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0O.1. Introduction

On June 24, 2022, BOEM published a notice of availability for the Ocean Wind 1 Offshore Wind Farm
EIS, consistent with the regulations implementing NEPA (42 USC 4321 et seq.), to assess the potential
impacts of the Proposed Action and alternatives. The Draft EIS was made available in electronic form for
public viewing at https://www.boem.gov/renewable-energy/ state-activities/ocean-wind-1, and hard
copies or electronic copies were delivered to other entities as specified in Appendix K of the Draft EIS.
The NEPA review process requires agencies to allow the public the opportunity to comment on a Draft
EIS. The notice of availability initiated a 45-day public comment period for the Draft EIS. BOEM
extended the public comment period by 15 days. The comment period closed on August 23, 2022. This
appendix describes the Draft EIS public comment processing methodology and definitions, includes
responses to comments received on the Draft EIS, and describes where specific updates to the Final EIS
can be found in the document.

0.2. Objective

BOEM reviewed and considered all written and oral public submissions received during the Draft EIS
public review and comment period. BOEM’s goal was to identify comments to be addressed in this Final
EIS and to categorize those comments based on the applicable resource areas or NEPA topics. This
categorization scheme allowed subject matter experts to review comments directly related to their areas of
expertise and allowed BOEM to generate statistics based on the resource areas or NEPA topics addressed
in each of the comments. All public comment submissions received can be viewed online at
http://www.regulations.gov by typing “BOEM-2022-0021" in the search field.

0.3. Methodology

0.3.1 Terminology

The following terminology is used throughout this appendix:

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

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

e Substantive Comment: Draft EIS submissions were reviewed to identify and categorize “substantive”
comments. To be substantive, a comment must relate to the reasonably foreseeable impacts of the
Proposed Action, alternatives, or cumulative actions and do one or more of the following:

o Question (with supporting rationale) the accuracy of information in the Draft EIS

o Question (with supporting rationale) the adequacy of, methodology for, or assumptions used for
the environmental analysis

o Present new information relevant to the analysis

o Present reasonable alternatives or mitigation measures other than those analyzed in the Draft EIS
o Present or cause modifications to alternatives or mitigation measures analyzed in the Draft EIS

o Correct factual errors in the content of the Draft EIS
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e General Comment: General comments are comments other than substantive comments. General
comments may: (1) express interest or concern regarding an impact topic without providing specific
comments on the information, methods, or findings presented in the Draft EIS, (2) express general
support for or opposition to the proposed Project, or (3) comment on a topic unrelated to the proposed
Project.

0.3.2 Comment Submittals

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

e Electronic submissions via www.regulations.gov on docket number BOEM-2022-0021;

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

e Comments submitted verbally at each of the public hearings.

BOEM held three online public hearings via Zoom to solicit verbal comments to inform preparation of the
Final EIS. The hearings were free and open to the public with no reservations required. Locations and
dates of these hearings are outlined in Table O.3-1.

Table 0.3-1 Public Hearings

Date Time Location
July 14, 2022 1:00 p.m. Eastern Time Zoom Webinar
July 20, 2022 5:00 p.m. Eastern Time Zoom Webinar
July 26, 2022 5:00 p.m. Eastern Time Zoom Webinar

All submissions initially provided by methods other than www.regulations.gov, including the transcripts
of comments recorded at each public hearing listed in Table O.3-1, were uploaded to the docket. Each
submission, including testimony by individual speakers at the public hearings listed in Table 0.3-1, was
assigned a unique identification number. That unique Submission ID was retained throughout the
comment management process, for both submissions and the individual comments within those
submissions.

0.3.3 Comment Processing

BOEM downloaded and reviewed all submissions from regulations.gov. These submissions were
provided in Hypertext Markup Language (html) format, while attachments provided by stakeholders as
part of their regulations.gov submission were typically provided in PDF or Microsoft Word format. Text
from all formats was parsed, coded, and exported into a single Microsoft Excel file that served as the
primary submission database. In cases where an attachment did not contain comments specific to the
docket for the Ocean Wind 1 Draft EIS, the attachment was retained separately for BOEM reference as
applicable, linked to the main body of the submission through the unique Submission ID. Examples of
this type of attachment include copies of comment letters that were originally submitted during the
scoping period, copies of comment letters that were originally submitted on another docket, or attached
photos, published reports, news articles, or other secondary material. The submission database also
included information about each submission, including the submitter’s contact information, submission
date, and whether the submitter was a government entity or agency.
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Each submission and all oral testimony were read to identify individual substantive and general comments
(as defined under Section 0.3.1, Terminology). Each comment was parsed, coded, and exported to a
spreadsheet that served as the master comment database. Each comment then received a unique comment
ID number, tied to the Submission ID. For example, the fourth comment identified in regulations.gov
submission 0001 was identified as BOEM-2022-0021-0001-0004.

Substantive comments from cooperating agencies and the lessee were organized by agency or
organization and are presented verbatim in Sections O.4 and O.5. Other agency, stakeholder, and public
comments were each assigned to one section of the Draft EIS, based on the document’s table of contents,
or to a general topic such as “NEPA/Public Involvement Process.” Substantive comments are presented
verbatim in Section O.6. General comments are summarized in Section O.7 and the specific comments
that contributed to a comment summary are identified by comment number.
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0.4. Responses to Cooperating Agency Comments on the Draft EIS

0.41 Cooperating Federal Agencies

0.4.1.1. Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

Table 0.4-1

Responses to Comments from the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (Letter No. 1273)

Comment from Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

Response

Previous Consulting Party Concerns — As part of prior consultation
meetings, several consulting parties raised questions and concerns
regarding the BOEM'’s identification of historic properties within the
Area of Potential Effect (APE), particularly within the Visual APE. The
DEIS materials, specifically Appendix N, does not appear to provide
context for how those prior concerns were responded to and/or
addressed. While responses to the comments may be reflected in the
DEIS, we encourage the BOEM, as part of its response to the DEIS
comments and as part of the upcoming consultation meeting, address
the reconciliation of those comments. These efforts are critical to the
BOEM exhibiting how it has complied with the Standards for
developing environmental documents to comply with Section 106, as
described in 36 CFR § 800.8(c)(1).

BOEM has provided multiple opportunities to Section 106 consulting
parties to review information about the Project and provide their
comments on the Project and shared information. This includes the
distribution of the following: the complete terrestrial archaeological
resources report, complete marine archaeological resources report,
complete historic resources visual effects assessment, complete
cumulative visual effects assessment report, and a technical
memorandum detailing the delineation of the APE for the Project on
March 21, 2022; and the supplemental architectural intensive-level
survey report on April 1, 2022. Ocean Wind revised the distributed
technical reports for BOEM based on consulting party comments and
information from the revised versions of these reports is included in
the Final EIS. BOEM will distribute the Final EIS to consulting parties
on May 26, 2023.
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Comment from Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

Response

Cumulative Effects — The ACHP appreciates the BOEM'’s analysis of
the cumulative visual effects of the undertaking on historic properties
as it relates to other offshore wind energy development activities
proposed in surrounding lease areas. As indicated in previous and
ongoing offshore wind consultations, the ACHP sees this analysis as a
pivotal component when assessing and justifying the agency and
applicant’s rationale for determining and resolving effects to historic
properties. To that end, the BOEM’s analysis identified that the
undertaking will result in cumulative visual effects on those historic
properties already being adversely affected by visual effects; however,
the discussion on how the BOEM has considered the cumulative
effects in addition to those effects occurring directly from the
undertaking is unclear. We recommend that further consideration and
discussion be given to the overall nexus of effects on the affected
historic properties and that this is reflected in DEIS analysis and in the
proposed resolution measures.

BOEM’s analysis of cumulative visual effects in the Draft EIS is
supported by a cumulative historic resources visual effects analysis,
which was distributed to consulting parties, including ACHP, on March
21, 2022. This document describes the approach for analysis,
including assessment of cumulative visual effects only on historic
properties adversely affected by the proposed Project. This approach
is taken as a means of addressing the degree to which the proposed
Project contributes to cumulative effects by percentage, relative to the
other planned projects with potential to contribute adverse effects on
the historic property.

BOEM incorporated revisions to the historic resources visual effects
assessment and VIA into the Final EIS analysis of affected historic
properties. These revisions may trigger additional revisions to the
cumulative historic resources visual effects analysis. As part of these
revisions, BOEM will continue to work with consulting parties to
ensure their input is reflected in the proposed resolution measures to
be included in the Final EIS, including the Memorandum of Agreement
attached to Appendix N.

Phased Identification — Pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.4(b)(2), the BOEM
has also determined the need to phase and defer identification and
assessment of effects related to the inshore cable route extensions
and onshore cable routes added in March 2022 and associated with
Oyster Creek landfall until after the execution of the MOA and
issuance of the FEIS. As drafted, the agreement does not effectively
delineate the process that BOEM and the applicant will follow to
complete identification and assessment of effects and any subsequent
resolution measures. The current draft folds the proposed phased and
deferred process into the mitigation stipulation, which could result in
confusion during implementation. The ACHP recommends separating
out this requirement into its own stipulation that can inform any
additional resolution efforts associated with affected historic
properties.

BOEM has revised Memorandum of Agreement Stipulation I.A.1 to
remove reference to phased identification. A new stipulation has been
inserted as IV to address phased identification and assessment
separate from measures to mitigate adverse effects. The new
stipulation addresses the process BOEM and Ocean Wind will follow
for phased identification, including the approach for consultation with
Section 106 consulting parties for resolution measures if historic
properties are identified and adverse effects assessed through the
phased identification process.
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Comment from Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

Response

Mitigation Measures — At this time, the ACHP does not have any
substantive comments on the proposed mitigation measures for those
historic properties that will be adversely affected; however, we
encourage the BOEM to continue refining and detailing the specifics of
the treatment plans with consulting parties to the greatest degree
possible. The ability of the BOEM to reach agreement on the scope,
limiting parameters, and timing associated with the proposed
mitigation measures, will afford a more productive and focused
consultation as well as avoid potential disagreement process on the
finalized treatment plans.

Draft historic property treatment plans were provided in Appendix N as
attachments to the draft Section 106 Memorandum of Agreement.
BOEM has continued coordination with consulting parties through the
Section 106 review process. Updated historic property treatment plans
are provided in Appendix N of the Final EIS.

BOEM intends to continue to refine the specifics of individual historic
property treatment plans with relevant consulting parties in preparation
for the release of the Final EIS and Memorandum of Agreement. This
will include distribution of the revised Memorandum of Agreement,
including attached treatment plans, for consulting party review and
comment. BOEM will seek additional input on resolution of adverse
effects from consulting parties during forthcoming consulting party
meetings.

Comments on Draft EIS Appendix N (Finding of Effect)

N.5. Phased Identification. Page N-26: As noted in our letter,
recommend revisions to this section and the MOA to better separate
phasing and deferring of 106 being proposed.

Please refer to the response to comment 1273-0004. Reference to the
new, separate Stipulation IV in the Memorandum of Agreement that
addresses the process for phased identification has been added to
Section N.5 of Appendix N.

Attachment A (MOA). Page 1: PA - Perhaps call this NJ-NY PA
instead of just PA. I'm not sure if it's needed to include this PA as an
attachment or perhaps just name the PA.

Page 1: BOEM will revise the Memorandum of Agreement to refer to
the Programmatic Agreement as NJ-NY PA.

Page 1: The Memorandum of Agreement will be revised to reference
the Programmatic Agreement in lieu of attaching the full document.

