summarizes the comments by each of the resource areas or topics listed. Comments have
been summarized below, as appropriate, particularly for concerns that were raised by several commenters.
Appendix A presents the individual comments that were extracted from each of the submissions,
organized by resource area or NEPA topic. The comment excerpts that only expressed general support or
opposition are not included in Appendix A in their verbatim form. Instead, those comments are
summarized in Section 2.3.27, General Support or Opposition, below and in Section A.2.27 of Appendix

A. In addition, all comments are located on regulations.gov.

2.31

Air Quality

Air quality comments included evaluating emissions from the proposed Atlantic Shores South Project’s
construction, operations, maintenance, and decommissioning. Comments specific to climate change are
described in Section 2.3.6, Climate Change. Topics raised in this category included the following:

The proposed Atlantic Shores South Project, and others like it, are essential to combat global
warming, promote improved air quality, decrease reliance on fossil fuels, and decrease

greenhouse gas emissions.

The EIS should consider the air quality impacts anticipated during construction and the smaller
and more infrequent impacts anticipated from decommissioning.
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Several commenters look forward to improved air quality and, in turn, the improved health of
many people that would result from shifting from the burning of fossil fuels to renewable energy
sources.

BOEM should determine whether the General Conformity (GC) Rule (40 CFR Part 93) applies to
the direct and indirect emissions of the Atlantic Shores South Project and ensure that the GC Rule
requirements in nonattainment and maintenance areas are met, as applicable.

2.3.2 Alternatives

Alternative comments included suggesting, questioning, or providing opinions about alternatives to the
proposed Atlantic Shores South Project. Additional comments related to alternatives and the Atlantic
Shores South Project’s design are included in Section 2.3.21, Proposed Action/Project Design Envelope.
Topics raised in this category included the following.

2.3.21

Wind Turbines
The EIS should analyze the largest turbine that is presently commercially available.

The proposed Atlantic Shores South Project should consider alternative WTG locations within the
southern portion of the Lease Area with turbines restricted to a 17.3- to 19.3-mile range. This
would allow for three rows of 13 Vesta-236 13.6 MW turbines, or 530 MW of power.

BOEM should apply the same turbine exclusion zone of 20 statute miles that was applied off the
coast of New York.

The EIS should consider reducing the size and number of turbines and substations.

The proposed Atlantic Shores South Project should adjust the array of turbines to a minimum
spacing of 2 nautical miles.

Vertical turbine design in which the towers revolve without moving blades should be considered.

2.3.2.2 Cables and Landfalls

The proposed Monmouth Export Cable is much longer than the Atlantic Export Cable and has the
potential for much greater impact. A single cable corridor should be considered.

The EIS should consider the shortest route to shore for the cables.

The EIS should evaluate different alignments to the potential cable corridors to minimize the area
that cables would occupy within existing vessel traffic routes and the U.S. Coast Guard’s
proposed New Jersey to New York Connector Fairway.

Cable burial depths need to be as deep as possible; specific depth suggestions differ by
commenter.

A full range of reasonable alternatives to the proposed offshore and onshore export cable
corridors and landing site options should also be considered and evaluated to avoid and minimize
impacts on sensitive habitats in the Atlantic Shore South Project area.

Options for avoiding and minimizing impacts related to the methods of construction and routes
that allow for full cable burial to lessen permanent habitat impacts and potential interactions with
fishing gear should be considered.

Offshore export cable routing alternatives that use common corridors with adjacent projects (e.g.,
Ocean Wind and future projects in the Ocean Wind and Atlantic Shores lease areas) should be
evaluated and discussed. Commenters also mentioned an interconnect between the Atlantic
Shores South and Ocean Wind projects.

The EIS should include options for cooling high voltage direct current (HVDC) transformer
platforms. The project should not use open loop cooling.
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2.3.2.3 Project Relocation

The proposed Atlantic Shores South Project should be relocated to the Hudson South Lease Area
30 to 57 miles offshore to minimize visual impacts, reduce impacts North Atlantic right whales
(NARWs), reduce fishing and navigation conflicts, and maximize wind capacity.

The proposed Atlantic Shores South Project should be further offshore, with a range of distances
suggested from 20 miles or more.

The current lease area could be used as the hub to transmit all the power from Hudson South.
The Atlantic Shores South Project should be located deep in the Bay or off Long Island.

Commenters noted that the COP lists the Garden State North Reef and the Atlantic City Reef
Site as fishing hotspots “in proximity to” the wind turbine area and export cable corridor. These
areas should be avoided.

2.3.2.4 Other Comments on Alternatives

The EIS should consider and evaluate the full range of reasonable alternatives to the proposed
Atlantic Shores South Project, including those that would cause less damage to the environment.

The EIS should provide an alternative analysis across all three lease areas to meet New Jersey’s
program requirement. A commenter noted that development of the Ocean Wind and Hudson
South areas would meet the state’s generation goal, without any WTGs in the Atlantic Shores
South Project.

The EIS should analyze the Atlantic Shores South Project’s components separately (wind farm
area, offshore cables, and onshore cables/landfalls), and each element of the proposed Atlantic
Shores South Project should have multiple alternatives that allow the Project to meet the purpose
and need.

The EIS should consider alternatives specific to each phase of the Atlantic Shores South Project
(siting, construction, operation, and decommissioning).

The EIS should include alternatives associated with segmentation of the lease area, which
restricts the potential development and extent of the wind turbine area.

The maximum design scenario is described in the COP; however, the realistic minimum design
scenario should be considered.

The EIS should evaluate the most appropriate locations for each Project component within the
Lease Area and consider reducing the number of turbines within the Lease Area to reduce the
associated impacts.

The EIS should evaluate an alternative combining the Project components that are the least
harmful to natural habitats and associated flora and fauna — a Habitat Minimization Alternative.

The EIS should include one or more Fisheries Habitat Minimization Alternatives.

The EIS should include an alternative combining the most disruptive components for each aspect
of the proposed Atlantic Shores South Project.

The proposed Atlantic Shores South Project should consider newer technologies, including
technologies that might allow for avoidance of, or significant minimization of, environmental
impacts ordinarily associated with offshore wind construction and operation.

BOEM should reconsider the sole reliance on the Project Design Envelope (PDE) approach for
reviewing COPs. Commenters noted that the PDE is too broad because it allows a developer to
make decisions after the NEPA process has concluded between alternatives with different levels
of impact.

The No Action Alternative must be considered and analyzed in the EIS. The No Action
Alternative should include onshore renewable energy, efficiencies in combined cycle natural gas
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generation, and carbon capture. Others requested that the No Action Alternative include a
realistic scenario to meet the state’s generation goal — including WTG placement in other areas.

e BOEM should review the “No Action” alternative in the following additional ways: (1) Project 1
only (105-136 WTGs); (2) Project 2 only (64-95 WTGs); and (3) reduce both Projects 1 and 2 to
the minimum number of WTGs, 105 and 64, respectively. In this way, the EIS can assess the
alternatives of 0, 64, 105, and 169 WTGs versus the maximum of 231 WTGs, in addition to the
related infrastructure.

e A commenter suggested a transit corridor of no less than 2 nautical miles between the two leases
would need to be included in the Atlantic Shores South Project’s designs to safely preserve
traditional transit paths based on the distance and use patterns of the area; 4 nautical miles would
be better.

e The EIS should consider alternatives to using monopiles and consider construction alternatives to
avoid the use of pile driving. Gravity-based foundations and suction bucket foundations should be
included for the proposed Atlantic Shores South Project. Floating foundations were also
mentioned.

e The EIS should include quiet foundation technology.

e BOEM should individually evaluate each foundation technology identified as viable by the
Atlantic Shores as a reasonable alternative in the EIS, and the best alternative should be selected
as the preferred alternative.

e Consider alternatives in turbine specifications that could influence bird collision risk, including
air gap, total rotor swept zone, and turbine height.

e Consider an alternative that limits or avoids development within areas of the lease that may
contain vulnerable and difficult to replace resources and may adversely affect complex bottom
habitat, important benthic features (including ridge and swale complexes), and marine resources.
EPA noted that the lease area and cable routes intersect regions of relatively high seabed
mobility, high seabed habitat vulnerability, and regions designated as sand borrow areas.

e The EIS should include alternatives that require clearance zones for NARWs that extend at least
1,000 meters with requirements for survey vessels to use Protected Species Observers (PSO) and
Passive Acoustic Monitoring (PAM) to establish and monitor these zones and to cease surveys if
a NARW enters the clearance zone.

e Commenters expressed concern that the reliability of offshore wind power has not been
demonstrated in the U.S. for the proposed Atlantic Shores Project’s size. Commenters urge
BOEM to move more slowly. Others suggested building a test facility to confirm benefits and
impacts before building out the complete proposed Atlantic Shores South Project. Various
options and sizes of test facility were suggested.

e USACE commented that the EIS should address potential impacts on congressionally authorized
federal projects and meet requirements specified by 40 CFR 230 when considering alternatives.

e NMFS suggested that all costs and benefits of available alternatives, including the No Action
Alternative, should be considered in a cost-benefit analysis.

e The alternatives should ensure decommissioning that makes developers explicitly responsible for
removing equipment when the Atlantic Shores South Project ends.

e EPA suggested alternatives to reduce and minimize the potential impacts on air quality: (i)
employ vessels that are able to run their engines on non-fossil fuel, fuels with very low emissions,
and/or vessels with air pollution control technologies; and (ii) use only electrical switchgear
equipment that is sulfur hexafluoride (SF¢) free, as there are SF6-free electrical switchgears
commercially available (and already in use) for both offshore wind energy projects and onshore
substations.
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2.3.2.5 Alternate Technology or Energy Source

233

Commenters suggested a range of alternative onshore energy production: nuclear, geothermal,
and hydrogen as a fuel for power plants and for transportation; carbonless synthetic fuels;
biomass; upgrading existing natural gas power plants to more efficient, combined cycle natural
gas power plants; and carbon capture from gas, coal and oil plants and use of carbon captured for
product manufacture. Others included onshore wind farms, solar, and battery storage.

Energy efficiency was recommended as a way of reducing demand.
Commenters suggested that alternative onshore generation sources be part of the No Action
Alternative.

Bats

Bat comments included several references noting which species are found to forage or rest in the Lease
Area and stressed the need to evaluate and consider turbine risks to bats. Topics raised in this category
included the following:

2.3.4

The EIS should consider the range of potential bat species that forage and rest in or near the
Lease Area, including those species protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and
the Endangered Species Act (ESA). Some bat species can be found up to 70 nautical miles away
from the seashore.

Atlantic Shores should adopt a precautionary approach for bats in all steps of offshore wind
energy development due to limited understanding of the risk for bats to collide with turbines in
the Atlantic Shores South Project area, as this project is nearer to shore than most other proposed
offshore wind projects.

Atlantic Shores should take care during tree-clearing activities associated with the onshore
Atlantic Shores South Project components, as northern long-eared bat summer activity and a
maternity roost were documented near the onshore transmission cables.

The EIS should note the scientific uncertainty surrounding the degree to which bat mortality may
increase with tower height and turbine size, and should adjust the language accordingly regarding
bat impacts.

Commenters expressed concern that wind turbines will injure or kill bats, including threatened
and endangered species moving through the Atlantic Shores South Project area.

Benthic Resources

Benthic resource comments included the need to address biological, structural, or habitat impacts on
benthic species and their habitat. Benthic habitat refers to habitat on the sea floor, including natural
structures and vegetation. Topics raised in this category included the following:

The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) noted that the EIS should fully
describe the distinct habitat features of the entire Atlantic Shores South Project area and the
importance of different habitat types for providing structure and refuge, as well as habitats
important for eggs, larvae, and juveniles.

The EIS should evaluate the Atlantic Shores South Project impacts of the Project’s construction
and operation on the distinct habitat types found in the lease area, along the export cable route,
and on inshore landfall/inland locations. The document should analyze the effects on the physical
and biological habitat features and the biological consequences of those effects. It will be
important to consider impacts of the Atlantic Shores South Project on all life stages (adults,
juveniles, larvae, eggs), and the commenter recommends focusing on species and life stages that
may be more vulnerable to impacts.
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o NOAA stated that the Affected Environment section of the EIS should cover a sufficient
geographic area to fully examine the impacts of the proposed Atlantic Shores South Project and
support an analysis of the cumulative effects. It is important that the geographic area encompass
all Project-related activities, including the lease area, cable corridors, landing sites, and the use of
ports outside of the immediate Project area. This analysis should also include any necessary
landside facilities and the staging locations of materials to be used in construction. Atlantic
Shores should ensure that findings for each effect/species are supported by references where
possible, and in context of the proposed Atlantic Shores South Project, to allow for a well-
reasoned and defensible document.

e The description of the “Affected Environment” should recognize the ocean environment as
dynamic, not static, and acknowledge that the environment, and species within the environment,
vary over time and seasons.

e The analysis should include discussion of the potential effects of habitat alteration from
construction and operation of the Atlantic Shores South Project using the best available scientific
information. The analysis should address the potential impact of converting unconsolidated soft
bottom and smaller-grained hard habitats that support distinct assemblages of fish and shellfish to
artificial structures (WTGs and scour protection) that may attract larger predatory species and
lead to shifts in the invertebrate communities.

e The EIS should fully evaluate all of the direct, indirect, individual, cumulative, and synergistic
estimated impacts on fish and invertebrates due to the potential conversion of existing natural
substrates with artificial materials. The document should evaluate the extent to which the
introduction of artificial hard structures (WTGs and scour protection) will have both direct and
indirect impacts on marine resources and community structure that could lead to changes in the
distribution and abundance of federally managed species and their prey.

e The evaluation of impacts from the Atlantic Shores South Project’s construction and operation
should include the potential for recovery and the anticipated recovery times based on the habitat
type and components that would be impacted. Benthic features (e.g., sand ridges and banks, ridge
and swale complexes) and complex habitats are more vulnerable to permanent impacts or may
take years to decades to recover from certain impacts. The variability in recovery times by habitat
type and components should be fully discussed and analyzed in the document.

e The EIS should fully describe and analyze impacts of the Atlantic Shores South Project on
sensitive habitats and unique benthic features as well as vulnerable life stages of any NOAA trust
resource, and evaluate ways to avoid and minimize those impacts. If it is not feasible to avoid or
minimize negative impacts, mitigation measures must be proposed and analyzed.

e The EIS should take into account impacts in sensitive life stages of species and any area with
submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV) should be designated as a habitat area of particular concern
(HAPC), and should be identified and mapped. The Project’s activities that adversely affect SAV
should be avoided or minimized to the extent practicable.

e The EIS should include information on the physical (temperature, salinity, depth, and dissolved
oxygen) and biological (e.g., plankton) oceanography. It is important that the EIS discuss
seasonal changes and long-term trends in the environment as well as hydrodynamic regimes and
how they influence the distribution and abundance of marine resources. Within this section, the
EIS should include results of onsite surveys, site-specific habitat information, and
characterization of benthic and pelagic communities. Additional details should be provided
related to all habitat types located in the area that may be directly or indirectly impacted by the
Atlantic Shores South Project’s construction and operation activities, including complex habitats
and prominent benthic features, as described above.
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2.3.5

The Affected Environment section should also include all of the biological, cultural, and
socioeconomic issues related to fisheries and marine resources that may be affected by the
Atlantic Shores SouthProject, including species that live within, or seasonally use, the immediate
area and adjacent locations.

NOAA expressed concerns over lack of benthic habitat data, which they request in order to
specify any habitat minimization alternatives.

The EIS should consider all activities that may affect the seafloor and biota (e.g., impacts of drag-
lining).

The EIS should include an assessment of species status and habitat requirements for benthic,
demersal, bentho-pelagic, and pelagic species and infaunal, emergent fauna, and epifaunal species
living on and within surrounding substrates.

The EIS should analyze the ecological and economic impacts from the loss of seabed and the
associated loss of benthic communities, including impacts on the forage base for other marine
species due to construction, operation, maintenance, and decommissioning activities. The analysis
should discuss impacts due to habitat conversion from facility installation using site-specific data
and an evaluation of impacts on higher trophic levels.

The EIS should include information on the proposed frequency of cable replacement (or
maintenance/repair) that may result in additional need for seafloor disturbance to the benthic
habitat.

Birds

Bird comments included addressing biological, structural, or habitat impacts on the species or their
habitat. Topics raised in this category included the following:

The EIS should include information about avian distribution and occurrence for a minimum of 20
kilometers surrounding the Atlantic Shores South Project’s area in order to completely understand
which species may be impacted by developing Atlantic Shores South.

The EIS should consider the full range of potential impacts on all bird species known to migrate,
forage, and rest in or near the Lease Area, including those species protected under the MBTA and
the ESA. A monitoring scope of work that would assess risk to various migratory bird species at
the Atlantic Shores South Project should be developed and data coordinated with similar ongoing
efforts in Rhode Island, Massachusetts, and Virginia.

The EIS should consider birds’ avoidance of previously used habitats and extension of migration
routes to avoid wind farms. The Draft EIS must consider the impacts of building out the Atlantic
Shores South Project on these species, even when the activities associated with development fall
outside the offshore Project area.

BOEM should require a plan for documenting, minimizing, and compensating for loss of birds
from collision with turbines, including losses that are identified after the Atlantic Shores South
Project is constructed or are unknown at the time of developing the plan, which may include but
is not limited to temporary curtailment strategies and collision detection technology. BOEM
should survey for carcasses around a radius from the turbines, under an a priori protocol, to
determine avian mortality rates. Additionally, mortality calculations should include the rates of
mortality driven by barrier effects and habitat loss.

The EIS assessment of cumulative impacts on birds should consider: accurate estimates of avian
populations, thorough evaluation of local population-level cumulative impacts in addition to
Flyway-wide impacts on a broad range of bird species with a presence in the Atlantic Shores
South area; population viability analyses from offshore wind build out in the Atlantic outer
continental shelf (OCS) to mitigate large-scale migratory collision events or displacement events
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2.3.6

as the total offshore wind footprint increases; and an examination of a detailed adaptive
ecosystem-wide management plan describing all conservation obligations afforded to impacted
avian species by multiple statutes, conservation policies, agreements, and treaties.

BOEM should collect and evaluate data on bird species’ vulnerability before, during, and after
wind turbine construction to inform decision-making, improve mitigation, and advise future
offshore wind efforts.

The EIS should consider the impacts of weather on bird behavior and collision risk, including
flight altitude. In addition, density of flocks during different types of behaviors (e.g., migration,
feeding) could influence collision risk. BOEM should adequately assess collision risk to seabirds
using science-based analysis of flight heights (averages and ranges), avoidance rates, and other
relevant avian flight behavior.

The Draft EIS should use Collision Risk Modeling and be transparent about the limitations and
uncertainty in the underlying data and analysis. A range of turbine specifications should be
included like air gap, total rotor swept zone, turbine spacing, turbine height, and number of
turbines in the array.

A comprehensive regional avian monitoring plan could help BOEM determine the offshore wind
impacts on the vast number of resident and diurnal/nocturnal migratory birds using the coastal,
near shore, and offshore pelagic environments of the Atlantic Shores South Project area. This
could include: acoustic and visual monitoring methods and technologies; manual or digital aerial
transect surveys coupled with vessel surveys; satellite tracking, radio telemetry, and satellite
telemetry technology supplemented with pressure sensors to obtain fine scale movement data and
flight altitude; marine radar methods to monitor nocturnal migrants; aerial surveys over the
southern New England/mid-Atlantic offshore wind planning areas to capture annual and seasonal
variations. New solar-powered ultra-high frequency transmitters, which include on-board battery
support for transmitting at night, should be the future focus for incorporating this technology.

The EIS should discuss the biases and limitations of data from the monitoring and survey
methods used. The EIS should use impact analysis models that account for limitations in the raw
data and standardize across data sources. Reporting of results should include high and low
estimates to communicate uncertainty and include seasonal risks (instead of just annual). It was
requested that, with respect to the Piping Plover, BOEM should consult with the United States
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Regional Office 5, which is preparing a cumulative analysis.

In its preparation of the EIS, BOEM must consider impacts from the proposed Atlantic Shores
South Project’s construction, operation, maintenance, repowering, and decommissioning on all
species of concern, which include the following: piping plover, rufa red knot, roseate tern, black-
capped petrel, American bittern, Sedge wren, Upland sandpiper, Golden-winged warbler, Least
bittern, King rail, Short-eared owl, Northern harrier, Peregrine falcon, Vesper sparrow, Northern
parula, Grasshopper sparrow, Common Loon, Common tern, Least tern, Common moorhen,
Blackpoll warbler, Mourning warbler, Long-eared owl, and Eastern whip-poor-will.

The EIS should consider time of year and other conditions for the construction of the wind energy
facilities. There should be practices in place during onshore, beach, and intertidal construction to
avoid harm to chicks, nests, and foraging birds.

Climate Change

Comments related to climate change focused on the urgency to develop renewable energy options to
offset the use of fossil fuels and slow climate change. Topics raised in this category included the
following:
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2.3.7

Several commenters expressed the belief that climate change is the real threat to our oceans, our
beaches, tourism, and property values and that projects such as the proposed Atlantic Shores
South Project are critical in combating climate change.

The EIS should include information on the ongoing and long-term risks posed by climate change,
as well as address considerations to increase the resiliency of infrastructure given potential
elevated risk of damages due to climate change.

There are economic impacts on homeowners, businesses, and the government associated with
climate change. BOEM must account for these economic impacts as they weigh the overall social
and economic benefits of offshore wind development, including the proposed Atlantic Shores
South Project.

Support for the proposed Atlantic Shores South Project was expressed by many commenters,
stating that absent a substantial shift from carbon-intensive sources of energy to solutions like
offshore wind, we face ever great impacts from climate change. Addressing climate change is
important for oceans, wildlife, and our future. By shifting from fossil fuel energy to clean,
renewable energy sources, the U.S. can help address this crisis.

Several commenters expressed the opinion that offshore wind is a top clean energy solution,
helping New Jersey meet the state’s major emissions reduction and successfully fulfill its Energy
Master Plan and achieve 100% clean energy by 2050.

Several commenters expressed the belief that there is no greater threat to our environment than
the climate emergency we are in now, including for birds, marine mammals and reptiles, fish, and
the air we breathe.

A couple of commenters expressed the belief that offshore wind creates environmental and
economic disaster and is not a true energy solution to the climate crisis.

A commenter stated that as a fisherman, he and many others see the effects of climate change on
the water every single day and that offshore wind energy is a big part of protecting our planet
from those impacts.

Coastal Habitat and Fauna

Coastal habitat includes those areas closer to the shoreline than offshore waters. Topics raised in this
category included the following:

Commenter expressed that due to the Atlantic Shores South Project’s proposed proximity to
shore, commenters are concerned they could impact coastal habitat and conditions.

Commenter expressed concern over monopiles causing benthic stratification mixing.

Commenter expressed concern over how the wind turbines will impact local the micro-climate,
and wave currents and patterns, leading to disruption of beaches, natural habitats, and flooding.

The EIS should assess potential behavioral and physiological impacts on marine life from habitat
loss, alteration, and/ or fundamental changes to habitat resulting from various influences (e.g.,
noise, altered water quality, foundation lighting, scour protection of human-made structures,
altered currents, electromagnetic fields, new permanent offshore structures) that may affect the
composition and/or areal distribution of marine communities and fragment important habitat or
migratory corridors.

BOEM should further coordinate with USACE regarding shore protection projects and sand
borrow areas. It is necessary to ensure that ongoing and planned USACE projects are not
adversely impacted and should include the NJDEP’s Division of Coastal Engineering as well as
representatives.
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2.3.8 Commercial Fisheries and For-Hire Recreational Fishing

Comments discussed economic and social aspects or impacts on commercial fisheries, commercial fishing
operations, and for-hire recreational fishing operators. Topics raised in this category included the
following:

BOEM should comply with requirements of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act.

BOEM should coordinate and consult with the NOAA’s Northeast Fishery Science Center,
including identifying the most appropriate data on fisheries and socioeconomic impacts.
Additional information may be found from Mid-Atlantic or New England Fishery Management
Council-managed fisheries (e.g., www.mafmec.org and www.nefmc.org) and the American
Sportfishing Association. The EIS should gather additional information where data are sparse,
such as for recreational fisheries. Commenters requested additional coordination with fisheries
councils and organizations in the design and development of the proposed Atlantic Shores South
Project.

The EIS should consider the decrease in fishing opportunities due to areas leased by BOEM when
assessing impacts on fisheries. The EIS should consider and discuss any mitigation measures
contemplated to reduce any adverse impacts on fishing operations, particularly those due to loss
of area access or gear damage/loss.

The EIS should describe how all impacts may vary by target species, gear type, fishing location
(e.g., from shore, mid-water, on different bottom types, near structures such as shipwrecks, other
artificial reefs, or boulders), and commercial or recreational fishing (including recreational
fishing from shore, private vessels, party/charter vessels, and tournaments).

Commercial fishing in the Atlantic Shores South Project area is a significant economic driver for
multiple states in New England and the Mid-Atlantic. The EIS should consider all economic,
cultural, and historical impacts on the region from impacted fisheries. Commentors noted that the
EIS should acknowledge that ex-vessel value does not account for all economic factors.

The EIS should consider how the timing of installation will impact particular species and life
stages as well as the continued impacts from noise and vibrations on species over the life of the
Atlantic Shores South Project and therefore commercial fisheries.

Commenters expressed concerns regarding the array spacing and its impacts on access, yields,
and safety of fishing vessels and requested that the EIS consider greater array spacing with
commercial fisheries in mind. Commenters note that the lack of access for large vessels within
the Atlantic Shores South Project area are creating a de facto Marine Protected Area.

The EIS should acknowledge the limitations of current scientific knowledge as it relates to the
use of Automatic Identification System (AIS) data and the impacts of electromagnetic fields
(EMF), noise, and suspended sediment from turbines on fisheries. Additional data gaps include
impacts to the Cold Pool, clam fisheries, and changes in species composition with the addition of
new structured habitat.

The proposed relocation and/or removal of boulders and sand bedforms described in the COP
could cause disruptions in fishing activity and should be considered in the EIS.

Commenters noted that detailed electronic charts will have to be provided to commercial fishing
vessels to avoid contact between fishing gear, turbine cables, and surface mats. Additional
information will be needed on the amount of scour protection and external cable armoring when
ideal burial depth cannot be achieved.

It is requested that all decommissioned turbine structures be removed from the sea floor to the
extent possible, including cables, as they could pose a safety risk for fisheries that use bottom-
tending gear.
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2.3.9

The COP and future EIS should include the most recent information available and reflect the past
10 years of fishing, not the 5-year period assessed in the COP.

The EIS should include analysis of striped bass (Morone saxatilis), American shad (4losa
sapidissima), alewife (4losa pseudoharengus) and blueback herring (Alosa aestivalis)
(collectively known as river herring), Atlantic menhaden (Brevoortia tyrannus), Atlantic
silversides (Menidia menidia), oyster (Crassostrea virginica), blue mussel (Mytilus edulis),
tautog (Tautoga onitis), weakfish (Cynoscion regalis), and other assorted fish and invertebrates.

Commenters expressed their desires for a “rigs to reefs” approach of leaving turbine foundations
after decommissioning for additional habitat.

The EIS should separate the discussion of for-hire recreational fishing, recreational fishing, and
commercial fishing based on differences in anticipated impacts, different use areas, and lack of
clarity to readers.

Commenters suggested that fishing communities be compensated for potential losses as a result
of the Atlantic Shores South Project. Commenters requested the development of mitigation funds
for impacts such as fishing gear loss.

Commenters request the EIS consider the impacts of the Atlantic Shores South Project on food
supply.
Commentors expressed appreciation for the Scoping Meeting posters, which provided concise

information, and requested an additional poster on recreational fishing and important recreational
fishing areas.

Cultural, Historical, and Archaeological Resources

Comments related to cultural resources include those related to archaeological, historic architectural, or
tribal resources or concerns. Topics raised in this category included the following:

BOEM should ensure compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA including adequate consultation
with State Historic Preservation Offices and other stakeholders throughout the EIS process.

USACE commented that collective federal responsibilities under Section 106 of the NHPA and
related statutes should accommodate requirements specified at 33 CFR 325 Appendix C.

EPA recommends that tribes be invited to participate in the development of an unanticipated
discovery plan for offshore and onshore construction activities

Commenters requested that BOEM ensure compliance with NEPA by assessing all potential
effects from the proposed Atlantic Shores South Project on historic properties in the EIS,
including visual effects, physical and experiential effects on a landscape or seascape scale, and
night sky effects on the historic setting of a historic property.

Commenters also requested that the effects analysis for cultural resources in the EIS include an
analysis of intangible cultural resources such as maritime heritage and occupational traditions.

Commenters provided cultural sites they recommended BOEM consider in its effects analysis,
including National Historic Landmarks and historic lighthouses.

A commenter related that they felt the visual impact analysis in the COP is too limited in scope
and does not provide adequate information to assess potential impacts on historic properties,
including visual and lighting impacts.
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2.3.10 Demographics, Employment, and Economics
2.3.10.1 Recreation and Tourism

Comments related to onshore or offshore recreation as well as tourism activity associated with these
resources, such as whale watching, boat rentals (except for fishing), onshore sports leagues, or revenue-
generating tourist facilities, are captured in this section. Topics raised in this category included the
following:

e Many commenters felt that the turbines would be too close to the shore and expressed concern
that the turbines being visible from beaches and tourist facilities could dissuade tourists from
visiting and recreating in these areas, ultimately negatively affecting the local economy and
property values. Commenters cited studies showing the estimated loss of tourism revenue and
property values and rentals based on the visible impacts of offshore turbines.

e The hospitality and tourism industry could suffer as a result of the turbines being visible from the
shoreline. Local wildlife, vegetation, and beach vistas that draw tourists to the area would be
adversely affected by the proposed Atlantic Shores South Project and result in decreased tourism.

e  Other commenters felt that the turbines being visible from shore would either not affect tourism
or could encourage tourism and cited examples of places where tourism has increased due to
offshore wind farms being built where tourists had requested rooms with views of the turbines.

e Commenters felt that the Atlantic Shores South Project would have negative impacts on real
estate and the sales market, and would decrease property values. Commenters noted that the
WTGs would be clearly visible from the shoreline, leading to property value depreciation,
impacts on the tourism industry, rental property vacancies, and increased sight pollution.

2.3.10.2 Employment and Job Creation

Comments related to employment and job creation as a result of the construction, operation, and
maintenance of the proposed wind farm are captured in this section. Topics raised in this category
included the following:

e The offshore wind farm would diversify and strengthen the economies of coastal communities as
well as provide new job opportunities, resulting in a beneficial economic impact. Commenters
provided estimated numbers of dollars the proposed wind farm is expected to generate as well as
potential job projections for construction, operations, and maintenance of the proposed turbines.

e Commenters stated that the jobs that would be created by the Atlantic Shores South Project are a
great opportunity for people in our areas who have lost jobs due to other impacts to have a new
source of financial advantages.

e A commenter suggested that as there is little peer-reviewed information regarding the economic
costs and benefits of offshore wind, BOEM must fully corroborate statements by developers
regarding the Atlantic Shores South Project’s economics.

e A commenter was concerned about the increase in cost for electricity and the amount that will be
required in tax subsidies.

e Several commenters stated that it is imperative that we all do our part in building back better from
the effects caused by the COVID-19 pandemic.

e Commenters commended commitments to hiring locally; union neutrality agreements; collective
bargaining agreements; diversity, equality, and inclusion; and prevailing wages.

e  Other commenters were concerned that manufacture of the turbines is performed overseas, and
the main job growth opportunity for local communities will be short term during construction of
the turbines. These commenters were concerned that long-term operation and maintenance of the

16



Atlantic Shores South Scoping Report

turbines will be automated and therefore would limit the number of long-term job opportunities
for local communities.

2.3.10.3 Other

This category captures other demographics, employment, and economics topics that were not captured in
the subcategories above. Topics raised in this category included the following:

Commenters asked that BOEM perform an economic analysis of the Atlantic Shores South
Project on a regional or national scale rather than focusing on the immediate Project’s vicinity.

Concern was raised that the main economic benefits would be external to the U.S.

Commenters stated that the EIS should address the concern that using offshore wind energy
would not be cost-effective for consumers and taxpayers, including residents and businesses.
Commenters feared that electricity rates and prices would rise from using offshore wind and not
be offset by any subsidies.

Numerous comments were submitted regarding concerns that the Atlantic Shores South Project’s
costs will be passed on to taxpayers and that wind energy is more expensive than other forms of
energy, including nuclear.

Commenters expressed concerns regarding the socioeconomic impacts on inland coastal
communities as well as fishing communities, and asked that a robust socioeconomics analysis be
performed, including a cost-benefit analysis of potential economic factors such as the capital and
operational costs, the revenues generated, and the return on investment to the companies.

Some commenters noted general support for the Atlantic Shores South Project and stated that the
Project would not increase energy prices and would create a more diverse energy market in New
Jersey based on clean energy.

Commenters asked that the EIS clearly explain how the state’s OREC system works, and present
the levelized cost of electricity from the Atlantic Shores South Project (with and without
subsidies), expected annual revenues, and what proportion of that will be returned to ratepayers.

Commenters felt that the proposed Atlantic Shores South Project would bring numerous
economic benefits to New Jersey’s economy, including investments in the long-term support of
energy infrastructure.

Commenters asked that BOEM perform an economic analysis of the Atlantic Shores South
Project independent of the lessee to verify economic data.

Commenters asked for additional research and guidance on how local business can collaborate
and take advantage of wind tourism. They suggested that New Jersey continue to consult with
community members and keep investing in research and regional collaboration.

2.3.11 Environmental Justice

Comments pertaining to environmental justice included suggestions to assess adverse impacts on and
benefits to these communities. Topics raised in this category included the following:

Commenters noted that fossil fuel power plants are sited disproportionately close to
environmental justice communities and that these communities are likely the first to experience
the negative effects from climate change. They noted that the EIS should consider the benefits the
proposed Atlantic Shores South Project could bring to these communities.

Commenters asked what plans are in place to ensure the safety of local native communities.

Commenters noted various federal agencies’ commitment to promote the principles of
environmental justice outlined in Executive Order 12898, and asked that BOEM and the lessee
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provide the Atlantic Shores South Project’s materials in other languages to more effectively
engage populations with limited English proficiency.

Commenters commended Atlantic Shores’ outreach programs and initiatives focused on driving
workforce development and training programs in minority and underserved communities.
Commenters asked that workforce training continue in these communities to ensure that the jobs,
businesses, and economic investment opportunities brought by this new industry are available to
these communities.

Commenters expressed that a robust environmental justice analysis be included in the EIS and the
criteria BOEM used to perform the analysis be provided.

Commenters stated that coastal and fishing communities often have large minority and low-
income populations. The EIS should account for impacts on these communities and consider
Executive Orders 12898, 13985, and 13175.

2.3.12 Finfish, Invertebrates, and Essential Fish Habitat

Finfish, invertebrates, and Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) comments address fish, crustaceans, and other sea
animals (other than sea turtles or marine mammals). Topics raised in this category included the following:

Commenters noted concern that the Atlantic Shores South Project could disrupt the Mid-Atlantic
Cold Pool and discussed the need for the EIS to thoroughly analyze impacts on the Cold Pool and
resulting effects on oceanographic processes, ecosystems, marine species life cycles, EFH, and
the fishing industry. Commenters stressed that strong scientific understanding and supporting
research of how the Project would alter abiotic factors such as changes to primary productivity,
ocean stratification, distribution and availability of prey species, ocean currents, and temperature
stratification should be developed prior to moving forward with approval of the Project.

The EIS should include a robust analysis of the effects of construction, operation, and
decommissioning activities on managed and protected finfish and invertebrate species, and EFH,
with particular attention given to the effects of the Atlantic Shores South Project on areas that
have been designated as HAPC under the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act, and to critically endangered species. Alternatives should be developed to
minimize the frequency, intensity, and duration of effects.

Commenters expressed concern that the current layout of the Atlantic Shores South Project would
not allow for NMFS to survey the windfarm and therefore would be unable to collect data on
finfish and invertebrate populations.

An EFH Assessment should be completed for the Atlantic Shores South Project that includes
analyses of all potential impacts, including temporary and permanent and direct and indirect
individual, cumulative, and synergistic impacts of the proposed Project. The most up-to-date EFH
and HAPC designations should be used in the evaluation of impacts.