Attachment A (MOA). Page 1: Regarding the statement “WHEREAS,
in accordance with 36 CFR 800.3, BOEM invited ACHP to consult on
the Project on March 30, 2021, and ACHP accepted on April 6, 2021”,
this sequence is inaccurate. On March 23, 2021, the ACHP provided
its guidance on BOEM'’s use of 800.8(c) consistent with that letter it
was on August 15, 2022, we indicated our formal participation, upon
receiving the DEIS and AE finding. Recommend revising this clause
and relocating it to later in the preamble.

Page 1: The WHEREAS clause regarding time sequence of
correspondence has been corrected. The page 1 reference to ACHP
now indicates “and ACHP responded with acknowledgement and
guidance regarding NEPA substitution on March 23, 2021” and
reference to ACHP indication of formal participation has been
relocated to the bottom of page 2. Page 2 language clarifies: “upon
receiving the Draft EIS, including Appendix N, Finding of Adverse
Effect, ACHP notified BOEM that it will formally participate in this
Section 106 consultation via letter sent on August 15, 2022.”

Attachment A (MOA). Page 1. Regarding the statement “Both Section
106 reviews for the lease issuance and the approval of the site
assessment plan were considered”, replace with “which underwent
Section 106 review”.

Page 1: The language “Both Section 106 reviews for the lease
issuance and the approval of the site assessment plan were
considered...” was replaced with recommended language, “which
underwent Section 106 review.”
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Attachment A (MOA). Page 2. Regarding the statement “be no visual
adverse effect to these to these two NHLs because ocean views are
not character-defining features of these historic properties”, has NPS
opined on this finding? | think it would be helpful to know.

Page 2: Regarding the finding of “no visual adverse effect” on the two
NHLs (Lucy the Margate Elephant and Atlantic City Convention Hall),
in response to comments from New Jersey SHPO and additional
research presented in the revised historic resources visual effects
assessment, BOEM has revised its findings in Appendix N and
Section 3.10 to find both NHLs adversely affected by the Project.

Regarding consultation with the National Park Service, BOEM has
undertaken the following efforts to solicit input from the National Park
Service: distribution of the complete historic resources visual effects
assessment, complete cumulative visual effects assessment report,
and a technical memorandum detailing the delineation of the APE for
the Project on March 21, 2022; distribution of supplemental
architectural intensive-level survey report on April 1, 2022; distribution
of the Draft EIS to consulting parties for review and comment on June
24, 2022; distribution of the revised technical reports, revised draft
finding of adverse effect, and revised draft Memorandum of
Agreement to Consulting Parties on November 11, 2022; and
invitation to provide input during Consultation Meeting #1 on March 8,
2022, Consultation Meeting #2 on May 4, 2022, Consultation Meeting
#3 on November 30, 2022, Consultation Meeting #4 on February 22,
2023, and Consultation Meeting #5 during the second quarter of 2023.

The National Park Service did not submit comments on the technical
reports distributed in March; the National Park Service did participate
in Consultation Meeting #1 but did not provide any additional input
during the meeting. The National Park Service did participate in
Consultation Meeting #2 and requested a link to the time-lapsed
simulation shown during the presentation, which was provided. The
National Park Service did not submit public comments on the Draft
EIS. The National Park Service did provide comments on the revised
technical reports in December 2022 and that input focused on
consideration of cumulative effects on historic properties, impacts from
nighttime lighting and associated visual simulations, approach to
considering vegetation as a visual obstruction, and approach to
considering parcels with no structures or no habitable structures. The
National Park Service did participate in Consultation Meeting #3 and
requested BOEM follow up to discuss the Oyster Creek route crossing
at Island Beach Park and the park’s status as a Land and Water
Conservation Fund site, asked for an explanation of nighttime lighting
impacts assessment approach, requested clarification on a visual
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Comment from Advisory Council on Historic Preservation Response

simulation image, and asked BOEM to share input about when central
Atlantic leasing areas would be included in analysis of cumulative
effects. The National Park Service participated in Consultation
Meeting #4 and expressed several comments regarding nighttime
lighting.

Attachment A (MOA). Page 2. Regarding the statement “WHEREAS, Page 2: Memorandum of Agreement clauses have been revised to
within the range of the Project alternatives...be adversely affected with | more closely reflect the ACHP example clause that relates to the

the implementation of the undertaken”, | would recommend that this finding of adverse effect for the undertaking.

Stipulation and the ones below be revised to more closely reflect our
example clause that relates to the finding of adverse effect. I'm fine
with it being several clauses due to the different APE’s but the AE for
the undertaking gets lost in the current language.

WHEREAS, [Agency abbreviation] has determined that the
undertaking may have an adverse effect on [insert name of historic
property(ies)], which [“is” or “are”] [‘listed in” or “eligible for listing in”]
the National Register of Historic Places, and has consulted with the
[insert name of State or Tribe] [“State” or “Tribal”] Historic Preservation
Officer ([*SHPO” or “THPQ”]) pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800, the
regulations implementing Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act (54 U.S.C. § 306108);

Attachment A (MOA). Page 2. Replace “avoid adverse effects” with Page 2: “Avoid adverse effect...” has been replaced with
“avoid adversely affecting”. In previous consultation, the has been recommended language “avoid adversely affecting.”
significant CP confusion concerning how BOEM describes the
adverse effect from the undertaking being avoided for properties
within the APE, which has lead to CPs thinking there might be more
than one finding.
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Response

Attachment A (MOA). Page 3. Regarding the statement “[Month XX,
20XX], BOEM invited the USACE to sign this MOA as a concurring
party, and the USACE accepted the invitation to sign this MOA as a
concurring party”: A non-lead federal agency is not required to sign an
MOA for an undertaking to complete the Section 106 process. The
lead agency signs the Section 106 agreement on behalf of the non-
lead agencies to fulfill their collective responsibilities for the
undertaking. However, non-lead federal agencies should sign the
MOA if they have been assigned responsibility for certain actions in
the implementation of that agreement. In this case, the non-lead
agencies should sign the MOA as invited signatories. If the non-lead
agencies would like to sign an MOA in which they have not been
assigned any specific responsibilities, they may sign as a concurring
party. If a non-lead agency does not sign an MOA, it does not prevent
the agreement from being executed nor does it alter the fact that its
responsibilities under Section 106 will be satisfied through the
implementation of the agreement.

Page 3: Thank you for describing the variety of scenarios that provide
for non-lead agencies to sign project-level Memorandum of
Agreement documents. In this case USACE is a non-lead federal
agency for this undertaking, but BOEM invited that agency to sign the
Memorandum of Agreement as a concurring party because
construction of the Project requires a Department of the Army permit
from USACE for activities that result in the discharge of dredge or fill
material into jurisdictional wetlands or other waters of the United
States pursuant to Section 404 of the CWA, and activities occurring in
or affecting navigable waters of the United States pursuant to Section
10 of the RHA. However, BOEM did not invite USACE to sign the
Memorandum of Agreement as an invited signatory because that
agency does not have responsibilities for actions in the
implementation of the Memorandum of Agreement.

Attachment A (MOA). Page 3. Revise “is” to “as”?

Page 3: Use of “is” on page 3 has been revised to “as.”

Attachment A (MOA). Page 4. Regarding the statement “any
consulting party to sign this MOA or otherwise concur does not
invalidate or affect the effective date of this MOA, and consulting
parties who choose not to sign this MOA will continue to receive
information if requested and have an opportunity to participate in
consultation as specified in this MOA”, this merely restates what the
regulations and the ACHP’s guidance indicates regarding signatories
and concurring parties. It can stay if requested, but it seems
unneeded.

Page 4: While this information restates what is required in Section 106
regulations and ACHP guidance, BOEM chose to retain the language
in the Memorandum of Agreement for the benefit of concurring parties
who are less frequently involved in the Section 106 process and may
benefit from having this information included within the agreement for
reference.

Attachment A (MOA). Page 4. Regarding “June 24, 2022 to August 8,
20227, update needed.

Page 4: Reference to June 24, 2022, has been updated to August 8,
2022,

Attachment A (MOA). Page 5. Stipulation A.1. This item seems to
include the phasing and deferring of identification and assessment of
adverse effects. The ACHP recommends clearly separating out the
process for phased identification and assessment instead of folding it
in the measures to mitigate stipulation. Recommend a separate
stipulation earlier in the agreement focused on the phased
component. As currently written it blends the resolution of know
effects with the phasing process.

Page 5: BOEM has revised Memorandum of Agreement Stipulation
I.A.1 to remove reference to phased identification. A new stipulation
has been inserted as IV to address phased identification and
assessment separate from measures to mitigate adverse effects.
Please see related responses to comments 1273-0004 and 1273-
0006.
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Response

Attachment A (MOA). Page 6. Regarding “if warranted”, what is a
warranted trigger?

Page 6: Ill.A.1.ii states: “Revisit avoidance recommendation and
adjust avoidance buffer, if warranted, based on Phase IB/Phase |l
results and allow BOEM to make final determination if the avoidance
buffers will need to be adjusted.” This language has been revised to:
“If Phase IB identification/Phase 1l NRHP evaluation and site boundary
delineation result in a BOEM determination of ‘not eligible for listing in
the NRHP,” BOEM will consider and make final determination on if
required avoidance buffers will be adjusted.”

Attachment A (MOA). Page 6. Stipulation A.1.iv -ACHP. There are
several areas in the MOA focused on treatment plans or discovery
plans that include ACHP participation. Given the capacity of ACHP
staff as well and the specific expertise required, we request the ACHP
be removed from the review and development of these documents
and exclusively include the ACHP in places associated with disputes
and disagreements.

Page 6: In response to ACHP concerns about capacity to review
treatment plans, ACHP has been removed from the review and
development of these plans and limited its involvement to disputes
and disagreements.

Attachment A (MOA). Page 7. Stipulation B.1- 5. Typically, you spell
out numbers less than 10.

Page 7: Number formatting on page 7 has been revised per ACHP’s
recommendation.

Attachment A (MOA). Page 7. Stipulation B.1. Attachment 5 provides
a schedule for completion, but | would recommend noting a deadline
for these items here in conjunction with the Attachment.

Page 7: A deadline of “prior to construction” has been added to
Stipulation B.1. in the Memorandum of Agreement. BOEM wiill
consider requiring inclusion of a new section in Attachment 5,
Treatment Plan Above-ground Historic Properties That will be Visually
Adversely Affected, that summarizes requirements for Stipulation
B.1.i, in addition to measures in Stipulation 111.B., which area already
detailed in Memorandum of Agreement Attachment 5.

Attachment A (MOA). Page 7. Stipulation B.1.i. Regarding “Historic
American Building Survey (HABS) Level Il documentation”,
recommend BOEM codify as much as possible the terms of these
treatment plans in the MOA.

Page 7: BOEM appreciates your recommendation and will consider
providing additional details present in Memorandum of Agreement
Attachment 5 related to HABS Level Il documentation requirements in
Stipulation I11.B, where applicable.

Attachment A (MOA). Page 7. Stipulation B.1.i. HABs Level Il
standards. Has the NPS and CP weighed in on the selected level of
HABS?

Page 7: The National Park Service and respective consulting parties
have not provided input on preferred mitigation to resolve adverse
effects on any of the 10 affected properties. The National Park Service
did not provide comments on the Draft EIS. However, the draft
Memorandum of Agreement was be redistributed in advance of
Consultation Meeting #3 and consulting parties, including the National
Park Service, had an additional opportunity to provide input at that
time.
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Comment from Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

Response

Attachment A (MOA). Page 9. Delete “ACHP [if ACHP chooses to
participate]”.

Page 9: Reference to ACHP has been removed on page 9.

Attachment 1 — Programmatic Agreement. Recommend including this
PA as an attachment only if necessary as referencing the document
by name should be adequate.

Appendix N was revised to reference the Programmatic Agreement in
lieu of attaching the full document.

Attachment 4 — Treatment Plan Ancient Submerged Landform
Features. Page 20. The ACHP requests the HPTP and the MOA be
revised to limit ACHP involvement to only when resolving disputes and
disagreements under the MOA’s terms.

In response to ACHP concerns about capacity to review treatment
plans in comment 1273-0007, ACHP has been removed from the
review and development of these plans and limited its involvement to
disputes and disagreements.

0.4.1.2. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Table 0.4-2

Responses to Comments from U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (Letter No. 0609)

Comment from U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Response

General Comments. EPA acknowledges changes made to clarify
impact levels based on our comments on the administrative draft. In
particular, we appreciate the resource-specific impact definitions
added to the various sub-sections within Chapter 3. We recommend
Section 3.3 be further revised to explicitly state the four-level
classification scheme (negligible, minor, moderate, or major) and to
clarify how duration of impacts are considered in this classification.

Please clarify the distinction between minor and moderate impact level
definitions for the Air Quality section. Currently Table 3-4-1 groups
minor to moderate impacts together, however there are presumably
distinctions between minor and moderate classifications that are not
clear.

BOEM'’s classification for levels of impact is addressed in Section 3.3.

In Table 3.4.1-1 the distinction between “minor” and “moderate” is a
gualitative evaluation based on predicted emission levels and
durations and the size of the affected region.

Minor: Measurable impacts that occur would be small and the affected
resource is expected to recover completely without remedial or
mitigating action.

Moderate: The affected resource would recover completely when
remedial or mitigating action is taken.

When evaluating project effects, we recommend using existing
environmental conditions as the baseline for comparing impacts
across all alternatives, including the no action alternative. This
provides an important frame of reference for quantifying and/or
characterizing magnitudes of effects and understanding each
alternative’s impacts and potential benefits.

The No Action Alternative consists of the current baseline conditions
as influenced by past and ongoing activities and trends and serves as
the baseline against which all action alternatives are evaluated. The
EIS also separately analyzes the continuation of all other existing and
reasonably foreseeable future activities. A detailed description of
BOEM’s methodology for assessing impacts is provided in Section 1.6
of the Final EIS.
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Comment from U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Response

Alternatives. Table 2-4 provides a comparison of impacts to each
resource category using a few different scenarios: the no action
alternative, the proposed action, the incremental difference of impacts
from the proposed action and other ongoing and planned activities
(including offshore wind activities) and for each of the different
alternatives. A clear explanation of how the impacts in each scenario
were analyzed to support the proposed action should be provided.

Additionally, the DEIS characterizes most alternatives as causing
similar impacts despite there being measurable differences in some of
the alternatives (for example, Alternatives D and E which attempt to
minimize impacts to habitat or resources). EPA believes that this may
be an artifact of the broad and generalized metrics used to classify
impacts. The DEIS should indicate how substantial a reduction in
impacts would be necessary to result in any discernible difference in
the impact determination given these broad evaluation metrics.
Additionally, the DEIS would benefit from a clearer quantitative
comparison of impacts across alternatives (when applicable) that
would justify the selection of the proposed alternative.

Sections 1.6 and 3.1 of the Final EIS provide an explanation of the
impact analysis approach, and additional clarification was added to
Table 2-4 and Table S-2 to more clearly distinguish between impacts
of each action alternative alone and cumulative impacts, consistent
with Chapter 3 template changes.

Resource-specific impact level definitions are presented in each
resource section, and the impacts of each alternative align with the
appropriate impact level, as supported by the analysis. Alternatives
reduced impacts on many resources; however, they did not always
result in a change to the resource’s impact level conclusion. The
minimization of impacts is identified and quantified where possible in
the Final EIS.

For the No Action Alternative analysis in the Chapter 3 resource
sections, the Final EIS was updated to present the analysis of the
ongoing non-offshore wind and ongoing offshore wind activities under
a separate subheading from the planned non-offshore wind and
offshore wind activities. The Proposed Action and action alternatives
were also updated to present the cumulative impact analysis under a
separate subheading.

The current analysis of the No Action alternative is broken down into
two parts within each of the Chapter 3 resource categories, a No
Action scenario without other offshore wind projects and a No Action
scenario that includes other offshore projects. The first of these
analyses is valuable for the purpose of comparing impacts of each
alternative. The second of these parts may be more valuable if moved
to a separate cumulative impacts section. Creating a separate
cumulative impacts section in the DEIS would allow the reader to
review the cumulative impacts of the proposed action and nearby
offshore wind projects more easily. This distinction could also be
made in Tables 2.4.

The No Action Alternative consists of the current baseline conditions
as influenced by past and ongoing activities and trends and serves as
the baseline against which all action alternatives are evaluated. The
EIS also separately analyzes the continuation of all other existing and
reasonably foreseeable future activities. A detailed description of
BOEM'’s methodology for assessing impacts is provided in Section 1.6
of the Final EIS.
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Comment from U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Response

In S.4.1 it is unclear whether this No Action alternative includes other
offshore wind projects; therefore, it is unclear in Table S-2 what the
impact conclusion for the No Action alternative is based on.

The No Action Alternative consists of the current baseline conditions
as influenced by past and ongoing activities and trends and serves as
the baseline against which all action alternatives are evaluated. Text
has been updated in Section S.4 of the Executive Summary to clarify
what may be considered under the No Action Alternative. Table S-2
provides the impact for each resource. The No Action Alternative
discussion for each resource area has also been updated. The impact
conclusions can be found in each Chapter 3 section.

Air Quality. EPA understands that Ocean Wind, LLC is currently in the
process of applying for an OCS permit. The DEIS states “emissions
from the OCS source, as defined in the CAA, would be permitted as
part of the OCS permit for which Ocean Wind has begun the
application process. The Project must demonstrate compliance with
the [National Ambient Air Quality Standards] NAAQS... The OCS air
permitting process includes air dispersion modeling of emissions to
demonstrate compliance with NAAQS” (p. 3.4-10). The preliminary
modeling results within the OCS permit area are shown in Tables 3.4-
4 and 3.4-6. EPA recommends these tables be modified to include
information comparing the modelled concentrations to the NAAQS,
state air quality standards, or other relevant reference measures,
which would allow for a more quantitative assessment to determine if
emissions would adversely impact the air quality resource.

As the commenter notes, Ocean Wind performed NAAQS and Air
Quality—Related Values analyses as part of its OCS air quality permit
application to USEPA. A summary of these analyses has been added
to the Final EIS.

In addition, EPA recommends that BOEM conduct an analysis to
determine whether emissions not covered by the OCS permit,
particularly those emissions originating within the nonattainment area
boundaries, will cause or contribute to a new violation of the NAAQS,
increase the frequency or severity of any existing violation of the
standards, or delay timely attainment of the standards. Alternatively,
BOEM could ensure no adverse impact on the NAAQS from these
emissions by demonstrating that they are contemporaneously offset.

Discussion of emissions not covered by the OCS permit has been
added to the Final EIS. All emissions associated with the Project were
included in the modeling for the OCS permit application to ensure that
impacts would not be underestimated.
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Comment from U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Response

Page 3.4-10 of the DEIS states: “Long-range transport modeling is
under review in conjunction with the OCS air permitting process and
will be presented in the Final EIS.” This statement is in the context of
the Class | area modeling that will be done in the Brigantine Wildlife
Refuge. In this case, this area is only about 20 km away which is not
considered “Long Range Transport” (> 50km). EPA recommends
revising this to read “Modeling is under review to determine if
emissions from the Project would cause or contribute to adverse
impacts on the air-quality related values of a Class | area.”

The sentence has been deleted.

Some of the tables (3.4-3, and 3.4-4) present emissions estimates for
Year 1 and Year 2 of construction. Please clarify why emissions for
Year 2 are estimated to be substantially higher than Year 1.

Ocean Wind assumed all onshore construction occurs in Year 1 and
all offshore construction occurs in Year 2 (COP Volume I, Section
2.1.3.2.1).

The DEIS states “BOEM anticipates that air quality impacts from
construction and decommissioning of the Proposed Action would be
minor.” (p 3.4-12). EPA understands that the summary is a
conservative analysis as it assumes all emissions would directly affect
the nearest county’s air, and further acknowledges that construction
impacts are considered short-term. However, it is unclear how a
determination of “minor” impacts can be made given the information
portrayed in Table 3.4-4, which demonstrates the estimated
construction emissions in relation to the total emission inventory of
potentially affected counties. Please clarify how a determination of
“minor” impacts can be made, when the emissions of criteria
pollutants represent a substantial percentage of the potentially
affected counties’ emission inventory (for example, in the case of
NOx, the project construction emissions represent between 96.7-
259.6% of the county emission inventories).

Although emissions totals can indicate general air quality conditions in
a region, the impacts (pollutant concentrations) that result from the
emissions depend on the source locations and characteristics,
meteorology, topography, distances between sources and receptors,
and other factors. Predicted concentrations are compared to the
NAAQS. Final EIS Table 3.4-6 shows that all predicted maximum
concentrations would be less than the NAAQS.

Additionally, the DEIS asserts “Given the generally low emissions of
the sea vessels and equipment that would be used during proposed
construction activities, any potential air quality impacts would likely be
within a few miles of the source.” The assertion that vessels and
equipment have “generally low emissions” is contradicted by the
emissions estimates in the DEIS, which show peak NOx emissions
from construction activities (primarily marine vessel emissions)
exceeding the total annual emissions for 2017 of all other sources
combined in Atlantic and Cape May counties.

The text has been revised in the Final EIS to address this comment
and better characterize the emissions sources.
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Qualitative statements such as “impacts due to construction are
expected to be small” may be misleading. Even with the required
permits impacts may not be small, these statements should be
modified to better reflect the situation.

The characterization of impacts has been revised in the Final EIS
based on the results of the NAAQS analysis performed for the OCS
permit application.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Executive Order 13990 (E.O. 13990, 86
FR 7037; January 20, 2021) urges agencies to “consider all available
tools and resources in assessing GHG emissions and climate change
effects of their proposed actions, including as appropriate and
relevant, the 2016 GHG Guidance”. EPA notes that the DEIS
discloses greenhouse gas emissions (in CO2 equivalents) associated
with construction and operation of the Project. EPA recommends that
the data be presented both in terms of individual greenhouse gas
(CO2, N20, CH4), as well as the aggregated amount in terms of CO2
equivalents considering each pollutants global warming potential.

The individual GHGs have been added to the emissions tables.

EPA appreciates that the DEIS highlights the potential benefits
associated with the Project with respect to greenhouse gas
reductions. For example, the DEIS indicates that increases in
renewable energy can lead to reduction in emissions from fossil-fuel
powered plants and provides estimates of annual emissions avoided.
EPA recommends that the DEIS incorporate an energy substitution
analysis and clarify the assumptions made when calculating the
emissions avoided, in particular, by specifying the changes to the
resulting energy mix as energy resources are substituted for one
another.