The EIS should include an analysis of impacts on habitat displacement and conversion of marine
habitats resulting from the introduction of new hard surfaces to the ocean floor and large
homogenous changes to the sea floor.

The EIS should include detailed information on the effects of the Atlantic Shores South Project’s
construction and operations on highly migratory species and listed threatened and endangered
species. Information from existing and ongoing studies should be evaluated as part of the EIS.
Additionally, monitoring and minimization requirements should be implemented for these
species.

The EIS should disclose potential impacts on benthic invertebrates such as the American lobster
and the Horseshoe and Jonah crabs and habitats such as submerged aquatic vegetation, natural
hard bottom substrates, dense faunal beds, reefs, marshes, and others.
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Commentors noted that EFH assessments and consultation fail to adequately assess the impacts of
geological and geophysical surveys to finfish and invertebrates.

The EIS should fully describe the distinct habitat features of the entire Atlantic Shores South
Project area and the importance of different habitat types for providing structure and refuge, as
well as habitats important for eggs, larvae, and juveniles. The evaluation of the Project’s impacts
should not only consider impacts of the Project against the cumulative geographic scope (e.g., the
outer continental shelf), but also clearly evaluate anticipated impacts of the Project’s construction
and operation to the distinct habitat types found in the lease area, along the export cable route,
and on inshore landfall/inland locations.

The EIS should include a comprehensive regional fisheries and benthic resources monitoring plan
as well as a Fisheries Habitat Minimization alternative developed in collaboration with state
fishery managers and scientists.

The EIS should clearly and repeatedly acknowledge the limitations of each data set, should
include recent data, and should analyze multiple years of data (e.g., 10 years) to capture
variations in fisheries and environmental conditions. Important data limitations, including but not
limited to the location of private recreational fishing effort, should be supplemented with
stakeholder input.

2.3.13 Land Use and Coastal Infrastructure

Topics raised in this category include the following:

More information on the proposed Atlantic Shores South Project is needed as to whether the
NPS’ Federal Land to Parks Program would be impacted by the proposed Project.

2.3.14 Marine Mammals

Comments about marine mammals addressed biological, structural, or habitat impacts on the species or
their habitat, including species listed under the ESA and Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA).
Topics raised in this category included the following:

Commenters expressed general concern over the impact the Atlantic Shores South Project will
have on migratory patterns of marine mammals, specifically the NARW. If migratory patterns are
altered, whales may be more susceptible to beaching.

BOEM should consider the location and width of the Atlantic Shores South Project area to allow
for turbine exclusion zones for the purpose of whale migration.

The EIS should adhere to the ESA and the MMPA and should require an Incidental Take
Rulemaking.

BOEM should consider the noise impacts on migration, specifically potentially exceeding hearing
threshold shift criteria, cause loss of communication between and separation of females from
calves, stranding, and loss of echolocation and other navigational abilities.

Commenters note that mitigating measures involving detection and turbine shut down are not
viable for the large noise influence zones and multi-year operational time frames, and that BOEM
should suggest turbine exclusion zones to avoid disruption.

The EIS should consider noise-related impacts due to pile driving and wind turbine operations,
disruption or conversion of habitat types, and displacement of species (i.e., shipping lanes).

BOEM should enforce that the proposed Atlantic Shores South Project does not occur in marine
monuments or sanctuaries, HAPCs, including areas that include deep sea corals, Seasonal
Management Areas (SMAs), or persistent Dynamic Management Areas (DMAs) created to
reduce risk of vessel collision with NARWs. When SMAs or persistent DMAs cannot be avoided,
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the most stringent mitigation measures will be required. The EIS should analyze NARW
abundance patterns to confirm that there is no overlap with SMAs or persistent DMAs.

o The EIS should consider the use of bubble curtains to mitigate harm to marine mammals.

e BOEM should refer to NMFS’ Technical Guidance for Assessing the Effects of Anthropogenic
Sound on Marine Mammal Hearing for the noise impacts analysis.

e Commenters express general concern over underwater noise from the turbines that would block
the entire adjacent 12-mile-wide migration corridor of the critically endangered NARW.

e The EIS should analyze alternatives that minimize impacts on NARW, and describe avoidance,
minimization, and mitigation measures to ensure protection of the species, such as ESA
requirements for all vessels to maintain a separation distance of at least 500 meters from NARW
at all times.

e The EIS should also consider increased spacing between offshore wind turbines and high-traftic
areas through either increased spacing or based on consultation with the NMFS and the U.S.
Coast Guard.

e The EIS must account for competing uses and navigation impacts of offshore wind facilities.
With increased or altered traffic patterns, the risk of collisions and spills of gas, oil, and
chemicals may increase, with negative effects on water quality and marine life. Exposure to oil
and other hydrocarbons from oil spills can drastically affect marine mammals and ecosystems.

e The EIS should incorporate the most recent and up-to-date scientific studies conducted for large
whale species, including fin whale, NARW (Eubalaena glacialis), blue whale (Balaenoptera
musculus), sei whale (Balaenoptera borealis), and sperm whale (Physeter macrocephalus).

e The EIS should include a range of alternatives that protect sensitive or endangered species known
to be present in the Atlantic Shores South Project area.

e The EIS should include the most current, best available science and scientific studies into the
environmental review, and must consider a variety of local and regional data sources for
conducting an analysis of the immediate and cumulative effects of the Atlantic Shores South
Project on marine mammals, particularly on species listed under the ESA and MMPA. As such,
NMES should not rely on the NARW migratory corridor Biologically Important Area as the sole
indicator of habitat importance for the species.

e The EIS should also include analysis of behavior avoidance as a result of high noise sources. New
assumptions, equations, and models are needed to accurately assess the harm. In particular, the
use of mean numbers also does not adequately capture the uncertainties involved in avoidance
and other assessments.

e A commenter noted that the best population estimates included in the COP reference the 2019
Stock Assessment Reports and are therefore based on outdated information. Best population
estimates for 2020 were released by NMFS in July 2021.

e BOEM must ensure that any potential stressors posed by site assessment activities on affected
species and stocks are avoided, minimized, mitigated, and monitored to the fullest extent
possible. This includes consideration of seasonal operations to avoid peak migration.

e EPA recommended conducting surveys to determine site-specific conditions that can better
inform the impacts analysis in the EIS.

e The EIS should analyze the impacts of climate change on migratory marine mammal species.

e The EIS should analyze impacts from noise pollution and the risk of increased vessel strikes from
construction and operations activities.

e The Affected Environment analysis in the EIS should include information on the seasonal
abundance and distribution of marine mammals, sea turtles, ESA-listed marine fish, anticipated

20



Atlantic Shores South Scoping Report

habitat uses (e.g., foraging, migrating), threats, and habitats, as well as the prey these species
depend, on throughout the area that may be directly or indirectly affected by the Atlantic Shores
South Project.

e Commenters expressed concern that the Atlantic Shores South Project would affect dolphin,
whales, and porpoise populations, and cause harm to other marine wildlife.

e The EIS should fully analyze vessel collision risk to large whales. BOEM should acknowledge
the significant risk vessel strikes pose to NARW and other large whales and require the industry
to reduce vessel speeds to 10 knots or less and take further measures to mitigate vessel collision
risk.

e BOEM should consider the level and potential impacts of vessel-related noise during
construction, particularly noise emitted by dynamic positioning systems (DPS). Reported source
levels of noise from DPS vary. BOEM should undertake an analysis of DPS and vessel-related
noise associated with the construction of Atlantic Shores South.

e The EIS should include documentation of best practices and methods that will be implemented to
reduce the incidental take of marine mammals and turtles associated with construction and
operations.

e Commenters noted that digital aerial survey methods are likely to underestimate the occurrence of
large whales and are not able to provide information on whale behavior, including foraging.
These surveys therefore do not negate the need for additional multi-year shipboard and/or
manned aerial surveys, as well as PAM, within the Atlantic Shores South Project area and
broader Project region prior to construction.

e BOEM should consider a variety of local and regional data sources. Data sources that should be
assessed include New York Department of Environmental Conservation aerial surveys, and
Northeast Large Pelagic Survey collaborative aerial and passive acoustic studies.

e The EIS should place special consideration on assessing impacts for Harbor porpoises as they are
extremely sensitive to noise and are more susceptible to temporary threshold shift caused by pile
driving operations.

e BOEM should not use the Duke University habitat-density models as the sole information source
from which to estimate marine mammal occurrence, density, and impact. Although not noted in
the Atlantic Shores South COP, the New Jersey Ecological Baseline Study generated density and
abundance estimates based on conventional distance sampling (CDS), a more robust methodology
than density surface modeling (DSM) used in the Roberts et al. model.

e BOEM must also require strong protections for other endangered and threatened marine mammal
species. As a general matter, BOEM must take all necessary precautions to reduce the number of
Level A takes (any act of pursuit, torment, or annoyance that has the potential to injure a marine
mammal or marine mammal stock in the wild) and Level B takes (any act that has the potential to
disturb [but not injure] a marine mammal or marine mammal stock in the wild by disrupting
behavioral patterns, including, but not limited to, migration, breathing, nursing, breeding, feeding,
or sheltering) for large whales to be as close to zero as possible.

e BOEM should include clearance and exclusion zone distances for NARWSs and other large whale
species, which must be designed to eliminate Level A take and minimize behavioral harassment
to the full extent practicable during the installation of gravity-based or suction bucket
foundations, considering noise levels expected to be generated during installation. Installation of
gravity-based and suction bucket foundations should not be initiated when a NARW or other
large whale species is detected within the relevant clearance zone. These operations should be
halted, unless continued installation activities are necessary for reasons of human safety or
installation feasibility. Installation may resume when the lead PSO confirms no NARWs or other
large species have been detected within the relevant clearance zones.
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BOEM should require that the Atlantic Shores South Project’s personnel report all visual
observations and acoustic detections of NARWSs to NMFS or the U.S. Coast Guard as soon as
possible and no later than the end of the PSO shift. Project personnel must immediately report an
entangled or dead NARW or other large whale species to NMFS, the Marine Animal Response
Team, or the U.S. Coast Guard. Quarterly reports of PSO sightings data should be made publicly
available to inform marine mammal science and protection.

BOEM should require that pile driving not be initiated within 1.5 hours of civil sunset or in times
of low visibility when the visual “clearance zone” and “exclusion zone” cannot be visually
monitored, as determined by the lead PSO.

A commenter suggested that pile driving may continue after dark only if the activity commenced
during daylight hours and must proceed for human safety or installation feasibility reasons.

A commenter recommended that a visual clearance zone and exclusion zone shall extend at
minimum 5,000 meters in all directions from the location of the driven pile, an acoustic clearance
zone shall extend at minimum 5,000 meters in all directions from the location of the driven pile,
and an acoustic exclusion zone shall extend at minimum 2,000 meters in all directions from the
location of the driven pile.

A commenter noted that it takes 6 miles (W2) (W3) for the single turbine source noise level of
180 decibels (dB) to fall below the 120 dB NMFS Level B criterion for disrupting marine
mammal behavior from continuous noise.

2.3.15 Mitigation and Monitoring

Comments relate to mitigation measures to address potential impacts and monitoring of biotic and abiotic
conditions. This includes comments on already proposed mitigation and monitoring measures, as well as

suggestions for additional mitigation and monitoring strategies for the proposed Project. Topics raised in

this category included the following:

The EIS should include a comprehensive regional fisheries and benthic resources monitoring plan
developed and implemented in collaboration and consultation with state fishery managers and
scientists.

BOEM should require training of all personnel working offshore on observing and identifying
NARW and other large marine mammals and should require all service operating vessels to carry
automated thermal detection systems.

BOEM should require Atlantic Shores and all offshore wind (OSW) developers, as part of the
permitting process, to reduce speed of all project-associated vessels of all sizes to 10 knots at all
times and locations (i.e., transiting to/from a project area) except in those circumstances where
the best available scientific information demonstrates that NARW and other marine mammals do
not use the area.

The EIS should include vessel speed restrictions, focusing on actual risk rather than “relative
risk,” as well as other emission reduction best practices for ports, including Tier 4 Final EPA
certified equipment, or the use of marine shore power systems.

The Brigantine Wilderness Area is a federally-designated Class I area, and as such, the EPA
recommends coordination with USFWS for air permits and the identification of mitigation
strategies to alleviate potential adverse air quality impacts in this area.

To protect ESA-listed sea turtles as well as other impacted marine species, avoidance and
mitigation measures must include vessel speed restriction and noise reduction in the Atlantic
Shores South Project area.
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e BOEM should commit to conducting comprehensive long-term science-based monitoring before,
during, and after construction to document impacts on benthic habitat and EFH and recovery,
compared to preconstruction survey baseline.

e EPA supports the development of a long-term monitoring plan to measure recovery of the benthic
habitat from construction-related disturbances and to monitor for potential migration of invasive
species. An action plan to address incomplete recovery or areas affected by invasive species
should be considered.

e BOEM should require field measurements throughout the construction process to ensure
compliance with noise reduction requirements.

e Commenters recommended using dampeners on the structures and the construction equipment to
reduce noise and vibrations from increased vessel traffic. Scour protections should also be
installed.

e The EIS should use models produced from standardized monitoring/survey data collection
methods to monitor birds, such as population estimates and migratory pathways.

e BOEM should examine a detailed adaptive ecosystem-wide management plan, describing how all
conservation obligations afforded to impacted avian species by multiple statutes, conservation
policies, agreements, and treaties will be met. This comprehensive plan could include methods
and standards for monitoring, avoidance, and mitigation, informed by current science and best
available technologies, in ecosystem-wide approaches. The best management practices (BMPs)
defined by this plan could be extended to other OSW projects within the region and all along the
Atlantic coast that encompass important habitats for birds migrating along the Atlantic Flyway.

e The EIS must consider measures to minimize construction and operational lighting throughout the
footprint of OSW projects following BOEM guidelines to minimize collision risk.

e To avoid, minimize, and mitigate adverse impacts on wildlife, the EIS must establish baseline
data, using best available science, on current ecological conditions, accurately identifying resident
and migratory species, and determining their population sizes within the offshore, coastal, and
onshore ecosystems of the Atlantic Shores South lease area.

e BOEM's assessment of the impacts on bats should be conservative, and employ the best available
scientific methods, such as autodetection, acoustic monitoring at nacelle height, targeted tagging
of bats, and thermal imaging technology.

e The EIS should identify all potential species-specific and ecosystem-wide impacts from the
Atlantic Shores South Project and evaluate operational noise and consider deployment of
attenuation technologies to minimize impacts on marine wildlife.

e  With respect to HVDC export, the EIS should consider using air-cooling systems, sustainable
closed-loop sea water cooling systems, or emergent pumpless technologies, instead of an open-
loop raw seawater cooling system to reduce adverse environmental impacts from HVDC
transformer platforms.

e The EIS should include acoustic, visual clearance, and exclusion zones extending at a minimum
of 5,000 meters in all directions from the location of the driven pile, an acoustic clearance zone
extending at a minimum of 5,000 meters in all directions from the location of the driven pile, and
an acoustic exclusion zone extending at a minimum of 2,000 meters in all directions from the
location of the driven pile.

e BOEM should require monitoring of acoustic clearance and exclusion zones using near real-time
PAM, assuming a detection range of at least 10,000 meters, undertaken from a vessel other than
the pile driving vessel, or from a stationary unit, to avoid the hydrophone being masked by
construction-related noise.
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o BOEM should require the presence of at least four vessel-based NOAA-certified PSOs following
a two-on, two-off rotation, each responsible for scanning no more than 180° of the horizon per
pile driving location. Additional vessels must survey the clearance and exclusion zones at speeds
of 10 knots. Consider deployment of additional observers and monitoring technologies (e.g.,
infrared, drones, hydrophones) to ensure comprehensive monitoring of clearance zones.

e BOEM should develop, report, and evaluate robust science-based avoidance, minimization, and
mitigation measures employing emerging and established technologies, in continued early
consultations with scientists, technology experts, federal agencies (NMFS, USFWS, Department
of Defense, and Department of Energy), tribal leaders, and all stakeholders to protect the natural
and cultural resources in the Atlantic Shores South Project area.

e BOEM should develop and implement a continued monitoring program to ensure that there is no
significant deterioration of the environmental conditions or the existing natural resources from
construction through the decommissioning phases.

o The EIS should consider use of deterrent technologies to reduce collision risks to bats and birds
and adaptive management strategies to reduce adverse impacts on all species, with particular
emphasis on those already at risk of extinction.

e The EIS should analyze strategies to minimize potential entanglement of marine mammals and
other megafauna on export cables, weather buoys, and ghost fishing gear.

e BOEM should require Atlantic Shores to report all visual observations and acoustic detections of
NARW to NMFS or the U.S. Coast Guard as soon as possible and no later than the end of the
PSO shift.

e BOEM should partner with acoustic data scientists (from New York State Department of Energy
Conservation, New York State Energy Research and Development Authority, Wildlife
Conservation Society, Northeast Fisheries Science Center, Woods Hole Oceanographic
Institution, etc.) and acoustic modeling scientists (e.g., from JASCO Applied Sciences) to obtain
and collate best available current scientific data to inform a comprehensive acoustic impacts and
cumulative impacts analysis.

e The EIS should assess deployment of a combination of noise abatement technologies, seasonal
and diel restrictions of construction activities to minimize impacts, curtailment of site assessment,
and characterization activities during times of highest risk.

e BOEM should consider a regional avian monitoring plan that includes baseline data collection
protocols, acoustic and visual monitoring methods, and technologies (e.g., marine radar surveys,
vessel surveys, personned or digital aerial transect surveys, acoustic monitoring, radio telemetry,
satellite telemetry, etc.) to fill knowledge gaps and to inform future OSW installation processes.

e The EIS must use best commercially available technology and methods to include a monitoring
and research plan conducted transparently by NOAA or an independent party to assess and report
the effects of the Atlantic Shores South Project on the ocean ecosystem including marine habitats,
wildlife, fishery resources and protected species, and changes compared to the baseline study.
The monitoring program included in the EIS should include, but should not be limited to,
chemical and sonic monitoring, assessment of physical alteration of the seafloor, currents and
winds, visual and acoustic surveys for protected species, and biological/ecological surveys for
marine wildlife presence and abundance.

e Commenters recommended that acoustic monitoring should be undertaken using near real-time
PAM, assuming a detection range of at least 10,000 meters, from a vessel other than the pile
driving vessel, or from a stationary unit, to avoid the hydrophone being masked by construction
related noise. PAM should be used during impact pile driving, vibratory pile driving installation
of the cofferdam, and High Resolution Geophysical (HRG) surveys. Acoustic and visual
monitoring should begin at least 60 minutes prior to the commencement or resumption of pile
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driving and should be conducted throughout the duration of pile driving activity. Visual
observation of the Visual Clearance Zone should continue until 30 minutes after pile driving.

o BOEM should work with OSW developers, fisheries, and scientists, and invest in scientific
research and development of monitoring technologies to inform proactive adaptive management
of impacted species of all taxa and their habitats.

e BOEM should develop programmatic, ecosystem-wide BMPs as part of the OSW industry
permitting requirements, based on current science and state-of-the-art/emergent technologies to
protect natural resources in all OSW projects.

e BOEM should create a publicly available centralized data portal to serve as a clearinghouse of
real-time data collection and dissemination for all OSW-related scientific and technological data.
All decision-making data should be transparent and available for public review.

e BOEM should require monitoring the magnitude and extent of sound propagation during
foundation construction via pile driving.

e The EIS should articulate specific monitoring and mitigation requirements for the protection of
Atlantic sturgeon during the construction, operation, and decommissioning phases of the
proposed Atlantic Shores South Project. The EIS should pay special attention to the temporal
effects of seabed disturbance on foraging habitat and prey availability relative to the migratory
patterns of Atlantic sturgeon and seasonal prevalence during construction activities. The preferred
alternative in the EIS should include a requirement for additional acoustic tagging of Atlantic
sturgeon to further enhance the ongoing BOEM Atlantic sturgeon telemetry study.

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

e The EIS should include a monitoring scope of work that would assess risk to various migratory
bird species at the Atlantic Shores South Project, and data should be coordinated with similar
ongoing efforts in Rhode Island, Massachusetts, and Virginia.

e Mitigation funds must be available to all affected vessels and ocean users who rely on the
Atlantic Shore South Project area for revenue. The availability of such funds and their influence
on impact determinations should be explained in detail in the EIS.

e To comply with state and federal policies and achieve all necessary permits, Atlantic Shores must
be developed in an environmentally responsible manner that avoids, minimizes, and mitigates
impacts on ocean wildlife and habitat and traditional ocean uses, meaningfully engages
stakeholders from the start, and uses the best available science and data to ensure science-based
and stakeholder-informed decision making.

e The EIS should consider turbine spacing less than 2 nautical miles for compensatory mitigation to
protect Atlantic surf clam and ocean quahog from gear that is deployed and hauled back, chain
lengths, vessel maneuverability, and other conditions.

e BOEM should note that compensatory mitigation alone is not sufficient to meet NEPA
requirements of avoiding, minimizing, and mitigating impacts on fisheries, nor does its
implementation assure that an OSW project has been designed in a way that does not
unreasonably interfere with fishing operations.

e BOEM should work with developers to ensure the NMFS survey is fully funded to mitigate
impacting fish stocks and allocations to the State.

e The EIS should account for monitoring for adverse effects that requires multiple modes of
evaluation in a coordinated framework pre- and post-construction. Radar, vessel and aerial
surveys, acoustic monitoring, and telemetry are all complementary tools that provide data
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necessary for evaluating impacts, though none of these tools provides the full picture when used
alone.

e BOEM should refer to post-construction fatality monitoring onshore under Tier 4 of the USFWS
Land-Based Wind Energy Guidelines.

e BOEM should require standardized methodology for using these new technologies across all
projects in the Atlantic OCS to incorporate mortality data, and possibly displacement data, into
ongoing cumulative effects analyses and adaptive management strategies, to validate collision
risk models, and to measure impacts on ESA-listed species and other species of conservation
obligation by augmenting tracking data with data from onsite detection technology. The Draft EIS
should specifically require the adoption of collision detection technologies when they are verified
and commercially available, and BOEM should support their development and testing.

e BOEM must require that lease applicants report mortality events promptly and publicly.

e BOEM must require the following: acoustic monitoring for birds and bats; installation of Motus
receivers on WTGs in the wind development area and support with upgrades or maintenance of
two onshore Motus receivers; deployment of Motus tags to track roseate terns, common terns,
and/or nocturnal passerine migrants; pre- and post-construction bat surveys; avian behavior point
count surveys at individual WTGs; and annual monitoring.

e The EIS should report and monitor using the best available data.

e A commenter noted that recommendations by USFWS Northeast Migratory Bird Office should be
followed when deploying receivers and tags, using the specifications best able to capture
migratory routes in the offshore environment.

e A commenter suggested that transect surveys be accompanied by telemetry and radar studies.

e The Draft EIS should provide more certainty that the developer will use adaptive management for
birds and collect “sufficiently robust” data to inform mitigation strategies to avoid, minimize, and
mitigate impacts on birds.

e The EIS should consider painting the turbine blades black to reduce motion smear.

e BOEM should support supplemental field surveys for bats on the OCS, using similar
methodology, requiring acoustic detectors to be placed at nacelle height on a subset of turbines
constructed along the Atlantic OCS, and requiring that the data collected be made publicly
available.

e BOEM should support research to determine whether it is possible to improve acoustic
monitoring to enable better species identifications, such as being able to differentiate calls
between the ESA-listed northern long-eared bat and other Myotis species.

e BOEM should support continued advances in radio telemetry equipment, nanotag transmitters,
and GPS tags so that more bats can be tracked offshore (e.g., support the development of smaller
GPS tags with longer battery lives).

e BOEM should support deploying Motus towers and/or other nanotag receiving towers in the
coastal and offshore environment, including on structures in Wind Energy Areas.

e BOEM should support efforts to tag additional individual bats with nanotag transmitters and GPS
tags and support the development of bat monitoring technology for offshore WTGs, such as strike
detection technology and thermal video.

e BOEM should support research on and testing of bat deterrent devices for offshore WTGs, such
as ultraviolet lighting or ultrasonic noise emitters.

e BOEM should require offshore wind projects to support testing and deployment of best available
monitoring and deterrent technologies, once developed, and require offshore wind projects to
promptly report and make publicly available all monitoring and testing data.
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BOEM should consider deterrent technologies to prevent bats from approaching the wind turbines
such as turbine coatings, ultrasonic noise emitters, and NRG Systems.

The EIS should include specific mitigation of impacts on wetlands, seagrass beds, and other
habitats. Seasonality of seagrass beds, turbidity, and spatiotemporal variability in the distribution
of the beds should all be analyzed.

NOAA recommended that the EIS must clearly identify what mitigation measures are included as
part of the proposed Atlantic Shores South Project and thus evaluated in the analysis, which
measures are proposed as required, and which measures are optional and could be implemented
by the developer to potentially reduce impacts. The document should provide information on how
mitigation measures are considered in the context of the definition of effects levels (e.g.,
negligible, minor, moderate, major), and how mitigation would offset those levels of effect. An
analysis of the effectiveness of any proposed mitigation should also be included in the NEPA
document.

The EIS should analyze temporary effects and anticipated recovery times for marine resources
within the impacts analysis.

The EIS should discuss the potential for bycatch measures resulting from protected species
interactions due to shifts in fishing activity and increased uncertainty in protected species
assessments.

The EIS should include details of compensation plans describing qualifying factors, time
constraints, allowed claim frequency, etc. if used as mitigation measures to reduce economic
impacts from access loss/restriction, effort displacement, or gear damage/loss.

BOEM should consider real-time and archival PAM as a secondary detection/monitoring system
during construction, to increase situational awareness in vessel corridors and around the Atlantic
Shores South Project area, and to monitor the distribution of marine mammals in the lease area
during construction and operation.

BOEM should implement a regional federal scientific survey mitigation program that evaluates
scientific survey designs; development of new survey approaches; development of interim
provisional survey indices; integration of monitoring plans that address regional survey needs;
and development of new data collection, analysis, management, and dissemination systems.

BOEM should achieve no less than 10 dB (Sound Exposure Level) in combined noise reduction
and attenuation, taking as baseline projections from prior noise measurements of unmitigated
piles from Europe and North America.

The EIS should evaluate all established and emergent technologies to minimize continuous
operational noise both from the gearboxes (e.g., by acoustic decoupling of the turbine from the
mast or platform, by installing direct drive turbines, or other technologies) as well as from
propeller blades.

2.3.16 Navigation and Vessel Traffic

Comments relate to impacts on the ability to operate and navigate personal or commercial vessels and
potential increases of vessel traffic. Topics raised in this category included the following:

Commenters indicated that the currently proposed navigation lanes between turbines are not large
or numerous enough. Suggested navigation lanes were between 2 and 4 nautical miles. Additional
commenters suggest designating transit lanes and corridors between leasing areas and other
frequently utilized areas.

Commenters indicated that submarine cables that are not properly sited, not buried deep enough,
or not sufficiently maintained present a hazard to navigation.
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The EIS should address turbine blade interference with radar transmitters, which may inhibit safe
navigation of the site.

The EIS should account for competing uses and navigation impacts of offshore wind facilities
based on the potential increased or altered traffic patterns, and the increased risk of collisions and
spills of gas, oil, and chemicals.

BOEM should require all vessels be equipped with a Class A AIS system, at all times, if
associated with the offshore wind siting, development, and operation of the Atlantic Shores South
Project for evaluation of potential impacts.

Commenters noted the increased risk and danger of collision with turbines for both commercial
and recreational vessels, especially during inclement weather. The EIS should evaluate the
Atlantic Shores South Project’s impact on transportation safety in regards to commercial shipping
and safety of navigation, search and rescue operations, and offshore and land-based radar.

The EIS should address the turbines’ impact on access to existing fishing locations and potential
impacts on meeting fishing quotas as more time is spent navigating through the Atlantic Shores
South Project site.

The EIS should address how aerial and tugboat search and rescue operations will be affected by
the proposed Atlantic Shores South Project.

2.3.17 NEPA/Public Involvement Process

Comments related to the preparation of the EIS and the NEPA process, including how public
stakeholders, state and federal agencies, and tribes will be engaged. Topics raised in this category
included the following:

The environmental review process should continue coordination with local stakeholders,
including the recreational and commercial fishing communities, state and federal agencies, and
tribes.

Commenters expressed a lack of trust in the public involvement process, citing a lack of
advertisement for and awareness of public involvement opportunities and that the public’s
concerns were not being incorporated into the Atlantic Shores South Project design. Commenters
also cited dissatisfaction in the timing of public involvement, stating that involvement should
have begun earlier in the process.

BOEM should extend the public comment period on the COP based on the updated and delayed
COP Supplemental Filing Schedule to allow adequate time for review. Future projects’ timelines
should be maintained in order to accommodate scoping, consultation, and review timelines.

BOEM should ensure that decisions are being made with the best available science and in
alignment with applicable state and federal laws and plans. Commentors indicated that
information and data used to make decisions should be made publicly available.

The EIS should describe how BOEM’s process for the proposed Atlantic Shores South Project
may differ from the standard process utilized on other offshore wind projects given its unique
approach with two electrically distinct projects.

BOEM should develop a plan for the consideration of cumulative impacts and define the proper
scale for those considerations during the scoping phase for the Atlantic Shores South Project or
other offshore wind projects. This information will aid in the evaluation of impacts and the
development of mitigation measures.

Commenters requested a clear, concise approach to the EIS with supporting evidence for agency
decisions. Additional plans, such as a mariner communication plan, adaptive management plan,
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and collision risk model analysis are requested to provide transparency and reduce potential
impacts.

e BOEM should reconsider its approach for reviewing the PDE and COPs in order to determine
opportunities for technologies that may reduce impacts and costs. Commenters requested that
BOEM publicly announce when a COP has been revised and include changes made to better aid
in the review process.

e Programmatic consultation is needed throughout the NEPA process with local, state, and federal
agencies and tribes as well as experts for the resources being evaluated. Coordination and
consultation should begin in the early stages and continue throughout the duration of the Atlantic
Shores South Project.

e BOEM should take a more uniform and consistent approach to the NEPA process for offshore
wind projects. Commenters also suggested a programmatic EIS by region with tiered analyses for
individual projects to provide a more comprehensive approach to offshore wind development.

e  Where it is possible to develop a reasonable estimate of the net change in emissions due to the
Atlantic Shores South Project, the EPA recommends that the EIS include benefit-cost analyses
incorporating the societal value of changes in greenhouse gas emissions based on Social Cost of
Greenhouse Gases estimates.

e The Environmental Consequences section of the EIS must consider impacts resulting from the
construction, operation and maintenance, and decommissioning of the proposed facility,
including survey and monitoring activities that are anticipated to occur following approval of a
COP. Impact descriptions should include both magnitude (negligible, minor, moderate, major)
and direction of impacts (beneficial or adverse) and, where applicable, the duration. Criteria to
determine the magnitude and direction of impacts should be clearly defined. This section should
consider all of the individual, direct, and indirect effects, including those impacts that may occur
off site as a result of the proposed activities, such as construction of landside facilities necessary
to construct and support operations of the Atlantic Shores South Project.

2.3.18 Other Resources and Uses
Comments related to aviation, marine minerals, military, research activities, and other resources.

2.3.18.1 Aviation
e No comments were related to aviation.

2.3.18.2 Marine Minerals

Topics raised in this category include the following:

e Concern was raised that the Atlantic Shores South Project could interact with or impact mineral
extraction.

2.3.18.3 Military

Topics raised in this category include the following:

e Concern was raised that the Atlantic Shores South Project could interact with or impact military
use.
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2.3.18.4 Research Activities

Topics raised in this category include the following:

The immediate, local warming effects of offshore wind farms should be studied and monitored.

Natural wave actions, reduced winds, and produced eddies of the Gulf Stream are areas of
research that need to be studied.

Expedited research and analysis are needed to draft comprehensive data-based avoidance and
mitigation strategies, and to adopt a least-impact precautionary approach. Some recommendations
are: invest in scientific research and development of monitoring technologies to inform proactive
adaptive management of impacted species of all taxa and their habitats, create a publicly available
centralized data portal to serve as a clearinghouse of real-time data collection and dissemination
for all OSW-related scientific and technological data, and address the issue of
proposed/confirmed offtake/PPAs prior to permitting decisions on the proposed OSW projects.

There are concerns that the Atlantic Shores South Project are being rushed as there is not enough
science to determine the impacts of the wind industry on the ocean off the New York/New Jersey
coast.

2.3.18.5 Other

Topics raised in this category included the following:

Some commenters are concerned about leasing federal ocean resources to large foreign
companies, and requested that a summary of the U.S. and European companies be included in the
Draft EIS, confirming a fair and transparent notification/competitive bid/request for proposal
process open to all companies, including the U.S.

It is recommended that the Atlantic Shores South Draft EIS remain objective in language used in
its impact analysis (e.g., by using terminology such as “increase,” “decrease,” and “change”).

2.3.19 Other Topics Not Listed

This generalized comment category was used to collect other substantive comments. Specific topics could
include (but are not limited to) coastal zone consistency, noise, materials and waste management, general
wildlife, and EMF.

2.3.19.1 Coastal Zone Consistency

Comments addressed compliance with state Coastal Management Program(s). Topics raised in this
category included the following:

Seeking certification of the federal consistency for purposes of the Coastal Zone Management
Act precludes the public and the State of New Jersey from ensuring that their comments reflect
the most recent and accurate representations of Atlantic Shores’ operations and their potential
impacts.

2.3.19.2 Noise

Comments addressed noise associated with construction and operations, including low-frequency noise.
Topics raised in this category included the following:
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The EIS should provide a sound source verification study from a similar project or clearly explain
how source levels were calculated.

Many commenters expressed concern over the noise generated by pile driving and the effects
thereof.

The EIS should prohibit installation of gravity-based foundations when protected species are
present or migrating in the Atlantic Shores South Project area.

The EIS and EFH assessments need to fully analyze the operational sound levels generated by the
turbine gearboxes and the potential effects on wildlife.

The EIS must evaluate all established and emergent technologies to minimize operational noise.

Concern was expressed that the underwater noise would drive away native marine species, that it
could impede the migration corridor of whales, or it could hamper the Navy’s sonar use.

Several commenters were concerned with the number of similar projects along the east coast, all
along similar timelines, the number of turbines in total, and the cumulative noise impacts.

Concern was expressed about noise from the turbines and from the propellers, how far that noise
may travel, and what effects it may have on humans and wildlife.

It was suggested that the investment be made into research to better understand the potential
cumulative effects of OSW-related acoustic and barometric disturbances, and the behavioral
responses, on economically and ecologically important fisheries and benthic resources, and that
this study should focus on broad, representative group of species with the widest range of hearing
capabilities and mechanisms of the fish present in the OSW areas.

2.3.19.3 Materials and Waste Management

Comments addressed the fate of materials and potential risks of materials/waste spills. Topics raised in
this category included the following:

The EIS should require that any place where the bottom sediments will be disturbed must be
evaluated for sediment contamination to understand the potential for environmental effects
associated with contaminant release. This is due to the non-regulated disposal of materials such as
dredged spoils from inshore, nearshore, or harbor maintenance and disposal of onshore materials,
including waste with unacceptable levels of heavy metals and persistent organic pollutants for
many years.

The EIS should require that turbine components be recycled after decommissioning.

A commenter expressed concern that there is a need to develop comprehensive waste
management plans and ensure all of the Atlantic Shores South Project’s personnel are trained to
prevent spills and to control water pollution.

2.3.19.4 General Wildlife

Comments addressed harm or death to multiple types of species due to construction and operation. Topics
raised in this category included the following:

The EIS should include strong protections for already stressed coastal and marine habitats and
wildlife, using science-based measures to avoid, minimize, mitigate, and monitor impacts on
valuable and vulnerable wildlife and ecosystems.

The EIS should include NOAA as a cooperating agency and conduct appropriate consultations,
including cumulative effects analysis and Project-specific monitoring efforts.

The EIS should consider impacts on species’ migration patterns and food webs.
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The EIS should address potential minimization and mitigation measures to reduce impacts on
wildlife.

The EIS should consider long-term impacts on wildlife species.
The EIS must abide by the ESA and the MBTA.

The EIS must include the cumulative impacts of offshore wind development on the OCS of
representative species of every taxon and their habitats.

A commenter expressed the view that rising sea temperatures will have a far greater impact on the
wildlife and fisheries than these offshore wind projects and that the choice is between moving to
wind or continuing to rely on fossil fuels, continuing to pollute the air, and continuing to alter the
ocean’s temperature and acidity by releasing more carbon into the air.

Several commenters expressed the view that there is not enough known about the cumulative
impacts of the development of offshore wind energy and its associated infrastructure on marine
resources and the entire ecosystem.

Several commenters expressed the view that the EIS is going to be robust enough to mitigate any
wildlife and environmental impacts of the Atlantic Shores South Project, and that Atlantic Shores
has confirmed that the EIS will demonstrate the use of best available innovation and science that

the U.S. offshore wind industry advances responsibly.

Several commenters expressed concern over the effects of the Atlantic Shores South Project on
whales; from sound and from vessel strikes.

2.3.19.5 Electromagnetic Fields

Comments addressed the potential impacts of EMF on wildlife and humans. Topics raised in this category
included the following:

The EIS should consider published research on the effect of EMF on wildlife, including effects on
migration/orientation and other behaviors, and the distance those effects may reach from the
Atlantic Shores South Project’s site.

The EIS should consider ways to minimize the impacts of EMF on wildlife, including listed
species and their prey.

The EIS should identify and address uncertainty in the potential for EMF impacts on wildlife and
should provide justification, including supporting scientific studies, for all conclusions regarding
EMF.

A commenter hopes that technical experts determine the depth to bury the electrical cables to
minimize the effects of EMF.

2.3.19.6 Other

Topics raised on other themes included the following:

Several commenters express concerns about altered microclimates caused by the Atlantic Shores
South Project.

A commenter stated that the U.S. is lagging behind Europe in the deployment of offshore wind.

A commenter expressed concern that the available data from biological and ecological surveys is
outdated.

A commenter expressed concern about the possibility of adverse impacts of the Atlantic Shores
South Project on other industries and uses, such as mineral extraction, military use, air traffic,
land-based radar, cables and pipelines, and scientific surveys.
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e A commenter stated that there should be a uniform gear loss compensation program like those of
oil and gas be developed for OSW.

e The draft EIS should consider how Project-caused changes in wave action might affect ocean
users.

e A commenter expressed concern about whether any part of the Atlantic Shores South Project area
was property acquired or developed with NPS Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF)
monies and, therefore, in conflict with Section 6(F)(3) of the LWCF act.

e A commenter expressed concern about the vulnerability of the offshore wind farms to severe
storms and hurricanes.

e A commenter expressed concern about changes to administrations over the 20-year life of the
Atlantic Shores South Project and how those changes might affect plans being made for the
proposed Project and any other renewable energy source projects.

2.3.20 Planned Activities Scenario/Cumulative Impacts

Comments on cumulative impacts suggested that the EIS include the full range of reasonably foreseeable
projects, especially all potential offshore wind projects. Comments suggested that cumulative impacts
could be severe for many different resources. Topics raised in this category included the following:

e The EIS should analyze and report the cumulative effects on all affected resources including
marine mammals, bats, birds, sea turtles, endangered species, EFH, benthic resources,
commercial and recreational fisheries, wetlands, air quality, water quality, recreation and tourism,
socioeconomics, cultural resources, navigation and vessel traffic, visual resources, noise, vessel
strike risk, habitat displacement, cold pools, and oceanographic conditions, with regards to the
construction, operation, maintenance, and dismantling or decommissioning of the proposed
Atlantic Shores South Project.

e The EIS should take a full annual and lifecycle approach to address cumulative impacts on
population levels of impacted species.

e The cumulative impacts assessment in the EIS should incorporate long-term projections of
various climate-change scenarios.

e The cumulative impacts assessment should include the combined impacts from the proposed
Atlantic Shores South Project and all other past, current, and foreseeable activities, including all
offshore wind lease areas and all projects currently proposed off the Atlantic coast, as well as
sand mining, aquaculture, vessel activity, fisheries management actions, and disposal sites.

e The EIS should acknowledge and address the limited existing scientific data, pilot project studies,
and other research regarding potential cumulative impacts of large-scale offshore wind projects.

e The EIS should include in its scope and cumulative assessment, not just Projects 1 and 2, but the
potential Project 3 to be sited within the remainder of the lease area.

e The cumulative impacts assessment should consider the U.S. Coast Guard proposal impacting the
NARW migratory corridor.

e BOEM should adopt a programmatic ecosystem-wide approach in the development of the
cumulative impacts analysis incorporating all offshore wind projects, as well as non-offshore
wind project activities offshore, nearshore, and onshore of the proposed Atlantic Shores South
Project area.

e The analysis should consider cumulative impacts of all wind projects in the context of existing
fisheries management measures.

e The geographic scale selected for the cumulative impact assessment should be aligned with the
scale of the ecosystem impacted by the Atlantic Shores South Project and the scale of the systems
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necessary to support the biodiversity of the regional ecosystem, and encompass all Project-related
activities, including the lease area, cable corridors, landing sites, and the use of ports outside of
the immediate Project area.

BOEM should work closely with other federal, state, and local agencies to ensure that the most
appropriate data is used in the impact analyses.

The EIS should consider possible mitigation measures to address cumulative impacts and
coordinate closely with other agencies. Integrated monitoring approaches should be implemented
to coordinate among the various offshore wind projects.

2.3.21 Proposed Action/Project Design Envelope

Comments that addressed the Proposed Action and the Atlantic Shores South Project’s design envelope
included suggestions to consider alternate technologies, account for impacts from all of the Project’s
components, collaborate with adjacent wind farms, and undergo comprehensive surveys. Topics raised in
this category included the following:

A commenter expressed concern over the use of alternating current or direct current cables that
may be used for the export cables. They have concerns about the environmental impacts of
cooling systems at conversion stations.

BOEM should address the issue of proposed/confirmed offtake/PPAs prior to permitting
decisions on the proposed Atlantic Shores South Project as such agreements could result in
inflexibility on the part of the developer in the consideration of least-impactful alternatives, and
other requirements, and could also influence the permitting agencies into accepting the proposed
Project as-is or no projects as the only two alternatives available.

Commenter suggests using anchors and jack-up features, while slowly increasing sound to give
mobile species a chance to vacate the area prior to pile-driving activities.

The EIS should provide additional information on the technologies to be used and how the wind
farm will generate the expected amount of energy; who will be purchasing the generated
electricity; what it will be used for; and how the manufacturer will work with current electricity
suppliers, distributors, regulators, and communities.

Commenters request that BOEM require more details in regards to the staging and specifications
for both Project 1 and Project 2 before the EIS process continues further to allow a
comprehensive analysis of potential impacts.

BOEM should consider and conduct a thorough analysis of all available technologies and Project
locations that may reduce environmental impacts.

Commenters expressed concern regarding the accelerated timeline of the Atlantic Shores South
Project and the limited flexibility in schedule. Additionally, the pace and number of offshore
wind projects in development in the region pose challenges for thorough analysis of potential
impacts, informed public input, and adopting lessons learned from each project.

The NOI and the purpose and need should tie to both state and national goals to the proposed
Atlantic Shores South Project in order to develop alternatives and provide justification for the
Project.

Under NEPA, the PDE requires that the parameter having the maximum impact for a given
resource be used in the analysis. The vagueness presented to the public prevents meaningful
comment and additional details necessary for analysis and comment.

Reasonably foreseeable impacts, as required by NEPA, should be included in the EIS and
encompass potential impacts from the decommissioning of the Atlantic Shores South Project site.
The EIS should present the plan for decommissioning and its impact in specific terms.
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By evaluating only the maximum impacts that could occur within the PDE, an opportunity is
missed to identify preferred available technologies that may be less impactful and perhaps even
more cost-effective (assuming cost of mitigation and related permit conditions are calculated and
factored into the Atlantic Shores South Project’s costs).

The EIS should include specific and clear descriptions of the potential onshore facilities and
account for all potential port activities at the various proposed locations. The EIS should also
include additional information related to the operation and maintenance of the Project’s
infrastructure.

Commenters encouraged BOEM and the developers to fully disclose the extent to which
additional onshore connections and associated infrastructure may be possible or likely in the
future

Given the wide range of the PDE and uncertainty of the impacts, commenters request a narrow
range be considered and for BOEM to publicly announce whenever a COP has been revised and
what changes were made.

Commenters noted that in order to meet the State’s Plan energy goal, Ocean Wind, Hudson
South, and Atlantic Shores South areas will need to be developed and therefore are connected
actions. As a result, all three areas should be included in the scope of this EIS.

It is recommended to have common turbine spacing and layout with adjoining wind projects. If
this cannot be done, it is recommended that setbacks from the shared border be utilized to create a
gap between projects. This will aid in vessel traffic, navigation, fishing, and search and rescue.

In an effort to avoid impacts with adjacent offshore wind projects, the EIS should evaluate the
opportunities for common cable corridors.

2.3.22 Purpose and Need

Comments related to meeting state and federal goals, turning to other energy options, and shifting focus
from the applicant’s interests. Topics raised in this category included the following:

The EIS should revise the purpose and need statement to prioritize the Outer Continental Shelf
Lands Act and NEPA’s focus on environmental safeguards and eliminating damage to the
environment.

The purpose and need should recognize the urgent need to address climate change.

Some commenters expressed support for the proposed Atlantic Shores South Project as a way to
contribute to New Jersey’s energy goals, align with Governor Murphy’s offshore wind goals, and
meet the White House’s call for renewable energy, associated job creation, and stronger domestic
supply.

The primary purpose and need revolves around reducing our reliance on fossil fuels.

BOEM must not rush the process to meet the current national goal of generating 30 gigawatts of
OSW by 2030 because offshore windfarms will result in permanent alterations to the marine
environment with significant consequences to the survival of wildlife. They should use thoughtful
science-based consideration and accounting of all OSW impacts, long-term projections of various
climate crisis scenarios, and reasonably foreseeable coastal and maritime changes from
anthropogenic activities. This deliberate approach is essential to develop avoidance and
mitigation strategies to prevent the extinction of impacted marine wildlife.

2.3.23 Sea Turtles

Comments about sea turtles that address biological, structural, or habitat impacts on the species, or their
habitat included the following:
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o BOEM expects impacts on sea turtles from underwater noise caused by construction and from
collisions with vessel traffic associated with the Atlantic Shores South Project.

e Five sea turtle species are listed under New Jersey law and are known to occur within or in the
vicinity of the Atlantic Shores South Project area. BOEM must adopt a conservative
precautionary approach in its EIS so as not to further endanger the sea turtles. Inter-agency
collaboration and coordination is essential to sea turtle protection and recovery. Data on sea turtle
movements, distributions, and habitat use patterns, and interactions with OSW facilities need
more research. Multiple corroborating approaches are needed to acquire spatiotemporal profiles
of different sea turtle species in the Atlantic Shores South Project area because the ability to
detect sea turtles through visual sightings and aerial surveys is highly variable.

e Development of avoidance and mitigation strategies must be based on accurate estimates of sea
turtle populations, their precise seasonal location, and a comprehensive assessment of cumulative
impacts of all human activities in the region, including climate change.

o The presence in/relative use of nearshore areas by sea turtle species must be accounted for in
models of species density to inform impact analysis because some of Atlantic Shores South
Project activities would take place in coastal waters. The EIS must include cumulative analysis of
impacts on sea turtles for all impact-producing factors from Atlantic Shores South, other OSW
and non-OSW activities offshore, nearshore, and onshore.

e Avoidance and mitigation measures must include vessel speed restriction. Vessel speed should be
reduced to 10 knots for all vessels within the Atlantic Shores South Project’s footprint, regardless
of whether vessels are transiting or on site. Slowing to 4 knots from June 1 through November 30
while transiting through areas of visible jellyfish aggregations or floating vegetation lines or mats
will improve protection for sea turtles. Slowing down to well below 10 knots improves the ability
of vessels to maneuver and adjust speeds.

e Require a minimum of four NOAA-certified PSOs solely focused on monitoring for protected
species to monitor all exclusion zones for sea turtles during impact pile-driving, HRG and
geotechnical surveys, and during vibratory driving. Monitoring reports must be made publicly
available in real time. Prior to the commencement of construction activities, PSOs must scan and
monitor the area for the presence of sea turtles. If turtles are detected prior to or during
construction activities, activities must be paused and recommence only after the observers
confirm that the turtles have cleared the area.

e Real-time monitoring studies should complement aerial survey data and provide a precise and
accurate spatiotemporal estimate of sea turtle populations, their movements, dive patterns, surface
times, and habitat use in the North Atlantic. These baseline data are essential in accurately
estimating sea turtle takes in Atlantic Shores South Project activities and in developing
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation strategies.

e A combination of satellite tags and acoustic telemetry will improve understanding of sea turtle
habitat.

e Research is needed to determine the temporary and permanent acoustic threshold shifts in sea
turtles so that accurate limits for cumulative anthropogenic sound sources can be identified.
Experiments should examine acoustic pressure and intensity separately to determine which of
these sound components sea turtles detect and whether hearing sensitivity changes under
pressure. Additionally, Atlantic Shores should conduct underwater audiograms of sea turtle
species of various age classes because hearing sensitivity is known to change with age.

e To generate density/abundance estimates for sea turtles, models should use detection functions,
on-effort sightings, etc. These models are run using either the CDS method and/or the DSM
method (e.g., Roberts models). “Density” or “abundance” estimates derived from any other
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methods are not statistically sound for these animal groups and cannot be directly compared to
CDS/DSM estimates.

Satellite telemetry data are available from rehabilitated and released Kemp’s Ridley and Green
turtles that suggest rehabilitated turtles are a good proxy for wild-caught turtles. Considering the
costs and probably limited success rate of in-water tagging work for these species, acoustic
telemetry of rehabilitated turtles may also be an effective means of gathering useful data.

BOEM should update their injury and behavioral radii for acoustic impacts on sea turtles from
pile driving activities.

2.3.24 Scenic and Visual Resources

Comments on scenic and visual resources focus on the detrimental impact the wind farm would have on
the landscape and viewing experience. Topics raised in this category included the following:

Commenters expressed concern over the visual impact of the proposed turbines from the
shoreline and felt that the proposed Atlantic Shores South Project would be very visible from
shore and could dramatically alter the landscape, character, and night sky of the area. In
particular, these commenters expressed concern regarding the size of the proposed turbines and
worried the visual impact would negatively affect tourism and property values.

Some commenters expressed concern over the visual renderings and simulations of the proposed
turbines in the COP and on Atlantic Shores’ website saying they could be misleading and
requested visual renderings and analysis of impacts be prepared by an independent party and
under various lighting conditions and locations.

A few commenters asked why the visual impact was not assessed 10 years ago when the lease
area was established.

Some commenters suggested ways to reduce the visual impacts from the proposed Atlantic
Shores South Project, including establishing exclusion zones requiring the turbines to be a
minimum of around 20 statute miles offshore or follow New York’s exclusion zone of 17.3 miles.

A commenter also suggested methods to reduce impacts on the night sky, including directing
lighting downward, shielding lights, adding motion sensors to some lights, using warm color
lights, and others.

Other commenters felt that the proposed turbines were far enough offshore that they would not
detract from the viewshed and postulated that the turbines may increase property values and
tourism as well as help combat climate change.

2.3.25 Water Quality

Common topics raised in this category included the following:

The EIS should contain information to specifically determine whether the Atlantic Shores South
Project will result in discharges of pollutants to waters of the U.S. requiring authorization.

The EIS should describe how the Atlantic Shores South Project will be consistent with state
requirements related to vessel discharges.

A concern was raised about impacts on water quality through sediment disturbance and pollutant
discharge.

2.3.26 Wetlands and Waters of the U.S.

Comments on wetlands and waters of the U.S. suggest close coordination and compliance with laws and
regulations. Topics raised in this category included the following:
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e USACE will coordinate with the NJDEP regarding the limits of jurisdictional wetlands.

e The EIS should include a range of design and construction measures to avoid and minimize
impacts on wetlands, streams, and other waters of the U.S. and explain how the proposed Atlantic
Shores South Project would comply with EPA’s Clean Water Act regulations.

e The EIS should include an evaluation of ways in which each alternative can be designed to avoid
or, where unavoidable, minimize direct and indirect impacts on wetlands and other waters. The
evaluation of direct and indirect impacts should fully consider both temporary and permanent
impacts as well as future impacts from necessary upgrades or maintenance.

e The EIS should include evaluation of indirect impacts, which should include any clearing impacts
for the proposed terrestrial construction activities resulting in a change (either permanent or
temporary) of cover type within a wetland (e.g., converting a forested wetland to an emergent or
scrub/shrub wetland). Furthermore, construction-related indirect impacts, including water quality
impacts (though unlikely) and erosion or sedimentation impacts on wetlands or waterbodies
should be analyzed.

o EPA recommended that close coordination with USACE, NMFS, EPA, and state coastal zone
management offices is essential during this process.

e The EIS should address Section 14 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 (33 U.S.C. 408).
2.3.27 General Support or Opposition

Many comments expressed general support or opposition for the Atlantic Shores South Project. Some
commenters provided comments of support or opposition without providing a justification. Other
commenters referred to resource topics as a justification for their support or opposition. Commenters are
generally supportive of the proposed Atlantic Shores South Project because it may reduce fossil fuel
dependance, reduce climate change impacts, increase job opportunities and improve the local economy,
increase resiliency in the electric grid, improve air quality, and/or or add habitat for marine fisheries.
Commenters are generally opposed to the proposed Atlantic Shores South Project because it may
adversely affect the aesthetics of the ocean view, marine wildlife and habitat, bats, birds, water quality,
recreation and tourism, property values, commercial fisheries, navigation, and the local economy.
Commenters proposed moving the Atlantic Shores South Project farther from shore, conducting long-
term studies to assess potential ecosystem impacts, adjusting the number and placement of turbines to
reduce long-term impacts, or relocating the Atlantic Shores South Project to another lease area.
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A.1. Introduction

ICF’s process for analyzing public comments builds upon our commercial web-based CommentWorkse
software product. As a first step, we downloaded and processed electronic copies of the comments from
the www.regulations.gov site, so that we could then import these data into CommentWorks. A
hierarchical outline was developed to include key issues provided by BOEM staff, issues addressed by the
commenters, as well as categories identified in the Notice. ICF staff reviewed the comment letters,
identifying the substantive excerpts within each submission (“bracketing”), and used the issue outline to
associate each excerpt to the issue(s) to which it applies (“coding”). The end product of the bracketing
and coding analysis is this “comment excerpt-by-issue report” — a report generated in CommentWorks
that includes the verbatim text of substantive comment excerpts sorted by issue.

A.2. Index of Comment Submissions Sorted by Submission Number

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

Table A-1 List of Submission Identifications, Names, and Affiliations

Submission ID Individual Name

Agency/Organization Name

BOEM-2021-0057-0002

jean publieee

BOEM-2021-0057-0003

Kathy Flynn

BOEM-2021-0057-0004

jasonirrera

BOEM-2021-0057-0005

Robert Joseph Glaser

BOEM-2021-0057-0006

Jo-Ann Sangataldo

BOEM-2021-0057-0007

Andrew Sangataldo

BOEM-2021-0057-0008

Charles Calitri

BOEM-2021-0057-0009

James Binder

BOEM-2021-0057-0010

David Hayes

BOEM-2021-0057-0011

Anonymous

BOEM-2021-0057-0012

Hector Rivera

BOEM-2021-0057-0013

Matthew M.

BOEM-2021-0057-0014

Sabrina Wilder

BOEM-2021-0057-0015

Kaitlyn Haymire

BOEM-2021-0057-0016

Anthony David

BOEM-2021-0057-0017

Nicholas Palmisano

BOEM-2021-0057-0018

DJH Marketing Communications,
Inc.

BOEM-2021-0057-0019

Brian Frank

BOEM-2021-0057-0020

Tamar Kieval Brill

BOEM-2021-0057-0021

jim wolf

BOEM-2021-0057-0022

Thomas Cole

BOEM-2021-0057-0023

Ken Dolsky
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Submission ID

Individual Name

Agency/Organization Name

BOEM-2021-0057-0024

GE Renewable Energy

BOEM-2021-0057-0025

Emma Giebel

BOEM-2021-0057-0026

Robert Van Norman

BOEM-2021-0057-0027

Kevin Kernan

BOEM-2021-0057-0028

Walter Korfmacher

BOEM-2021-0057-0029

Marian Doherty

BOEM-2021-0057-0030

Liza Wolf

BOEM-2021-0057-0031

David Ackerman

BOEM-2021-0057-0032

Ryan R

BOEM-2021-0057-0033

Brenna Fallows

BOEM-2021-0057-0034

Jennifer Nielsen

BOEM-2021-0057-0035

Anthony Hagen

BOEM-2021-0057-0036

David Korfhage

BOEM-2021-0057-0037

Megan Duren

BOEM-2021-0057-0038

Frank Koch

BOEM-2021-0057-0039

John A. Peterson Jr.

Borough of Seaside Park

BOEM-2021-0057-0040

Lauren Morse

BOEM-2021-0057-0041

Long Beach Island Coalition for
Wind Without Impact

BOEM-2021-0057-0042

Charles Dubusky

BOEM-2021-0057-0043

Charles Dubusky

BOEM-2021-0057-0044

Chuck Edwards

BOEM-2021-0057-0045

Lynn Petrulio

BOEM-2021-0057-0046

Christopher Knell

BOEM-2021-0057-0047

John Hailperin

Beach Haven Taxpayers
Association

BOEM-2021-0057-0048

James Binder

BOEM-2021-0057-0049

John (Jack) DiEnna

Geothermal National International
Initiative

Long Beach Island Coalition for

BOEM-2021-0057-0050 Robert Stern Wind Without Impact
BOEM-2021-0057-0051 EPA
BOEM-2021-0057-0052 Beth Lowell Oceana

BOEM-2021-0057-0053

Cyndie Williams

Carpenter Contractor Trust

BOEM-2021-0057-0054

Ann Adams

BOEM-2021-0057-0055

Galli Melissa

BOEM-2021-0057-0056

J Clark

BOEM-2021-0057-0057

Jennifer Green
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Submission ID

Individual Name

Agency/Organization Name

BOEM-2021-0057-0058

Angelisa DiPalma

BOEM-2021-0057-0059 Krista Baum
BOEM-2021-0057-0060 Maggie Shatt
BOEM-2021-0057-0061 Anonymous
BOEM-2021-0057-0062 Anonymous

BOEM-2021-0057-0063

Carol Thomas

BOEM-2021-0057-0064

Brendan Kelly

BOEM-2021-0057-0065

John Sauer

BOEM-2021-0057-0066

Peter Hartney

BOEM-2021-0057-0067

Mark Hale

BOEM-2021-0057-0068

Nancy Pino

BOEM-2021-0057-0069

Matthew Kelly

BOEM-2021-0057-0070

Timothy Feeney

BOEM-2021-0057-0071

Duane Watlington

Vacation Rentals Jersey Shore, LLC

BOEM-2021-0057-0072

Duane Watlington

BOEM-2021-0057-0073

Allyson Sullivan

BOEM-2021-0057-0074

Christine Leichte

Save Long Beach Island, Inc

BOEM-2021-0057-0075

Jillian Lawrence
Lawrence

BOEM-2021-0057-0076

Joseph Ralph

BOEM-2021-0057-0077

Steve Dayney

Siemens Gamesa Renewable
Energy

BOEM-2021-0057-0078

Mary LaStella

BOEM-2021-0057-0079

Donald Miller

BOEM-2021-0057-0080

Stephanie Clemson

BOEM-2021-0057-0081

Stephanie Clemson

BOEM-2021-0057-0082

Stephanie Clemson

BOEM-2021-0057-0083

Hubert Streep

BOEM-2021-0057-0084

Nancy Duchnowski

BOEM-2021-0057-0085 L Stevens
BOEM-2021-0057-0086 Anonymous
BOEM-2021-0057-0087 Anonymous

BOEM-2021-0057-0088

Sonntag Harry

BOEM-2021-0057-0089

Gina Cobianchi

BOEM-2021-0057-0090

Jane M. Asselta

South NJ Development Council

BOEM-2021-0057-0091

Jon Chase

Vestas-American Wind
Technology Inc
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Submission ID

Individual Name

Agency/Organization Name

BOEM-2021-0057-0092

Karen Chmiel

BOEM-2021-0057-0093 Lisa Fadini

International Brotherhood of
BOEM-2021-0057-0094 Michael Welsh Electrical Workers (IBEW)
BOEM-2021-0057-0095 Michael Welsh IBEW
BOEM-2021-0057-0096 Philip Diaz

BOEM-2021-0057-0097

Andrew Bulakowski

BOEM-2021-0057-0098

John Robinson

Local Union 255

BOEM-2021-0057-0099

National Wildlife Federation, NJ
Audubon, et al.

BOEM-2021-0057-0100

David Wallace

BOEM-2021-0057-0101

David Wallace

BOEM-2021-0057-0102

Engineers Labor-Employer
Cooperative

BOEM-2021-0057-0103

Richard Isaac

Sierra Club

BOEM-2021-0057-0104

Defenders of Wildlife

BOEM-2021-0057-0105

The Nature Conservancy

BOEM-2021-0057-0106 Donald Weigl
Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management
Council and New England Fishery
BOEM-2021-0057-0107 Management Council
BOEM-2021-0057-0108 Jersey Renews et al.
BOEM-2021-0057-0109 Jason Walsh BlueGreen Alliance
BOEM-2021-0057-0110 Brian Vahey American Waterways Operators

BOEM-2021-0057-0111

Kathleen Keating

BOEM-2021-0057-0112

Kisah Santiago-
Martinez

New York State Department of
State

BOEM-2021-0057-0113

Rachel Dawn Davis
Davis

Waterspirit

BOEM-2021-0057-0114

Responsible Offshore
Development Alliance

BOEM-2021-0057-0115

Dorothy (Dottie)
Reynolds

BOEM-2021-0057-0116

NextEra Energy MidAtlantic
Holdings, LLC

BOEM-2021-0057-0117

Maureen Keating

BOEM-2021-0057-0118

Brandon Burke

Business Network for Offshore
Wind

BOEM-2021-0057-0119

National Wildlife Federation,
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Submission ID

Individual Name

Agency/Organization Name

Natural Resources Defense
Council, National Audubon
Society, New Jersey Audubon, et
al.

BOEM-2021-0057-0120

Lynn Schambach

BOEM-2021-0057-0121

Horatio (Ray) Nichols

BOEM-2021-0057-0122

Clean Ocean Action

BOEM-2021-0057-0123

Karen Conover

BOEM-2021-0057-0124

Natalie Thibault

BOEM-2021-0057-0125

Scott Mackey

Garden State Seafood Association

BOEM-2021-0057-0126

David Pringle

BOEM-2021-0057-0127

Nancy Solomon

BOEM-2021-0057-0128

Margaret Collins

BOEM-2021-0057-0129

Ken Dolsky

BOEM-2021-0057-0130

Denise Brush

BOEM-2021-0057-0131

Paul Tashima

BOEM-2021-0057-0132

Zoe Leach

BOEM-2021-0057-0133

Henry Gajda

BOEM-2021-0057-0134

Agnes Marsala

BOEM-2021-0057-0135

Sean Mohen

TriCounty Sustainability

BOEM-2021-0057-0136

Walter Clarke

BOEM-2021-0057-0137 Amy Williams New Jersey Organizing Project
BOEM-2021-0057-0138 David Wallace

BOEM-2021-0057-0139 Alison Arne New Jersey Organizing Project,
BOEM-2021-0057-0140 Holly Cox

BOEM-2021-0057-0141

Jamie Klenetsky Faye

BOEM-2021-0057-0142

Wendy Kouba

Save Long Beach Island, Inc.

BOEM-2021-0057-0143

Brian Williams

BOEM-2021-0057-0144 Paul Eidman Anglers for Offshore Wind Power
BOEM-2021-0057-0145 Bob Stern Save LBI

BOEM-2021-0057-0146 Jim Binder

BOEM-2021-0057-0147 Kari Martin Clean Ocean Action
BOEM-2021-0057-0148 Anne Carroll

BOEM-2021-0057-0149 Enis Bengul

BOEM-2021-0057-0150

Walter Korfmacher

BOEM-2021-0057-0151

Tina Weishaus

BOEM-2021-0057-0152

Kirk Frost

BOEM-2021-0057-0153

Dennis Yi
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Submission ID

Individual Name

Agency/Organization Name

BOEM-2021-0057-0154

Don Krevetski

BOEM-2021-0057-0155

Kent Fairfield

BOEM-2021-0057-0156

Sharon Quilter

BOEM-2021-0057-0157

Rick Bushnell

BOEM-2021-0057-0158

Edward Kelly

Maritime Association of the Port

of NY and NJ

BOEM-2021-0057-0159

Brian Scanlon

BOEM-2021-0057-0160 Pat Miller
BOEM-2021-0057-0161 Ed Cohen
BOEM-2021-0057-0162 Ken Jones
Business Network for Offshore
BOEM-2021-0057-0163 Sam Tirone Wind
BOEM-2021-0057-0164 Sharon Mahoney Save LBI

BOEM-2021-0057-0165

Jim Wolf

BOEM-2021-0057-0166

Robin McConekey

BOEM-2021-0057-0167

Eric Benson

Clean Water Action

BOEM-2021-0057-0168

Ken Hammond

BOEM-2021-0057-0169

Richard Isaac

Sierra Club, NJ Chapter

BOEM-2021-0057-0170

Erika Malinoski

BOEM-2021-0057-0171

Daniel LaVecchia

BOEM-2021-0057-0172

Amanda Burden

BOEM-2021-0057-0173

Mary Lee Gaffney

BOEM-2021-0057-0174

Owen Bement

BOEM-2021-0057-0175

David Wallace

BOEM-2021-0057-0176

John Peterson Jr

Borough of Seaside Park

BOEM-2021-0057-0177

Jody Stewart

BOEM-2021-0057-0178

Drew Tompkins

New Jersey Audubon

BOEM-2021-0057-0179

Jon Young

BOEM-2021-0057-0180

Kurt Pechmann

BOEM-2021-0057-0181

Olaf Olsen

BOEM-2021-0057-0182

Ron Meischker

BOEM-2021-0057-0183

Andrew Bulakowski

BOEM-2021-0057-0184

Richard Rivera

BOEM-2021-0057-0185

Anthony Capelli

BOEM-2021-0057-0186

Amanda Burden

BOEM-2021-0057-0187

Bruce Garganio

BOEM-2021-0057-0188

Brendan Kelly
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Submission ID

Individual Name

Agency/Organization Name

BOEM-2021-0057-0189 Chris Fraga
BOEM-2021-0057-0190 Gino Zilocchi
BOEM-2021-0057-0191 Doug OMalley Environment New Jersey
BOEM-2021-0057-0192 Tricia Jedele Nature Conservancy
BOEM-2021-0057-0193 B Fallows
BOEM-2021-0057-0194 Kari Martin Clean Ocean Action

New Jersey Work Environment
BOEM-2021-0057-0195 Debra Coyle Council

BOEM-2021-0057-0196

Deborah Schmitt

BOEM-2021-0057-0197

Daniel Ortega

BOEM-2021-0057-0198 David Wallace
BOEM-2021-0057-0199 Daniel LaVecchia
BOEM-2021-0057-0200 Greg Cudnik

BOEM-2021-0057-0201

Gabriel Franco

New Jersey Organizing Project

BOEM-2021-0057-0202

Frank Mahoney

BOEM-2021-0057-0203

Jeffrey Johnson

BOEM-2021-0057-0204

Janet Tauro

Clean Water Action

BOEM-2021-0057-0205

Jason Friedman

BOEM-2021-0057-0206

Jamie Serritella

BOEM-2021-0057-0207

John Hagaman

BOEM-2021-0057-0208

Joy Hudecz

BOEM-2021-0057-0209

Kathleen Keating

BOEM-2021-0057-0210

Joanne Leichte

Save LBI

BOEM-2021-0057-0211

Michael Mulroe

BOEM-2021-0057-0212

Unitarian Universal Faith Action
New Jersey

BOEM-2021-0057-0213

Norah Langweiler

BOEM-2021-0057-0214

Peggy Middaugh

BOEM-2021-0057-0215

Patricia Sodolak

BOEM-2021-0057-0216

Paul Eidman

BOEM-2021-0057-0217

Paolo Belardo

BOEM-2021-0057-0218

Rachel Dawn Davis

Waterspirit

BOEM-2021-0057-0219

Rebecca Hilbert

New Jersey League of
Conservation Voters

BOEM-2021-0057-0220

Richard Lawton

New Jersey Sustainable Business
Council

BOEM-2021-0057-0221

Suzanne Fairlie

BOEM-2021-0057-0222

Richard Brodman
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Submission ID

Individual Name

Agency/Organization Name

BOEM-2021-0057-0223

Elizabeth Silleck

BOEM-2021-0057-0224

Steve Stokes

BOEM-2021-0057-0225

Shane Tait

BOEM-2021-0057-0226

Barbara Stomber

Franciscan Response to Fossil
Fuels

BOEM-2021-0057-0227

William O'Hearn

Offshore Power LLC,

BOEM-2021-0057-0228

Rocco Lepore

BOEM-2021-0057-0229

Jeff Rapaport

BOEM-2021-0057-0230

Cape May County, New Jersey

BOEM-2021-0057-0231

Peter Himchak

BOEM-2021-0057-0232

Johnathan Meade

National Park Service, Dept of
Interior

BOEM-2021-0057-0233

Todd Hoernemann

Department of the Army

BOEM-2021-0057-0234

Michael Pentony

United States Department of
Commerce National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration
(NOAA) National Marine Fisheries
Service

BOEM-2021-0057-0235

Michael Emerson

U.S. Dept of Homeland Security,
U.S. Coast Guard

BOEM-2021-0057-0236

Megan Brunatti

State of New Jersey Office of
Permitting and Project Navigation

BOEM-2021-0057-0237

Patricia Croisier

BOEM-2021-0057-0238

Ralph and Dorothy
Keen

BOEM-2021-0057-0239

Daniel LaVecchnia

LaMonica Fine Foods

BOEM-2021-0057-0240

Gregory Roberts

BOEM-2021-0057-0241

George Thayer

BOEM-2021-0057-0242

Ralph Thayer Jr.