Ocean Wind used the BOEM Wind Tool to estimate avoided
emissions. The avoided emissions estimate is based on the annual
power generation of the Project and the associated grid emissions for
each pollutant. The annual power generation was based on the
Project capacity, the capacity factor, a transmission loss factor, and
annual operating hours (assumed as 8,760 hours per year). The
capacity is multiplied by the capacity factor and hours per year and
then adjusted down by the transmission loss factor. The total annual
power generated to the grid is then multiplied by the grid average
annual emission factors for each pollutant from the USEPA eGRID
data set to get annual emissions displacement per year for each
pollutant.

Additionally, as the DEIS states that minor air quality benefits are
projected, EPA recommends that BOEM expand upon this discussion
to explain how the net greenhouse gas reductions would help meet
relevant national and local climate action goals and commitments. As
there will still be greenhouse gas emissions produced during
construction and operations and maintenance, a chart comparing the
magnitudes of the produced emissions and avoided emissions would
also be helpful in assessing Project impacts and benefits.

Section 3.4.5 of the Draft EIS discusses the produced emissions (see
Tables 3.4.3 through 3.4.5) and avoided emissions (in text) and
provides the “payback period” during Project operation after which the
avoided emissions (net of operational emissions) become greater than
the construction emissions.
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Climate Change. EPA recognizes the long-term potential benefits of
the proposed large-scale offshore wind renewable energy project with
respect to greenhouse gas reductions and climate change and
acknowledges the importance of the Project for meeting New Jersey’s
renewable energy goals under Executive Orders 8 and 92.
Furthermore, such projects are consistent with the goals outlined in
Executive Order 14008, Tackling the Climate Crisis at Home and
Abroad. To better convey potential climate benefits associated with
the Project, EPA recommends that BOEM consider utilizing tools such
as the Social Cost of Greenhouse Gases [Footnote 1: See IWG SC-
GHG, United States Government, Technical Support Document:
Social Cost of Carbon, Methane, and Nitrous Oxide Interim Estimates
under Executive Order 13990 (Feb. 2021)] which can demonstrate the
net social benefits of greenhouse gas emission reductions across
different alternatives.

Estimates of SC-GHG have been added to the Final EIS.

EPA recommends that BOEM consider the proposed action in the
context of the future state of the environment in light of foreseeable
climate change. Climate change can make ecosystems, resources,
and communities more susceptible as well as lessen resilience to
other environmental impacts apart from climate change. In some
instances, this may exacerbate the environmental effects of the
proposed action. While the DEIS does incorporate information about
the impacts of climate change on various resource areas in Appendix
F (Planned Activities Scenario), it does not fully consider the
compounding impacts of climate-related vulnerabilities in the
assessment of the proposed action.

Additional discussion on impacts of the Proposed Action in context of
foreseeable climate change has been included in the Final EIS.

Additionally, EPA believes that the document would benefit from a
more robust consideration of climate change risks to the proposed
action in the description of the affected environment. This should
include consideration of climate resiliency measures, particularly for
infrastructure that may be vulnerable to the impacts associated with
climate change (such as sea level rise, more frequent storms, etc.).

Additional discussion of how the design for onshore facilities accounts
for erosion, more frequent high-intensity storm events, tidal surge, and
sea level rise associated with climate change has been added to the
Final EIS in Chapter 2, Alternatives. Additional discussion of climate
change risks to the Proposed Action has been included in the Final
EIS in Appendix I.

Water and Natural Resources. Pursuant to Section 320 of the Clean
Water Act (CWA) (33 U.S.C. 1330; as amended by P.L. 100-4 et
seq.), the Barnegat Bay-Little Egg Harbor was established as an
estuary of national significance. The Barnegat Bay Partnership (BBP),
which comprises federal, state, and local government agencies,
academic institutions, nongovernmental organizations, and

The Draft EIS addresses IPFs that would affect Barnegat Bay. Ocean
Wind would need to ensure that any action that would affect Barnegat
Bay or tributaries to Barnegat Bay would not result in exceedances of
water quality standards and would comply with any existing Total
Maximum Daily Load requirements for any waters designated as
impaired under CWA Section 303(d). All impacts on wetlands and
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businesses working together to restore and protect the Bay, recently
revised its Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan
(CCMP) for Barnegat Bay-Little Egg Harbor Estuary (January 2021).
The CCMP identifies the following goals, all of which are meant to be
considered/achieved in consideration of sea level rise, and includes
objectives towards achievement of these goals:

Water Quality — To protect and improve water quality throughout
Barnegat Bay and its watershed by reducing the causes of water
quality degradation to achieve swimmable, fishable, and drinkable
water, and to support aquatic life.

Water Supply — To ensure adequate water supplies and flow in the
Barnegat Bay watershed for ecological and human communities now
and in the future.

Living Resources — To protect, restore, and enhance habitats in the
Barnegat Bay and its watershed as well as ensure healthy and
sustainable natural communities of plants and animals both now and
in the future.

Land Use — To improve and sustain collaborative regional approaches
to responsible land use planning and open space preservation in the
watershed that protect and improve soil function(s), water quality,
water supply, and living resources.

EPA requests that BOEM keep in mind the CCMP goals and provide
enough analysis of impacts to assure that the activities proposed will
not affect achievement of the CCMP goals, especially in light of
climate change.

other waters of the United States that result in a loss of the resource
would require compensatory mitigation per CWA Section 404. Terms
and conditions of the Section 404 and RHA Section 10 permit would

include various measures to avoid and minimize impacts on surface

waters, including Barnegat Bay, including water quality.
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Wetland Impacts. EPA understands that Ocean Wind, LLC in parallel
with the development of the DEIS is currently pursuing a CWA Section
404 permit and is conducting a wetland delineation to further inform a
wetlands impact analysis. We look forward to reviewing this
information, along with any proposed mitigation/restoration measures
once it becomes made available.

The DEIS indicates that Ocean Wind, LLC would use appropriate
installation technology to minimize disturbance to the seabed and
sensitive habitat. EPA recommends that the DEIS be revised to
include specific details about the proposed installation technologies
which would minimize impacts to wetlands.

In the discussion of wetland impacts, the DEIS states “following
construction, these wetland impact areas would be restored to pre-
existing conditions, and herbaceous vegetation would become
reestablished” (p. 3.22-9). EPA recommends that the project applicant
commit to developing a Revegetation Maintenance & Monitoring Plan
to ensure proper vegetation and habitat re-establishment.

Section 3.22.8 of the DEIS states “No measures to mitigate impacts
on wetlands have been proposed”. This contradicts what is stated in
the text, for example on p. 3.22-11 where mitigation is referenced.
According to the text, wetland mitigation would likely include a
combination of onsite restoration of wetlands temporarily affected
during construction and a wetland enhancement or mitigation banking
credit purchase. EPA recommends that BOEM revise section 3.22.8
and Table H-1 in Appendix H (Mitigation and Monitoring) to reflect
these mitigation measures.

Ocean Wind would be required to comply with the terms and
conditions of the CWA Section 404 permit for restoring temporarily
affected wetlands (e.g., onshore export cable placement), which would
include the method of restoring wetland impacts. The statement
regarding onsite restoration, enhancement, or mitigation banking
credit purchase simply lists the options that Ocean Wind could
implement to address wetland impacts. If BOEM decides to approve
the Project and Ocean Wind 1 is constructed, the final issued Section
404 permit would include such restoration and mitigation details.

BOEM has not proposed any specific mitigation measures for
wetlands (as stated in Section 3.22.8), but Ocean Wind has proposed
several measures that would avoid and reduce impacts on wetlands.
Those measures (e.g., GEN-13) are cited throughout the Proposed
Action analysis in EIS Section 3.22. If BOEM decides to approve the
Project, BOEM may include additional measures that would be
conditions of Project approval. All of these APMs are in EIS Appendix
H.

The statement regarding Ocean Wind using appropriate installation
technologies to minimize impacts on seabed and sensitive habitats is
an APM taken directly out of Ocean Wind’s COP (see COP Volume Il
Table 1.1-2, measure GEN-08). Ocean Wind provides no further
details on this committed measure. The method/technology to install
cables to minimize impacts would likely depend on final design and
permitting requirements.
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Land Use. EPA recommends the DEIS incorporate a table that
indicates different land use types and impacts to the various land use
types associated with each alternative. The table should quantify
changes in land use and acreage impacted.

A description of intended construction/development associated with
construction ports should be incorporated in the description along with
an explanation of separate permitting processes.

No changes in land use types are expected as a result of the
Proposed Action or any alternative. Because Alternatives B, C, and D
alter offshore aspects of the PDE, they would not result in different
impacts on the various land use types when compared to the
Proposed Action. However, additional information on land use types
and acreage affected was added to the discussion of Alternative E in
Section 3.14.7 to provide a meaningful comparison to the Proposed
Action.

The Proposed Action does not include port expansion activities.
Information was added to Section 3.14.5 on page 3.14-9 to clarify that
the port enhancement activities described are separate from the
Proposed Action and would be evaluated as part of a separate
permitting process.

Benthic. EPA appreciates commitments made by BOEM such as
development of a benthic monitoring plan and the applicant-proposed
measure to avoid anchoring on sensitive habitat. To better assess
benthic impacts, EPA recommends revising Table 3.6.2 to compare
impacts across all alternatives for each different habitat type.

On p. 3.6-17: Comparison to pre-construction conditions should be
included as part of the analysis of the benthic monitoring program.

The total lengths of unburied cables are not disclosed in the DEIS.
The DEIS should explain which phase of the project this information
will be known and disclosed.

On p. 3.6-23 the conclusion is made that cable emplacement would
result in minor impacts while on page 3.6-24 it is stated that a main
driver for a moderate impact rating includes emplacement of
cables/structures. Please correct or discuss this discrepancy.

Text has been added to address the discrepancy in minor versus
moderate impacts of cable emplacement. For example, “Overall
impacts of cable emplacement on benthic habitats are anticipated to
be negligible to moderate, depending on the location and the method
of cable emplacement.”

While removal of WTG positions is anticipated to result in a
corresponding reduction in inter-array cable length and associated
cable protection and cable installation and seafloor preparation
impacts, the cable protection and cable installation and seafloor
preparation area for the alternatives excluding WTG positions could
not be calculated because the inter-array cable alignments associated
with these alternatives have not been designed/engineered. However,
acres of impacts of cables for each alternative are included in the
Final EIS.

Differences in impacts for Alternatives D and E compared to the
Proposed Action have been added.

Recreation and Tourism. In Table L-2, for tourism/recreation, it is
noted that there are expected to be neither irretrievable or irreversible
impacts. Profit losses of businesses that rely on tourism could be
considered irretrievable impacts, the DEIS should further discuss
these impacts.

Impacts on businesses, including those that rely on tourism, as a
result of the Proposed Action are described in Section 3.11,
Demographics, Employment, and Economics. Profit losses of
businesses that rely on tourism were added as a potential irretrievable
impact in Table L-2.