BOEM-2021-0057-0243

Robert Stern

Long Beach Island Coalition for
Wind Without Impact

BOEM-2021-0057-0244

John Graziano

BOEM-2021-0057-0245

John Graziano

A.3. Individual Comments by Resource or NEPA Topic

The following are verbatim comment excerpts as written by the commenters. The purpose of presenting
this material in its verbatim form is to preserve the exact words of the commenter as they relate to each

1Ssue.
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A.3.1 Air Quality

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0040-6
Commenter: Lauren Morse
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Excerpt Text:

I also look forward to improved air quality that would result from shifting our energy production to
renewable sources. Cleaning up the particulate pollution would not only help the view, it will provide
tangible benefits to our health.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0051-15
Organization: EPA

Commenter:

Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Excerpt Text:

EPA Region 2’s Office of Air has provided the following comments:

Comments on BOEM Notice of Intent (“NOI”) to Prepare an EIS for the Atlantic Shores Project 1 and
Project 2 - Potential Effects on Air Quality

The following are EPA’s comments, views, suggestions, or alternatives on “Potential effects that the
Proposed Action could have on air quality” topic of the NOI section titled “Request for Identification of
Potential Alternatives, Information, and Analyses Relevant to the Proposed Action”:

a. BOEM regulations require that a Construction and Operation Plan (“COP”) includes air quality
modeling and submits to BOEM the modeling report and modeling files to demonstrate that the activities
proposed in the COP, or the proposed action (which is the construction and operation of the Atlantic
Shores wind energy Project 1 and Project 2 or, collectively, the “Projects”), are in compliance with the
Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7409) and its implementing regulations [Footnote 3: See 40 CFR §585.659
“Renewable Energy and Alternate Uses of Existing Facilities on the Outer Continental Shelf /What
Requirements must I include in my SA, COP, or GAP regarding air quality.”]. However, the Atlantic
Shores’ COP does not include any plans for submitting the air quality modeling report and files. EPA
recommends that the Atlantic Shores COP is updated to include the air quality modeling report and
modeling files, prior to the release of the draft Environmental Impact Statement (“EIS”) for public
comment.

b. EPA recommends that BOEM, in the context of preparing an EIS to fulfill its National Environmental
Policy Act obligations for the proposed action, determines whether the General Conformity (“GC”) Rule
(40 CFR Part 93) applies to the direct and indirect emissions of the Projects (which will not otherwise be
addressed by the OCS air permit) and ensure that the GC rule requirements that apply in nonattainment
and maintenance areas are met.

c. As revealed by the Atlantic Shores COP, the Projects will generate significant amounts of air pollution
during both construction and operations. For instance, during the estimated 3 years of construction, the
Projects will emit 8,355 tons of NOx, 160 tons of VOC, 270 tons of PM2.5, 2,011 tons of CO, 31 tons of
S0O2, and 565, 322 tons of CO2e. During the estimated 30 years of operation, the Projects will emit
[Footnote 4: The estimated amounts of other air pollutants are significantly lower.] 519 tons per year (tpy)
of NOx, and 34,000 tpy of CO2e. These emissions will result mainly from engines on vessels (engines
that directly serve the vessels as well as engines of construction equipment
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located onboard vessels) used to construct and maintain the Projects. A portion of the Projects’ CO2e
emissions will comprise of sulfur hexafluoride (“SF6”) emissions. Electrical switchgear equipment that
uses SF6 as an electrical insulator will be installed in each wind turbine and each offshore and onshore
substation of the Projects. The SF6 emissions will be in the form of fugitive emissions from switchgear
leaks. As described on the EPA web site [Footnote 5: See additional information at
https://www.epa.gov/eps-partnership/sulfur-hexafluoride-sf6-basics], SF6 is “the most potent greenhouse
gas known to date. Over a 100-year period, SF6 is 22,800 times more effective at trapping infrared
radiation than an equivalent amount of carbon dioxide (CO2). SF6 is also a very stable chemical, with an
atmospheric lifetime of 3,200 years. As the gas is emitted, it accumulates in the atmosphere in an
essentially un-degraded state for many centuries. Thus, a relatively small amount of SF6 can have a
significant impact on global climate change.” Given the level of emissions from the Atlantic Shores
Projects, EPA suggests the following reasonable alternatives to reduce and minimize the Projects’
potential impacts on air quality:

i. Employ vessels that are able to run their engines on non-fossil fuel, fuels with very low emissions,
and/or vessels with air pollution control technologies.

ii. Use only electrical switchgear equipment that is SF6 free, as there are SF6-free electrical switchgear
commercially available (and already in use) for both offshore wind energy projects and onshore
substations.

In addition to those concerns outlined above, we provide several further comments pertaining to air
quality considerations.

* In discussing general conformity, the EIS should evaluate project emissions associated with the OCS
lease area in addition to emissions that occur at staging areas, port facilities, O&M facilities, etc.

» Emissions associated with vessels should also be incorporated into the EIS. In addition to the
commitment to use low sulfur fuel, EPA recommends other mitigation measures such as anti-idling
practices and the retrofitting of older equipment and vessels with the cleanest, most efficient technologies
to further ensure air quality impacts will be minimal.

» As many of the proposed port locations are located in regions with air quality concerns and EJ
communities, EPA recommends the implementation of emission reduction best practices for ports,
including vessel speed reduction requirements, Tier 4 Final EPA certified equipment, or the use of marine
shore power systems. More information regarding air emissions reduction methods at ports can be
accessed at https://www.epa.gov/ports-initiative

* The EIS should also explicitly disclose emissions associated with operation of WTGs (for example, to
start up WTGs power is extracted from the existing electrical grid) and other project components or
facilities that rely on generator engines as emergency backup power.

* As there are Class I areas in proximity to the project area (the Brigantine Wilderness Area), the EIS
should incorporate a discussion of consultation with US Fish and Wildlife Service for air permits and
should additionally identify mitigation strategies to alleviate potential adverse impacts to air quality in
these vulnerable regions.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0119-123

Organization: National Wildlife Federation, Natural Resources Defense Council, National
Audubon Society, New Jersey Audubon, et al.

Commenter:

Commenter Type: Non-Governmental Organization
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Comment Excerpt Text:

Air emissions present a similar story to climate emissions, but with the additional dimension of locational
benefits to pollution impacts. Based on previous analyses of offshore wind projects, air quality impacts
should be anticipated during construction with smaller and more infrequent impacts anticipated during
decommissioning [Footnote 404: Id. at A-45]. Previous analyses have shown a “minor beneficial”
improvement in air quality is expected from offshore wind development coming online and displacing
fossil fuels [Footnote 405: See e.g., VW1 FEIS, at ES-14.]. These impacts, including the beneficial
impacts, need to be considered in the Draft EIS.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0119-124

Organization: National Wildlife Federation, Natural Resources Defense Council, National
Audubon Society, New Jersey Audubon, et al.

Commenter:

Other Sections: 11

Comment Excerpt Text:

In considering the environmental justice impacts, BOEM must look at how power plants are frequently
located in or close to population centers and disproportionately located in or near communities of color,
lower income communities, and Indigenous communities. The ability of offshore wind to displace fossil
fuel generation thus has a potentially important environmental justice benefit. This displacement could be
particularly pronounced, as offshore wind facilities’ generation often coincides with afternoon peak
demand [Footnote 406: Dep’t of Energy, Office of Energy Efficiency & Renewable Energy, Top 10
Things You Didn’t Know About Offshore Wind Energy, https://www.energy.gov/eere/wind/articles/top-
10-things-you-didnt-know-about-offshore-wind-energy (last visited Apr. 28, 2021).]. Offshore wind may
be especially helpful in displacing the dirtiest peaking units, providing especially large air quality benefits
and benefits to environmental justice communities.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0130-2
Commenter: Denise Brush
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Excerpt Text:

Offshore wind could and should be a significant component of our renewable energy portfolio that would
make it possible to close all the dirty fossil fuel plants that are adversely affecting our health.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0136-1
Commenter: Walter Clarke

Commenter Type: Individual

Other Sections: 6

Comment Excerpt Text:

I also have an asthmatic child and asthmatic wife and I'd like not to have their health exacerbated by the
cars we drive and the gas that heats our house, et cetera, but we can't electrify everything in terms of our
transportation, heating, and cooling unless that is done with renewable sources like wind.

And so, for me this is pretty much a no brainer of something that must be done, and we may as well do it
and capitalize on it. Climate change, whether you think it's natural or man-made doesn't change the fact
that we need to do everything we can to preserve a planet that human beings can live on, and I think this
is a big step.
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Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0237-2
Commenter: Patricia Croisier

Commenter Type: Individual

Other Sections: 6

Comment Excerpt Text:

Americans need time to assimilate what the problems really are. We don't need wind turbines in the ocean
to stop the CO2 in the atmosphere problem. Mostly, we just need to stop burning fossil fuels to create the
energy we need. This was a mistake to build such energy dependence around coal, oil, and natural gas. It
would seem that a place to start, would be to learn how to reduce our carbon footprint. Like money
management, it would be a good idea if we learned to manage our energy consumption too. This to be
done while inventors of creative ideas indeed all of us, come up with a variety of earth friendly options
for renewable energy.

A.3.2 Alternatives
Comments associated with this issue appear in the sub-issues below.

A.3.2.1. Wind Turbines

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0100-3
Commenter: David Wallace

Commenter Type: Individual

Other Sections: 8

Comment Excerpt Text:

The large vessels, offshore seafood harvesters, have pushed to have the turbines spaced at, 2 X 2 natural
miles (NM) apart in straight lines in both direction and set with the tide running straight through the
arrays and following the bottom contours where possible. This is in line with the White House and most
of the state houses stating that the wind developers and the fishing industry must coexist. The fishing
industry attempted to propose solutions to this situation and in the case of Atlantic Shores and the other
developers in the New York Bight, all of the developers have placed their turbines 1 X .6 NM apart
making it dangers to fish within the wind farm. Which means the fishing industry will lose very
productive fishing grounds. When talking to the developers they all say sorry but we do not want you
fishing within the farms using large powerful fishing vessels. But these American owned and crewed
fishing vessels have been fishing for generations in these waters. They are America waters, not European
waters.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0104-42
Organization: Defenders of Wildlife

Commenter:

Commenter Type: Non-Governmental Organization

Comment Excerpt Text:
- consider gravity foundations and suction bucket foundations as alternatives to monopiles for the
installation of wind turbine generators and offshore substations

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0115-8
Commenter: Dorothy (Dottie) Reynolds
Commenter Type: Individual
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Comment Excerpt Text:

Recent innovative research has come up with a vertical turbine design in which the towers revolve
without moving blades. Might we pause and see if there is not a better and less intrusive wind turbine?

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0119-15

Organization: National Wildlife Federation, Natural Resources Defense Council, National
Audubon Society, New Jersey Audubon, et al.

Commenter:

Commenter Type: Non-Governmental Organization

Comment Excerpt Text:

South Fork Wind Farm and South Fork Export Cable Project, Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(Jan. 4, 2021). (SFWF DEIS)], in assessing how future wind sites may be constructed, operated, and sited,
it is reasonable to assume that future projects will employ higher output turbines that can generate more
power by using fewer physical turbines of larger size. This could change impacts related to hub height,
rotor diameter, and total height of turbines for future projects, as well as, [Italics: inter alia], the number
of turbines and the length of inter-array cables [Footnote 36: See SFWF DEIS at E4].

Projects, particularly projects further on the time horizon, may have increasingly larger turbines that could
impact the design and layout of the operation. As BOEM has already noted, for future projects, BOEM
should assume that “the largest turbine that is presently commercially available” be used to evaluate
potential impacts [Footnote 37: SFWF DEIS at E4-10]. Changes in turbine size could reduce the
geographic footprint per project but may have negative impacts (larger rotation zones that could impact
certain species like higher flying birds). We urge BOEM to ensure that future cumulative impact models
continue to keep pace with technology.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0125-12
Organization: Garden State Seafood Association
Commenter: Scott Mackey

Commenter Type: Other

Comment Excerpt Text:

Also, worth noting is the majority of fishing gear types will be unable to work in these arrays.
Specifically gill net, bottom trawls, midwater trawls and clam and scallop dredges need at least a 2nm
spacing between each array. This has been shared countless time and to date never been included in a
design proposal. The Atlantic Shores COP only considered the clam directional tow analysis for array
orientation. It did not consider further spacing of the turbines in a 2nm grid as requested by the clam
industry. This alternative should be considered

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0239-8
Organization: LaMonica Fine Foods
Commenter: Daniel LaVecchnia

Commenter Type: Other

Comment Excerpt Text:

To say that fishing can move, well, so can the windmills. We have asked them to adjust their COPs, to
expand the spaces between turbines from what is currently proposed to a minimum of 2 nautical miles
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apart, so we can fish and feed people. The wind energy companies have not responded favorable to the
commercial fishing industry. This is serious business.

A.3.2.2. Cables and Landfalls

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0051-6
Organization: EPA

Commenter:

Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Excerpt Text:

EPA is concerned with potential impacts to complex bottom habitat and valuable marine resources
resulting from seafloor preparation and cable installation. We recommend that the EIS describe mapping
efforts to determine optimal cable routes that minimize these impacts. The quantity of the benthic habitat
impacted should be evaluated and effects of installation methods such as boulder dragging, cable
trenching or jet plow should be compared. We also recommend the EIS include information on the
proposed frequency of cable replacement (or maintenance/repair) that may result in additional need for
seafloor disturbance to the benthic habitat.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0052-42
Organization: Oceana

Commenter: Beth Lowell

Commenter Type: Non-Governmental Organization

Comment Excerpt Text:

Offshore energy projects will install hundreds of pilings and thousands of miles of cable in public waters.
All offshore wind projects have a finite duration and will ultimately need to be decommissioned

and removed from the ocean. The EIS must include alternatives to ensure decommissioning, removal and
mitigation of the site occurs regardless of economic, political, or environmental factors. The EIS must
therefore include alternatives to make developers explicitly responsible for removing offshore wind
equipment when their project ends and further include alternatives to require offshore wind developers
and operators to place adequate resources in trust to ensure that decommissioning will occur regardless of
bankruptcy, change of ownership or lack of profitability. American taxpayers should not be responsible
for decommissioning of this or any offshore wind project.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0104-27
Organization: Defenders of Wildlife

Commenter:

Commenter Type: Non-Governmental Organization
Other Sections: 19.5

Comment Excerpt Text:

bury electrical cables (to a depth determined by technical experts) to minimize seabed habitat loss and
reduce the effects of EMF

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0104-7
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Organization: Defenders of Wildlife
Commenter:
Commenter Type: Non-Governmental Organization

Comment Excerpt Text:

High Voltage Direct Current Export

The Atlantic Shores PDE includes export of electricity generated offshore as high voltage alternating
current (HVAC) and/or as direct current (HVDC) to onshore transmission grids. The HVDC requires the
electrical energy to be converted from the generated alternating current (AC) to direct current (DC).
HVDC is generally chosen for multiple reasons including minimization of the energy losses during
transmission over the long distances. Use of converters, transformers, and associated devices (e.g.
thyristors) required to produce HVDC leads to high heat generation which must be dissipated to avoid the
ageing of these devices. If HVDC export is chosen for Atlantic Shores projects, we recommend three
options to cool the offshore wind HVDC transformer platforms:

1. use air-cooling instead of sea water cooling

2. use sustainable closed-loop sea water cooling systems to reduce environmental impact

3. evaluate emergent technologies such as the “EU-funded COOLWIND project that does not require
seawater pumps, filters, heat exchangers or expensive salt water piping, nor chlorination of seawater.
Instead of pumping cold seawater to the transformer platform, heated water from the converters is
circulated and chilled in a subsea mounted cooler” with less environmental pollution, less power
consumption, and fewer emissions. [Footnote 18: FUTURE TECHNOLOGY AS, Norway. (2019, Oct 1 -
2023, Sep 30). Subsea Cooler for Offshore Wind HVDC transformer platforms. European Commission
(EC) Grant number: 873403]

These options mitigate the potential adverse impacts on marine wildlife from open raw seawater cooling.
For example,

- intake of millions of gallons of raw seawater and its filtration process will destroy benthic organisms
and small fish at different life stages (eggs, larvae, adults) besides causing seabed disturbance and
turbidity,

- discharge of used water will increase the local water temperature at heat sink site,

- discharge of millions of gallons of used water will cause seabed disturbance, turbidity of water above,
and turbulence over a large area.

Ocean currents will dissipate the heat of discharged water before it poses harm to wildlife. But the
continued seabed disturbance from intake and discharge will have adverse impacts on habitats and
wildlife if open systems are used.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0107-15

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

Commenter:

Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Other Sections: 8

Comment Excerpt Text:

As much of the cables as possible should be buried to avoid the concerns listed above regarding external
cable armoring materials where they are unburied. The COP suggests a target burial depth of 5 to 6.6 feet
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for all cables (e.g., pages 4-38 and 4-41). We are concerned about potential for the cables to become
unburied given the dynamic seafloor and the amount of dredge activity in the area. Burying the cables as
deep as possible will help to minimize these risks. It should also be considered that natural snags are
already well known to fishermen, and in many cases are charted, but that it will take time for fishermen to
learn the locations of the cable protection materials. The EIS should provide maps of benthic features so
that readers can use these maps to evaluate conclusions reached regarding both habitat and fisheries
effects of development.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0112-1
Organization: New York State Department of State
Commenter: Kisah Santiago-Martinez
Commenter Type: State Agency

Comment Excerpt Text:

Detailed export cable alternatives analyses, including:

a. Analyses of offshore export cable corridor rights-of-way;

b. Evaluation of different alignments to the potential cable corridors to minimize the area that cables
would occupy within existing vessel traffic routes and the Coast Guard’s proposed New Jersey to New
York Connector Fairway [Footnote 2: See 86 FR 53089 [September 24, 2021]. Connector Fairway
recommendation from Draft Port Access Route Study: Seacoast of New Jersey Including Offshore
Approaches to the Delaware Bay, Delaware.] and other industry best practices, including crossing
perpendicular to prevailing vessel traffic;

c. Evaluation of deeper cable burial depths when crossing existing vessel traffic routes to minimize risks
to the cable from a dropped anchor or other economic losses from interactions with export cables;

d. Potential for fewer impacts associated with high voltage direct current (HVDC) versus alternating
current (HVAC) cable technology (as the two technologies are included in the Project Design Envelope);
e. A visual representation (e.g., map, figure) of the alternatives considered to facilitate understanding and
comparison; and

f. Potential for anchor strikes from vessels, fishing gear snags, and a range of possible cable protection
approaches (e.g., natural materials vs. artificial materials).

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0114-24
Organization: Responsible Offshore Development Alliance
Commenter:

Commenter Type: Other

Comment Excerpt Text:

Furthermore, as clam dredges are substrate penetrating gear and the substrate in this area consists of high-
energy sand, it is extremely important that interarray and export cables are buried to sufficient depths to
reduce the risk of fishing gear interactions. The fishing industry requests this to be a minimum of 8-10
feet to avoid interactions; if a shallower depth is permitted, it must be paired with remote monitoring to
ensure the cable remains adequately buried at all times. BOEM must provide clear standards as to what
this depth is, how it is determined, and monitoring protocols to ensure there are no future interactions.
Moreover, the project layout should be designed to minimize instances where cables transect fishing tow
areas.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0116-1
Organization: NextEra Energy MidAtlantic Holdings, LLC
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Commenter:
Commenter Type: Other

Comment Excerpt Text:

During the scoping process for the approval of Atlantic Shores COP, BOEM should consider the fact that
there is an ongoing competitive transmission process that could materially impact the design of the
proposed ASOW transmission generation tie[Footnote 1: ASOW is proposing to construct a new
transmission facility from the BOEM lease area to the existing Cardiff 230 kV substation]. The New
Jersey Board of Public Utilities (“BPU”) has requested, and received, proposals for alternative
transmission facilities that will have fewer environmental impacts and be more cost effective for New
Jersey customers.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0116-2
Organization: NextEra Energy MidAtlantic Holdings, LLC
Commenter:

Commenter Type: Other

Other Sections: 17

Comment Excerpt Text:

however, BPU also stated in the June 2021 Order that they would consider alternative transmission
solutions to interconnect the ASOW and Ocean Wind 2 projects, and on August 31, 2021, PJM updated
its competitive transmission window to accept transmission proposals that would offer an alternative way
to interconnect the ASOW and Ocean Wind 2 projects. [Footnote 6: See PJM RTEP — 2021 NJ Offshore
Wind SAA Transmission Proposal Window Overview (8/31/21 update)] PJM officially closed the
window on September 17, 2021. As outlined in the filing with FERC, PJM expects to make a final
recommendation on the selected project between February 2022 and September 2022. [Footnote 7: See
Order Accepting Study Agreement, FERC Docket No. ER21-689-000 at 3 (issued on 2/16/21)]

Considerations for ASOW COP

NEETMA agrees with BPU that a more effective transmission solution can be attained when trying to
achieve New Jersey’s 7,500 MW offshore wind goal. In response to BPU and PJM’s request for
alternative transmission solutions to connect offshore wind to New Jersey, thirteen entities submitted a
total of 79 bids in response to the SAA, including NEETMA. For example, the estimated gen-tie lengths
for both the ASOW and Ocean Wind 2 projects are estimated to be a total of 147 miles of new routes.
[Footnote 8: NEETMA estimates approximately 110 miles for the Ocean Wind 2 connection to
Smithburg, and 37 miles for ASOW Project 1 according to the ASOW COP.] Alternatively, NEETMA
has proposed an option that will reduce the required miles of right-of-way needed to interconnect the
ASOW and Ocean Wind 2 projects by almost 70%. This means fewer environmental impacts, and a more
cost-effective project. Considering this, NEETMA respectfully suggests that BOEM confer with BPU
prior to any definitive action on ASOW’s COP.

Further, if BPU decides to select an alternative transmission project to move forward, BOEM should
consider how the ASOW EIS would incorporate the transmission alternatives so that the National
Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”) process for both ASOW’s COP and the alternative transmission
projects’ general activities plan (“GAP”’) would be coordinated and not be delayed. At this time, it is not
clear how the coordination/interaction of a GAP and an offshore wind COP would interact with each
other; therefore, BOEM should provide guidance on how this could be achieved. Addressing this
interaction will be key in efficient siting of infrastructure and in helping to ensure minimization of
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environmental and natural resources are protected as states move forward with both transmission and
offshore wind development.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0119-32

Organization: National Wildlife Federation, Natural Resources Defense Council, National
Audubon Society, New Jersey Audubon, et al.

Commenter:

Commenter Type: Non-Governmental Organization

Comment Excerpt Text:

Atlantic Shores’ COP includes both AC and DC cables in the project design envelope [Footnote 84:
ASOW COP Volume I at E-6, Table E-1]. DC cables require an offshore AC to DC conversion station
and the recent Sunrise Wind Farm COP [Footnote 85: Sunrise Wind Construction and Operations Plan at
1-22, 3-62, available at https://www.boem.gov/renewable-energy/state- activities/sunrise-wind-
construction-and-operation-plan]. proposed using an open loop cooling system for their offshore
conversion station. Open loop cooling systems have long been shown to have negative impacts from
entrainment and impingement of marine life, particularly eggs, larvae, young juvenile fish, and
invertebrates with planktonic life stages [Footnote 86: Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Port
Delfin LNG Project Deepwater Port Application, Appendix I Delfin LNG Ichthyoplankton Report (2016).
https://www.energy.gov/sites/default/files/2018/11/f57/final-eis-053 1-port-delfin-Ing-app-i- 2016-
11_0.pdf]. Because of entrainment and impingement, as well as thermal pollution, existing industrial open
loop cooling systems have been phased out and restrictions on construction of new ones have been
enacted. New cooling systems should be required to be closed loop, which is considered the best
technology available [Footnote 87: New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (2011).
CP-#52 / Best Technology Available (BTA) for Cooling Water Intake Structures.
https://www.dec.ny.gov/docs/fish_marine pdf/btapolicyfinal.pdf]. We recommend that BOEM coordinate
with the EPA to ensure that, should Atlantic Shores need an offshore conversion station for DC cables,
their project does not use open loop cooling.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0119-7

Organization: National Wildlife Federation, Natural Resources Defense Council, National
Audubon Society, New Jersey Audubon, et al.

Commenter:

Commenter Type: Non-Governmental Organization

Other Sections: 12

Comment Excerpt Text:

Cooling for DC cables (Section IV.D.2): If Atlantic Shores uses a DC cable, the Project should not use
open loop cooling systems in order to avoid impacts to marine life, including eggs, larvae, juvenile fish,
and invertebrates.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0125-15
Organization: Garden State Seafood Association
Commenter: Scott Mackey

Commenter Type: Other

Comment Excerpt Text:




Atlantic Shores South Appendix A
Scoping Report List of Submissions and Individual Comments by Resource or NEPA Topic

The Atlantic Shores COP is proposing a possible transmission system running all the way to Monmouth
County or more than 60 miles as sea. This is unnecessary, will result in up to 15 existing cable crossing
and an extreme expense to NJ ratepayers. All transmission lines should run as quickly to shore as
reasonable from proposed Lease areas. These additional at sea cables place an unnecessary burden on the
marine ecosystem and fishermen. Nothing is preventing upgrades to existing land-based transmission
systems, and these existing land-based routes would benefit from improvements in the shore
communities.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0125-17
Organization: Garden State Seafood Association
Commenter: Scott Mackey

Commenter Type: Other

Comment Excerpt Text:

The COP proposes connecting the project to shore via three cables along two distinct cable

routes to reduce impacts to the onshore power grid. The EIS should explain why the use of multiple
cables is necessary, and acknowledge that the use of two cable routes greatly increases offshore impacts,
including habitat disturbance and modification, as well as safety concerns for fisheries that use bottom
tending mobile gear and cost to consumers.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0232-11
Organization: National Park Service Dept of Interior
Commenter: Johnathan Meade

Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Excerpt Text:

It is our understanding that potential landfall locations will be in the vicinity of Sea Girt, New Jersey and /
or Atlantic City, New Jersey. We recommend that BOEM and the developer provide more specific
information on potential landfall locations and the proposed routing and any upgrades of the transmission
line and related infrastructure. This information is necessary to ascertain whether any NPS program lands,
such as those acquired and protected under the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) State and
Local Assistance Program or the Federal Lands to Parks (FLP) Program, may be impacted by the
proposed projects and require additional action.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0232-13
Organization: National Park Service Dept of Interior
Commenter: Johnathan Meade

Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Excerpt Text:

As noted above, the NPS recommends BOEM and the developer provide more detailed information
regarding proposed landfall locations so it is possible to ascertain whether LWCEF sites would be
impacted. NPS will provide technical assistance locating LWCF properties and facilitating discussion
with the New Jersey State Liaison. If LWCEF sites are identified, additional review may be necessary to
determine the potential for conversion. Moreover, we ask that NPS be contacted as soon as possible
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should there be a change to the proposed onshore locations, or should new locations be proposed so that
we may review the new locations for any potential conflicts with any NPS programs or resources.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0234-11

Organization: United States Department of Commerce National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA) Nat'| Marine Fisheries Service

Commenter: Michael Pentony

Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Excerpt Text:

Offshore export cable routing alternatives that use common corridors with adjacent projects should be
evaluated and discussed. For lease areas that are adjacent to one another, BOEM should develop common
cable corridors to both increase efficiency and predictability and reduce resource impacts. Specifically,
common cable corridors would lead to efficiencies in planning, project development, and benthic habitat
mapping, and would result in more predictability and time savings for applicants and resource agencies.
In addition, establishing common cable corridors would facilitate comprehensive avoidance and
minimization of impacts to marine resources by reducing the number of corridors and allowing for
programmatic-level review and comment.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0236-3

Organization: State of New Jersey Office of Permitting and Project Navigation
Commenter: Megan Brunatti

Commenter Type: State Agency

Comment Excerpt Text:

Also, the New Jersey Department of Transportation (NJDOT) Office of Maritime Resources should be
consulted regarding potential impacts of cable installation to navigation projects, state channels, and other
NJDOT managed infrastructure and projects.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0240-14
Commenter: Gregory Roberts
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Excerpt Text:

Undersea cabling running perpendicular {N-S) to important fish migratory paths (EW) recklessly
jeopardizes the fisheries, most importantly summer flounder which contribute hundreds of millions of
dollars annually to the state of NJ.

A.3.2.3. Project Relocation

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0021-4
Organization:

Commenter: jim wolf

Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Excerpt Text:
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i have read several reports regarding an option of moving the turbines further out into the "Hudson
Canyon" which seems to be a very viable option
By no means should this project be allowed to move forward under current proposal

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0027-3
Commenter: Kevin Kernan
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Excerpt Text:

Makes sense that it be moved out of site to the Hudson South Call Area approximately 30 to 57 miles
from the coastline.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0033-1
Commenter: Brenna Fallows
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Excerpt Text:

BOEM needs to consider Hudson South as a reasonable, and in fact superior, alternative location for its
wind turbine project.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0033-5
Commenter: Brenna Fallows
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Excerpt Text:

Again, please consider the Hudson South location instead to mitigate economic devastation.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0046-3
Commenter: Christopher Knell
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Excerpt Text:

My understanding is that there is another area farther from shore (Hudson South Call Area) that has been
identified as viable for a windfarm project. Locating the large turbines in this alternative location will
likely not be visually objectionable (however, it would be valuable to see renderings for this location).

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0055-1
Commenter: Galli Melissa
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Excerpt Text:

I am building a house in north brigantine and would request you reconsider the location of these wind
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turbines. The rendering is disturbing that they are so close to the shoreline and inhibiting the natural
beauty of the ocean and horizon.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0059-1
Commenter: Krista Baum
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Excerpt Text:

I do not support the location of these windmills.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0061-1
Commenter: Anonymous
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Excerpt Text:

This project needs to be moved to a different location. While I agree wind power is necessary, putting it
in direct site of tens of thousands of New Jerseyans is wrong. Move it to a location not in direct view
from habitable islands, put it deep in the Bay, put it off Long Island for AOC to stare at, anywhere but the
South Jersey coast.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0068-2
Commenter: Nancy Pino
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Excerpt Text:

At the very least if this is forced upon us they should be 20 miles out.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0071-2
Organization: Vacation Rentals Jersey Shore, LLC
Commenter: Duane Watlington

Commenter Type: Other

Comment Excerpt Text:

It has come to our attention that there IS a BOEM screened and approved lease area, 30 - 57 miles off
shore that is bigger, and has more wind capacity. I am referencing the "Hudson South" call area. Locating
the wind farm in this area, a minimum of 30 miles off shore, and even with the bigger 12MW turbines,
will solve the visual pollution that the current lease area emits, thus saving our Tourism economy which
is so important to the state. We strongly urge you to slow this project down and consider relocation of
both the Atlantic Shores AND the Ocean Wind projects to the Hudson South area.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0071-4
Organization: Vacation Rentals Jersey Shore, LLC
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Commenter: Duane Watlington
Commenter Type: Other

Comment Excerpt Text:

Please evaluate moving them further out, so they can’t be seen from shore, to the Hudson South Call area.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0072-1
Commenter: Duane Watlington
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Excerpt Text:

So, why not move it further out, to the Hudson South Call Area? Yes, the length of the transmission cable
to get the power to shore will be longer, and more costly, for the energy companies profiting from this
project. THEY are the ones who should be paying for this, not us homeowners who will see our rental
rates decrease and our property values decline when we now have an industrialized ocean view.

Moving these projects to Hudson South seams to solve so many problems! Lets build the first windfarm
there, where there will be less impact on the endangered right whale, the migratory birds, and the fishing
grounds while also preserving our ocean view. It is also a larger area, with more wind, capable of
producing all the energy Governor Murphy and President Biden has committed to develop.

This seems like a win win for everyone, Hudson South!

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0074-6
Organization: Save Long Beach Island, Inc
Commenter: Christine Leichte

Commenter Type: Non-Governmental Organization

Comment Excerpt Text:

The proposal should be changed to a sensible one, place the turbines in Hudson South and use the current
lease area for power transmission to shore.

This alternative lie waiting just beyond the current lease area, in the “Hudson South” call area, 30 to 57
miles out. The Hudson South area has been screened by the BOEM for relevant wind turbine siting
factors, including visible impact, fishing interests, marine protected species, vessel navigation and cost of
development, recommended by them for wind energy development, and are proceeding to lease there.

[underline: The offshore wind program need not be delayed by this change.] The current proposed EIS
can and should be replaced by one for the Hudson South area based on the analytic work already done by

the BOEM in identifying the area. That EIS can be supplemented later when specific sections are leased.

The Hudson South area has greater acreage and higher annual mean wind speeds. By itself with 6890
megawatts of wind energy potential, it can meet almost the entire 7500-megawatt State goal.

The wind turbines would be placed out and the existing closer-in lease area would be used as the hub for a
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single, less seabed disruptive, project to transmit all the power from Hudson South destined for NJ to
shore, as recently proposed by the NJ Board of Public Utilities.

Even the larger, more powerful wind turbines emerging today can be placed in Hudson South and not be
visible, allowing the shore to sustain its tourism-based economy and unvarnished seascape.

Job prospects in NJ from offshore wind development, especially for foundation and other component
manufacturing at Paulsboro, and for turbine staging at Lower Alloways Creek are not hurt by this change-
the turbines will still be assembled and installed, just further out and where monopile foundations are still
viable.

In fact, those job prospects are improved with “invisible” turbines in Hudson South as opposed to highly
visible ones near shore that could create a public backlash to the entire NJ wind energy program.

Additional New Jersey jobs may also arise from the large, coordinated transmission project envisioned.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0117-1
Commenter: Maureen Keating

Commenter Type: Individual

Other Sections: 17

Comment Excerpt Text:

Opposed as currently written and proposed (specifically distance- placement is too close to NJ shoreline,
timeline, process related to community disclosure/involvement)- thank you: For transparency and since
stated a few times on the 10/25/21 evening's public call requesting BOEM team clarification: Was there
or will there be clarification/ a basic fact sheet for publication in appropriate news outlets to afford the
public/residents understanding re the key facts/processes, research, timelines to date and allow
appropriate response time re: impact and how the location of 8.7 to 9 mi off the coast of LBI was chosen
(vs the noted 29 to 30 + mile minimum mentioned numerous times during the call/transcript, as is in place
in Europe- understood that there is significant research available as to the benefit for further off shore
placement of turbines, that would also afford the local/union's jobs economy boost- which all support-
although, there was also loss of business concerns raised by business owners re: placement-why less than
9 miles off the coast of a barrier island/LBI was chosen vs more open seas (like Europe/research ) and
preserve the wild life as was repeatedly noted in comments/research;

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0138-2
Commenter: David Wallace
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Excerpt Text:

Our fish happen to be where their turbines are going to be and this is outrageous so we -- we have
advocated spreading the turbines out to two miles by two miles and spacing which would allow us to
operate within the arrays however they can get more money by jamming these larger and larger turbines
into a -- into a given space which was designed probably to get eight or nine megawatts and now this is --
this particular proposal is in half the space getting 1,510 megawatts which is just unbelievable.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0164-1
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Organization: Save LBI
Commenter: Sharon Mahoney
Commenter Type: Non-Governmental Organization

Comment Excerpt Text:

I want to start by saying that savelbi.org is not against the concept of a wind farm off the New Jersey
coast but we are concerned over the proposed size and location by Atlantic Shores north which is only
nine miles off of our beaches. The proposed wind turbines of the project are over 800 feet tall and to be
located only nine to 13 inches -- nine to 13 miles off of our coast. This is closer to the coast than any other
wind turbine project in the world.

Savelbi.org is urging BOEM to add Hudson South to the environmental impact statement for Atlantic
Shores project as an alternate to the current lease area. BOEM previously recommended Hudson South
for wind energy development, it's located much further offshore, than the Atlantic Shore site and has a
much greater -- with the Hudson South location 30 to 57 miles offshore, savelbi.org believes this site
would be less detrimental to the migratory patterns of local marine and bird life, less impactful to the
fishing industry and the safety of our boaters and it would have a far less negative impact on tourism and
property values on LBI while promoting a clean energy and helping to mitigate climate change.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0165-1
Commenter: Jim Wolf
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Excerpt Text:

I do disagree in the current form. I think we are diving head first into the shallow end of the pool and the
Jersey coast, the residents are kind of being used as collateral damage and I think most of the people that
have spoken very passionately would be on board if you were able to say let's do this project but in a safer
way where it's not going to be in the path of endangered migratory whales, it's not going to be in the
middle of prime fishing grounds, but if you move it out to 35 miles, yes, the visibility is not going to be
an issue.

Again, you have to remember, nothing of this size and scope has ever been built anywhere particularly
this close to shore. So, it will have an effect on the shore communities, on tourism, and there is lots of
livelihoods that rely on that.

So again, I think there are studies that are out there showing that further out that the sheer size and
amount of these wind turbines can generate up to seven times more power, upfront cost yes, will be more,
but in this 20-to-30-year timeframe that's been presented for the life of these wind turbines, the payout
will be astronomical.

So again, I would ask that - to review studies that have been done further out where you are basically not
going to have these turbines that are the size of the Chrysler building and for anyone on the east coast,
that drives up towards the New York City Skyline, that's kind of what you are looking at, is that visible
from ten miles away, absolutely, even on a hazy day.

So I just implore BOEM to look at alternative sites,
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Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0165-2
Commenter: Jim Wolf

Commenter Type: Individual

Other Sections: 27

Comment Excerpt Text:

I am not against, I can't be more clear, wind energy but in this current form, I just don't think it's the right
thing, and as far as the estimates that are being projected for the amount of power, I would just have
anyone turn on the news and look what is happening in Europe that is three decades ahead of us on wind
energy, there is a power crisis there. Coal fire plants are being fired back up in record numbers just
because of the incorrect and very rosy projections on what wind would generate and the wind just is not
blowing that strong, that effectively, that consistently and look at the price of oil over here and natural gas
prices for the winter, there is worries if there is going to be enough energy to heat the homes and
factories, so we need to look at this in a much more concise way and look at better alternatives for where
to place these wind turbines, and I think that is the most important thing that I can stress.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0172-1
Commenter: Amanda Burden
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Excerpt Text:

I want to echo what others have said about agreeing that it's very important that we move to renewable
sources of energy but my concern with this project is its location. It seemed that there was a further away
point that would have caused less damage to local mammals, to local birds, to all sorts of local wild life
that has been removed from consideration and I would like for that to be placed back in consideration.

And my big concern with what is planned is it will actually increase the temperature because of its
location, because of the issues with where it is and how it works in that specific location that it's so close
to shore that it will cause danger and cause other challenges.