Indian Nation Issues and Coordination. Executive Order 13175
Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments (E.O.
13175, 65 FR 67249; November 6, 2000) was issued to establish

EIS Appendix N includes Section N.2.2.3, NHPA Section 106
Consultations. This section describes outreach to tribes, a
government-to-government consultation meeting on June 17, 2021,
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regular and meaningful consultation and collaboration with tribal
officials in the development of federal policies that have tribal
implications, and to strengthen the U.S. government-to-government
relationships with Indian tribes. EPA notes that the DEIS documents
outreach to a number of federally recognized tribes with ancestral
associations to lands within the Project area including the Eastern
Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma, Shawnee Tribe, Absentee-Shawnee
Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma, Stockbridge-Munsee Community Band
of Mohican Indians, Delaware Nation, Delaware Tribe of Indians,
Shinnecock Indian Nation, Narragansett Indian Tribe, Rappahannock
Tribe, Mashantucket Pequot Tribal Nation, and Wampanoag Tribe of
Gay Head (Aquinnah). In addition to this information, we recommend
the DEIS describe the process and outcomes of consultations with
these tribal governments including major issues raised and how those
issues were addressed. Additionally, EPA encourages continued
outreach and involvement of tribes in evaluating terrestrial and marine
archaeological resources, designing marine surveys, and interpreting
results. We also recommend that tribes be invited to participate in the
development of an unanticipated discovery plan (UDP) for offshore
and onshore construction activities.

follow-up activities after the meeting, and Section 106 consulting party
meetings, which included tribal participants. Detail has been added to
describe issues raised and how those issues were addressed.

Tribes that accepted BOEM’s invitation to consult had an opportunity
to provide input on identification of terrestrial and marine
archaeological resources during Consultation Meeting #1 on March 8,
2022. BOEM shared with consulting parties the complete terrestrial
archaeological resources report, complete marine archaeological
resources report, complete historic resources visual effects
assessment, and complete cumulative visual effects assessment
report on March 21, 2022, and requested comments. In addition, the
findings of these reports were discussed and BOEM sought input
during Consultation Meeting #2 on May 4, 2022.

BOEM sought input on its Finding of Adverse Effect during
Consultation Meeting #3, which also offered tribes an opportunity to
provide input on resolution of adverse effects as stipulated in the
Memorandum of Agreement.

Consistent with stipulations in the Memorandum of Agreement, BOEM
will continue to seek involvement from the consulting tribes during
implementation of treatment plans to resolve adverse effects on
terrestrial and marine archaeological resources, including during
fulfilment of mitigation measures that include designing marine
surveys, and interpreting results.

A Post-Review Discovery Plan for Terrestrial Resources and Post-
Review Discovery Plan for Submerged Resources have been
prepared for the Project and are included as attachments to the
Memorandum of Agreement, which is attached to EIS Appendix N.
These documents were included for public review with the Draft EIS.
In addition, tribes that have accepted BOEM'’s invitation to be Section
106 consulting parties were invited to participate in Consultation
Meeting #3, which discussed adverse effects on historic properties
and sought input on resolution of adverse effects.

Environmental Justice and Impacted Communities. Please specify
how emissions at offshore locations would have regional impacts with
no disproportionate impacts on EJ populations.

The DEIS states that overall air emissions associated with port activity
near EJ populations would be minor, and that impacts at specific ports

Emissions at offshore locations would have regional impacts, with no
disproportionate impacts on environmental justice populations,
because (1) emissions generated during construction, O&M, and
decommissioning of offshore infrastructure in the Lease Area would
occur 15 miles offshore, (2) emissions would be mixed and dispersed
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close to EJ populations cannot be evaluated because port usage has
not been identified. EPA understands that specific ports of call have
not yet been finalized, however this does not preclude BOEM from
conducting a conservative analysis assuming maximum utilization of
vessels for construction and operations and maintenance at each of
the six potential ports of usage. Such an analysis is possible as there
are readily available data sources that can estimate current vessel
activity at U.S. ports [Footnote 2: See EPA’s Ports Emissions
Inventory Guidance: Methodologies for Estimating Port-Related and
Goods Movement Mobile Source Emissions.
https://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyPDF.cgi?Dockey=P1014J1S.pdf ]. Given
the information provided in Appendix N of the Construction and
Operations Planin close proximity to ports who are exposed to air
pollution and are at risk for developing asthma, heart disease and
other health problems [Footnote 3: See EPA’s National Port Strategy
Assessment: Reducing Air Pollution and Greenhouse Gases at U.S.
Ports. https://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyPDF.cgi?Dockey=P100PGKO9.pdf ].

Communities with EJ concerns are often disproportionately burdened
by environmental hazards and stressors, unhealthy land uses,
psychosacial stressors, and historical traumas, all of which drive
environmental health disparities.

into the atmosphere, (3) the prevailing wind direction (west to east, or
westerlies) would generally not direct emissions back toward shore,
and (4) the pollutant concentrations generated by the Proposed Action
are predicted to be within the NAAQS at all locations. This clarification
has been added to Section 3.12.5. Emission estimates included in
COP Appendix N for the Atlantic City, New Jersey Carbon Monoxide
Maintenance Area (NAMB8) can be used to estimate emissions
associated with utilization of the O&M facility in Atlantic City during
Project construction and have been added to Section 3.12. While
Ocean Wind has quantified estimated emissions by calendar year
within the nonattainment area that includes Atlantic City, compliance
with the NAAQS cannot be determined based on the emission
inventory alone. Dispersion modeling would be required to
characterize concentrations for comparison to the NAAQS. The
Proposed Action’s contributions to increased air emissions at the ports
of Norfolk, Virginia, and Charleston, South Carolina, which are near
environmental justice populations, are not quantitatively evaluated
because the nonattainment/maintenance areas that include these
ports are much larger and include multiple counties, which does not
allow for meaningful conclusions regarding emissions at specific ports.
Emissions at the Port of Paulsboro and Hope Creek are not analyzed
because these ports are not in low-income or minority populations.

The DEIS should consider whether communities may already be
experiencing existing pollution and social/health burdens. For
example, EJ Screen analysis indicates that adjacent port communities
near Paulsboro experience high levels of PM2.5, diesel particulate
matter and are rated as high air toxics cancer and respiratory risk.
EPA encourages BOEM to consider the cumulative impacts of these
existing conditions that together with the proposed action may result in
disproportionately adverse impacts on affected communities with EJ
concerns.

We recommend BOEM develop a stakeholder outreach/EJ public
engagement plan for areas that may be impacted by the proposed
action and provide an opportunity for affected communities to inform
the project’s mitigation measures. This outreach plan should detail
information on planned engagement milestones and commitments to
meetings with potentially impacted communities and community
organizations.

Environmental justice populations are not present in most areas where
onshore infrastructure would be located or at the ports expected to
see the heaviest Project use (Port of Paulsboro and Hope Creek [New
Jersey Wind Port)).

BOEM has facilitated effective public outreach throughout the EIS
process, including to low-income and minority populations, as
demonstrated through broad participation in scoping meetings and
public hearings and substantial public input received through
comments submitted on regulations.gov or through verbal testimony at
public meetings during scoping and the public review period for the
Draft EIS. It is noted that no stakeholders representing environmental
justice or disadvantaged communities requested targeted consultation
and coordination to address Project impacts on disadvantaged
communities during EIS scoping or the public comment period for the
Draft EIS.
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We also encourage BOEM to determine if linguistically isolated
populations reside in the geographic areas impacted by the proposed
project and provide appropriate translation and interpretation services
to ensure meaningful engagement. All outreach efforts should be
documented in the EJ section of the DEIS.

Analysis of Indirect and Cumulative Impacts. In accordance with the
CEQ NEPA regulations, (Section 1508.1 (g)) effective as of May 2022)
define effects or impacts to mean “changes to the human environment
from the proposed action or alternatives that are reasonably
foreseeable.” This definition includes indirect effects which are caused
by the action and are later in time or farther removed in distance, but
are still reasonably foreseeable and cumulative effects, which result
from the incremental effects of the action when added to the effects of
other past, present and reasonably foreseeable actions regardless of
what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such
actions. As mentioned previously, EPA encourages the development
of a separate section that considers cumulative impacts associated
with the Project. The cumulative effects analysis would assess the
impacts of each of the alternatives in combination with reasonably
foreseeable future actions, which would include planned offshore wind
projects.

Throughout the DEIS, it is stated that the proposed action would not
directly result in any port expansion, and that port improvements are
not dependent on the proposed action. Consequently, impacts
associated with port expansions and improvements are not
considered in the DEIS. EPA believes that these activities are a
reasonably foreseeable indirect effect of the proposed action, and
therefore should be considered in the DEIS under NEPA. Omitting
consideration of such actions results in an underestimation of the
project’s impacts.

The No Action Alternative consists of the current baseline conditions
as influenced by past and ongoing activities and trends and serves as
the baseline against which all action alternatives are evaluated. The
EIS also separately analyzes the continuation of all other existing and
reasonably foreseeable future activities. Clarification regarding
BOEM'’s methodology for assessing impacts has been provided in
Section 1.6 of the Final EIS.

Potential impacts of port expansion and improvements can be found in
relevant Chapter 3 sections.
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0.4.1.3. U.S. Department of the Interior, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Table O.4-3  Responses to Comments from U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Letter No. 0922, 1177, 1265)

Comment from U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Response
FEDERALLY LISTED AND CANDIDATE SPECIES. The Biological Thank you for confirming that BOEM’s BA for the Ocean Wind 1
Assessment (BA), submitted to the Service on May 27, 2022, and Project correctly identifies the federally listed species that may be
prepared by BOEM, correctly identified the appropriate federally listed | potentially present in the Project’s action area.
and candidate species under the Service’s jurisdiction that may be The inclusion of “and USFWS” in the sentence regarding the
present in the proposed project’s action area. They include the conclusion for ESA-listed species was an error. The sentence in
northern long-eared bat (Myotis septentrionalis, threatened [4d]), question in the Presence of Structures section on page 3.7-18 has
eastern black rail (Laterallus jamaicensis jamaicensis, threatened been revised by removing “and USFWS.”

[4d]), piping plover (Charadrius melodus, threatened), rufa red knot
(Calidris canutus rufa, threatened), roseate tern (Sterna dougallii
dougallii, endangered), bog turtle (Glyptemys muhlenbergii,
threatened), monarch butterfly (Danaus plexippus, candidate),
American chaffseed (Schwalbea americana, endangered),
Knieskern’s beaked-rush (Rhynchospora knieskernii, threatened),
seabeach amaranth (Amaranthus pumilus, threatened), sensitive joint-
vetch (Aeschynomene virginica, threatened), and swamp pink
(Helonias bullata, threatened). The Service provided a response to
BOEM'’s BA on July 1, 2022, and ESA Section 7 consultation is
ongoing. The Service requests that the Final Environmental Impact
Statement (FEIS) is updated, as appropriate, to reflect our most recent
and any future comments.

The “presence of structures” portion within Section 3.7.5 of the DEIS
currently states that “Due to the anticipated use of flashing red tower
lights, restricted time period of exposure during migration, and small
number of migrants that could cross the Wind Farm Area, BOEM and
USFWS conclude that the Proposed Action would not likely adversely
affect roseate terns, piping plovers, eastern black rail, and red knots.
See the Ocean Wind 1 BA (BOEM 2022) for a complete discussion of
the potential collision risk to ESA-listed species as a result of
operation of the proposed Project”. However, the Service has not
concurred with this determination, and ESA Section 7 coordination
with BOEM is currently ongoing. Please ensure that this Section and
any other sections within the DEIS that may display incorrect
information are revised.
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Benthic Resources, Watercourses, Wetlands, and Permits. A public
notice for a U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) permit application
by Ocean Wind, LLC pursuant to Section 10 of the RHA and Section
404 of the CWA was recently released with plans illustrating the
amount of impacts the proposed project would have to submerged
aguatic vegetation (SAV), wetlands, and watercourses under the
Corps jurisdiction. The Service is concerned about the impacts and
loss of these valuable natural resources. The Service requests that
BOEM ensures that the FEIS is consistent with the impacts displayed
on the public notice (if they are not already), discusses mitigation for
these impacts, and further explains what is being proposed to avoid or
minimize impacts. For example, there is no mitigation explained for
the permanent impacts to SAV and it is not clear why alternative
installation methods, such as trenchless or horizontal directional
drilling, were not considered to avoid SAV and the other aquatic
resources within Barnegat Bay. It is also not clear what will be
proposed to mitigate for permanent impacts to watercourses. The
Service provided additional comments to the Corps on July 18, 2022,
regarding the public notice and impacts on these resources.

SAYV surveys completed for the HDD will be used to avoid SAV where
practicable, e.g., Peck Bay, Oyster Creek. Ocean Wind has developed
a SAV Monitoring Plan (June 2022) and SAV Preliminary Mitigation
Plan (December 2022) that include pre- and post-construction
monitoring of SAV along the inshore cable route and restoration for
impacts that cannot be minimized or avoided. Alternative C includes
avoidance of SAV beds via an alternate route through Oyster Creek (a
dredged channel).

Potential impacts on SAV were quantified for each alternative in the
Final EIS and for each landfall; impacts on habitats for HDD and open
trenching were also be quantified in the Final EIS, to determine
potential impacts and mitigation needs.

Birds and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. The Service continues to
recommend incorporating or considering measures to help reduce the
risks of bird collisions into the proposed project design. An example
could be incorporating some of the creative thinking that was
mentioned in our previous letters, referencing the Hodos (2003) and
May et al. (2020) studies, which reported that the inclusion of black
attachments on or painting portions of wind turbine blades black can
be effective at reducing motion smear or blur and bird collisions. While
BOEM has decided to not incorporate this specific recommendation
into the design of the project, the Service encourages BOEM to review
other studies or potential technologies that could be incorporated into
the project design that may reduce collisions. Additionally, in relation
to addressing possible motion smear or blur impacts in the DEIS,
Section 3.7.3.2 explains that “Motion smear, a phenomenon where
spinning turbine blades become deceptively transparent to the eye,
can also factor into collision risk (Hodos 2003). However, offshore
wind turbines are very large and spin much slower (7.8 rotations per
minute) than onshore wind turbines.” As previously explained, the
Hodos (2003) study explained “that as the blade diameter increases,

Since BOEM’s response to USFWS’s comments on the preliminary
Draft EIS on motion smear/blur, BOEM has looked further into the
referenced studies in the comment and FAA requirements for wind
turbine paint. While BOEM acknowledges the May et al. (2020) study
indicates a reduction in bird strikes with wind turbines with a black-
painted blade, the results are preliminary, and eight turbines (half with
black paint) is not a large sample size. In addition, relatively few bird
carcasses were found both before and after painting the blades (a
total of 42 dead birds at all eight turbines during the study period of 10
years). It is also not clear if the paint achieves the same results across
different bird species, and its efficacy may be site specific. In addition,
and more of a determining factor in the use of black paint on wind
turbine blades in the United States, the FAA’s 2020 Obstruction
Marking and Lighting Circular (70/7460-1M) includes a section
(Section 13) on wind turbine paint requirements (for aviation safety)
that states the darkest acceptable paint color is light gray, with
preference of pure white. Black paint on wind turbines is not allowed
under the FAA circular. As part of Ocean Wind’s Avian and Bat Post-
Construction Monitoring Framework (see discussion in the next
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the minimum distance at which a visual deterrent will be visible
increases.” and that “paradoxically, the larger, slower turbines pose a
greater hazard to birds in the region of the tip than do the smaller,
faster turbines.” As such, even though the larger turbines will spin
slower, they may create a greater hazard for birds. The usage of the
word “However” in the second sentence indicated above may give the
impression that the larger, slower spinning turbines help alleviate the
issue of motion smear. The Service recommends removing or
rephasing that second sentence to avoid confusion while discussing
this issue.

response below), BOEM would continue to evaluate technologies to
reduce collisions if post-construction monitoring indicates action
should be taken.

BOEM has updated the text in Section 3.7.3.2 regarding larger
turbines and slower rotations as they relate to motion smear.

Avian and Bat Post Construction Monitoring Framework. The DEIS
provides multiple mentions of the avian and bat post-construction
monitoring framework. Additionally, it is included in the construction
and operations plan. Please note, that the Service has been working
with BOEM regarding this framework during the ESA Section 7
consultation and will continue to do so. As noted in our July 1, 2022,
response letter to BOEM’s BA, previous Service comments on the
avian and bat post-construction monitoring framework submitted to
BOEM on April 11, 2022, were not addressed. Our key concern is that
active monitoring efforts are proposed to continue for a maximum of 3
years, while the operational life of the proposed project is 35 years.
Additionally, the Service is aware that offshore wind developers are
interested in conservation measures that will provide a net positive in
benefits for their projects. A monitoring framework that includes the
lifetime of the project would help to ensure that this can be achieved.
The Service anticipates continuing to address and work with BOEM on
this issue during the ongoing ESA consultation.

Ocean Wind and BOEM recognize that active monitoring beyond 3
years may be necessary. The Avian and Bat Post-Construction
Monitoring Framework states that, “Over the course of monitoring,
Ocean Wind will work with BOEM, USFWS, and other relevant
regulatory agencies, to determine the need for adjustments to
monitoring approaches, consideration of new monitoring technologies,
and/or additional periods of monitoring, based on an ongoing
assessment of monitoring results.” In addition, similar to previously
approved COPs (e.g., South Fork, Vineyard Wind), BOEM anticipates
that BOEM’s COP approval conditions for avian and bat protection
conditions will include an avian and bat monitoring plan for
construction and operations. As part of the monitoring plan, adaptive
management may be required (i.e., new mitigation measures and
monitoring may be required by BOEM if impacts deviate substantially
from the impact analysis in the EIS).

Section 3.7.8 of the DEIS explains that “If the reported post-
construction bat monitoring results (generated as part of Ocean
Wind’s Avian and Bat Post-Construction Monitoring Framework [COP
Appendix AB, Ocean Wind 2022) indicate bird impacts deviate
substantially from the impact analysis included in this EIS, then Ocean
Wind must make recommendations for new mitigation measures or
monitoring methods (refer to Appendix H, Table H-2).” It appears that
this Section should be edited to “if the reported post-construction
avian and bat monitoring results...”. As such, please ensure that this
Section is edited in the FEIS.

BOEM has edited EIS Section 3.7.8 to replace “bat” with “bird.”
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Edwin B. Forsythe National Wildlife Refuge and Air Quality. The
project is in proximity to the Edwin B. Forsythe National Wildlife
Refuge. Portions of the refuge, identified as the Brigantine National
Wilderness Area, are designated as a Class 1 Wilderness Area. The
Service is concerned about the potential air quality impacts to the
wilderness area due to emissions and construction activities that will
occur because of the proposed project. Class 1 Wilderness Areas are
afforded, by Congress, Air Quality Related Value protections under
the CAA and are also protected by the Wilderness Act. The Service is
the Federal land manager of the Brigantine National Wilderness Area
and, as such, is evaluating the project for air quality-related concerns.
The Service will contact BOEM, as appropriate, if any additional
information is required.

Ocean Wind performed an Air Quality-Related Values analysis as part
of its OCS air quality permit application to USEPA. A summary of this
analysis has been added to the Final EIS.

Adaptive Management. The Service’s previous letters on the
Preliminary DEIS included recommendations to include a commitment
towards adaptive management, including regularly updating and
adopting best management practices. As previously described, this is
particularly important given the long-expected lifespan of the proposed
wind farm, its potential to result in ongoing bird and bat collision and/or
displacement over many years, and its role in the full build-out of
offshore wind energy in the context of numerous other projects in
various stages of planning/development along the OCS. New
innovative technologies and solutions to protect the environment and
species from the potential impacts of offshore wind are being
developed while the industry continues its growth. They are being
supported by offshore wind developers, scientists, and members of
the public. The Service would like to ensure that all phases of the
project are adaptive at applying new information as they progress.
Many details would have to be worked out, but the Service is willing
and would appreciate the opportunity to discuss and work with BOEM
on this issue. As such, the Service continues to recommend an
adaptive management section and commitment within the DEIS.

Table 2-2 of the Final EIS identifies the Avian and Bat Post-
Construction Monitoring Framework, which would be implemented by
Ocean Wind during operation. As stated in the framework, adaptive
monitoring is an important principle of the monitoring framework.

Over the course of monitoring, Ocean Wind will work with BOEM,
USFWS, and other relevant regulatory agencies to determine the
need for adjustments to monitoring approaches, consideration of new
monitoring technologies, and additional periods of monitoring, based
on an ongoing assessment of monitoring results.
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Supplemental Air Quality and AQRV Comments

D.1. Incomplete or Unavailable Information Analysis for Resource
Areas (D.1.1 Air Quality). This paragraph subjectively states that in
BOEMs opinion that is that there is sufficient current information and
that the overall impacts from the project will decrease the overall
pollution in the area. However, as demonstrated in the emission
estimates, especially during construction the amount of air emissions
may be significant and potentially impact Air Quality Related Values
(AQRVs) at Class | areas. It is requested that BOEM reevaluate this
paragraph and provide a more detailed quantification of emissions and
objectively describe the air quality and AQRYV impacts.

Ocean Wind performed NAAQS and Air Quality-Related Values
analyses as part of its OCS air quality permit application to USEPA. A
summary of these analyses has been added to the Final EIS.

Suggested Language for the Paragraph from Ocean Wind 1 DEIS -
Appendix G that discusses FLM responsibilities and AQRVs:

The CAA defines Class | areas as certain national parks and
wilderness areas where very little degradation of air quality from new
sources or projects is allowed. Class | areas consist of national parks
larger than 6,000 acres and wilderness areas larger than 5,000 acres
that were in existence before August 1977. Class | areas are
managed by the Federal Land Managers (FLM) (e.g. US Forest
Service, National Park Service and the US Fish and Wildlife Service.)
Projects subject to federal permits are required to notify the FLM
responsible for designated Class | areas within 300 kilometers of the
Project. One of the purposes of the federal Prevention of Significant
Deterioration (PSD) permitting program under the CAA, is to preserve,
protect, and enhance the air quality in national parks, national
wilderness areas, national monuments, national seashores, and other
areas of special national or regional natural, recreational, scenic or
historic value. Air quality related values (AQRVS) are resources that
are used to determine whether these resources may be adversely
affected by a change in air quality. The resources may include visibility
or specific scenic, cultural, physical, biological, ecological, or
recreational resources. The Federal Land Managers AQRVs include
visibility, vegetation, water quality, soils, and impacts to fish and
wildlife. The potential harm from air pollution to these resources
depends on how much, the type air emission exposure and the
sensitivity of the resources. The FLM identifies appropriate AQRV for
the Class | area and the impact to AQRVs is evaluated by the project
proponent. Air quality—related values identified by USFWS for

Ocean Wind performed an Air Quality-Related Values analysis as part
of its OCS air quality permit application to USEPA. A summary of this
analysis has been added to the Final EIS.
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Brigantine Wilderness include aquatic resources, fauna/wildlife, soils,
vegetation, and visibility.