I -- I -- you know, there is a lot of people who seem to think, I have not heard anyone argue against wind
or renewable resources, all I have heard is that people agree that those are really important resources but
that we really don't want unintended consequences from them because boy wouldn't that be a shame if we
make things worse by trying to do something better and also that people really just want to consider a
different, a further away location.

I personally would be happy to see, it's not about view at all, I would be happy to see the wind turbines
from any part of New Jersey because I agree that they would be very powerful images of something being
done for good, but I would hate to see something that was attempted for good that ends up causing or
adding into the problem that already exists.

We have this unique once in a generation opportunity to do something that is truly good, let's please be
thoughtful in our approach and really use all of the information available to us and all of the resources
available to us to make sure that we choose a location that only adds benefit, that does not detract from
the wildlife and my goodness wouldn't all of us be so sad to see that what we have done has increased the
temperatures and not decreased them after all.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0173-1
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Commenter: Mary Lee Gaffney
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Excerpt Text:

One is aside from potentially reduced profits and other extra expenses on the part of the companies that in
some cases aren't even American companies, why does this farm need to be so close to shore? The
Hudson South location provides a solution that would give us amazing wind energy but it would be 50
miles out to sea, whereas -- where it would not have as much impact on the ocean, on land, on sky,
species of animals including human beings. So I don't understand why we are not looking at Hudson 10
South.

And why -- why does this farm need to be the only one on the globe that is so close to the shore? Which
effects New Jersey homeowners and state tourist revenue, et cetera. I have traveled many places and seen
wind turbines in the sea but they are far enough out where they aren't disturbing the wild life, the birds
that need to migrate through them and they don't look like an eyesore from the land.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0173-2
Commenter: Mary Lee Gaffney
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Excerpt Text:

So I just want to say I am in total support of wind energy and solar, and I am -- I am in total support of it.
My only question is why aren't we looking as other people have said, why are we not looking at the
Hudson South area that has less impact on the environment but still provides the same benefits that the
proposed location has.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0174-1
Commenter: Owen Bement
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Excerpt Text:

I also believe that wind energy is a way to supply additional energy in the future for us, with respect to
this particular project, I would like to see it farther offshore

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0174-3
Commenter: Owen Bement

Commenter Type: Individual

Other Sections: 6

Comment Excerpt Text:

I have heard several comments about climate change and climate crisis and my only comment about that
is if the Chinese and the people in India don't do their fair share, the little bit that we try to do off the coast
of New Jersey isn't going to significantly impact whatever is happening in the climate, and I think we
need to move it offshore farther so that it will impact less the present commercial fishing, the present
marine life migration and the present bird migration.
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Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0176-3
Organization: Mayor of Borough of Seaside Park
Commenter: John Peterson Jr

Commenter Type: Local Agency

Comment Excerpt Text:

I feel this is representative yet again of our precious ocean, our marine environment, always being the
scape goat, the dumping ground, the area where land based alternative, land based projects should be
looked at first and obviously that involves more complicating factors but not insurmountable factors and
this is far too much, far too extensive

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0186-1
Commenter: Amanda Burden
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Excerpt Text:

And I would love to support this project. I think it's so important that we look to wind for environmental
needs for jobs, for all the things folks have said, the problem is that the location for this project is
completely unreasonable, and really should be changed.

There was an initial location that was presented that was several more miles out to sea and that would be
much better for all involved. It is not. I have so many questions. Why is the distance for exclusion in New
York 17 miles and here we are going to be just nine miles? Why in Europe is it 30 and/or 80 miles and
here in the United States it's so much closer? We are putting so many things at risk for doing this, we are
putting whales at risk that are endangered; we are putting birds that are endangered at risk, and the latest
reading [ have seen shows that it really won't create the jobs that are being proposed and it will actually
raise temperatures, which is extremely concerning.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0186-2
Commenter: Amanda Burden
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Excerpt Text:

And there are just -- it's so disappointing, this is a really unique time in our country in this moment, in this
movement. | would love to support this project, and I would support it if it were at the originally
discussed location which is several more miles out to sea, about 30 miles out to sea, just as it is done in
Europe. Certainly, it needs to be at least what is noted for New York of 17 miles out to sea, no closer.

It just does not make sense. You would have kind of universal agreement if you would choose a spot that
was more conducive to what is appropriate.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0189-2
Commenter: Chris Fraga
Commenter Type: Individual
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Comment Excerpt Text:

My final comment is I have done research on wind, I am slightly educated, I am not an expert, but I do
know according to another United States government organization ENROW (Ph), technological
advancements of wind development for offshore have allowed wind farms to be placed further offshore.
The average distance of operating wind farms is 29 miles offshore. And ENROW itself is stating that by
2025 most of these offshore farms will move to 40, about 40 miles offshore. So it is not only possible
technically, it's a consideration of course financially but it's just the right thing to include --

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0193-2
Commenter: B Fallows

Commenter Type: Individual

Other Sections: 24

Comment Excerpt Text:

I just can't imagine there is not a solution to this. I refuse to believe that there is not a better way to go
about this project which again is very exciting, very promising but I have a hard time believing that the
innovation or the possibilities aren't there to move these projects away and out of view, that they would be
there, but they would not be a disturbance to people who have grown up and on Long Beach Island.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0199-6
Commenter: Daniel LaVecchia
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Excerpt Text:

Also, the windmills can be easily relocated further offshore whereby eliminating damage to our sensitive
marine environment and also avoiding the eye sore our shore dwellers will have to see every day for the
rest of our lives.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0200-4
Commenter: Greg Cudnik
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Excerpt Text:

All of these lease sites are outside, and I want them to be outside, but I want them much further off or
nowhere to be specific at all.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0210-2
Organization: Save LBI

Commenter: Joanne Leichte

Commenter Type: Non-Governmental Organization

Comment Excerpt Text:

I will say that we know starting nine miles offshore with turbines that are the closest and most visible
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most modern turbine complexes on the earth, I repeat on the earth with severe impacts in tourism,
vacation rentals, job losses, property values, none of which have been mentioned, never mind the noise
and the light, none of these concerns really have been brought to light and why are we so close to shore
when New York is 17 miles and the standard in Europe is 30 plus. Why is that?

Is there an economic reason? Then I am wondering about the benefit that is being considered when there
is more wind captured the farther you go out.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0210-4
Organization: Save LBI

Commenter: Joanne Leichte

Commenter Type: Non-Governmental Organization
Other Sections: 20

Comment Excerpt Text:

So there is significant information and research and it's not about doing the project, it's how are we doing
it, where are they and what is it impacting, not just our marine life and the economy that goes with that,
none of the other economic impacts have really been discussed, we are just looking at the jobs we are
gaining not the jobs we are losing and I think that moving it farther out and making sure that they are far
enough apart, that we consider the important industry and our seafood, our fishermen, our property
values, our tourism, the vacation rentals, all of the things that will negatively impact and if we are doing it
for environmental reasons, we should be doing it far enough out to capture the most wind possible not the
closest to shore and while some may want to look at it, most of us are here enjoying a pristine
environment and there is a way to capture this wind for a benefit without losing that pristine value.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0210-6
Organization: Save LBI

Commenter: Joanne Leichte

Commenter Type: Non-Governmental Organization

Comment Excerpt Text:

I think we need to take a really big look at that but mostly about moving things out and apart, so we are
not jeopardizing so much of our economy.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0221-1
Commenter: Suzanne Fairlie

Commenter Type: Individual

Other Sections: 27

Comment Excerpt Text:

I am very against the plan as it's being currently described, not because as people have said it's an eyesore.
That would be the least of my concerns and is not my concern. Instead with the towers being nine miles
out, it will impact the fishing industry, bird migration, whale migration and many other areas
environmentally creating more damage than others in good.

It seems that we are the only wind farm being planned within nine miles. The ones that are successful in

A-30



Atlantic Shores South Appendix A
Scoping Report List of Submissions and Individual Comments by Resource or NEPA Topic

Europe and elsewhere are 20 miles, 30 miles and 40 miles out, and the impact to the areas I just
discussed, which there are many many studies and I can site for them for you in the letter I'll send to you,
but they are definitely proven studies, would be mitigated if the wind farm was 20 miles or 30 miles out
and if the towers are two miles apart, not one point six miles apart.

I am sure there has to be a compromise and that we can still go through with the important project but
having it be further out.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0222-1
Commenter: Richard Brodman
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Excerpt Text:

My concern is, which has been voiced by some of the LBI residents, is that I think that the windmills are
too close. I worry about not just the migration of marine mammals but also it bothers me about the
aesthetics and the impact it might have on the businesses of Long Beach Island which are quite fragile at
this point in time, it's a seasonal business. I worry about of real estate values for these people as well.

I do think that there is an alternative with regard to the aesthetics of this and in following this, I have been
to the open house of Atlantic Shores, their virtual rooms and, et cetera, and I wonder why we can't
consider using the Hudson South Call area for the location of the windmills. This area is 37 miles out to
50 miles, its wind energy is supposed to be in excess of what we have already in the proposed lease areas,
and I think that this would satisfy the stakeholders which are the residents of Long Beach Island. It is a
pristine place, we do like the unobstructed view, but we also worry about the impact that it has on the
ecologic life, and so I agree with some of the people who have been able to call in from Long Beach
Island to express their views.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0239-7
Organization: LaMonica Fine Foods
Commenter: Daniel LaVecchnia

Commenter Type: Other

Comment Excerpt Text:

Also, the windmills can easily be relocated further offshore and further apart, thereby eliminating damage
to our sensitive marine environment and, also avoiding the eyesore that many shore dwellers will have to
see every day for the rest of our lives.

A.3.2.4. Other Comments on Alternatives

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0009-4
Commenter: James Binder
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Excerpt Text:

It was mentioned in the NOI that a “No Action Alternative” would be evaluated as an alternative in the
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upcoming EIS. One of my purposes in commenting here is to note that many changes have occurred since
the BOEM Programmatic EIS was prepared in 2007 and since BOEM leased the site to Atlantic Shores 5
years ago. These changes could alter the outcome of the BOEM actions. They need to be considered and
fully evaluated in the upcoming EIS evaluation for the No Action Alternative. Such changes include the
remarkable advances in on-shore carbon free renewable energy technologies, efficiencies in combined
cycle natural gas generation, and carbon capture that would negate or significantly reduce the need for
offshore wind development, while still meeting the goals of the Biden Administration and the Governor
of New Jersey for development of clean, renewable energy.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0009-5
Commenter: James Binder
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Excerpt Text:

as recommended by the Blue Ribbon Panel to the Governor in NJ in 2006, I recommend that BOEM add
a Limited Test Project Alternative to its evaluation in the EIS since massive wind energy projects such as
proposed by Atlantic Shores have yet to be demonstrated in the United States, and their reliability and
cost is not proven in this country. Intermittent sources of energy such as wind power require energy
storage to meet base load needs, or fossil capacity must be kept active to supply such power when wind
energy is not available. Utility sized battery storage capability is not commercially available. If
alternatively, pumped storage is proposed for such energy storage, the costs and impacts of such must be
included in the impact analyses

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0039-6
Organization: Mayor of Borough of Seaside Park
Commenter: John A. Peterson Jr.

Commenter Type: Local Agency

Comment Excerpt Text:

Accordingly, I would ask BOEM to rescind the New York (a/k/a "NY/NJ")Bight Lease Sale. At the very
least, BOEM should conclude the "no-action alternative", as appropriate, until such time all the relevant

and essential scientific information has been accumulated, thoroughly reviewed, and disseminated to the
public.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0039-8
Organization: Mayor of Borough of Seaside Park
Commenter: John A. Peterson Jr.

Commenter Type: Local Agency

Comment Excerpt Text:

As such, I would urge BOEM thoroughly, to consider numerous reasonable alternatives, including but not
limited to more readily achievable, already vetted, faster, and safer, on-shore, land based alternatives.
From a best case scenario, the projected date of completion for already leased sites, to make operational
the massive industrial wind farm facilities, targets the year 2035. Even this hypothetical time table does
not take into account the inevitable impact from at least one devastating hurricane. The most rapid and
efficient efforts to achieve energy efficiency, and the conservation of resources, entail land based
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solutions, which will reduce and mitigate the effects of global warming, and, not again run the risk of
making the precious ocean, at the Jersey Shore, a dumping ground

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0050-76

Organization: Long Beach Island Coalition for Wind Without Impact
Commenter: Robert Stern

Commenter Type: Non-Governmental Organization

Comment Excerpt Text:

NEPA rules require that other reasonable courses of action and their impact should be identified and
analyzed in the EIS in detail per 40CFR§1501.9(e) and §1502.14(b), and in comparative form to the
proposal per 40CFR§1502.14.

Since as shown above, the wind energy potential from all three areas exceeds the State’s program
requirement, there are clearly alternative ways of proceeding that involve all three areas.The proper EIS
scope described above affords the opportunity to craft EIS alternatives that can meet the Governor’s 7500
mw programmatic goal with much reduced environmental impact. Such alternatives could take the form
below:

[see original attachment for Table 3. EIS Alternatives]

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0050-78

Organization: Long Beach Island Coalition for Wind Without Impact
Commenter: Robert Stern

Commenter Type: Non-Governmental Organization

Comment Excerpt Text:

NEPA rule §1502.14 requires that each alternative be considered in detail and comparative form to
evaluate their merits and detriments. That includes the no action alternative.

As shown in Tables 2 and 3 above not proceeding with turbine placement in the Atlantic Shores project
area would still allow for the State’s offshore power generation goal of 7500 mw to be met through
development in the Ocean Wind and Hudson South areas.

So, a no action decision on Atlantic Shores cannot be dismissed as not meeting the State’s and the
defacto, BOEM goal. Rather this section of the EIS should: (1) prescribe the most likely scenario and
locations where the BOEM proposed level of power generation for Atlantic Shores would be made up,
i.e., in the Ocean Wind and Hudson South areas, and (2) present the impacts of that turbine placement in
comparative form to the proposal and any other alternatives. The analysis done by the BOEM for the
Hudson South area to adopt the New York Bight lease areas is sufficient to provide that comparison.

Since the BOEM has repeatedly, and in Court, stated that it is under no commitment for turbine
placement in the current lease area, the no action alternative could also include converting the use of the
current lease area to a power transmission effort in support of the one consolidated transmission project to
transmit all the power from Hudson South to New Jersey that the NJ BPU and the BOEM are pursuing
(BOEM Announces Next Steps for Proposed New York — New Jersey Wind Energy Transmission Line
06/17/2019). The EIS should present the significant environmental benefit of that in contrast to the need
for two transmission projects and the attendant greater sub-seabed excavation and substation construction
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if turbines are placed in both Hudson South and the current lease area.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0050-80

Organization: Long Beach Island Coalition for Wind Without Impact
Commenter: Robert Stern

Commenter Type: Non-Governmental Organization

Comment Excerpt Text:

To summarize, while in many federal projects requiring an EIS the no action alternative is often
summarily dismissed, in this case it is extremely attractive. State power objectives can still be met
through greater reliance on the Hudson South area which has substantial wind energy and has already
been screened for environmental and other use factors. Impacts to endangered whales can be avoided by
smart turbine placement. Using direct drive turbines in Hudson South can limit buffer zones and avoid
impact to the right whale. Visible turbine impact on local shore communities would be avoided. The jobs
expected for New Jersey are still the same.

The fact that the Hudson South areas do not yet have specific turbine size and location information need
not be a deterrent to the preparation of such a useful comparison.

The BOEM has already done substantial analysis"*"' regarding the environmental impacts of turbine
placement in the Hudson South lease areas which can be used to provide a good comparison of impact
there to the other areas consistent with the direction in 40 CFR §1502.21(c). Regarding Lease area A-
0498, BOEM can incorporate that EIS by reference and summarize its impacts for comparative purposes.

Therefore, the EIS should at a minimum provide a realistic, thorough, and comparable analysis of the no
action alternative using a realistic scenario of where the proposed 1510 megawatts of power for project 1
and whatever power is sought for project 2 would be placed to continue to meet the State’s 7500 mw goal
if this project was not approved, since it is not likely that that goal would be abandoned under this
alternative.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0050-85

Organization: Long Beach Island Coalition for Wind Without Impact
Commenter: Robert Stern

Commenter Type: Non-Governmental Organization

Comment Excerpt Text:

The No Action Alternative

NEPA rules in §1502.14 and elsewhere require that each alternative be considered in detail and
comparative form to evaluate their merits and detriments. That includes the no action alternative.

It should not be dismissed as not meeting power goals, because as shown above in Tables 2 and 3 above,
not proceeding with turbine placement in the Atlantic Shores project area would still allow for the State’s
offshore power generation goal of 7500 mw to be met through development in the Ocean Wind and
Hudson South areas, and the BOEM, defacto by proposing the State endorsed projects, has adopted that
goal and the State’s Plan.

In addition, the BOEM has not stated its own specific power goal number and plan for its larger offshore
wind program so it’s not possible to say whether the no action alternative would not meet it. If the BOEM
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goal is the same as the President’s then it should say so, and how much of that is expected from these
projects.

Rather this section of the EIS should: (1) prescribe the most likely scenario and locations where the
BOEM proposed level of power generation for Atlantic Shores would be made up, i.e., in the Ocean Wind
and Hudson South areas and (2) present the impacts of that turbine placement there in comparative form
to the proposal and other alternatives. The considerable analysis done by the BOEM for the Hudson South
area to adopt the New York Bight lease areas is sufficient to provide that comparison (see discussion
above under Alternative A for more information).

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0051-4
Organization: EPA

Commenter:

Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Excerpt Text:

Volume I, Section 3 of the COP evaluates various alternatives associated with onshore infrastructure,
points of interconnection, landfall sites, export cable routes as well as alternatives pertaining to the
dimensions and design of the WTGs. Ultimately the Monmouth and Atlantic Landfall Sites and
Corresponding Larrabee and Cardiff Onshore Interconnection Cable Routes were selected for inclusion in
the Project Design Envelope (PDE). Export cable routes were considered based on technical
considerations and site characteristics and preferred export cable routes that avoid sensitive habitats were
advanced for inclusion in the PDE.

With respect to the development of the EIS, EPA encourages full consideration of alternatives that would
allow for the development of the Project such that it meets the purpose and need, while also avoiding,
minimizing, and offsetting negative impacts to the greatest extent possible. This includes alternatives
related to a) the wind farm area, b) export cable routes and corridors, ¢) inshore cable routes and
corridors, and d) the landfall location. The EIS should include an accessible, clear justification for
selection of the preferred alternatives by comparing the affected resource areas under each alternative.
The EIS should also discuss alternatives associated with the segmentation of the lease area. The COP
focuses on the development of Projects 1 and 2 in the southern portion of the lease area. The segmented
lease by nature restricts the potential project development and extent of the Wind Turbine Area (WTA).

Currently a range of the anticipated number of WTGs within Projects 1 and 2 are provided. Alternative
configurations for each of the segregated projects should be advanced and further information provided in
the DEIS. This should include information about whether specific portions of the lease area should be
avoided due to potential impacts on marine resources, complex bottom habitat, and important benthic
features such as sand ridges and waves.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0051-5
Organization: EPA

Commenter:

Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Excerpt Text:

Seafloor Disturbance
Preliminary mapping investigations reveal that the lease area and proposed cable routes intersect regions
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of relatively high seabed mobility, high seabed habitat vulnerability and also run through regions
designated as sand resource areas (or sand borrow areas).[Footnote

1: https://portal.midatlanticocean.org/], [Footnote 2: https://www.northeastoceandata.org/] EPA
recommends a discussion of this in the EIS and urges BOEM to consider these metrics in determining
placement of structures and cables.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0052-13
Organization: Oceana

Commenter: Beth Lowell

Commenter Type: Non-Governmental Organization

Comment Excerpt Text:

As BOEM develops the mandated full range of alternatives for the Atlantic Shores projects, Oceana
encourages BOEM to include the following concepts, strategies, tools, and safeguards for consideration.
These elements will improve the project, minimize its effects, and ensure that the government and all
concerned stakeholders can properly oversee the project as it is developed on shared public waters.
Oceana recognizes that these proposals represent the state of the issues at this time and the environmental
review and permitting can take years. BOEM should ensure that the final EIS for this project is updated
with current knowledge, science, technology, and practices that may emerge during development of the
document.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0052-23
Organization: Oceana

Commenter: Beth Lowell

Commenter Type: Non-Governmental Organization

Comment Excerpt Text:

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

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0104-6
Organization: Defenders of Wildlife

Commenter:

Commenter Type: Non-Governmental Organization

Comment Excerpt Text:

Quieter Foundations for Wind Turbine Generators and Offshore Substations

Atlantic Shores is considering various fixed foundation types to support the ~200 WTGs and OSSs. Piled
foundations have been shown to have the most adverse environmental impacts relative to gravity
foundations or suction-bucket types. They cause the largest habitat loss (resulting in species displacement
and/or mortality), have the most turbulent wake and scour effects, cause the most release of suspended
sediment and sediment deposition adversely affecting water quality, and have the largest acoustic impacts
among all available foundation types. [Footnote 16: Horwath, S., Hassrick, J., Grismala, R., & Diller, E.
(2020, Aug). Comparison of Environmental Effects from Different Offshore Wind Turbine Foundations.
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OCS Study BOEM 2020-041, prepared by ICF Incorporated under Contract 140M0118A0004] After a
comparative analysis of the long-term environmental cost-benefit of various foundation types suitable for
the project site, we recommend that Atlantic Shores pursue gravity foundations and suction bucket
foundations as alternatives to monopoles/piled jackets for WTG installations. While habitat losses, wake
and scour effects, water quality loss from using these foundations would be similar to or larger than that
piled foundations, acoustic effects would be smaller, with other impacts and potential benefits being
similar. [Footnote 17: Horwath, S. et al. (2020). Comparison of Environmental Effects from Different
Offshore Wind Turbine Foundations, Table 9: Comparison of effects of foundation type on ecological
communities relative to monopile foundations] Because underwater noise adversely impacts larger marine
life especially species in serious peril such as the NARW and other species which cannot withstand any
take, gravity foundations and suction bucket foundations are arguably better choices than piled
foundations.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0105-2
Organization: The Nature Conservancy
Commenter:

Commenter Type: Non-Governmental Organization

Comment Excerpt Text:

BOEM is in an excellent position to fully develop the opportunities, especially as they relate to the
advancement of technologies that allow for impacts to be completely avoided or otherwise significantly
minimized. Robust assessment of the potential alternatives available for each Construction and
Operations Plan (COP) will influence not only this specific siting decision, monitoring protocols,
mitigation determinations, and environmental protections, but can establish expectations for future
projects. Optimally, BOEM’s project review will not only ensure that maximum anticipated impacts are
appropriately minimized and mitigated, but it will also steer project designs to avoid impacts in the first
instance. This kind of forward-thinking and comprehensive environmental assessment, with an eye
toward cumulative ecosystem wide impacts and benefits can ensure that offshore wind is deployed in an
environmentally sustainable manner that also fully supports overall project viability.

While the goal and purpose of BOEM’s authority in the context of its National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) review is to determine whether to approve, approve with modifications, or disapprove the
Atlantic Shores COP, BOEM’s great opportunity to further our collective understanding and fully
develop the range of environmental benefits associated with the various foundation technologies,
installation and mitigation approaches proposed in the Atlantic Shores COP as feasible should not be
missed. As the offshore wind industry advances so too do the technologies that might allow for avoidance
of, or significant minimization of, environmental impacts ordinarily associated with offshore wind
construction and operation.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0105-3
Organization: The Nature Conservancy
Commenter:

Commenter Type: Non-Governmental Organization
Other Sections: 17

Comment Excerpt Text:

1) BOEM should reconsider the sole reliance on the Project Design Envelope (PDE) approach for
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reviewing COPs; 2) BOEM should individually evaluate each foundation technology identified as viable
by the project applicant as a reasonable alternative in the EIS and the best alternative should be selected
as the preferred alternative;

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0105-9
Organization: The Nature Conservancy
Commenter:

Commenter Type: Non-Governmental Organization
Other Sections: 17

Comment Excerpt Text:

Each Foundation Technology Identified as Viable in the COP Should be Evaluated Individually by
BOEM as a Reasonable Alternative and the Best Technology Should be Selected as Part of the Preferred
Alternative in the EIS.

The Conservancy has consistently recommended that while the PDE approach seems valid for factors
such as considering the view-scape impacts associated with the largest possible turbine height, the PDE
approach does not allow for effective evaluation of impacts and benefits associated with different
foundation types consistently offered by project developers as within the “reasonable range” of designs
within the PDE (i.e., gravity-based, suction bucket, and monopile foundations). The Conservancy
recommends again that with respect to proposed foundation types, BOEM evaluate each foundation type
and/or combination foundation types as separate reasonable alternatives in the EIS, inclusive of
anticipated permit conditions.

Anticipated environmental impacts and the effect on corresponding permit conditions should be specified
for each option, particularly concerning steps necessary to minimize and mitigate impacts. The scope of
each alternative should evaluate how the project may impact benthic habitats in the project area and
consider, for example, how Nature-Based Design of scour protection and cable mattresses might
potentially provide benthic/fishery habitat mitigation and enhancement opportunities, necessary
mitigation for marine mammals, marine life and benthic habitat, and other operational permit conditions
relative to each alternative. Structuring the EIS in this manner is critical to identifying and fully
understanding the benefits and impacts associated with each foundation type. In order to transition from
an offshore wind industry that routinely selects monopiles as the standard foundation to an industry that
completely avoids pile driving noise impacts during installation, then project applicants’ determinations
that gravity-based and suction bucket foundations are reasonably available and viable options must also
be translated by BOEM into alternatives that clearly spell out the varying applicable permit conditions so
that project complexity, costs and viability are more assessable by the project applicants and the public.
For example, projects that do not require pile driving may not be constrained by permit conditions aimed
at minimizing and mitigating pile driving noise, such as seasonal or daily construction windows,
exclusion zones, and expensive noise mitigation techniques. It is important to illuminate these distinctions
as early as possible for this project, and to inform other developers that are still factoring the cost/benefit
of various types of alternative quiet foundation types for other projects, including, but not limited to, the
projects anticipated to occur within the existing and pending lease areas in the Mid-Atlantic Bight.

It is incumbent on BOEM to utilize the NEPA process in a way that directs developers to design their
projects in the first instance to avoid environmental impacts by selecting the best foundation and turbine
types for avoiding those impacts. Selecting design options that avoid impacts in the first instance is
without question the primary objective of the mitigation hierarchy and then, only after all reasonably
available options for avoiding impacts have been employed, do the “minimizing” and then “mitigating”
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impacts come into frame. Avoiding exposure of marine wildlife to pile driving noise unequivocally
represents the best practice. BOEM affirmatively determining that an alternative that uses a foundation
design other than monopiles is the preferred alternative is also one way to achieve minimization of
cumulative impacts from pile driving activities associated with multiple projects that may overlap both
temporally and spatially.

More in-depth analysis of the foundation types coupled with an indication of preference in the context of
BOEM’s COP review will also inform the appropriate hierarchy of decision-making relative to
technology determinations and acceptable environmental impacts for offshore wind projects. [Footnote 1:
It is of equal importance that coastal states’ consistency review determinations pursuant to their respective
Coastal Zone Management programs align with the NEPA review process in a way that adds to the
fulsome assessment of offshore wind projects with the potential to impact and benefit states’ coastal
resources and uses. To this end, a project applicant’s consistency certification should not be forwarded to
a coastal state for a determination until BOEM issues a draft EIS that defines the scale and scope of the
environmental assessment.] Without an option for BOEM to steer the project applicant toward preferred
foundation and turbine types in the NEPA process, the specifics of each project’s design can easily and
rather concretely be determined outside and prior to the NEPA environmental review process entirely.
This already may be the case for this project.

Atlantic Shores represents in its COP that it conducted “an extensive evaluation of all viable foundation
types.” (Emphasis added). [Footnote 2: COP Vol. II at p. 2-18] Atlantic Shores’ evaluation was
comprehensive, considering technical and logistical considerations, economic viability and market
availability, as well as seafloor and other siting characteristics. Specifically, Atlantic Shores did not
include foundation types in the PDE, including floating foundations, that it considered not technically
mature or which were not expected to be commercially available in time for the projects’ expected
development schedules. [Footnote 3: COP at Vol. I p. 3-16] Because the PDE approach allows the project
applicant the option to submit a “reasonable” range of design parameters within its permit application, it
follows that Atlantic Shores proposed the use of only foundation types that it considered to be reasonably
available and economically viable. Atlantic Shores represents to BOEM that Wind Turbine Generators
(WTGs) and offshore substation foundations could consist of either gravity-based jackets, suction buckets
or monopiles — that any one of these options is equally available and economically viable.

But it is clear that Atlantic Shores indicated to the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities (NJ BPU)
commitments for a specific foundation type. Atlantic Shores has already agreed to purchase monopiles
from New Jersey based suppliers and to use a new monopile fabrication facility at the Port of Paulsboro.
[Footnote 4: June 30, 20210rder In the Matter of the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities Offshore Wind
Solicitation 2 for 1,200 to 2,400 MW Atlantic Shores Offshore Wind Project 1, LLC, Docket No.
Q021050824 (Agenda Item: 8A-1) at p. 18.] While reference to the term “monopiles” may not always
translate to foundation type and corresponding need for pile driving, in this case it appears that it does.
[Footnote 5: 1d. at p. 17 (making reference to Atlantic Shores’ commitment to “minimize acoustical
impacts to marine mammals, sea turtles, and fisheries, [by] implement[ing] “soft starts” and explor[ing]
the use of various sound attenuation technologies for use during construction); see also, id. at p. 18
(referring to EEW American Offshores Structure, Inc.’s “proposal for foundation supply sent to Atlantic
Shores.”).] Atlantic Shores financial assurances to the NJ BPU to purchase locally fabricated monopiles
suggests a fait accompli with respect to the foundation types to be used for this project — and one that is
completely outside of the federal environmental review process. If Atlantic Shores has already made
contractual commitments with suppliers to use monopile foundations and BOEM can only review
maximum impacts in a PDE approach, then state public utility commissions and boards and private
contractual arrangements between the project applicant and local suppliers and not BOEM are
determining the best practices and setting the technology standards for the offshore wind industry as a
whole.
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Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0107-22

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

Commenter:

Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Excerpt Text:

Provision of high-resolution benthic habitat maps early in the process is important. These data are needed
for NMFS to conduct essential fish habitat consultations. This consultation process is designed to avoid
impacts wherever possible and determine mitigation measures where impacts cannot be avoided. It is very
concerning to us that these data have not been included in this COP. Without these data, we are unable to
provide specific suggestions for locations to avoid.

It is important to consider that while features less than 0.5 meters in size may not constitute complex
hazards from a cable or turbine installation standpoint, pebbles and cobbles on centimeter scales can offer
refuge from flow and predation and provide feeding opportunities for juvenile fish. Reworking and
removing epifauna from these sediments during cable and turbine installation will affect the fish that use
these habitats. The New England Council has worked to protect complex habitats at these spatial scales
from the impacts of fishing, for example, on Nantucket Shoals. The analyses prepared for the New
England Council’s Clam Dredge Exemption Framework articulate what we consider complex seabed in a
fisheries context, and the types of areas we would seek avoidance of wind development. [Footnote 5: See
Appendix A at https://www.nefmc.org/library/clam-dredge-framework .]

The EIS should also consider an alternative which would minimize impacts to commercial and
recreational fisheries. This could include reducing the number of turbines installed; using the shortest
offshore cable corridor possible; maximizing cable burial depth; seasonal restrictions on construction
activities; and excluding turbine, substation, and cable locations that have greater overlaps with fishing
activity. We recommend working with affected fishermen to understand the locations of greatest concern.
In addition, the turbine, substation, and cable locations should avoid all shipwrecks as they provide fish
habitat and are important recreational fishing locations. For example, the COP lists the Garden State
North Reef and the Atlantic City Reef Site as fishing hotspots “in proximity to” the wind turbine area and
export cable corridor. These locations were designated as special management zones by the Mid-Atlantic
Council due to their importance as recreational fishing sites. [Footnote 6:
https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/resource/map/new-jersey-special-management-zone-
areashttps://www.mafmc.org/actions/2016/nj-special-management-zones] This is not to say that they are
more important than all other recreational fishing hotspots in the area. Nonetheless, construction in these
areas must be avoided.

The COP notes that the project will seek to minimize summertime construction activities which may
interfere with recreational fishing. Minimizing construction during the summer could also have benefits
for important fishery species such as longfin squid, which spawn during the summer and, as described
below, may be negatively impacted by construction sounds and sedimentation. However, the EIS should
acknowledge the tradeoffs associated with reducing the amount of construction activity and associated
impacts during one time of year as this will require an increase in construction during other times of year
when different species and different fisheries may be more vulnerable to impacts.

For all alternatives, the EIS should be clear on which measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate negative
impacts will be required as opposed to discretionary. Only required measures should influence the
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impacts conclusions in the EIS. Monitoring studies should not be considered environmental protection
measures as monitoring is not equivalent to avoidance, minimization, or mitigation. Avoidance,
minimization, mitigation, and compensation for negative impacts should all be considered, with
compensation thoroughly planned for, but used only as a last resort if avoidance or mitigation are not
possible or are not achieved. Avoidance should be the first priority.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0107-6

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

Commenter:

Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Excerpt Text:

A uniform East-Northeast/West-Southwest 1 nm x 0.6 nm grid layout (with 0.54 and 0.49 nm spacing on
the diagonals) is proposed in the COP based on predominant traffic flow in the area, including special
consideration given to the surfclam/ocean quahog fisheries. Based on the rationale that this uniform
layout allows for transit in multiple directions, an additional designated transit lane is not included in the
COP.

We are concerned that some details are lacking from the project design envelope described in the COP.
Specifically, the maximum design scenario is very clearly described; however, the realistic minimum
design scenario is not given any consideration. For example, the COP does not specify a potential range
of megawatt capacities for the turbines, though the physical sizes of the turbines are described. Without
specifying the minimum and maximum likely turbine capacities, it is challenging to predict how many of
the maximum 200 turbines may be required to meet the purpose and need of the project while minimizing
negative impacts to the environment and existing uses such as commercial and recreational fishing.
Similarly, the potential minimum number of substations cannot be predicted without a more thorough
description of considerations related to the size of the offshore substations (small, medium, or large).

The EIS should analyze multiple distinct alternatives associated with smallest, largest, and one or more
intermediary potential scales of each project in terms of the number of turbines which might be installed,
the number of offshore substations, the total disturbed area of the seafloor, and the length of the offshore
export cable corridors. These alternatives should acknowledge that different combinations of turbine
sizes, foundation types, number and size of offshore substations, and offshore export cable lengths may be
used, and thus result in different levels of impacts. When describing alternatives that represent small or
intermediate scales of the project, details should be provided on how determinations will be made
regarding which locations to avoid. The impacts of the different foundation types should also be clearly
articulated. For example, a greater area of seafloor habitat will be altered with gravity base structures, but
more substantial acoustic impacts will be associated with the installation of monopiles.

All the choices described above have implications for habitat, fisheries, and other environmental impacts.
It will be important to clearly outline a wide range of possible scenarios, especially if the project size is
unknown at the time of EIS completion.

A mix of bottom types exist at the project site including along the potential cable corridors. The EIS
should include a habitat minimization alternative which would include micro-siting of inter- array and
export cables and exclude potential turbine or substation locations with the goal of minimizing impacts to
sensitive habitats including submerged aquatic vegetation, [Footnote 3: It should be noted that all areas
with submerged aquatic vegetation were designated habitat areas of particular concern for summer
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flounder through Amendment 12 to the Mid-Atlantic Council’s Summer Flounder, Scup, and Black Sea
Bass Fishery Management Plan (https://www.mafmc.org/sf-s-bsb). This is not acknowledged in the
Atlantic Shores COP, though other habitat areas of particular concern are acknowledged.] hard bottom,
and complex topography including sand waves and troughs. Details should be provided on how
determinations will be made and what flexibilities exist to site turbines, substations, and cables (including
inter-array and export cables) to minimize impacts to marine habitats.