The project is in proximity to the Edwin B. Forsythe National Wildlife
Refuge. Three distinct parts of the E.B. Forsythe Refuge have been
identified as the Brigantine National Wilderness Area (WA), and are
designated as Class 1 areas under the Clean Air Act (CAA).
Brigantine Wilderness Area, approximately 25 miles north-northwest
of the geographic center of the Project, is the only Class | area within
300 kilometers of the project. Class 1 Wilderness Areas are afforded,
by Congress, Air Quality Related Value (AQRV) protections under the
CAA and are afforded protections under the Wilderness Act. The
Service is concerned about the potential air quality impacts to the
wilderness area due to air emissions from construction activities that
will occur because of the proposed project. Additional air quality
protection may be warranted individually because of the project’s
proximity, or cumulatively because of the number of proposed future
offshore wind energy leases and associated development affecting the
area. The Service as the federal land manager (FLM) of the Brigantine
National WA requests that the project evaluate and analyze the
potential AQRV impacts, including visibility and deposition, to the
Brigantine National Wilderness Area.

Add this paragraph: The DEIS should include a description of the
nearby air quality monitoring (IMPROVE, NADP, NJ DEP and EPA)
and the long-term trends that these monitors are showing for each
pollutant of concern. Current conditions and trends in Class | areas
are for visibility are established via the IMPROVE (Interagency
Monitoring of Protected Visual Environments) program and for
deposition are established via the NADP (National Atmospheric
Deposition Program). The Brigantine Wilderness air quality monitors
are located at the Edwin B. Forsythe National Wildlife Refuge Visitor
Center, approximately 4 miles west and 4 miles south-southwest of
the 2 closest Brigantine Wilderness Area boundaries. Visibility and
deposition at Brigantine Wilderness Class | areas has been

/ since (describe trends and provide reference).

Ocean Wind performed NAAQS and Air Quality-Related Values
analyses as part of its OCS air quality permit application to USEPA. A
summary of these analyses has been added to the Final EIS.

Make this a new paragraph: The CAA amendments directed USEPA
to establish requirements to control air pollution from OCS oil and gas-
related activities along the Pacific, Arctic, and Atlantic Coasts and
along the U.S. Gulf Coast of Florida, east of 87° 30" west longitude. . .

This comment does not request any change to the EIS.
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Correction: The FLM agencies evaluates project impacts as far away
as 300 km from the Class | area.

Other Suggested Additions: Include a paragraph about how the
proposed actions’ air emissions and contributions to climate change
might impact these resources: ground-level ozone, atmospheric
deposition of acids, (NADP Network) nutrients, toxics, vegetative
impacts to onshore biological resources including vegetative quality,
wetlands and other WOTUS, acidification of soils and waterbodies that
could result in changes in community structure and biodiversity within
these habitats. This paragraph should be a comprehensive look that
accounts for the reasonable foreseeable future projects.

Include a paragraph that addresses the potential impacts to wetlands
and other WOTUS from the incremental contribution of climate change
attributed to the action when combined with, past, present and other
reasonable foreseeable projects.

Ocean Wind performed an Air Quality-Related Values analysis as part
of its OCS air quality permit application to USEPA. A summary of this
analysis has been added to the Final EIS.

0.4.1.4.

Table O.4-4

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, National Marine Fisheries Service

Responses to Comments from National Marine Fisheries Service (Letter No. 1287)

Comment from National Marine Fisheries Service

Response

Approach to the Alternatives Analysis: We appreciate that BOEM has
made some modifications to the approach to the “No Action”
Alternative, but we recommend further refinement in the approach to
provide decision makers and the public with the clearest possible view
of the potential impacts of the proposed action and alternative. In
particular, we continue to recommend that BOEM evaluate a “No
Action” scenario that does not include all future buildout throughout the
analysis in the EIS. As presented in the Executive Summary and
Chapter 2, the description of the No Action Alternative presumes that
all other reasonably foreseeable impact- producing activities, including
proposed but not yet approved offshore wind projects, have been built
and these impacts are therefore included in the baseline against which
other alternatives are evaluated. We are concerned that this approach
leads to an incomplete description and analysis of impacts on NOAA
trust resources from activities and trends in the baseline, as well as

The No Action Alternative consists of the current baseline conditions
as influenced by past and ongoing activities and trends and serves
as the baseline against which all action alternatives are evaluated.
The EIS also separately analyzes the continuation of all other
existing and reasonably foreseeable future activities. Clarification
regarding BOEM’s methodology for assessing impacts has been
provided in Section 1.6 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS presents a
complete description and analysis of impacts from ongoing activities
and trends (i.e., No Action Alternative) and impacts from the
Proposed Action and action alternatives. The No Action Alternative
provides a current baseline for analysis of impacts from the action
alternatives. A separate analysis of the No Action Alternative when
combined with future planned activities (i.e., cumulative actions)
provides the future baseline as a basis for comparison of the
cumulative impacts of the action alternatives.
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from the proposed action and alternatives. This approach likely skews
the impacts analysis in the DEIS in several ways:

1) By overstating the impacts of both the No Action Alternative and
baseline effects;

2) by minimizing and diluting the direct and indirect effects of the
proposed action and action alternatives when evaluated against the No
Action Alternative and baseline;

3) by reducing the distinction in impacts among alternatives such that
there is no material difference; and

4) by conflating the cumulative impacts analysis with impacts
considered in the No Action Alternative

The confusion and lack of clarity resulting from the alternative analysis
approach in the DEIS are exemplified in its consideration of the effects
of the proposed action on North Atlantic right whales (NARW), which
may impact NMFS’s ability to rely upon this analysis to support the
determinations necessary to issue an ITA under the MMPA. We
recommend the methodology be modified to define the No
Action/baseline as the effects of existing constructed and permitted
wind projects and ongoing non-wind activities and evaluate the effects
of reasonably foreseeable future activities, such as future wind
projects, in the cumulative impacts section of the FEIS, entirely
independent from the No Action Alternative and baseline evaluation of
the action alternatives. We provide additional comments on this critical
issue in Attachment A.

The No Action Alternative evaluated in the EIS consists of the
existing baseline and impacts of ongoing activities, including
constructed and permitted offshore wind projects and ongoing non-
wind activities. Reasonably foreseeable future planned activities were
also evaluated.

Habitat Impact Minimization Alternatives: We recognize and appreciate
that BOEM has considered alternatives to the proposed action that
would minimize impacts to vulnerable marine habitats. NMFS considers
both the Sand Ridge and Trough Avoidance alternative (Alternative D)
and the Submerged Aquatic Vegetation (SAV) Avoidance alternative[s]
(Alternative E) to be feasible alternatives, which would allow BOEM to
meet its purpose and need while reducing impacts to sensitive habitats
to the greatest extent practicable. However, we have concerns with
how these alternatives are discussed, analyzed, and contextualized in
the document. Comments herein and in Attachment A should be
incorporated into the FEIS to provide decision makers and the public a
clear understanding of how these alternatives could reduce adverse
impacts of the Ocean Wind project on these important habitats.

BOEM has reviewed and addressed NMFS’s comments regarding
the analysis of Alternatives D and E in the Final EIS.
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Sand Ridge and Trough Avoidance (Alternative D): The DEIS does not
include a comprehensive analysis of the Sand Ridge and Trough
Avoidance alternative. This lack of detailed analysis makes it difficult
for the reader to understand how impacts from this alternative differ
from other alternatives under consideration. It is also not clear how
BOEM would implement this alternative if selected. Like the PDEIS, the
DEIS treats removal of any particular Wind Turbine Generator (WTG)
as essentially equal across all alternatives, without properly recognizing
the unique value of the sand ridge and trough habitat. In addition, the
alternative does not consider impacts of inter-array cables and scour
protection associated with those cables, as impacts appear to only be
quantified for WTG locations with scour protection. The impacts from
inter-array cables on the integrity of these habitats was one of the
primary reasons the sand ridge and trough avoidance alternative was
proposed, and should be evaluated under this alternative. We also
recommend that additional details be provided in order to clarify how
BOEM is considering this alternative. For example, the document
discusses the potential removal of between 9 and 15 WTGs for this
alternative, but it is unclear how the total number, or position, of WTGs
would be prioritized for removal or ultimately selected. We recommend
you coordinate with us to address these issues and further refine this
alternative to ensure a clear understanding of the specifics of the
alternative.

The Draft EIS provided a description of Alternative D in Chapter 2
and a detailed analysis of the impacts of Alternative D in comparison
to the Proposed Action in Chapter 3.

Although the removal of WTG positions is anticipated to result in a
corresponding reduction in inter-array cable length and associated
cable protection impacts, the resulting impacts are difficult to
calculate because the inter-array cable alignments associated with
Alternative D have not been designed. Section 3.6 of the Final EIS
notes that impacts on benthic habitat would be further reduced due to
the removal or reduction of required inter-array cables.

The identification of individual WTGs for removal, should the number
removed be fewer than 15, would be coordinated with NMFS.

SAV Avoidance (Alternative E): We have significant concerns with the
scope and analysis of the SAV Avoidance Alternative, as it does not
consider all practicable measures to avoid and minimize SAV impacts
from cable routing and installation. The technical corrections provided
by BOEM on August 3, 2022, indicate that this alternative does
consider minimizing impacts to SAV habitat west of Island Beach State
Park, as well as at the cable landing location; however, the impacts of
cable route options are not clearly presented in the DEIS, making a
straightforward comparison of routing options and associated impacts
to SAV beds difficult. In addition, the discussion and analysis of
alternate routine cable installation methods, which would avoid and
minimize impacts to sensitive habitats in estuaries and embayments,
lack detail.

Alternative E was developed to address concerns regarding impacts
on SAV west of Island Beach State Park. Table 3.6-5 presents a
comparison of the two cable route options for the area west of Island
Beach State Park. Section 3.6.5 was updated to discuss an
assessment of alternative cable installation methods.
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Specifically, the SAV Avoidance Alternative lacks any discussion or
analysis of horizontal directional drilling (HDD), which could be used to
further avoid and minimize impacts to SAV and other sensitive habitats,
especially on the backside of Island Beach State Park. HDD is part of
the proposed action (Barnegat Bay route through dense SAV beds);
thus, it remains unclear why it is not being considered for the SAV
Avoidance Alternative. In fact, due to the significant potential impacts to
sensitive habitats, open trenching is rarely used in Barnegat Bay, and
alternative methods, such as HDD, are routinely recommended and
employed for similar actions. This is a significant omission that should
be fully considered and analyzed in the FEIS.

Use of HDD for export cable installation west of Island Beach State
Park was analyzed, and additional detail regarding the feasibility and
impacts of this installation method was provided in Section 3.6.

Analytical Issues: We raised several concerns with the characterization
and analysis of impacts to NOAA trust resources in our cooperating
agency comments on the PDEIS. We recognize where BOEM included
further resource descriptions and analysis in response to those
comments; however, we have remaining concerns with the lack of
information to support some impact determinations, as well as missing
analyses on the scope of project impacts. Moreover, while the DEIS
includes some additional discussion of resources, the document is not
comprehensive and does not apply those findings to an examination of
the proposed action and alternatives. As a result, conclusions stated in
the document related to impact determinations lack supporting
rationale.

As mentioned by NMFS, BOEM did respond to all comments
received on the Preliminary Draft EIS. However, BOEM recognizes
that NMFS has some remaining concerns and has responded to
those specific concerns as raised by NMFS in EIS Sections 3.13,
Finfish, Invertebrates, and Essential Fish Habitat; 3.9, Commercial
Fisheries and For-Hire Recreational Fishing; 3.19, Sea Turtles; and
3.17, Other Uses (Marine Minerals, Military Use, Aviation).