Greater details should be provided on why two export cable corridors are considered, especially given that
the Monmouth Export Cable Corridor (ECC) is nearly two and a half times the length of the Atlantic
Export Cable Corridor and has the potential for much greater environmental impacts and impacts to
existing uses such as commercial and recreational fisheries. In multiple places, the COP includes
statements such as “Projects 1 and 2 have the potential to use either ECC and offshore export cables for
each Project may also be co-located within an ECC” (e.g., page 1-6 of Volume 1). If both corridors may
be needed to integrate the two projects with the onshore grid, this should be made clear. It is also not clear
if a single project may require use of both corridors, nor is it clear if the decision to split this part of the
lease area into Project 1 and Project 2, as opposed to a single project, impacts decisions regarding use of a
single export cable corridor or two cable corridors. As we have commented to BOEM in the past, export
cables can damage marine habitats, raise concerns about electromagnetic fields, and pose a risk to
fisheries using mobile bottom-tending gear. The amount of export cabling placed in the ocean must be
minimized and it is essential that BOEM take a stronger role in facilitating coordinated transmission
across projects and across developers to ensure that impacts are minimized. The Atlantic Shores COP
states that offshore cable easements have not yet been requested for this project (page 3-16 of Volume 1);
therefore, it appears to us that there is still an opportunity to work towards coordinated transmission
planning for this and other nearby projects (e.g., Ocean Wind and future projects which may occur in the
remaining sections of the Atlantic Shores and Ocean Wind lease areas).

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0119-19

Organization: National Wildlife Federation, Natural Resources Defense Council, National
Audubon Society, New Jersey Audubon, et al.

Commenter:

Commenter Type: Non-Governmental Organization

Comment Excerpt Text:

Quiet foundation technology should be included among the reasonable alternatives examined. This
technology, which is further discussed below, is practicable and will reduce noise impacts to the North
Atlantic right whale and the broader marine ecosystem by avoiding much of the noise that poses harm to
species during construction. As discussed more fully in Section I1.G, it should be included as a separate
alternative that can be compared against more impactful alternatives like pile foundations.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0119-20

Organization: National Wildlife Federation, Natural Resources Defense Council, National
Audubon Society, New Jersey Audubon, et al.

Commenter:

Commenter Type: Non-Governmental Organization

Comment Excerpt Text:

The Atlantic Shores PDE, as proposed in the COP, is particularly broad. There is no meaningful
indication of what type of foundations will be used [Footnote 42: The Atlantic Shores COP covers seven

A-42



Atlantic Shores South Appendix A
Scoping Report List of Submissions and Individual Comments by Resource or NEPA Topic

types of foundations: two piled foundations (monopile and piled jacket), three suction bucket foundations
(mono-bucket, suction bucket jacket, and suction bucket tetrahedron base), and two gravity foundations
(gravity-pad tetrahedron base and gravity-base structure); ASOW COP Volume I, Table E-1 at E-5], or
much information around project design other than a range for the number of turbines [Footnote 43: Id].
This has the potential of making it difficult to compare potential designs and choose a preferred
alternative that has been adequately vetted against other alternatives that may have different impacts. If
the preferred alternative has a PDE that is so broad that it allows for two or more substantially different
project designs (e.g., pile-driven foundations vs. quiet foundations), it effectively does not choose
between alternatives. This has the effect of allowing the developer to make that choice at a later time
without NEPA oversight. In order to encompass the full range of reasonably foreseeable impacts,
BOEM’s analysis must include an alternative that combines the most disruptive components for each
option included in the envelope. If the PDE is conceived or analyzed so broadly that it impairs BOEM’s
duty to effectively “inform decision makers and the public of the reasonable alternatives which would
avoid or minimize impacts,” as NEPA requires [Footnote 44: Id. § 1502.1], it undercuts NEPA review.

Relatedly, it is notable that Atlantic Shores only has a PPA with New Jersey Board of Public Utilities for
Project 1, while Project 2 does not yet have a committed power offtaker [Footnote 45: ASOW COP
Volume I at E-1]. The COP states that Project 2 is being developed to support future New Jersey
Solicitations, the next of which will occur in Q3 of 2022 [Footnote 46: 1d]. However, despite being
unlikely to secure a PPA until nearly a year hence, the schedule provided in the COP states that all
construction for Project 2 will be completed in 2027 [Footnote 47: 1d. at 4-3, Table 4.1-1]. Under 30
C.F.R. § 585.631, after a COP is approved, the developer must commence construction by the date given
in the construction schedule required by 30 C.F.R. § 585.626(b)21, unless BOEM approves a deviation of
the schedule [Footnote 48: 30 C.F.R. § 585.631. Pursuant to 30 C.F.R. § 585.626(b)21, a COP must
include a “reasonable schedule of construction activity showing significant milestones leading to the
commencement of commercial operations.”]. Further, pursuant to 30 C.F.R. § 585.634, a developer must
notify BOEM before conducting any activities not described in an approved COP and where a developer
seeks to undertake activities not described in an approved COP, a revision to the COP “will likely be
necessary.” [Footnote: 49: 30 C.F.R. § 585.634]. BOEM may begin the appropriate NEPA analysis and
relevant consultations when it determines that a proposed revision could “result in a significant change in
the impacts previously identified and evaluated” or “involve activities not previously identified and
evaluated.” [Footnote 50: I1d].

In the event that finalizing a PPA for Project 2 were to delay the proposed schedule such that construction
continued past 2027, under BOEM’s regulations Atlantic Shores would need to submit a revised
schedule, which may require BOEM to conduct a revised NEPA analysis. The need for additional NEPA
analysis would depend on the extent to which the new schedule deviated from the original schedule and
the extent to which our understanding of the impacts from offshore wind development has changed. For
example, if a delayed schedule were to occur after several offshore wind projects currently in the early
stage of development were constructed and operated, such projects could give us new and significant
information regarding how offshore wind projects impact a variety of resources and communities. Ocean
conditions may have significantly changed, as well as the conservation status or behavior patterns of key
species. New technologies may develop that could significantly impact construction, turbine size, turbine
foundations, layout, or other significant factors, including impact minimization strategies. In such
circumstances, additional NEPA analysis could be necessary before Atlantic Shores could proceed with a
delayed construction schedule.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0119-29
Organization: National Wildlife Federation, Natural Resources Defense Council, National
Audubon Society, New Jersey Audubon, et al.
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Commenter:
Commenter Type: Non-Governmental Organization

Comment Excerpt Text:

While pile-driven foundations have a smaller footprint per foundation than most other foundations
[Footnote 70: Id], they are the greatest source of noise of all base configurations. Much of what is known
about pile driving noise is what is propagated into the water column from the pile as it is struck.
Impulsive noise from pile driving can damage or otherwise negatively impact fish [Footnote 71: Robert
Abbott, Ph.D. James A. Reyff “San Francisco — Oakland Bay Bridge East Span seismic safety project:
Fisheries and hydroacoustic monitoring program compliance report.” 2004 See:
http://www.biomitigation.org/reports Available as “Revised Fisheries Compliance Report”], marine
mammals [Footnote 72: Michael Dahne, Anita Gilles , Klaus Lucke, Verena Peschko, Sven Adler,
Kathrin Kriigel, Janne Sundermeyer, and Ursula Siebert (2013) Effects of pile-driving on harbour
porpoises (Phocoena phocoena) at the first offshore wind farm in Germany. Environmental Research
Letters V. 8:17], and zooplankton [Footnote 73: Robert D. McCauley, Ryan D. Day, Kerrie M. Swadling,
Quinn P. Fitzgibbon, Reg A. Watson & Jayson M. Semmens “Widely used marine seismic survey air gun
operations negatively impact zooplankton.” Nature Ecology & Evolution 1, Article number: 0195 (2017)
doi:10.1038/s41559-017-0195], and degrade the acoustic habitat upon which the majority of marine
species rely.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0119-5

Organization: National Wildlife Federation, Natural Resources Defense Council, National
Audubon Society, New Jersey Audubon, et al.

Commenter:

Commenter Type: Non-Governmental Organization

Comment Excerpt Text:

Atlantic Shores’ project design envelope, particularly its inclusion of seven foundation types, is so broad
as to impair review and should be revised.

- Quiet foundation technology should be included among the reasonable alternatives examined in the
Draft EIS.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0122-11
Organization: Clean Ocean Action

Commenter:

Commenter Type: Non-Governmental Organization

Comment Excerpt Text:

The EIS process here must go beyond a cursory action versus “No Action” analysis. First, the clear
alternative to offshore wind is onshore wind, which is the same technology located to automatically
eliminate most of the “expected impacts” listed in the beginning of this letter. Secondly, the EIS should
be looking for best available solutions to climate change and focus on the review of other alternatives
(e.g., solar, conservation, efficiency).

Unique to this Proposed Action, however, is the ability (and duty) of BOEM to review the “No Action”
alternative in the following additional ways:

1. Project 1 only (105-136 WTGs)
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2. Project 2 only (64-95 WTGs)
3. Reduce both Projects 1 and 2 to the minimum number of WTGs, 105 and 64 respectively.

In this way, the EIS can assess the alternatives of 0, 64, 105, and 169 WTGs versus the maximum of 231
WTGs, in addition to the related infrastructure.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0122-21
Organization: Clean Ocean Action

Commenter:

Commenter Type: Non-Governmental Organization

Comment Excerpt Text:

COA advocates that the COP-EIS include land-based facilities that are or may be used for development of
wind turbine generators as well as operation and management. These are:

1. To reduce the overall footprint; and

2. To be climate resilient; and

3. To be as energy efficient as possible; and
4. Sited in environmentally friendly locations.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0146-1
Commenter: Jim Binder
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Excerpt Text:

My point is that we need to look at these impacts and assess them in light of what could be gained by
looking at alternatives and the no action alternative considering other technology options for clean
renewable energy that have come on-line in recent years and made remarkable advances and that could
diminish the size or number of turbines that could be used or could lead to mitigation of the project in its
entirety in the no action alternative.

You know, options that have become available and shown remarkable advancement in the last five years,
you know, include the use of hydrogen as a fuel for power generation as well as for transportation. The
first hydrogen plant in the United States on a power side went on-line in August of this year in Ohio
starting with a mixture of five percent hydrogen and 95 percent natural gas ramping up to 100 percent
hydrogen by 2030, 450 megawatts. You could build four or five of these facilities on shore and negate the
need for this offshore project or at least reduce it in size to minimize environmental impacts that will
occur.

The other option is to look at improving the efficiency of existing natural gas power generating facilities
by making them cogeneration facilities looking at both the electricity from combustion as well as steam
generation. It's been estimated that that would reduce greenhouse gas emissions by as much as 40 percent.
That could be implemented immediately with existing infrastructure and operations of existing natural gas
plants.

You could look at carbon capture, the point of all of this is that the no action alternatives needs to
seriously look at these new technologies that are alternatives and see how that would impact the size and
need for this offshore project as proposed.
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Second point I'd like to make is that in New Jersey there was a blue ribbon panel that suggested to the
governor as long ago as 2006 that you should start slow with wind, no more than 350 megawatts until we
know the impacts and the benefits. We are committing here way over our heads, too much too fast. I think
we need to look at a limited test project as another alternative.

Point three we all recognize large turbine sizes have come into effect since the WEA was recognized.
New York State has adopted a 20 mile exclusion zone, that's statute miles not nautical miles. I think it
would be imperative for BOEM to work with the State of New Jersey, DEP to look at a potential
exclusion zone,

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0192-1
Organization: Nature Conservancy

Commenter: Tricia Jedele

Commenter Type: Non-Governmental Organization

Comment Excerpt Text:

The narrow comment I wanted to make today is that we are really interested and happy to see the number
and variation of foundation types determined to be feasible by Atlantic Shores in its COP. The foundation
type selected we believe can in its own way act as an opportunity to avoid environmental impact in the
first instance. For example gravity based foundations do not necessarily lead to concerns about material
impact to benthic habitat in all scenarios and both gravity and suction bucket designs can help to avoid the
considerable extra cost that would be associated with having to provide noise mitigation, the need to fuel
the -- the need for fuel to run only partially effective very expensive and in high demand noise mitigation
devices could be avoided altogether eliminated by selecting some of these other foundation types.

But so that we can really begin to develop an understanding of what types of technologies are best
available for avoiding impacts or adding value, it would be really helpful to evaluate those foundation
types, for BOEM to evaluate those foundation types and their benefits as opposed to just developing an
understanding of whether the impacts associated with kind of the potentially worst-case scenario or most
impactful technology are tolerable or mitigatable.

So, we would like to see maybe some additional analysis about the benefits associated with selecting
some of the feasible foundation types that have been included in the COP by Atlantic Shores.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0199-7
Commenter: Daniel LaVecchia
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Excerpt Text:

While we do not necessarily see how the thousands of wind turbines planned for the east coast will
reverse climate change to the extent that most subscribe to, we do not want to stand in its way. We ask
that our regulators slow down this process, put in place a prudent pilot program of maybe ten windmills in
a test area that will demonstrate over the next five or ten years.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0233-1
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Organization: Department of the Army
Commenter: Todd Hoernemann
Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Comment Excerpt Text:

The EIS should address potential impacts to congressionally authorized federal projects and meet
requirements specified by 40 CFR 230 when considering alternatives.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0234-10

Organization: United States Department of Commerce National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA) Nat'| Marine Fisheries Service

Commenter: Michael Pentony

Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Other Sections: 4

Comment Excerpt Text:

We are aware that some benthic habitat data have been collected and are being processed and interpreted
by the developer, and additional information may be provided in the coming months. Some benthic
habitat data have been included in the COP in narrative form or in example figures; however, we have yet
to review any complete benthic habitat mapping documents and habitat data. This limits our ability to
provide site-specific feedback on the proposed projects and potential alternatives. More specifically, at
this time it is not possible for us to specify detailed habitat minimization alternatives for both the wind
farm area and cable corridors, until we have comprehensively reviewed the benthic habitat mapping data.
It would be helpful to have this information in the COP at the scoping stage to help formulate a more
detailed alternative.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0234-16

Organization: United States Department of Commerce National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA) Nat'| Marine Fisheries Service

Commenter: Michael Pentony

Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Other Sections: 17

Comment Excerpt Text:

It is vital that all costs and benefits of available alternatives, including the no action alternative, are
considered in a cost-benefit analysis. Costs and benefits should include both quantifiable measures (to the
fullest extent that these can be usefully estimated) and qualitative measures of costs and benefits that are
difficult to quantify, but nevertheless essential to consider (including potential economic, environmental,
public health and safety, distributive impacts, equity, etc.).

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0234-6

Organization: United States Department of Commerce National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA) Nat'| Marine Fisheries Service

Commenter: Michael Pentony

Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Other Sections: 17
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Comment Excerpt Text:

The "Alternatives" section of the EIS should consider and evaluate the full range of reasonable
alternatives to the proposed action, including those that would minimize damage to the environment. The
analysis must include development of one or more reasonable alternatives to avoid or minimize adverse
effects to environmental resources, including NOAA trust resources. The regulations published by the
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) provide: "[t]he primary purpose of an environmental impact
statement prepared pursuant to section 102(2)(C) of NEPA is to ensure agencies consider the
environmental impacts of their actions in decision making. It shall provide full and fair discussion of
significant environmental impacts and shall inform decision makers and the public of reasonable
alternatives that would avoid or minimize adverse impacts or enhance the quality of the human
environment (emphasis added)." When signing the Record of Decision (ROD), BOEM and NMFS will
have a duty to identify an environmentally preferable alternative, recognizing that agencies can develop
alternatives that meet the purpose and need while avoiding and minimizing adverse environmental
impacts. Indeed, the fundamental purpose of NEPA, as implemented by the CEQ regulations, is to fully
and fairly discuss and disclose, to both the public and decision makers, means and measures, including
alternatives, to avoid and minimize adverse impacts. Compensating for unavoidable adverse impacts
through development of compensatory mitigation measures should be viewed as mitigation of last resort.
Avoidance and minimization must be considered, and fully and fairly evaluated through the alternatives
development process, before reaching that point. BOEM’s purpose and need statement and screening
criteria cannot be so narrowly focused as to eliminate from full consideration reasonable alternatives that
also minimize and avoid adverse effects.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0234-7

Organization: United States Department of Commerce National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA) Nat'| Marine Fisheries Service

Commenter: Michael Pentony

Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Other Sections: 12

Comment Excerpt Text:

We recommend that you fully evaluate and consider alternatives that avoid and minimize impacts to more
vulnerable and difficult-to-replace resources such as submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV), natural hard
bottom substrates (particularly those with macroalgae and/or epifauna), dense faunal beds (e.g., cerianthid
beds), biogenic reefs (including shellfish), shellfish habitat, tidal wetlands/marshes, subtidal and intertidal
flats (e.g., mudflats), and prominent benthic features (e.g., offshore sand ridges; ridge and swale
complexes). Compensatory mitigation should be provided for unavoidable adverse effects. Inherent to this
is the necessity to conduct high-resolution benthic habitat mapping that characterizes and delineates all
habitats in the lease area and within all potential cable corridor areas, which we understand is ongoing.
Similar to the structure of the draft COP, and to facilitate efficient review of the alternatives, we
recommend the EIS discussion of the alternatives, and the comprehensive analyses associated with each,
be grouped into the three corresponding elements of the proposed Projects, 1) wind farm areas, 2)
offshore export cable routes and associated corridors, and 3) inshore/landside export cable routes and
associated corridors and landfall points. The proposed Projects should have multiple alternatives for each
element that could be "mixed and matched" in the final selection of each single and complete project.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0234-9

Organization: United States Department of Commerce National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA) Nat'| Marine Fisheries Service

Commenter: Michael Pentony

A-48



Atlantic Shores South Appendix A
Scoping Report List of Submissions and Individual Comments by Resource or NEPA Topic

Commenter Type: Federal Agency
Other Sections: 12

Comment Excerpt Text:

While the minimization of impacts should be considered in the development of all alternatives, it will be
essential for you to consider a discrete alternative that reduces impacts to fish habitats that are more
sensitive and vulnerable to impacts. Based on our understanding the proposed Projects and lease area, we
would recommend BOEM consider one or more Fisheries Habitat Impact Minimization Alternatives that
focus on 1) reducing impacts to prominent benthic features and complex habitats in the lease area, 2)
reducing impacts to habitat from scour protection given the wide range of materials proposed and extent
of anticipated impacts, and 3) alternative measures to reduce impacts to sensitive habitats along the export
cable.

This alternative should focus on project modifications that reduce adverse impacts to vulnerable fisheries
habitat within the lease area, such as prominent benthic features (e.g., sand ridges and banks; ridge and
swale complexes) and complex habitats, while also avoiding and minimizing the elimination of natural
soft bottom habitats. For example, the crests (highest points) and depressions (lowest points) of the ridge
and swale complexes, where unique faunal assemblages are associated with distinct sediment types and
sizes, should be avoided and impacts minimized to the maximum extent practicable. This should include
avoiding these areas for turbine placement, and reducing the extent of scour protection to minimize the
permanent conversion of soft sediment to hard stone or other artificial substrates. This alternative should
consider the elimination or relocation of WTGs and inter-array cables in portions of the lease area
dominated by complex habitats and prominent benthic features that provide important functions for
associated living marine resources. A Fisheries Habitat Impact Minimization Alternative should consider
impacts to all existing, fully functional fish habitats that are more vulnerable to project impacts. As
discussed elsewhere in this letter, minimizing impacts through project design and identification of a
Fisheries Habitat Minimization Alternative must begin with high-resolution habitat mapping and analysis,
which will determine which project components are in the most sensitive areas and should be considered
for removal or relocation.

Further, the Fisheries Habitat Impact Minimization Alternative should consider the material and
composition of any proposed scour protection, for cables, substations, and WTG foundations, as well as
the necessary extent (square footage) of such scour protection. The analysis should consider how different
types of materials will adversely impact species, such as epifaunal and infaunal invertebrates, including
Atlantic surfclam (Spisula solidissima), ocean quahog (Arctica islandica), and sea scallop (Placopecten
magellanicus). Additionally, this analysis should consider how different types of materials employed
(e.g., size, shape) may or may not maximize the habitat value for early life stages (e.g., juveniles) of
species, such as Atlantic cod (Gadus morhua), winter flounder (Pseudopleuronectes americanus),
clearnose skate (Raja eglanteria) and summer flounder (Paralichthys dentatus). All of these measures
should be considered as components of a Fisheries Habitat Impact Minimization Alternative or divided
into two sub-alternatives (e.g., WTG location alternative and scour protection alternative). More
specifically, the evaluation of materials used for scour protection for pile foundations, substation
foundations, inter array cables, and export cables should consider the adverse effects of using thick layers
of hard masonry/quarry stone, concrete mattresses, grout or sand bags, rock bags, ballast-filled mattresses,
and frond mattresses. Additionally, BOEM should consider eliminating man-made scour protection
options (concrete mattresses, grout or sand bags, rock bags, ballast-filled mattresses, and frond
mattresses) that do not mimic natural habitats. Some alternatives to consider may include modification of
masonry/quarry stone via tumbling to eliminate rough edges and angles. Furthermore, your analysis
should also consider layering the tumbled stone so that smaller stones, such as pebble and cobble-sized
stones, are present on the surface for use by larvae and juveniles.
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The COP suggests the Atlantic Shores Projects may use various types of artificial scour protection over
an extensive area. While the COP combines scour protection estimates with other types of impacts, it
appears that between 9.3 and 25.96 acres of scour protection protection will be used for offshore
substations (depending on type and number), while between 133.4 and 514 acres will be used for WTGs
(depending on type and number). The COP estimates approximately 2,328 acres of seafloor impact
related to inter-array and inter-link cables and 2,606 acres related to export cables, inclusive of scour
protection. Taken together, it appears that approximately 5,000 acres (7.8 square miles) of natural seafloor
could be converted to scour protection. However, the COP does not address the potential for additional
scour protection that may be required to address depressions left by spuds/jack-up vessels used for pile
installation - potentially further increasing the area of scour protection - a situation that has occurred in
other areas (e.g., Virginia Research Lease). This issue and associated impacts should be fully addressed
and integrated into the analysis.

The EIS should address the potential effects of the various types of artificial materials proposed and the
Fisheries Habitat Minimization Alternative (or scour protection sub-alternative) should identify
alternative options to reduce project impacts. BOEM’s recent (2020) study of the Block Island Wind
Farm found no colonization of organisms on concrete mattresses and determined that extensive use of
mattresses may result in significant detrimental effects. Therefore, we recommend that the habitat
minimization alternative investigate the use of natural smooth stone for scour protection that provides
interstitial space for species, especially early life stages of species. The habitat value associated with
scour protection does not provide the same value as natural hard habitats and may provide substrates for
invasive species and/or alter predator-prey interactions in the area. The distinction between the natural
and man-made structures should be incorporated into the analysis and should not be evaluated as equal in
terms of habitat functions and values. The limitations of habitat value from scour protection and other
man-made structures should be clearly disclosed and analyzed. The decommissioning and removal of
structures (e.g., monopiles) should be integrated into this analysis.

A full range of reasonable alternatives to the proposed offshore and inshore export cable corridors should
also be considered and evaluated, including an alternative (or alternatives) to avoid and minimize impacts
to important, sensitive, and complex habitats located in the Projects’ area. Such habitats could include
natural hard bottom complex substrates (particularly those with macroalgae and/or epifauna); SAV; dense
faunal beds (e.g., cerianthid beds) and shellfish habitat and reefs; other biogenic reefs; prominent benthic
features; coastal marshes; subtidal and intertidal flats (e.g., mudflats); shipwrecks, fish havens, and other
areas identified as N.J. Prime Fishing Areas (N.J. Administrative Code Section 7:7-9.4); and designated
Habitat Areas of Particular Concern (HAPC). HAPCs are designated as high priorities for conservation
due to the important ecological functions they provide, their vulnerability to anthropogenic degradation
and development stressors, and/or their rarity. Habitat impacts in any area with SAV should be avoided,
minimized, or mitigated since SAV is designated as HAPC for summer flounder. Additionally, sandbar
shark (Carcharhinus plumbeus) nursery HAPC is designated in the project area and overlaps with the
Atlantic Export Cable Corridor and Cardiff Interconnection Cable Route. BOEM should consider an
alternative that evaluates how cable installation and operation may impact these different habitat types
and identify ways to avoid and minimize impacts to sensitive and complex habitats. This is an accepted
practice for cables and other utilities projects and should be a component of the evaluation of impacts
from offshore wind development. This may include evaluating modifications or expansions of the cable
corridors to ensure cables can be routed around complex and sensitive habitats or using existing utility
corridors/easements. This alternative should also consider methods used to lay the cable within, or
adjacent to, complex habitats for both the offshore and inshore landing locations as well as avoiding,
reducing, or modifying scour protection. Options for avoiding and minimizing impacts related to the
methods of construction and routes, that allow for full cable burial to minimize permanent habitat impacts
and potential interactions with fishing gear, should be also considered.
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The proposed project area is designated essential fish habitat (EFH) for numerous managed fish species
and trust resources for which NMFS has conservation and management responsibilities, including but not
limited to: Atlantic surfclam; ocean quahog; sea scallop; scup (Stenotomus chrysops); clearnose skate;
longfin squid (Doryteuthis pealeii); winter flounder; sandbar shark; and summer flounder. It will be
especially important for the habitat minimization alternative(s) to consider ways to minimize both impacts
to important benthic habitats as well as the sensitive life stages of species that rely on them. Therefore,
construction methods, timing, and associated cable layouts should also be considered in this evaluation as
additional measures to minimize impacts to fish habitats. An alternative that minimizes impacts to
sensitive benthic habitats, and life stages of species that rely on them, to be a reasonable alternative that
should be considered in the NEPA document.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0009-13
Commenter: James Binder
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Excerpt Text:

We need to go slowly, and as recommended by the Governor’s Blue Ribbon Panel in 2006, build a test
facility (no greater than 350MW) to obtain practical knowledge of costs, benefits and impacts resulting
from offshore wind turbine facilities. Let’s not forfeit what we have for an uncertain future before we
know for sure what we are doing. And, when and if we do it, let’s do it without visual impact and
environmental harm as part of a diverse formula for energy generation

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0009-15
Commenter: James Binder
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Excerpt Text:

Regarding offshore wind, the reliability of offshore wind power has not been demonstrated at a level in
the U.S. for the project size proposed. As noted previously, the Blue Ribbon Panel established by the
Governor of NJ to look into the viability of large offshore wind projects in New Jersey prepared a report
in 2006. They recommended to the BPU that a limited test project no larger than 350MW first be done to
obtain practical knowledge of benefits and impacts resulting from offshore wind turbines before larger
projects are developed. That limited test project has never been done. It would be wise to “walk before we

ER]

run .

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0009-9
Commenter: James Binder
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Excerpt Text:

We should not risk such a mammoth investment in offshore wind energy without further understanding its
consequences. As previously mentioned, in 2006 a Blue Ribbon Panel for the Governor of NJ studied
offshore wind energy and compared it to energy production from fossil, nuclear and renewable fuels as a
means of meeting the State’s long term energy needs. It’s final report recommended to the NJ BPU that it
proceed with a “limited test project, not to exceed 350MW to obtain practical knowledge of benefits and
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impacts resulting from offshore wind turbine facilities”. To date, that test project has not been
constructed, nor, for that matter, has any offshore wind project been constructed in NJ.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0017-1
Commenter: Nicholas Palmisano
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Excerpt Text:

I am against the Atlantic Shores Offshore Wind Project. First, I feel that this is too large of a project to
begin with. This comment form seeks feedback regarding the impact to wildlife and tourism, and
specifically regarding the wildlife portions, the bottom line is we simply cannot know the impact. The
only think that will show the true impact is time studying the project. Several years ago there was a pilot
program proposed for the Atlantic City area that only included 5 windmills. The project at the time was
called Fisherman's Energy. This, in my opinion, is the prudent way to go. Build 5 wind turbines and study
all of the effects in the real world before committing to build a project at the scale of what is currently
being proposed.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0050-79

Organization: Long Beach Island Coalition for Wind Without Impact
Commenter: Robert Stern

Commenter Type: Non-Governmental Organization

Comment Excerpt Text:

The Alternative A discussion should also recognize that the current Atlantic Shores lease area was
identified over 10 years ago without public input and consideration of onshore visible turbine impact or
operational noise impact to endangered whales, and that the explosion in turbine power and dimensions
and the associated underwater noise now place significant restrictions on it. Our analysis in the cover
letter and Enclosure 2 indicates that there is no room for the turbines proposed in the project area
consistent with the requirements of the ESA and MMPA.

Alternative A places greater reliance on development in Hudson South. The Hudson South area has been
screened more recently by BOEM for all relevant turbine placement factors such as visible impact,
navigation, Coast Guard use, other defense use, fishery conflicts, marine mammal conflicts, water depth
and cost, and has been found to be suitable for offshore wind energy leasing. It offers several clear
environmental advantages such as avoiding visible turbine impacts to shore communities. Those benefits

should be described in the EIS.

Further, regarding the applicant’s interests, as shown by comparing the two maps in exhibit F, EDF
Renewables is poised to secure leases covering a large area in the western part of Hudson south. In much
the dark green areas of that part EDF has provided the only nomination. In the lighter green areas it is one
of two potential leasees. So, it is likely that EDF Renewables will come away with a substantial turbine
effort in Hudson South and its interest can be served. Likewise, Shell New Energy could use the its
advantage with the current lease area to get involved in the substantial transmission project that will be
needed to bring the power from Hudson South to shore.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0050-81
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Organization: Long Beach Island Coalition for Wind Without Impact
Commenter: Robert Stern
Commenter Type: Non-Governmental Organization

Comment Excerpt Text:

Alternative B, Current BPU is based on decisions by the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities for power
purchase agreements up to 2250 mw for the Ocean Wind project and 1510 mw for the Atlantic Shores
project. However, such decisions did not consider the environmental constraints regarding visible impact
or endangered whale protection even though they were placed in the docket record.

As mentioned above, the entire project area has very serious constraints regarding those issues, therefore
a restricted project would be more sensible, as described below.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0050-82

Organization: Long Beach Island Coalition for Wind Without Impact
Commenter: Robert Stern

Commenter Type: Non-Governmental Organization

Comment Excerpt Text:

Alternative C, restricted BPU. The initial proposal by Atlantic Shores to place the first 1510 mw in the
southern portion of the lease area shown in blue in Exhibit G offers some possibilities. That area is wider,
running from 8.7 miles to about 22 miles from shore. So, turbines could be restricted to the 17.3-19.3-
mile range, which would allow for three rows of thirteen Vesta-236 13.6 mw turbines, or 530 mw of
power.

This would mitigate the visible impact similar to what BOEM has done for New York State, and reduce
the noise levels in the right whale’s migration corridor, although they would still exceed the 120 dB level.

No further turbine placement in the lease area should be part of this proposal, and the EIS should state the
BOEM’s intention in this regard

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0050-83

Organization: Long Beach Island Coalition for Wind Without Impact
Commenter: Robert Stern

Commenter Type: Non-Governmental Organization

Comment Excerpt Text:

Alternative D, Whale Protective, excludes turbines to protect the critically endangered right whale and the
endangered fin and humpback whales. The right whale’s migratory path comes within 20 miles to shore
(Exhibit B), and the fin and humpback whales’ frequent areas out to 11.5 miles (Exhibit C).

As shown above in 1.1, since the width of this project area (about 10 miles), is less than the noise zone of
influence that will disrupt the right whale’s behavior (at least 22 miles), there is no place in this project or
entire lease area for turbine placement that will avoid exposures above the 120 dB behavior disruption
criterion, and block its migration corridor.
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Given the endangered whale constraints, Alternative D also places greater reliance on Hudson South
similar to Alternative A.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0050-84

Organization: Long Beach Island Coalition for Wind Without Impact
Commenter: Robert Stern

Commenter Type: Non-Governmental Organization

Comment Excerpt Text:

Alternative E, Maximum Use of the Ocean Wind & Atlantic Shores Areas would make greater use of the
closer-in lease areas, but that would exacerbate the visible turbine impact on shore communities and the
operational noise danger to the endangered whales.

Atlantic Shores has also said they will seek authorization in the next State solicitation (above 1510 mw)
for up 20 mw power turbines that are 1042 feet high, or about 200 feet higher than the Vestas-236, so this
turbine size (and power) needs to be incorporated into this alternative. This would of course exacerbate
the shore visible impact and the operational noise impacts on the whales even further.

Since even the maximum wind energy potential in lease areas A-0498 and A-0499 combined cannot meet
the 7500-mw goal, this alternative would still require some development in Hudson South, further linking
the three areas, and requiring two transmission projects, which is avoided under Alternative A.

Alternatives similar to those above should form the structure of this EIS to provide real options for
decision-making that can achieve wind energy goals with lesser environmental impact

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0052-28
Organization: Oceana

Commenter: Beth Lowell

Commenter Type: Non-Governmental Organization

Comment Excerpt Text:

Site Characterization

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

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

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0104-25
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Organization: Defenders of Wildlife

Commenter:

Commenter Type: Non-Governmental Organization
Other Sections: 15

Comment Excerpt Text:

A Fisheries Habitat Minimization Alternative should be developed to avoid siting foundations in/routing
cables through complex habitats to decrease the overall adverse impacts to EFH and lessen the direct
mortality of fish and invertebrates.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0104-35
Organization: Defenders of Wildlife

Commenter:

Commenter Type: Non-Governmental Organization

Comment Excerpt Text:

consideration of alternatives in turbine specifications that could influence collision risk, including air gap,
total rotor swept zone, and turbine height, and adequately assess collision risk to seabirds using science-
based analysis of flight heights (averages and ranges), avoidance rates, and other relevant avian flight
behavior. The cumulative impacts analysis in the EIS must incorporate results from BOEM’s own
analysis of the vulnerability of avian species to the WTGs of the OCS wind energy projects to be
developed in the foreseeable future. [Footnote 44: Robinson, W. J., Forcey, G., & Kent, A. (2013). The
Relative Vulnerability of Migratory Bird Species to Offshore Wind Energy Projects on the Atlantic Outer
Continental Shelf: An Assessment Method and Database. OCS Study BOEM 2013-207.] Many
tubenoses, for example, congregate outside the breeding season near upwellings and other locations of
high productivity. Such concentrated flocks, if occurring within the turbine array, could produce
significantly large collision events, even if such events are relatively rare. When calculating risk to birds,
the EIS must consider this variability of large concentrations of birds even in short periods of time in its
analysis of seasonal abundance.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0104-38
Organization: Defenders of Wildlife

Commenter:

Commenter Type: Non-Governmental Organization

Comment Excerpt Text:

- evaluate a broad range of feasible alternatives to every impact producing component of Atlantic Shores
COP (including infrastructure design technologies)

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0114-26
Organization: Responsible Offshore Development Alliance
Commenter:

Commenter Type: Other

Comment Excerpt Text:
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A transit corridor of no less than two nautical miles between the two leases would need to be included in
these projects’ designs to safely preserve these traditional transit paths based on the distance and use
patterns of the area. However, due to a high presence of recreational fishing vessels for much of the year,
submerged materials, overall port traffic, radar interference associated with OSW structures, and other
factors, four nautical miles is appropriate.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0119-21

Organization: National Wildlife Federation, Natural Resources Defense Council, National
Audubon Society, New Jersey Audubon, et al.

Commenter:

Commenter Type: Non-Governmental Organization

Comment Excerpt Text:

Our organizations recommend that the EIS analyze the impacts from “quieter” gravity-based and suction
bucket foundations separate from those of monopile foundations, to clearly illuminate the pros and cons
of the various foundation types on the area’s wildlife and existing uses. As offshore wind development’s
PDE portrays the greatest expected impact, it will be necessary to add a section that teases apart the
impacts from these very different technologies. BOEM should consider how to present several scenarios
(e.g., 100% use of quieter foundations, 100% use of monopile foundations, a mix of quieter and monopile
foundations) to allow the public to understand how various impacts could be decreased by adopting a
particular alternative. Clearly identifying impacts by foundation type will also help develop relevant
agency minimization, mitigation, and monitoring requirements.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0119-22

Organization: National Wildlife Federation, Natural Resources Defense Council, National
Audubon Society, New Jersey Audubon, et al.

Commenter:

Commenter Type: Non-Governmental Organization

Comment Excerpt Text:

Our organizations welcome Atlantic Shores’ inclusion of gravity-based and suction bucket foundations in
their PDE. Gravity-based and suction bucket foundations offer several environmental benefits over the
other offshore wind foundations evaluated in the COP. Most significantly, these foundations do not
require pile driving and thus avoid the noise impacts stemming from that activity [Footnote 51: Our
groups are highly supportive of fixed foundation types that significantly reduce noise during installation,
including gravity-based foundations, suction buckets (or “caissons”), and jack-up foundations (see, e.g.,
http://www.windbaseoffshore.com/), and encourage BOEM to incentivize full consideration of these
foundations for all fixed-foundation wind energy projects in the United States]. Pile driving noise has
been identified as a stressor of high concern for marine wildlife and the health of the broader marine
ecosystem [Footnote 52: “New York State Offshore Wind Master Plan Environmental Sensitivity
Analysis. Final Report.” NYSERDA Report 17-25. Prepared for New York State Energy Research and
Development Authority by Ecology and Environment Engineering, P.C., New York, New York,
(November 2017). Available at: https://www.nyserda.ny.gov/-
/media/Files/Publications/Research/Biomass-Solar-Wind/Master-Plan/17-25i-Environmental-
Sensitivity.pdf]. Sensitivity to the loud impulsive sound that propagates through the water column and
substrate from pile driving extends to marine mammals, sea turtles, fish, marine birds, and benthic and
pelagic invertebrates, some of which support economically valuable fisheries. Potential impacts of
unmitigated exposure to pile driving noise include physical injury, hearing impairment, habitat
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displacement, stress, disruption of vital behaviors such as feeding, breeding, and communication, and
other health effects [Footnote 53: See, e.g., Weilgart, L. “The Impacts of Anthropogenic Ocean Noise on
Cetaceans and Implications for Management,” Canadian Journal of Zoology 85, no. 11 (2007): 1091-
1116; Weilgart, L. “The Impact of Ocean Noise Pollution on Fish and Invertebrates,” OceanCare and
Dalhousie University (May 2018). Available at:
https://www.oceancare.org/wpcontent/uploads/2017/10/OceanNoise FishInvertebrates May2018.pdf].
Particle motion caused by pile driving is also expected to impact species in the water column as well as
the seabed, although these impact pathways require further study [Footnote 54: Sophie L. Nedelec, James
Campbell, Andrew N. Radford, Stephen D. Simpson, and Nathan D. Merchant (2016) Particle motion: the
missing link in underwater acoustic ecology. Methods in Ecology and Evolution V7, 836-842].

By entirely avoiding the impact of pile driving noise, the installation of gravity-based or suction bucket
foundations represents a ‘best practice’ in the context of the mitigation hierarchy (avoid, minimize,
mitigate) for this impact producing factor [Footnote 55: IUCN and The Biodiversity Consultancy.
“Mitigating biodiversity impacts associated with solar and wind energy development: guidelines for
project developers” (2021). Available at: https://portals.iucn.org/library/node/49283]. As developers will
not need the same level of noise protection in place, gravity-based and suction bucket foundations may
offer the flexibility to construct year-round (e.g., avoiding seasonal restrictions designed to protect North
Atlantic right whale from pile driving noise) in certain regions, such as the New York Bight, as long as a
mandatory 10 knot vessel speed restriction is in place, and eliminate the need for expensive underwater
noise reduction and attenuation technologies (e.g., hydro sound dampers, bubble curtains, etc.).

While our organizations support consideration of gravity-based and suction bucket foundations for the
Atlantic Shores project and are encouraged about the potential project’s minimal noise footprint, we
acknowledge that there remains much to learn about the potential impacts of these foundation types in the
United States. We urge BOEM to work closely with Atlantic Shores to review the project’s potential
impacts and to establish a thoughtful and rigorous long-term scientific monitoring program with the view
to inform the responsible development of future offshore wind energy projects that employ any of the
foundation types proposed in the PDE.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0119-23

Organization: National Wildlife Federation, Natural Resources Defense Council, National
Audubon Society, New Jersey Audubon, et al.

Commenter:

Commenter Type: Non-Governmental Organization

Comment Excerpt Text:

One of the primary environmental considerations for gravity-based foundations in particular is the impact
to the benthos. Gravity-based foundations require more seabed preparation and scour protection relative
to monopile foundations. BOEM must therefore carefully consider how potential negative impacts to the
benthos, particularly designated Essential Fish Habitat for large numbers of species [Footnote 56: ASOW
COP, Appendix II-J. Preliminary Essential Fish Habitat Essential. Available at:
https://www.boem.gov/renewable- energy/state-activities/appendix-ii-j-preliminiary-eth-assesment. EFH
has been designated in the lease area and along the export cable corridors for various life stages of more
than 41 species of fish and invertebrates], can be avoided, minimized, mitigated, and monitored. Local-
scale impacts should be avoided by micro-siting foundations away from sensitive species and habitats.
The substrate where the project is to be sited is predominantly sand, mud, and gravel [Footnote 57: Id. at
Figure 2, p. 108]; thus, the potential impacts from introducing significant levels of rocky scour should be
carefully considered, particularly on sand lance and benthic invertebrates that form a significant
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foundation of the trophic pyramid in sand and mud benthos.

To minimize and mitigate potential scour protection impacts for all foundation types, BOEM should
consider requiring scour protection follow a Nature-Based Design approach. Nature-Based Design refers
to options that can be integrated with or added to the design of offshore wind infrastructure to create
suitable habitat for species or communities whose natural habitat has been modified, degraded, or reduced
[Footnote 58: Sensu, Hermans et al. 2020. Nature-Inclusive Design: A catalog for offshore wind
infrastructure. https://edepot.wur.nl/518699]. A rigorous scientific monitoring program for the lifetime of
the project will help assess the impact of changes to benthic habitat and community composition and help
determine the degree to which scour protections should be removed or left in place during the project’s
eventual decommissioning.

In addition to benthic considerations, the design of an offshore wind farm (utilizing any foundation type),
such as the location, number of turbines, and foundation types, may affect local and regional
hydrodynamics [Footnote 59: Segtnan OH, Christakos K. 2015. Effect of offshore wind farm design on
the vertical motion of the ocean. Energy Procedia 80(2015): 213-222]. As discussed further in Section
IV.E.4.d, as tidal currents move past offshore wind foundations, they generate a turbulent wake that
contributes to a mixing of the stratified water column which, with large-scale wind energy buildout, could
significantly affect the stratification of a water column, including in the Mid-Atlantic Bight “Cold Pool.”
[Footnote 60: Lentz, S.J., “Seasonal warming of the Middle Atlantic Bight Cold Pool,” JGR: Oceans
122(2017): 941-954].

BOEM should follow the monitoring guidance set forth in the New York State Energy and Research
Development Authority (NYSERDA) Environmental Stratification Workgroup Report [Footnote 61:
Available at: https://drive.google.com/file/d/1510sGK9FyQDgS5pipnfefrH7tASFBHMgq/view], and
undertake research similar to that conducted in Europe for monopile foundations [Footnote 62: See, e.g.,
Schultze, L. K. P., et al. "Increased mixing and turbulence in the wake of offshore wind farm
foundations," Id.] to better understand the effects of individual foundations, as well as the cumulative
effects of large-scale build out, on mixing and stratification in the Mid-Atlantic Bight, including potential
impacts on the development of the Cold Pool and any indirect impacts on fish and invertebrates, including
prey aggregations of higher trophic level predators

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0119-6

Organization: National Wildlife Federation, Natural Resources Defense Council, National
Audubon Society, New Jersey Audubon, et al.

Commenter:

Commenter Type: Non-Governmental Organization

Comment Excerpt Text:

Atlantic Shores Project 2 does not have a committed power offtaker but has a proposed schedule in which
all construction for Project 2 will be completed in 2027. If finalizing a PPA for Project 2 were to delay the
proposed schedule such that construction continued past 2027, under BOEM’s regulations Atlantic Shores
would need to submit a revised schedule, which may require BOEM to conduct a revised National
Environmental Policy Act analysis.

2. Preferred foundation type (Section III):

- Gravity-based and suction bucket foundations (known as "quiet" foundations) offer significant
environmental benefits over pile driven foundations and may enable flexibility in construction timing and
decreased noise mitigation requirements.

- By entirely avoiding the impact of pile driving noise, the installation of gravity-based or suction bucket
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foundations represents a ‘best practice’ in the context of the mitigation hierarchy (avoid, minimize,
mitigate) for noise.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0125-13
Organization: Garden State Seafood Association
Commenter: Scott Mackey

Commenter Type: Other

Comment Excerpt Text:

As such the EIS must consider a greater array spacing to allow commercial operation, or assume these
areas will be closed to most gear types fished in NJ commercially. Thus, mitigation must be considered
that includes the fact that these areas will be closed to commercial fishing. And this compensatory
mitigation or impact fees fully offset these fisheries losses. Finally, this mitigation funds must be
identified and distributed by an independent source, with no relationship or control by the developers.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0214-3
Commenter: Peggy Middaugh
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Excerpt Text:

Specifically, I hope you will consider new construction technology that has been reported to significantly
reduce noise impacts on marine animals.

A.3.2.5. Alternate Technology or Energy Source

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0007-1
Commenter: Andrew Sangataldo
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Excerpt Text:

I am totally opposed to wind generators. Not only is it old technology and costly to maintain China
dominates the market. Do you want to rely on China for replacement parts. How about researching tidal
turbines the technology is here. It would seem to me that turbines are less intrusive to the environment

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0009-10
Commenter: James Binder
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Excerpt Text:

So, what are the onshore alternatives. As noted above, in regard to carbon free or reduced carbon
technologies, there are many in addition to wind and solar that can fill the void, including: nuclear;
hydrogen as a fuel for power plants and for transportation; carbonless synthetic fuels; biomass; upgrading
existing natural gas power plants to more efficient, combined cycle natural gas power plants; and carbon
capture from gas, coal and oil plants and use of carbon captured for product manufacture, to name a few.
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I note from an article that appeared in Mechanical Engineering Magazine in its June/July 2021 edition,”
Bright Futures”, that in regard to the state of readiness of hydrogen for power generation, that the “Long
Ridge Energy Terminal, a 485 MW plant being built along the Ohio River and scheduled to begin
production in Fall 2021, will use a blend of natural gas and 5% hydrogen, with the goal of using 100%
hydrogen by 2030”. From two to four similarly sized power plants could replace all of the power
projected from the Atlantic Shores offshore wind project, without any use of the ocean’s resources.
Another option is to upgrade existing natural gas power plants to include combined cycle power
generation, thereby increasing their efficiency and significantly reducing carbon emissions. The same
article in Mechanical Engineering cites as an example the Lake Charles Power Station which is expected
to emit around 40% less carbon dioxide than the single-cycle plant it replaced. Hydrogen use and
combined cycle gas plants are currently viable and can be put in place before 2035 to reduce carbon
emissions, while avoiding job disruptions and taking advantage of existing global infrastructure and
competencies.

On the home front on Long Beach Island, New Jersey Natural Gas, our gas provider, is engaged in a
green hydrogen project where hydrogen is blended into its existing natural gas system lowering overall
carbon emissions of the gas delivered to its customers.

Biomass also is playing an increasing role to produce electricity while reducing carbon emissions. As an
example, anaerobic digestion of food waste and other organic wastes that are currently landfilled is being
used to generate electricity at net zero carbon emissions levels.

Use of these technologies offers secure, uninterrupted baseload power. They are not dependent on
development of costly utility sized battery storage (not commercially available) or pumped storage used
to store energy when the wind is not blowing or power is not needed.

Let’s not forget offshore wind also requires construction of offshore electrical substations and installing
power cables to bring the electricity to shore for connection to the grid. Those connections will impact
bays and the undisturbed wetlands between the bays and the point of connection

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0009-14
Commenter: James Binder
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Excerpt Text:

The no action alternative should address renewable energy technology advances that have occurred since
the Programmatic EIS was prepared by BOEM in 2007. The purpose and need for the proposed project
has changed. The U.S. was recently and can again be energy independent due to the abundant supply of
natural gas. The increased use of natural gas in power generation, replacing coal and oil, has resulted in
significant reductions in emissions of greenhouse gas emissions below 1990s levels. In addition, there are
other renewable, carbon free technologies that have advanced since the Programmatic EIS was prepared,
including nuclear, use of hydrogen as a fuel for transportation and power generation and anaerobic
digestion of organics for power generation. So, if the purpose and need of offshore wind is to provide
needed power and to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, that has already or is in the process of happening.
In addition, the reliability of wind power was recently called into question with the power outages in
Texas this past winter. A reassessment of comparative costs is also needed

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0048-4
Commenter: James Binder
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Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Excerpt Text:

Please recognize the remarkable advances in alternative land based alternative energy projects and means
to reduce carbon emissions as part of a sincere analysis in the No Action Alternative.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0049-6
Organization: Geothermal National International Initiative
Commenter: John (Jack) DiEnna

Commenter Type: Other

Comment Excerpt Text:

If the primary goal is to reduce Greenhouse Gas emissions (GHG) there is a better way to do it by using
geothermal technology, the Energy Under Our Feet to deliver space conditioning (heating and cooling)
and water heating to facilities throughout NJ. The US DOE states that building energy use accounts for
36% of all the primary energy used in the US and 40% of the total energy used in those building is for
space conditioning and water heating. This is a renewable technology that uses the thermal energy in the
ground to heat and cool a facility. It does not impact any environment and can be installed throughout NJ.
This technology will reduce emissions, lower energy costs to the end user and create JOBS.I would
welcome the opportunity to discuss the other benefits of geothermal technology such as the amount of
jobs it creates and how it would benefit the residence of NJ but the main reason for this email is to bring
to light the actual cost of wind.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0069-2
Commenter: Matthew Kelly
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Excerpt Text:

While I would prefer to see the money put towards new, modern nuclear power plants I fear the public
perception and that of many government representatives wont allow it.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0079-2
Commenter: Donald Miller
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Excerpt Text:

INSTEAD WHAT ABOUT A NUCLEAR POWER PLANT ON THE OLD FORKED RIVER SITE,
THE INFRASTRUCT IS ALL READY IN PLACE .I UNDER STAND THE MODERON PLANT ARE
SMALLER AND MORE POWER FULL. LOOK AT THE NAVY SHPS WITH NUCLEAR POWER
PLANTS,NEVER NEED TO BE REFUELED,THAT LONGER THEN 15 YEARS. EVEN NATURAL
GAS PLANT ARE MORE EFFECTION THEN WIND POWER. NO WIND POWER HERE KEEP
OUT AND STAY A WAY FROM THE NEW JERSEY COAST.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0100-12
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Commenter: David Wallace
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Excerpt Text:

The federal government and the grid operators know that wind and solar along with battery backup is not
the solution to supplying electricity to every factory, office building, store and home in the U.S. 24 hours
a day 365 days per year. The solution is going to be natural gas fired and nuclear power plants that can
provide 100 percent of the power when the wind farms produce little or no power. Otherwise, the grid
shuts down. However, the environmental community is telling the public that they can supply all the
power needed using renewable power. Therefore, they are trying to stop the government from issuing new
oil and gas leases to force increases in production of renewables. The Biden administration has now told
BOEM to publish oil and gas lease bids for the Gulf of Mexico. The environmental community feels the
Biden has betrayed them. The truth is that the ENGOs have betrayed the public not the president who is
trying to keep the economy going and the lights on. The wind and solar systems will never be able to base
capacity they are only 50 percent effective and the sun does not shine and the wind does not blow all the
time. Gas fires and nuclear power plants can provide 100 percent of the power needed all the time.

Up until about one year ago, there was a large surplus of natural gas in the U.S. However, the demand for
gas in the rest of the world market because it was replacing coal as the power plant fuel souse. That drove
up the price of natural gas and the U.S. became a big exporter, which drove up the price of gas to twice
what it was a year ago.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0114-17
Organization: Responsible Offshore Development Alliance
Commenter:

Commenter Type: Other

Comment Excerpt Text:

OSW appears to have widely different costs and benefits as compared to other renewable power sources.
Multiple technologies exist at commercial scales that may have relative benefits in comparison to OSW.
Depending on site-specific conditions, technology that may be inappropriate in one area due to
unreasonable conflicts or environmental conditions may be the most desirable in another. For example, in
California, the State Groundwater Management Act required certain farmland to be fallowed during
drought conditions, leading to a potential opportunity for colocation of agrivoltaic solar projects. Similar
examples likely exist for OSW; regardless, a comparison of relative costs and environmental impacts of
alternative technologies should be included in the EIS.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0115-5
Commenter: Dorothy (Dottie) Reynolds
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Excerpt Text:

Of course the corporations that will benefit from the construction of wind farms promise that wind farms
will solve much of our climate change problems. But have they in locations where they already exist?
California and Europe are suffering high costs and an energy shortage crisis due to replacing sources such
as natural gas and nuclear power with reliance on wind and solar energy. They are not producing enough
power to meet their needs. Texas produces the most wind power of any U.S. state, but it still only
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accounts for less than 20% of the electricity generated. Frozen wind turbines hampered the state’s power
output last winter. Germany, a leader in green energy, has the most expensive electricity rates in the
world. And Germany’s carbon emissions are 10 times greater than those of France, which gets 70% of it’s
electricity from nuclear power. Nuclear power can provide carbon-free electricity on a massive and
reliable scale. Europe has 5,402 turbines connected to their grid. Do they have fewer storms, less
flooding? Wind farms do not have less of a damaging impact on wildlife than fossil fuels. We want to
slow climate change, but we must want to do it in the most beneficial way. The global reduction of
greenhouse gas emissions and air temperature is uncertain and the cost is uncertain.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0115-7
Commenter: Dorothy (Dottie) Reynolds
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Excerpt Text:

Wind energy is much more expensive and less reliable since the wind does not always blow, or blows too
forcefully for the turbines to safely operate. Of the five turbines located on America’s first wind farm off
Rhode Island, four have been shut down the summer of 2021 for maintenance and safety concerns.
Thirty-seven abandoned wind turbines lie at the south end of Hawaii’s Big Island.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0115-9
Commenter: Dorothy (Dottie) Reynolds
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Excerpt Text:

More importantly, a more efficient and less environmentally harmful form of green energy will likely be
developed in the near future. Natural gas and atomic power already exist and are less harmful to the
environment. Top oil firms have pledged to produce oil with less greenhouse gas emissions by developing
new cleaner fuels like hydrogen and biofuels from algae and also capturing and burying carbon for
storage and perhaps reuse. It would be a shame if we installed thousands of turbines only to find there was
a better way to reduce greenhouse gas.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0153-4
Commenter: Dennis Yi
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Excerpt Text:

The mention of hydrogen technology by the way is utterly spurious. Hydrogen plants do not generate
energy, they are not a net source, they cannot replace fossil fuels. Hydrogen plants consume energy and
create fuel for cars and such that could be electrified instead in totality and using no fuels and would then
be powered by electricity such as generated by turbines. Or they could just be replaced with things such
as electric trains.

In addition, 40 percent less emissions from natural gas are still 60 percent more emissions than necessary.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0194-9
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Organization: Clean Ocean Action
Commenter: Kari Martin
Commenter Type: Non-Governmental Organization

Comment Excerpt Text:

Aggressive solar energy policy is also missing from this state and the alternatives, combined these would
generate many more long-term jobs.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0198-2
Commenter: David Wallace
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Excerpt Text:

The very electricity that they are bragging about will only operate about 50 percent of the time, so about
50 percent of the time there has to be a backup power system, mostly either natural gas or nuclear power
plants.

We are closing nuclear power plants so that the wind energy can hook into their substation, that is
absolutely ludicrous, we need to keep the nuclear power plants going and have new substations built for
any wind power because the nuclear power plants can carry the base load, you cannot depend on the wind
power to flow all the time which was demonstrated in Europe this year where they ran out of electrical
power because they relied on wind power so much.

A.3.3 Bats

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0104-18
Organization: Defenders of Wildlife

Commenter:

Commenter Type: Non-Governmental Organization

Comment Excerpt Text:

A comprehensive survey of bats offshore and along the coasts of the Gulf of Maine, mid-Atlantic, and the
Great Lakes detected bats up to 70 nm from the mainland, although their activity generally declined with
increased distance from shore. [Footnote 54: Peterson, T. S., Pelletier, S. K, & Giovanni, M. (2016).
Long-Term Bat Monitoring on Islands, Offshore Structures, and Coastal Sites in the Gulf of Maine, Mid-
Atlantic, and Great Lakes - Final Report. Prepared by Stantec for the U.S. Department of Energy.]
However, there is very little data available on the interaction of bats with offshore wind energy turbines.
The bat species potentially present in Atlantic Shores project area are already facing multiple stressors on
land including WTG collisions, habitat loss, climate change impacts, and deadly diseases like the fungal
white-nose syndrome. These stressors can potentially alter the behavior of cave-dwelling and tree-
roosting bats, and also alter the migratory paths of the tree roosting species, thus increasing their use of
the offshore environment. [Footnote 55: Defenders comments on Empire Offshore Wind COP EIS scope;
(2021, Jul 26). Comment Tracking #: krl-06vq-yrk2]

Nine species of native bats are found in New Jersey. [Footnote 56: Maslo, B. & Leu, K. The Facts About
Bats in New Jersey. New Jersey Agricultural Experiment Station, Rutgers University. Cooperative
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Extension Fact Sheet FS1207]

- 6 resident species that hibernate in caves, mines, or in manmade structures: little brown bat (Myotis
lucifugus), northern long-eared bat (M. septentrionalis), eastern small-footed bat (M. leibii), Indiana bat
(M. sodalis), tricolored bat (Perimyotis subflavus), and the big brown bat (Eptesicus fucsus). Of these, the
Indiana bat is listed as Endangered at federal and state levels[Footnote 57: New Jersey Division of Fish &
Wildlife. (2018, Mar 20). New Jersey's Endangered and Threatened Wildlife] and the northern long-eared
bat is a federally Threatened species. [Footnote 58: USFWS - Environmental Conservation Online
System (ECOS): Northern Long-Eared Bat (Myotis septentrionalis)] The USFWS is currently conducting
a court-ordered review to determine, by November 2022, if the northern long-eared bat warrants uplisting
to Endangered status under the ESA. [Footnote 59:
https://www.biologicaldiversity.org/species/mammals/northern_long-eared bat/pdfs/Dkt-96-Northern-
Long-ear-Bat- Remedy-Order.pdf] The listing status of the little brown and tricolored bats is also being
reviewed by the USFWS. [Footnote 60: USFWS - Environmental Conservation Online System (ECOS):
Tricolored bat (Perimyotis subflavus)], [Footnote 61: USFWS — Environmental Conservation Online
System (ECOS): Little brown bat (Myotis lucifugus)]

- 3 (part-time resident) migratory tree roosting bat species: silver-haired bat (Lasionycteris noctivagans),
eastern red bat (Lasiurus borealis), and hoary bat (Lasiurus cinereus).

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0104-19
Organization: Defenders of Wildlife

Commenter:

Commenter Type: Non-Governmental Organization
Other Sections: 20

Comment Excerpt Text:

Better understanding of bat presence and behavior in Atlantic Shores projects area is needed to afford
them protection from potential adverse impacts of Atlantic Shores project activities. Both tree-roosting
and cave-dwelling bats populations have high mortality from collisions with terrestrial WTGs, [Footnote
62: NYSERDA - NYS-ETWG. (2021, July). State of the Science Workshop on Wildlife and Offshore
Wind Energy 2020 — Cumulative Impacts: Bats Workgroup Report] and most of the 9 bat species found
in NJ have been tracked crossing open waters of the northeast Atlantic. The EIS must consider impacts to
all bat species with a presence in this region, including the Endangered Indiana bat because it has been
shown to be present in the region and tracked crossing the coastal waters. [Footnote 63: Tracking Indiana
bat: Motus Wildlife Tracking System https://motus.org/data/tracksSelect?e=2013-01-01&1=2021-12-
31&s=100460] BOEM must consider all available science and technology-based recommendations on
avoidance and mitigation measures at the outset lest more species become listed within the lifetime of the
proposed Atlantic Shores project.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0104-20
Organization: Defenders of Wildlife

Commenter:

Commenter Type: Non-Governmental Organization
Other Sections: 15

Comment Excerpt Text:

We recommend evaluating the following monitoring and OSW operational requirements:

- a comprehensive regional bat monitoring plan in collaboration and consultation with scientists and
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technical experts. This plan must include continued visual monitoring using real-time detection systems
such as Motus tracking[Footnote 64: Bird Studies Canada. (2018). Motus Wildlife Tracking System.
https://motus.org/], field surveys, etc. and acoustic monitoring at the height of turbine nacelles[Footnote
65: Peterson et al. (2016); Hatch, S. K., Connelly, E. E., Divoll, T. J., Stenhouse, 1. J., & Williams, K. A.
(2013). Offshore Observations of Eastern Red Bats (Lasiurus Borealis) in the Mid-Atlantic United States
Using Multiple Survey Methods. PLoS ONE, 8(12).]

- evaluate bat deterrent technologies being developed for land-based turbines for deployment or modified
for use in the offshore environment to minimize bat impacts:

- turbine coatings to counteract any attraction to smooth surfaces which might be perceived as
water[Footnote 66: Victoria J. Bennett, V. J. & Hale, A. M. (20177?). Texturizing Wind Turbine Towers to
Reduce Bat Mortality. DE-EE0007033,]

- ultraviolet lighting which many bat species can see[Footnote 67: NREL Wind Research. Technology
Development and Innovation Research Projects.]

- ultrasonic noise emitters to effectively “jam” bats’ radars and make WTGs unappealing

to bats[Footnote 68: https://www.osti.gov/biblio/1484770; Weaver, S. P., Hein, C. D., Simpson, T. R.,
Evans, J. W., & Castro-Arellano, 1. (2020). Ultrasonic -acoustic deterrents significantly reduce bat
fatalities at wind turbines. Global Ecology and Conservation, 24, e01099.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gecco.2020.e01099; Arnett, E. B., Hein, C. D., Schirmacher, M. R., Huso, M. M.
P., & Szewczak, J. M. (2013). Evaluating the Effectiveness of an Ultrasonic Acoustic Deterrent for
Reducing Bat Fatalities at Wind Turbines. PLoS ONE, 8(6), €65794.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0065794.]

- acoustic monitoring at the height of turbine nacelles[Footnote 69: Peterson et al. 2016; Hatch, S. K.,
Connelly, E. E., Divoll, T. J., Stenhouse, L. J., & Williams, K. A. (2013). Offshore Observations of
Eastern Red Bats (Lasiurus Borealis) in the Mid-Atlantic United States Using Multiple Survey Methods.
PLoS ONE, 8(12).]

- targeted tagging

- thermal imaging technology to detect collisions

- explore targeted or smart operational curtailment (e.g. via feathering of turbine blades, which at high
risk periods, has been shown to reduce bat fatalities by >90% at land-based WTGs[Footnote 70: Arnett,
E. B., Huso, M. M., Schirmacher, M. R., & Hayes, J. P. (2011). Altering turbine speed reduces bat
mortality at wind- energy facilities. Frontiers in Ecology and the Environment, 9(4), 209-214.
https://doi.org/10.1890/100103]. [Footnote 71: Borssele Wind Farm in the Netherlands is the first
proposed offshore wind farm in Europe with a bat mitigation requirement for migratory bats. One
proposed mitigation measure is targeted operational curtailment.]) to minimize bat collisions with
offshore WTGs.

- evaluate seasonal increase of turbine cut-in speed (shown to reduce overall bat fatalities by 36%
including those of eastern red bats but not of hoary or silver-haired bats[Footnote 72: Good, R. E, Merrill,
A., Simon, S., Murray, K., & Bay, K. (2012). Bat Monitoring Studies at the Fowler Ridge Wind Farm,
Benton County, Indiana. Final Report: April 1 — October 31, 2011. Prepared for Fowler Ridge Wind
Farm, Fowler, Indiana.

https://tethys.pnnl.gov/sites/default/files/publications/Good%20et%20al.%202012 Fowler%20Report.pdf
] at land- based WTGs during warm, slow wind speed nights during seasonal migration when bat activity
is highest[Footnote 73: Peterson et al. (2016).] to reduce fatal collisions[Footnote 74: Arnett, E. B.,
Johnson, G. D., Erickson, W. P., and Hein, C. D. (2013). A Synthesis of Operational Mitigation Studies to
Reduce Bat Fatalities at Wind Energy Facilities in North America. A report submitted to the National
Renewable Energy Laboratory. Bat Conservation International. Austin, Texas, 2013; Arnett, E. B., Huso,
M. M., Schirmacher, M. R., & Hayes, J. P. (2010). Altering turbine speed reduces bat mortality at wind-
energy facilities. Frontiers in Ecology and the Environment, 9(4), 209-214; Tidhar, D., Sonnenberg, M.,
& Young, D. (2012). Post-construction Carcass Monitoring Study for the Beech Ridge Wind Farm
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Greenbrier County, West Virginia. FINAL REPORT. Prepared by Western EcoSystems Technology,
Inc.; Ostridge, C. & Framer, C. (2018).

Understanding the costs of bat curtailment. Presentation at AWEA Siting Conference. 20 Mar. 2018.] as
shown in the case of the Nathusius pipistrelle (Pipistrellus nathusii) during its summer/autumn migration
along North Sea. [Footnote 75: South Fork Wind Farm and South Fork Export Cable Project Draft
Environmental Impact Statement, Table H-36, 86 Fed. Reg. 1520 (Posted January 4, 2021).] Bat activity
levels offshore could be used as a proxy for their risk from OSW. [Footnote 76: NYSERDA - NYS-
ETWG. (2021, July). State of the Science Workshop 2020 — Bats Workgroup Report]

- consult with the USFWS on Atlantic Shores project impacts to listed/potentially listed bat species in
developing and implementing protocols to avoid, minimize, and mitigate such impacts.

- support and invest in scientific and technological research to:

- develop methods and technologies for monitoring, risk assessment, direct detection of collisions
specifically in the offshore environment[Footnote 77: NYSERDA - NYS-ETWG. (2021, July). State of
the Science Workshop 2020 — Bats Workgroup Report] so that OSW-related bat mortalities could be
accurately quantified since traditional fatality assessment (i.e. relying on carcasses around WTGs) is not
feasible at offshore sites.

- continually evaluate mitigation strategies being developed for land-based wind energy projects for their
potential application to OSWs. Bat mortality has been shown to increase with the tower height of land-
based WTGs, [Footnote 78: Barclay, R. M. R., Baerwald, E. F., & Gruver, J. C. (2007). Variation in Bat
and Bird Fatalities at Wind Energy Facilities: Assessing the Effects of Rotor Size and Tower Height.
Canadian Journal of Zoology, 85(3),381-87; Rydell, J., Bach, L., Dubourg-Savage, M- J., Green, M.,
Rodrigues, L., & Hedenstrom, A. (2010). Bat Mortality at Wind Turbines in Northwestern Europe. Acta
Chiropterologica, 12(2), 261-74.] suggesting that fewer, larger turbines deployed in OSWs may be
detrimental to bats.

- improve acoustic monitoring to distinguish between calls of different species. [Footnote 79: Peterson et
al. (2016).]

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0119-11

Organization: National Wildlife Federation, Natural Resources Defense Council, National
Audubon Society, New Jersey Audubon, et al.

Commenter:

Commenter Type: Non-Governmental Organization

Comment Excerpt Text:

It is challenging to assess potential bat risk or the Project’s pre- and post-construction monitoring plans as
the results from Atlantic Shores’ boat-based acoustic bat surveys were not included in the COP and the
post-construction monitoring plan has yet to be developed.

- Because so little is known about potential bat impacts from offshore wind, BOEM should require
support for and, once they are verified and commercially available, adoption of monitoring technologies
as part of Atlantic Shores’ monitoring framework and protocol.

- BOEM’s impact analyses must account for the potential for bats to be attracted to offshore wind
facilities; the impact analyses should also not assume that pre- construction bat activity will correlate with
post-construction bat fatalities.

- BOEM should analyze impacts to cave-hibernating bats, including federally listed species, from
offshore components of Atlantic Shores.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0119-110
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Organization: National Wildlife Federation, Natural Resources Defense Council, National
Audubon Society, New Jersey Audubon, et al.

Commenter:

Commenter Type: Non-Governmental Organization

Comment Excerpt Text:

BOEM should be conservative in its impact analysis, as bats are present in the offshore environment near
Atlantic Shores,[Footnote 320: ASOW COP Volume II, Figure 4.4-1 at 4-54] Atlantic Shores is nearer to

shore than most other proposed offshore wind projects (and, as discussed later, bat activity is expected to

be higher nearer to shore), and a lack of available information on impacts to bats from offshore wind does
not indicate impacts are unlikely.

It is challenging to assess potential bat risk or the Project’s pre- and post-construction monitoring plans
because the results from Atlantic Shores’ boat-based acoustic bat surveys were not included in the COP
[Footnote 321: These results will be included in the 2021 COP supplement; ASOW COP Volume II at 4-
49] and the post-construction monitoring plan has yet to be developed [Footnote 322: ASOW COP
Volume II at 4-62]. Although the COP states that “only a limited number of individuals would be
expected to be affected [Footnote 323: Id. at 4-59]” and “it is expected that mortality rates will be
relatively low offshore [Footnote 324: Id]”. given the paucity of data on bats in the region and the
uncertainties around bat behavior at offshore wind facilities, there are not enough data at this time to
make conclusions about potential impacts to bats from Atlantic Shores’ development.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0119-111

Organization: National Wildlife Federation, Natural Resources Defense Council, National
Audubon Society, New Jersey Audubon, et al.

Commenter:

Commenter Type: Non-Governmental Organization

Other Sections: 15

Comment Excerpt Text:

Recognizing that much remains unknown regarding the impacts to bats from offshore wind in the United
States, BOEM must require an explicitly defined monitoring and adaptive management plan. This plan
must include a commitment to standardized monitoring both before construction and during operations
and be made available for public review and comment. Additionally, because technologies to improve
understanding of and reduce bat risk offshore (e.g., strike detection and deterrent technologies) are likely
to be developed over the life of Atlantic Shores, the Draft EIS for Atlantic Shores should specifically
require the adoption of monitoring technologies when they are verified and commercially available as part
of the Project’s monitoring framework and protocol.

Determining risk and adaptively managing to minimize impacts relies on monitoring, but traditional
fatality monitoring is not feasible offshore. Given the challenges of conducting fatality assessments at
offshore sites [Footnote 325: Kunz, T.H., Amett, E.B., Cooper, B.M., Erickson, W.P., Larkin, R.P.,
Mabee, T., Morrison, M.L., Strickland, M.D., and Szewczak, J.D., “Assessing impacts of wind energy
development on nocturnally active birds and bats: a guidance document,” Journal of Wildlife
Management, vol. 71, pp. 2449-2486 (2007); Rydell, J., Bach, L., Dubourg-Savage, M., Green, M.,
Rodrigues, L., and Hedenstrom, A., “Bat mortality at wind turbines in northwestern Europe.” Acta
Chiropterologica, vol. 12, pp. 261-274 (2009)], many dead or injured bats would most likely go
unrecorded, either falling into the water or becoming prey to marine scavengers or predators [Footnote
326: Assessing bat fatalities based on carcasses found on vessels and structures is unlikely to provide a
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meaningful estimate of bat fatalities, as carcasses can fall far from the wind turbine, based on carcass size,
wind speed, turbine height, and other factors. We recommend BOEM consult with Manuela Huso,
Research Statistician at United States Geological Survey Forest and Rangeland Ecosystem Science Center
prior to making any inferences about total fatalities based on carcasses recovered from structures].
BOEM's assessment of the impacts to bats should, therefore, be conservative, and employ the best
available scientific methods, such as autodetection, acoustic monitoring at nacelle height, targeted tagging
of bats, and thermal imaging technology. BOEM should also support research into monitoring methods
for bats that are better suited to the offshore environment.

Acoustic surveys are an important tool for understanding bat activity offshore. We appreciate that
Atlantic Shores is conducting acoustic surveys in the Project Area as part of their Bat Survey Plan and
will share results in their 2021 COP supplement [Footnote 327: ASOW COP Volume II at 4-49]. BOEM
should require Atlantic Shores to not only share the survey results, but the collected data, too. [f BOEM
uses these acoustic surveys in their impact analyses, these data should be made publicly available in order
to facilitate a full and fair discussion of impacts to bats. In addition to requiring developers and their
consultants to publish the full dataset collected, BOEM should encourage the submission of all bat
acoustic data to the Bat Acoustic Monitoring Portal, BatAMP [Footnote 328:
https://batamp.databasin.org/].

While preliminary acoustic surveys represent an important first step to assessing bats’ use of the Project
Area, pre-construction acoustic surveys are inappropriate for predicting post-construction fatality risk for
bats. At land-based wind facilities, pre-construction bat activity surveys do not correlate with post-
construction fatalities [Footnote 329: Donald Solick et al., Bat activity rates do not predict bat fatality
rates at wind energy facilities, ACTA CHIROPTERA (June 2020); Cris D. Hein et al., Relating pre-
construction bat activity and post-construction bat fatality to predict risk at wind energy facilities: A
synthesis, NAT’L RENEWABLE ENERGY LAB. (NREL) (Mar. 2013)], possibly due to bats’ attraction
to turbine structures (see Section III.H.5). Furthermore, low levels of bat calls do not necessarily indicate
that bats are not present [Footnote 330: Aaron J. Corcoran et al., Inconspicuous echolocation in hoary bats
(Lasiurus cinereus), PROCEEDINGS ROYAL SOC’Y B (May 2, 2018)]. Although Atlantic Shores’ COP
relies heavily on offshore bat acoustic surveys to predict low bat presence, BOEM should not overly base
its risk assessment for bats on pre-construction offshore surveys.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0119-112

Organization: National Wildlife Federation, Natural Resources Defense Council, National
Audubon Society, New Jersey Audubon, et al.

Commenter:

Commenter Type: Non-Governmental Organization

Comment Excerpt Text:

Although more tracking and acoustic monitoring studies are needed, there is increasing evidence that bats
regularly use the offshore environment. Although Atlantic Shores’ COP assesses limited existing survey
data for bats offshore New Jersey, due to the limited amount of data available on bats offshore, additional
relevant data should be considered to better understand potential bat risk. BOEM should leverage
information on bat presence offshore, including data submitted to the Motus Wildlife Tracking System
[Footnote 331: Bird Studies Canada. 2018. “Motus Wildlife Tracking System.” 2018. https://motus.org/.],
an international network of researchers using coordinated automated radio-telemetry arrays to study small
flying organisms’ movements, including bats (this system is also discussed above in Section IV.G,
Impacts to Birds). Motus contains data on bat movements, including along the Atlantic coast, which could
inform which species need to be considered in BOEM’s analyses. Even though there are currently
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relatively few tagged bats included in Motus, the existing data indicate potential bat use offshore
[Footnote 332: See, e.g., Section III.1.2 of NWF et al. (2021) comments in response to the notice of intent
to prepare an EIS for Sunrise Wind Farm (SRWF Scoping Comments). Available at
https://drive.google.com/file/d/17JF- 8av1xiyjbl TMUwt9niFe4liMnev8/view?usp=sharing]. As discussed
further in Section IV.H.7.b, BOEM should require Atlantic Shores to support the tagging of additional
bats and deploy Motus towers within their offshore Project Area.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0119-113

Organization: National Wildlife Federation, Natural Resources Defense Council, National
Audubon Society, New Jersey Audubon, et al.

Commenter:

Commenter Type: Non-Governmental Organization

Comment Excerpt Text:

Given the presence of northern long-eared bats nearby in the onshore environment and the potential for
the species to make cross-water flights,[Footnote 342: ASOW COP Volume II at 4-57]. BOEM should be
conservative in its risk analysis. BOEM should consult with USFWS about potential impacts to northern
long-eared bats from the offshore components of Atlantic Shores and the Draft EIS should assess
potential impacts from the offshore components of the Project on northern long-eared bats and other cave-
hibernating bats.

Although these comments focus on impacts from the offshore components of the project, Atlantic Shores
should take particular care during tree-clearing activity associated with the onshore project components,
as northern long-eared bat summer activity and a maternity root were documented near the onshore
transmission cables [Footnote 343: ASOW COP Volume II at 4-57]. We appreciate that Atlantic Shores
will go beyond the requirements of the final 4(d) rule for northern long-eared bats [Footnote 344:
Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants; 4(d) Rule for the Northern Long-Eared Bat, 81 Fed. Reg.
1,900 (Jan. 14, 2016).] and follow recommendations from the New Jersey Department of Environmental
Protection [Footnote 345: ASOW COP at 4-62.]. Environmental groups consider the 4(d) rule to be
under- protective and have challenged the 4(d) rule in court. Furthermore, USFWS was recently ordered
by a federal court, following a remand of the agency’s threatened listing in 2020 [Footnote 346: Ctr. for
Biological Diversity v. Everson, 435 F. Supp. 3d 69 (D.D.C. 2020).], to complete a rulemaking to
determine whether the northern long-eared bat warrants listing as an endangered species under the ESA
no later than 18 months after the completion of a new species status assessment (SSA) [Footnote 347: Ctr.
for Biological Diversity v. Everson, Civil Action No. 15-477 (EGS), ECF No. 96 (D.D.C. Mar. 2, 2021].
Because USFWS completed the SSA at the end of May 2021, the final rule is due at the end of November
2022.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0119-114

Organization: National Wildlife Federation, Natural Resources Defense Council, National
Audubon Society, New Jersey Audubon, et al.

Commenter:

Commenter Type: Non-Governmental Organization

Comment Excerpt Text:

The COP describes bat use of the offshore environment to be predominantly seasonal [Footnote 348:
ASOW COP Volume II at 4-55]. BOEM should note in its analyses that the best available science on bats
and wind energy interactions from both land- based wind energy in North America and from offshore
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wind energy in Europe indicates that seasonal exposure of bats to wind turbines can cause significant
fatalities.

The majority of migratory tree bats fatalities from land-based wind energy occur during the spring and
fall migration period [Footnote 349: Arnett, E. B., Brown, W. K., Erickson, W. P., Fiedler, J. K.,
Hamilton, B. L., Henry, T. H., Jain, A., Johnson, G. D., Kerns, J., Koford, R. R., Nicholson, C. P.,
O’Connell, T. J., Piorkowski, M. D., & Tankersley, R. D. (2008). Patterns of Bat Fatalities at Wind
Energy Facilities in North America. Journal of Wildlife Management, 72(1), 61-78.
https://doi.org/10.2193/2007-221; Arnett, Edward, Manuela Huso, Michael Schirmacher, and John Hayes.
2011. “Altering Turbine Speed Reduces Bat Mortality at Wind- Energy Facilities.” Frontiers in Ecology
and the Environment 9 (4): 209—-14. https://doi.org/10.1890/100103]. Despite this predominantly seasonal
exposure, demographic modeling for hoary bats (Lasiurus cinereus), the bat species most frequently killed
by land-based wind turbines in North

America, shows that the 2014 land-based wind energy build out is sufficient to cause a 90% decline in
hoary bat populations over the next 50 years (associated with a 22% risk of extinction if widespread
mitigation measures are not adopted) [Footnote 350: Frick et al. 2017] and that wind energy buildout can
cause population-level declines during the lifetime of Atlantic Shores [Footnote 351: Friedenberg and
Frick 2021.]. Although this research focused on hoary bats, Frick et al. (2017) caution that other
migratory tree bats, such as eastern red bats (L. borealis) and silver-haired bats (Lasionycteris
noctivagans) which also experience high levels of fatalities at land-based wind facilities, might also
experience population-level declines. This is of particular note as all three species of migratory tree bats
have been detected in acoustic surveys offshore near Atlantic Shores [Footnote 352: ASOW COP Volume
IL, Figure 4.4-1 at 4-54] and have the greatest abundance offshore [Footnote 353: ASOW COP Volume II
at 4-58 and 4-59]. With limited research available on bats offshore, BOEM cannot dismiss the evidence
from land-based wind that seasonal interactions with turbines can cause significant impacts on migratory
tree bats.

Beyond the survey efforts near Atlantic Shores, in offshore bat surveys of the Great Lakes, Gulf of Maine,
and Mid-Atlantic, migratory tree bats were widespread, with eastern red bats detected at 97% of all
surveyed sites (and 100% of sites in the Mid-Atlantic), including the most remote fixed site (41.6 km
from mainland) and potentially on shipboard surveys over 100 km offshore [Footnote 350: Calls were
identified to the eastern red bat/tri-colored bat/evening bat frequencies on shipboard surveys 129 km
offshore in the Mid-Atlantic. Peterson et al. 2016.].354 Eastern red bats alone accounted for 40% of all
detected bat activity offshore. Hoary bats and silver-haired bats had less total activity offshore but were
still widespread, found at 95% and 89% of all sites, respectively [Footnote 355: Id]. Data in Motus also
indicate eastern red bats and hoary bats have made cross-water flights near Cape Cod (see Figure 1)
[Footnote 352: Bird Studies Canada 2018.].356

Furthermore, seasonal exposure of Nathusius's pipistrelle (Pipistrellus nathusii) to expected build out of
turbines in the North Sea during their late summer/autumn migration was considered sufficient exposure
as to affect Nathusius's pipistrelle populations, triggering operational curtailment measures between
August 15 and October 1 [Footnote 357: Boonman, M. (2018). Mitigation measures for bats in offshore
wind farms: Evaluation and improvement of curtailment strategies.]. This further belies claims that
seasonal exposure of bats precludes significant impacts.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0119-115

Organization: National Wildlife Federation, Natural Resources Defense Council, National
Audubon Society, New Jersey Audubon, et al.

Commenter:

Commenter Type: Non-Governmental Organization
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Comment Excerpt Text:

Bats, especially migratory tree bat species like the eastern red, hoary, and silver-haired bats, are believed
to be attracted to land-based wind turbines [Footnote 358: Cryan, Paul M., P. Marcos Gorresen, Cris D.
Hein, Michael R. Schirmacher, Robert H. Diehl, Manuela M. Huso, David T. S. Hayman, et al. 2014.
“Behavior of Bats at Wind Turbines.” Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United
States of America. National Academy of Sciences. https://doi.org/10.2307/43189889; Cryan, P. M., &
Barclay, R. M. R. (2009). Causes of Bat Fatalities at Wind Turbines: Hypotheses and Predictions. Journal
of Mammalogy, 90(6), 1330-1340. http://www.jstor.org/stable/27755139; Arnett et al. 2008; Horn, J. W.,
Arnett, E. B., & Kunz, T. H. (2008). Behavioral Responses of Bats to Operating Wind Turbines. Source:
The Journal of Wildlife Management, 72(1), 123—132. https://doi.org/10.2193/2006-465; Kunz, T. H.,
Armett, E. B., Erickson, W. P., Hoar, A. R., Johnson, G. D., Larkin, R. P., Strickland, M. D., Thresher, R.
W., & Tuttle, M. D. (2007). Ecological Impacts of Wind Energy Development on Bats: Questions,
Research Needs, and Hypotheses. In Ecology and the Environment (Vol. 5, Issue 6).; Ahlén, 1. (2003).
Wind turbines and bats- a pilot study] and have been recorded altering flight paths to approach turbines
[Footnote 359: Cryan et al. 2014]. Although no scientific consensus exists on why bats are attracted to
onshore wind facilities, theories include that bats may perceive turbines as trees to roost in and bats may
seek insect prey that congregate near turbines [Footnote 360: Id]. This attraction behavior puts bats at
increased risk for collision with turbine blades and whether such behavior could occur at offshore wind
turbines merits careful consideration.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0119-116

Organization: National Wildlife Federation, Natural Resources Defense Council, National
Audubon Society, New Jersey Audubon, et al.

Commenter:

Commenter Type: Non-Governmental Organization

Comment Excerpt Text:

Atlantic Shores’ COP identifies the highest impact design in project design envelope for bats to be the
maximum buildout of the project, 200 wind turbine generators [Footnote 361: ASOW Volume II at 4-58
and Volume I at 4-100.]. This implies that a higher number of smaller turbines would have greater impact
on bats than fewer, larger turbines. However, when analyzing impacts to bats, BOEM should not assume
that fewer, larger turbines reduce risk to bats. Although no research has been done on tower height and
bat fatalities in the offshore environment, research onshore has shown that bat mortality increases with
tower height [Footnote 362: Barclay, Robert M.R., E.F. Baerwald, and J.C. Gruver. 2007. “Variation in
Bat and Bird Fatalities at Wind Energy Facilities: Assessing the Effects of Rotor Size and Tower Height.”
Canadian Journal of Zoology 85 (3): 381-87. https://doi.org/10.1139/Z07-011; Rydell, Jens, Lothar Bach,
Marie-Jo Dubourg-Savage, Martin Green, Luisa Rodrigues, and Anders Hedenstrom. 2010. “Bat
Mortality at Wind Turbines in Northwestern Europe.” Acta Chiropterologica 12 (2). Museum and
Institute of Zoology at the Polish Academy of Science : 261-74.
https://doi.org/10.3161/150811010X537846], meaning that development approaches that favor fewer,
larger turbines could be detrimental to bats [Footnote 363: A meta-analysis by Thompson et al. 2017
found no relationship between turbine height and bat fatalities, but cautioned that research was needed to
understand how turbines in excess of 140 m in height might affect bat fatalities. Given this, it is
inappropriate to rely on this research to support statements that fewer, larger turbines would reduce bat
fatalities. Thompson, M., J.A. Beston, M.Etterson, J.E. Diffendorfer, S.R. Loss. 2017. “Factors associated
with bat mortality at wind energy facilities in the United States.” Biological Conservation 215: 241-245.].
A study on northwestern European wind facilities found that bat fatalities increased with tower height and

A-72



Atlantic Shores South Appendix A
Scoping Report List of Submissions and Individual Comments by Resource or NEPA Topic

rotor diameter [Footnote 364: Rydell et al. 2010] and a meta-analysis of North American wind facilities
found that bat fatalities increased exponentially with tower height (although this study did not find that
rotor diameter affected fatalities) [Footnote 365: Barclay et al. 2007.]. Insufficient data exist to determine
where (if any) a tradeoff exists between decreasing the number of towers vs. increasing their height, but
current research does not support the claim that fewer, larger turbines would have decreased impacts on
bats. Therefore the Draft EIS should note the scientific uncertainty surrounding the degree to which bat
mortality may increase with tower height and should adjust the language accordingly regarding bat
impacts.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0119-117

Organization: National Wildlife Federation, Natural Resources Defense Council, National
Audubon Society, New Jersey Audubon, et al.

Commenter:

Commenter Type: Non-Governmental Organization

Comment Excerpt Text:

Because there is so little research on bats offshore, impacts to bats are often only given cursory
consideration. However, bat species on the east coast are facing stressors on land that may make their
populations more vulnerable to additional take offshore. The northern long-eared bat and the Indiana bat
are listed as threatened and endangered under the ESA due, in part, to high rates of mortality from white-
nose syndrome, a highly pathogenic fungus.

Similarly, numerous other east coast bat species, such as the Indiana bat, little brown bat, eastern small-
footed bat, big brown bat (Eptesicus fuscus), and tri-colored bat (Perimyotis subflavus) are affected by
white-nose syndrome. Due to white-nose syndrome mortality, the USFWS recently issued a positive 90-
day finding for the petition to list the tri-colored bat [Footnote 366: Endangered and Threatened Wildlife
and Plants; 90-Day Findings for Five Species, 82 Fed. Reg. 60362, December 20, 2017. e day-findings-
for-five-species] and USFWS staff have communicated their intent to assess the little brown bat for
potential ESA-listing [Footnote 367: See National Domestic Listing Workplan Fiscal Years 2021-2025
(https://www.fws.gov/endangered/esa-library/pdf/National- Listing-Workplan-FY21-FY25.pdf) and
Robyn Niver, USFWS, personal communication (2018).].

The three migratory bat species on the east coast, the silver-haired, eastern red, and hoary bat, are the bat
species most highly impacted by land-based wind energy development, representing almost 80% of all
bats killed at wind facilities in North America [Footnote 368: Hoary bats, eastern red bats, and silver-
haired bats represent 38%, 22%, and 18% of all bat fatalities at wind turbines in the United States and
Canada, respectively. Arnett, Edward B., and Erin F. Baerwald. 2013. “Impacts of Wind Energy
Development on Bats: Implications for Conservation.” In Bat Evolution, Ecology, and Conservation,
435-56. New York, NY: Springer New York. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-7397-8 21]. Recent
research [Footnote 369: Frick et al. (2017); EPRI (2020); Friedenberg and Frick (2021).] has implicated
wind energy as causing potential population-level declines for hoary bats, and hoary bats and eastern red
bats are expected to be recommended for listing in Canada in the near future. Other east coast bat species,
such as little brown bats, tri-colored bats, big brown bats, northern long-eared bats, Seminole bats
(Lasiurus seminolus), and Indiana bats have also been documented killed by wind turbines [Footnote 370:
Armett and Baerwald (2013).].

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0119-118
Organization: National Wildlife Federation, Natural Resources Defense Council, National

A-73



Atlantic Shores South Appendix A
Scoping Report List of Submissions and Individual Comments by Resource or NEPA Topic

Audubon Society, New Jersey Audubon, et al.
Commenter:
Commenter Type: Non-Governmental Organization

Comment Excerpt Text:

In previous NEPA analyses, the Geographic Analysis Area for cumulative impacts to bats was defined as
100 mi offshore and 5 mi inland [Footnote 371: VW1 SEIS, at A-6, Tbl A-1., (June 2020); SFWF DEIS,
Table E-1, 86]. The migratory movements of bats, especially migratory tree bats, are poorly understood,
and many species of bats—both long-distance migrants like migratory tree bats but also cave-hibernating
bats—are capable of flights in excess of 100 km, indicating that bats found offshore in wind development
areas could also be found significant distances inland. Hoary bats, which are capable of long-distance
flights over water [Footnote 372: Hoary bats have colonized the Hawaiian Islands from the mainland
multiple times. Russell, A. L., Pinzari, C. A., Vonhof, M. J., Olival, K. J., & Bonaccorso, F. J. (2015).
Two Tickets to Paradise: Multiple Dispersal Events in the Founding of Hoary Bat Populations in Hawai’i.
PLOS ONE, 10(6), e0127912. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0127912], have been recorded
traveling distances over 1,000 km [Footnote 373: Weller, T. J., Castle, K. T., Liechti, F., Hein, C. D.,
Schirmacher, M. R., & Cryan, P. M. (2016). First Direct Evidence of Long- distance Seasonal
Movements and Hibernation in a Migratory Bat. Scientific Reports, 6(1), 1-7.
https://doi.org/10.1038/srep34585] and are thought capable of migrations in excess of 2,000 km [Footnote
374: 1d]. Research from Canada found that 20% of little brown bat movements exceeded 500 km
[Footnote 375: Norquay, K. J. O., Martinez-Nuiiez, F., Dubois, J. E., Monson, K. M., & Willis, C. K. R.
(2013). Long-distance movements of little brown bats (Myotis lucifugus). Source: Journal of
Mammalogy, 94(2), 506-515. https://doi.org/10.1644/12-MAMM-A-065.1] , which is further supported
by data from tracked little brown bats, which shows individuals using both coastal areas and making long-
distance flights to locations significantly further inland than 5 mi [Footnote 376: Bird Studies Canada
2018.]. In addition to little brown bats, data in Motus tracks movements of individual silver-haired bats,
eastern red bats, hoary bats, eastern small-footed bats, and Indiana bats from coastal areas on the east
coast to areas in excess of 100 mi inland [Footnote 377: Id]. These movements seem to refute BOEM's
assertion in previous NEPA analyses that bats that could be exposed to offshore wind energy projects
would not be found far inland (and therefore exposed to land-based wind energy facilities) and instead
support that a geographic scope of 100 mi inland was more appropriate.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0119-119

Organization: National Wildlife Federation, Natural Resources Defense Council, National
Audubon Society, New Jersey Audubon, et al.

Commenter:

Commenter Type: Non-Governmental Organization

Other Sections: 15

Comment Excerpt Text:

While these comments provide some additional resources on bat movement offshore and bat interactions
with wind turbines for BOEM to include in their analysis, there remains insufficient research on bats and
offshore wind to accurately assess cumulative risk and impact from the 22 GW buildout scenario used in
the Vineyard Wind 1 and South Fork NEPA analyses, let alone the broader scope outlined in Section
ILE.1.

Because of this knowledge gap, it is imperative that BOEM require offshore wind facilities to commit to
pre- and post-construction monitoring and to integrate novel technology for monitoring as it becomes
available. Monitoring data must be made readily and promptly available to the public.
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Although we now know that population-level impacts to bats are possible from land-based wind, these
impacts to bats from onshore wind energy were not anticipated and were only discovered because of
monitoring for avian impacts [Footnote 378: Arnett et al. 2008.]. While post-construction monitoring
should occur at the project-level, BOEM and their partner agencies should support coordinated and
regional surveys of bat use of the OCS and WEAs. Should further monitoring and research efforts reveal
that impacts to bats are non- negligible, BOEM and other agencies should support the development and
deployment of minimization strategies and deterrent technologies.

The following is a list of recommendations for BOEM and its partner agencies to support successful
understanding of offshore wind's impact on bats, modified and expanded upon from Peterson et al. (2016)
[Footnote 379: See Peterson et al. 2016, §5]. BOEM and its partner agencies should:

e Support supplemental field surveys for bats on the OCS, using similar methodology as described
in Peterson et al. (2016) [Footnote 380: Peterson et al. 2016.].

e Require acoustic detectors to be placed at nacelle height on a subset of turbines constructed along
the Atlantic OCS and require that the data collected be made publicly available.

e Support research to determine whether it is possible to improve acoustic monitoring to enable
better species identifications, such as being able to differentiate calls between the ESA-listed
northern long-eared bat and other Myotis species.

¢ Support continued advances in radio telemetry equipment, nanotag transmitters, and GPS tags so
that more bats can be tracked offshore (e.g., support the development of smaller GPS tags with
longer battery lives).

e Support deploying Motus towers and/or other nanotag receiving towers in the coastal and
offshore environment, including on structures in WEAs.

e Support efforts to tag additional individual bats with nanotag transmitters and GPS tags.

e Support the development of bat monitoring technology for offshore WTGs, such as strike
detection technology and thermal video.

e Support research on and testing of bat deterrent devices for offshore WTGs, such as ultraviolet
lighting or ultrasonic noise emitters.

e Require offshore wind projects to support testing and deployment of best available monitoring
and deterrent technologies, once developed.

e Require offshore wind projects to promptly report and make publicly available all monitoring and
testing data.

The Draft EIS for Atlantic Shores should specifically require the adoption of monitoring technologies
when they are verified and commercially available as part of the Project’s monitoring framework and
protocol. BOEM should further support and encourage their development and testing at Atlantic Shores.
The shared cost of development, testing, and implementation of these technologies across all lessees and
with BOEM, if standardized, would avoid an undue economic burden on individual projects.
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Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0119-120

Organization: National Wildlife Federation, Natural Resources Defense Council, National
Audubon Society, New Jersey Audubon, et al.

Commenter:

Commenter Type: Non-Governmental Organization

Other Sections: 15

Comment Excerpt Text:

However, bat activity in the Project Area prior to turbine installation may not accurately predict bat
fatalities during turbine operation. As discussed earlier, at land-based wind facilities, pre-construction bat
activity surveys are poorly correlated with post-construction fatalities [Footnote 381: Solick, D., Pham,
D., Nasman, K., Bay, K. (2020). Bat Activity Rates do not Predict Bat Fatality Rates at Wind Energy
Facilities. Acta Chiroptera, 22(1); Hein, C. D., Gruver, J., & Arnett, E. B. (2013). Relating pre-
construction bat activity and post- construction bat fatality to predict risk at wind energy facilities: a
synthesis. A report submitted to the National Renewable Energy Laboratory]. Because of this, the
commitment to post-construction monitoring is critical to yielding a better understanding about how bats
interact with offshore wind turbines. An important component to this will be programmatically supporting
the tagging of individual bats, such as through Motus, requiring receiving towers in the WEA, and
requiring installation of acoustic detectors, preferably at nacelle height.

Data on bat activity and calls within the rotor-swept zone of offshore WTGs would allow better
understanding of which bat species are at risk and during what environmental conditions, which could
inform mitigation measures. Because bat activity offshore seems to be predominantly restricted to warm,
slow wind speed nights and is highly seasonal [Footnote 382: RWF COP Appendix AA, 2.3.1, p. 27;
Peterson et al. (2016). In their study, the majority of bat activity in the Gulf of Maine and the Mid-
Atlantic occurred below 10 m/s average nightly wind speed and above ~70C.], if bat minimization
measures are needed and targeted curtailment is shown to be effective in the offshore environment,
periods of operational curtailment could be restricted to these highest risk times to decrease loss in energy
generation.

In addition to operational curtailment, it is possible that deterrent technologies to prevent bats from
approaching wind turbines could be useful in minimizing bat fatalities offshore. Deterrent technologies
are being developed for land-based turbines, including turbine coatings (to counteract any attraction to
smooth surfaces which might be perceived as water) [Footnote 383: Texturizing Wind Turbine Towers to
Reduce Bat Mortality DE-EE0007033, https://www.energy.gov/sites/prod/files/2019/05/f63/TCU%20-
%20M17%20-%20Hale-Bennett.pdf (last visited Oct. 04, 2021).], ultraviolet lighting (which many bat
species can see) [Footnote 384: NREL Wind Research, Technology Development and Innovation
Research Projects https://www.nrel.gov/wind/technology- development-innovation-projects.html (last
visited Oct. 04, 2021).], and ultrasonic noise emitters (to possibly ‘jam’ bats’ radars and make wind
facilities unappealing to bats) [Footnote 385: https://www.osti.gov/biblio/1484770; Weaver, S. P., Hein,
C. D., Simpson, T. R., Evans, J. W., & Castro-Arellano, 1. (2020). Ultrasonic acoustic deterrents
significantly reduce bat fatalities at wind turbines. Global Ecology and Conservation, e01099.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gecc0.2020.e01099; Arnett, E. B., Hein, C. D., Schirmacher, M. R., Huso, M. M.
P., & Szewczak, J. M. (2013). Evaluating the Effectiveness of an Ultrasonic Acoustic Deterrent for
Reducing Bat Fatalities at Wind Turbines. PLoS ONE, 8(6), €65794.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0065794]. One of the ultrasonic deterrent technologies, NRG
Systems, has been commercially deployed at land-based wind facilities [Footnote 386: https://news.duke-
energy.com/releases/duke-energy-renewables-to-use-new-technology-to-help-protect-bats-at-its-wind-
sites]. None of these technologies have been assessed yet in the offshore environment nor on turbines
with such large swept areas, which may present a challenge for effective deterrent use offshore.
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A.3.4 Benthic Resources

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0066-4
Commenter: Peter Hartney

Commenter Type: Individual

Other Sections: 5 14

Comment Excerpt Text:

Moving from economic to the environmental, the proposal submitted by Atlantic Shores either fails to
address or glosses over the impact of the wind farms on a number of environmental issues which BOEM
needs to give significant consideration. Among these issues are the impact upon the benthic species and
habitats which have yet to be significantly studied and understood
(https://tos.org/oceanography/article/offshore-wind-energy-and-benthic-habitat-changes-lessons-from-
block-island-wind-farm;https://research-repository.st-

andrews.ac.uk/bitstream/handle/10023/21420/Hutchison 2020 tos_interaction between CC.pdf?sequenc
e=1 the impact upon the migratory patterns of the endangered right whale in addition to the impact,
negative in my opinion, on the seasonal flight path of migratory birds in the middle of which the proposed
windfarm projects are located;

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0121-3
Commenter: Horatio (Ray) Nichols
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Excerpt Text:

2. Re ocean floor impacts: consider them in context of other existing activities that affect the sea floor and
the biota: such as commercial harvesting of clams by drag-lining.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0234-10

Organization: United States Department of Commerce National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA) Nat'| Marine Fisheries Service

Commenter: Michael Pentony

Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Other Sections: 2

Comment Excerpt Text:

We are aware that some benthic habitat data have been collected and are being processed and interpreted
by the developer, and additional information may be provided in the coming months. Some benthic
habitat data have been included in the COP in narrative form or in example figures; however, we have yet
to review any complete benthic habitat mapping documents and habitat data. This limits our ability to
provide site-specific feedback on the proposed projects and potential alternatives. More specifically, at
this time it is not possible for us to specify detailed habitat minimization alternatives for both the wind
farm area and cable corridors, until we have comprehensively reviewed the benthic habitat mapping data.
It would be helpful to have this information in the COP at the scoping stage to help formulate a more
detailed alternative.
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Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0234-34

Organization: United States Department of Commerce National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA) Nat'| Marine Fisheries Service

Commenter: Michael Pentony

Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Other Sections: 12

Comment Excerpt Text:

The Atlantic Shores Projects are proposed to be constructed in or directly adjacent to important habitat for
numerous federally-managed species and their prey. Additionally, the export cable corridors likely
overlap sensitive offshore and nearshore-estuarine habitats such as subtidal and intertidal flats, coastal
marsh, SAV, and others. The NEPA document, and the EFH, benthic resources, finfish, and invertebrates
sections, in particular, should accurately describe the Projects’ area and the resources that rely on habitats
that are susceptible to project impacts. The document should fully describe the distinct habitat features of
the entire project area and the importance of different habitat types for providing structure and refuge, as
well as habitats important for eggs, larvae, and juveniles. The evaluation of the Projects’ impacts should
not only consider impacts of the Projects against the cumulative geographic scope (e.g., the OCS), but
also clearly evaluate anticipated impacts of project construction and operation to the distinct habitat types
found in the lease area, along the export cable route, and inshore landfall/inland locations. The document
should analyze the effects to the physical and biological habitat features and the biological consequences
of those effects. It will be important to consider impacts of the Projects on all life stages (adults, juveniles,
larvae, eggs), and we recommend focusing on species and life stages that may be more vulnerable to
1mpacts.

Additionally, habitats that support particularly sensitive life stages of species should be identified and
described. For example, juvenile summer flounder inhabit a variety of inshore coastal and estuarine
habitats, including SAV (eelgrass and other species). Any area with SAV is designated as a HAPC and
should be identified and mapped. Project activities that adversely affect SAV should be avoided or
minimized to the extent practicable. Additionally, species with adhesive or demersal eggs or neutrally
buoyant larvae, such as winter flounder, are particularly sensitive to actions such as dredging and
trenching. Furthermore, sensitive or unique features such as those designated as New Jersey (NJ) Prime
Fishing Areas in accordance with N.J.A.C. 7:7-9.4 should be identified and described, and any potential
impacts be analyzed. A large portion of the lease area is designated a NJ Prime Fishing Area (“Lobster
Hole”), in addition to a smaller feature (“The Wall”) being present, closer to shore. Other Prime Fishing
Areas overlap with, or are very close to, the export cable routes. These areas are designated NJ Prime
Fishing Areas because of their demonstrable history of supporting a significant local intensity of
recreational or commercial fishing activity, which likely results from high fish production, high benthic
faunal density, and species diversity; dense aggregations of fish are likely supported by high local primary
production. It is important that the EIS fully describe and analyze impacts of the Projects on sensitive
habitats and unique benthic features as well as vulnerable life stages of any NOAA trust resource, and
evaluate ways to avoid and minimize those impacts. If it is not feasible to avoid or minimize negative
impacts, mitigation measures must be proposed and analyzed.

We would also note that impacts to complex habitats and benthic features, such as those found in the
Projects’ area, are known to result in long recovery times and are potentially permanent. Such impacts
may result in cascading long-term to permanent effects to species that rely on this area for spawning and
nursery grounds and the fisheries and communities that target such species. The evaluation of impacts
from the Projects’ construction and operation should evaluate the potential for recovery and the
anticipated recovery times based on the habitat type and components that would be impacted. Benthic
features (e.g., sand ridges and banks; ridge and swale complexes) and complex habitats are more
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vulnerable to permanent impacts or may take years to decades to recover from certain impacts. The
variability in recovery times by habitat type and components should be fully discussed and analyzed in
the document.

The analysis should include discussion of the potential effects of habitat alteration from construction and
operation of the Projects using the best available scientific information. The analysis should address the
potential impact of converting unconsolidated soft bottom and smaller-grained hard habitats that support
distinct assemblages of fish and shellfish to artificial structures (WTGs and scour protection) that may
attract larger predatory species and lead to shifts in the invertebrate communities. While the WTGs may
create a reef effect, the document should clearly distinguish the difference between man-made structures
and any natural complex habitat - such as pebbles/granules and cobbles - that may be present in the area.
The distinction between the ecological functions and values of natural and man-made structures should be
incorporated into the analysis. The decommissioning and removal of WTG structures should also be
incorporated into the analysis. Furthermore, numerous species feed, rest, spawn, drift, and settle in this
same area, so comprehensive analyses related to changes in hydrodynamics and underwater noise,
vibrations, and turbidity and sedimentation as a result of WTG placement/operation and scour protection
placement should be undertaken. Functionally immobile species such as Atlantic surfclam and ocean
quahog are particularly susceptible to impacts based on their life history strategies. Near permanent
disturbances, such as increased noise and vibrations from the presence and operation of WTGs, will likely
increase stress in Atlantic surfclams, ocean quahogs, and other species, leading to a potential cascade of
negative biological consequences (e.g., reduced feeding and respiration, poor body condition, reduced
survivorship, reduced fecundity).

The document should evaluate the extent to which the introduction of artificial hard structures (WTGs
and scour protection) will have both direct and indirect impacts on marine resources that could lead to
changes in the distribution and abundance of Federally managed species and their prey. For example,
artificial hard structures will permanently eliminate soft bottom habitats for numerous species such as
Atlantic surfclam, ocean quahog, sea scallop, longfin squid, benthic prey species, and various flatfish (e.g.
flounder). This change in habitat could alter predator-prey interactions by providing additional habitat for
structure-oriented species (e.g., black sea bass and other large predators) and species like moon snails and
starfish that prey on bivalves. These species could become more abundant and aggregate within the
Project area due to presence of WTGs and scour protection, potentially changing species interactions.
Potential changes to community structure from habitat conversion should be fully evaluated in the EIS.
Furthermore, Atlantic surfclams and ocean quahogs burrow into sand and gravelly sediments and are
directly susceptible to habitat loss and mortality from the construction of turbine foundations, permanent
placement of foundations and scour protection, and trenching of cables in the lease area and in the export
cable corridor. Sea scallops inhabit the same areas, but are epifaunal, existing primarily on surficial
sediments. Numerous flat fish (e.g., flounder) also burrow into surficial sediments to ambush prey and
seek refuge from larger predators, making them more susceptible to construction activities in soft bottom
areas, and to the permanent elimination of soft bottom. The EIS should fully evaluate all of the direct,
indirect, individual, cumulative, and synergistic estimated impacts to fish and invertebrates due to the
potential conversion of existing natural substrates with artificial materials.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0234-48

Organization: United States Department of Commerce National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA) Nat'| Marine Fisheries Service

Commenter: Michael Pentony

Commenter Type: Federal Agency

Other Sections: 17
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Comment Excerpt Text:

The description of the "Affected Environment" should recognize the ocean environment as dynamic, not
static, and acknowledge that the environment, and species within the environment, vary over time and
seasons. This section should include information on the physical (temperature, salinity, depth, and
dissolved oxygen) and biological (e.g. plankton) oceanography. It is important that the EIS discuss
seasonal changes and long-term trends in the environment as well as hydrodynamic regimes and how they
influence the distribution and abundance of marine resources. Within this section, the EIS should include
results of on-site surveys, site-specific habitat information, and characterization of benthic and pelagic
communities. Additional details should be provided related to all habitat types located in the area that
may be directly or indirectly impacted by the Projects’ construction and operation activities, including
complex habitats and prominent benthic features, as described above.

The "Affected Environment" section should also include all of the biological, cultural, and socioeconomic
issues related to fisheries and marine resources that may be affected by these Projects, including species
that live within, or seasonally use, the immediate area and adjacent locations. For benthic resources, fish,
and invertebrate species, this section should include an assessment of species status and habitat
requirements, including benthic, demersal, bentho-pelagic, and pelagic species and infaunal, emergent
fauna, and epifaunal species living on and within surrounding substrates.

A.3.5 Birds

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0002-1
Commenter: jean publieee
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Excerpt Text:

certainly approval should only be issued for one at a atime to see how it does. secondly, how many birds
do these towers kill. i know wind towers are massive k illers of birds and especially in this over
oceanmigratoin route. for that reason, i am not in favor of this tower.

Comment Number: BOEM-2021-0057-0013-1
Commenter: Matthew M.
Commenter Type: Individual

Comment Excerpt Text:

My main concern with these windfarms is their location along the Atlantic flyway, one of the most
important migratory routes in the world for many birds including endangered species like the red knot,
sanderling, and roseate tern. Unless these windfarms are inactive for half the year during busy migrations,
I fear they will have a major impact on these species. The disruption to important marine creatures such
as the horseshoe crab is also of concern. This area has been a vital location for migratory species far
longer than it has been a st