For example, as noted in our cooperating agency comments, the DEIS
states that fishery management has a major impact on fishing
operations, and suggests that fishery management actions will have a
greater impact on fishery operations and revenue than the Ocean Wind
project or other reasonably foreseeable future projects. Given that
fishery management actions are taken to ensure the long-term optimal
yield for the fishery, and no justification for the statement is provided,
these conclusions appear without merit. This and other impact
determination conclusions should be supported by information in the
EIS.

The major impact rating is for some fisheries that would be adversely
affected by regulated fishing effort. Text noting that species may be
affected differently by fishery management measures has been
added.

In addition, the Final EIS has been updated to reorganize the No
Action Alternative, cumulative impacts, and the Proposed Action. The
No Action Alternative consists of the current baseline conditions as
influenced by past and ongoing activities and trends and serves as
the baseline against which all action alternatives are evaluated.
Ongoing activities include permitted offshore wind projects. The EIS
also separately analyzes the continuation of all other existing and
reasonably foreseeable future activities. Reasonably foreseeable
future actions include the buildout of executed renewable energy
lease areas. A detailed description of BOEM’s methodology for
assessing impacts is provided in Section 1.6 of the Final EIS.
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The approach used in the DEIS to present only average impact BOEM has included in the Ocean Wind 1 EIS clear justification for
determinations in some locations (e.g., commercial fisheries), rather impact determinations consistent with definitions included in the EIS.
than articulating the anticipated range of impacts, also reduces In response to the specific comments provided by commenters,

transparency and makes it more difficult for our agency and the public including NMFS, BOEM has addressed some instances where the
to comprehend how conclusions were reached. We therefore request justification was not clear.

that a clear justification for impact determinations, consistent with
definitions included in the DEIS, be included in the FEIS.

In addition, there continue to be important analyses and conclusions Discussion of potential impacts of UXO detonation (e.g., physical
that are absent from the DEIS. Specifically, in the Benthic Resources disturbance, increased sediment suspension and deposition,

and Finfish, Invertebrates, and EFH sections, there is no analysis of potential contaminant resuspension, physical impacts on finfish,
impacts from unexploded ordnance (UXO) removal and/or detonation, disturbance to spawning/migration) has been added to Sections 3.6.5

nor is there any discussion of impacts from hydrodynamic changes on and 3.13.5 of the Final EIS.
habitat, primary productivity or larval distribution due to the presence of
in-water structures.

The DEIS also does not analyze impacts of the export cables BOEM has determined that the qualitative analysis provided in
construction and operation on federal and non-federally managed Section 3.9.3.2 under the cable emplacement and maintenance IPF
fisheries or overall impacts to shoreside support services and fishing is appropriate for temporary cable route disturbance.

communities. All anticipated changes to the marine environment and Potential impacts on shoreside services are mentioned qualitatively
fishing communities from the Ocean Wind project and other projects in Sections 3.9.3.2 and Section 3.9.5 under the presence of

need to be explicitly discussed and the potential impacts rigorously structures IPF. BOEM acknowledges the importance of the
examined in the FEIS. commercial fishing industry, as well as the variety of ports and

shoreside businesses related to and within this area. To that end, it
has included extensive analysis of commercial fishing revenue
exposure within the Ocean Wind 1 Lease Area, and presumably a
reduced catch could have an impact on these related shoreside
businesses. Use of the commercial fishing revenue exposure as a
metric produces a conservative estimate of potential impacts on the
industry. However, as the analysis indicates, a small fraction of the
amount of fishing activity in New England and the Mid-Atlantic region
is affected by the proposed development in the Lease Area, but,
depending on the fishery in question, impacts on shoreside support
services would be long term and negligible to moderate.

0.4-30



Ocean Wind 1 Offshore Wind Farm
Final Environmental Impact Statement

Appendix O
Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Comment from National Marine Fisheries Service

Response

Mitigation Measures: As we have highlighted in past comments, the
evaluation of mitigation measures is a critical component of the
analysis in any NEPA document. The FEIS should clearly analyze and
describe the anticipated impacts of the proposed action, mitigation
measures considered to be part of that action, the effectiveness of
these measures, as well as the expected impacts if mitigation methods
are applied; this structure is necessary to support the final impact
determinations

We recognize that additional text has been added to the DEIS since
our review of the PDEIS; this provides some clarification between
mitigation measures that are part of the proposed action and additional
measures that could further reduce impacts. However, the DEIS still
contains areas where BOEM is relying on measures to reduce impacts;
yet it remains unclear which measures are considered in the impact
determination. For example, in the section evaluating the impacts of
pile driving noise on sea turtles, BOEM notes that the implementation
of monitoring and clearance zones would prevent exposure of sea
turtles to noise that could result in mortality or injury. However, given
that pile driving is planned to occur at night, it is not clear if this
conclusion is based on the applicant proposed measures (APM) or the
APMs plus the additional mitigation measures related to night-time pile
driving identified in section 3.19.9 of the DEIS. The FEIS should be
explicit as to what additional mitigation measures beyond the APMs are
anticipated to be required and which measures were relied on to reach
the impact conclusions.

Ocean Wind’s committed mitigation measures are analyzed as part
of the Proposed Action and as such contribute to the impact level
conclusion. BOEM evaluates proposed mitigation measures for each
resource in Chapter 3 and describes whether implementation of the
measure would result in reduced impacts.

In other sections of the DEIS, there are additional mitigation measures
that should be considered, such as time of year restrictions and
construction methods to reduce impacts, that are not contemplated at
all in the document. These are significant omissions that should be
remedied in the FEIS. This information is necessary to include as part
of a full and complete project impact analysis, regardless of the location
of where the mitigation measure would occur or which agency would
have jurisdiction to enforce them.

In the Draft EIS, BOEM analyzed measures proposed during the
public scoping comment period and proposed by cooperating
agencies.

NOAA Scientific Surveys: As we have discussed previously, we have
significant concerns related to the major impacts offshore wind will
have on our NOAA scientific surveys. Despite comments provided in
our PDEIS review, inaccurate and unsubstantiated claims remain in the
document, such as the assertion that without offshore wind energy, the

The impact on scientific research and surveys as a result of ongoing
and planned activities has been updated to major due to the potential
impacts of ongoing and planned offshore wind activity, including
Block Island Wind Farm, Coastal Virginia Offshore Wind pilot project,
Vineyard Wind 1, and South Fork Wind Farm.
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effect of climate change on fisheries would have a “moderate” impact
on NOAA surveys. The offshore wind development projects are the
primary cause of immediate impacts on NOAA scientific surveys and
research, not climate change. Furthermore, the analysis in the DEIS
does not include any discussion or details on how these major impacts
will be mitigated other than referencing the ongoing BOEM/NMFS
survey mitigation efforts. Rather than providing further details, the DEIS
suggests this information will be incorporated later in the FEIS. In order
to minimize the major adverse impacts expected on scientific surveys,
mitigation measures should be implemented before development
moves forward, consistent with our joint survey mitigation efforts. As
stated in the DEIS, we will continue to work with you to ensure these
details can be included in the FEIS

BOEM has committed to working with NOAA to implement the
Federal Survey Mitigation Strategy program
(https://repository.library.noaa.gov/view/noaa/47925). As of February
2023, implementation is pending. As discussions between BOEM
and NOAA on implementation of the program continue, specific
details on appropriate mitigation measures will be added to the
environmental analysis.

Section Number: S.4.1. Consistent with NMFS’s comment related to its
concern with the structure of the no action alternative, recommend the
deletion of the text in S.4.1 stating “However, all other reasonably
foreseeable future impact-producing activities will continue” as this
language continues to confuse and conflate the cumulative impacts
analysis with the effects of “no action” and thus skews the effects of
action alternatives when compared to no action. NMFS does agree with
the inclusion of “existing” IPFs but disagree with the inclusion of
reasonably foreseeable future IPFs.

In EIS Section S.4.1 and Chapter 2, the sentence noted in this
comment was deleted and replaced with a paragraph describing the
analysis of reasonably foreseeable future impact-producing activities.

Section Number: S.5. In table S-2 under Marine mammals, this is a
good demonstration that the structure of the alternatives analysis
creates confusion and does not allow for a meaningful analysis of the
alternatives as all the action alternatives are the same despite some
alternatives including a good reduction in the number of turbines
constructed (which would reduce both construction and operational
impacts). In the impact analysis in Chapter 3, as well as the summary
table presented in the Executive Summary, BOEM suggests minor
impacts to NARWSs would occur against current baseline situation, but
major impacts to NARW would occur as a result of the No Action
alternative when considering the baseline existing environmental trends
and activities as well as planned non-offshore wind and offshore wind
activities. As written, the impacts from the project in consideration of
the baseline alone results in major impacts to NARWSs but when
combined with foreseeable actions, the impacts are reduced to
moderate. These determinations are not supported in Chapter 3 but,

Note that table S-2 has incorrectly rated the impacts of the No Action
Alternative as “minor.” The table conclusions have been updated
based on the analysis presented in Section 3.15 to reflect the rating
for the No Action Alternative as “negligible to major.” A note has also
been added to the table to outline that the major effects are in
relation to NARWS.

In Section 3.15.6, the IPFs related to the action alternatives are
discussed in relation to the species that may be affected by the
alternatives. Through the analysis it was determined that the action
alternatives are unlikely to result in a change to the impact
determinations outlined for the Proposed Action. This is outlined in
Section 3.15.6.1, which states, “BOEM anticipates that any
incremental reduction in impacts would not change the resulting
effects on marine mammals to the extent necessary to alter the
impact level conclusions for any impact mechanism. The impacts
resulting from Alternatives B-1, B-2, C-1, and D individually would be
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more importantly, these determinations challenge NMFS ability to make
the required findings under the MMPA and adopt this EIS. We also
note that teasing out these distinctions was extremely difficult and the
differences in the determinations for each alternative are not supported.
Finally, both here and in Chapter 3, it is not clear how the short
(construction) and long-term impacts (operation) are influencing the
overall single determination in this as well as the collective marine
mammal group as a whole.

similar to those of the Proposed Action and would be moderate for
mysticetes except for the NARW, which would range from moderate
to major. BOEM anticipates that the impacts resulting from the
Proposed Action would minor for odontocetes and pinnipeds and
could include minor beneficial impacts.”

Section Number: 2.1.1. The following language should be added in
Section 2.1.1, “Under the No Action Alternative, impacts to marine
mammals incidental to construction activities would not occur.
Therefore, NMFS would not issue the requested authorization under
the MMPA to the applicant”. For adoption, it is important that NMFS’ No
Action Alternative be incorporated into the EIS and the section that
describes the No Action Alternative would be the most appropriate
place to do this. This comment was made during NMFS’ cooperating
agency review of the PDEIS but the language was not incorporated into
the DEIS. This language should be incorporated into the FEIS.

Section 2.1.1 was revised to include the suggested language.

Section Number: 2.1, Table 2.1. Consistent with NMFS’s comment
related to its concern with the structure of the no action alternative, we
recommend deletion of the following text under the No Action
Alternative Description “However, all other existing or other reasonably
foreseeable future impact- producing activities would occur.”

In EIS Section S.4.1 and Chapter 2, the sentence noted in this
comment was deleted and replaced with a paragraph describing the
analysis of reasonably foreseeable future impact-producing activities.

Section Number: 3.3. As noted in a Global comment on Section 3.13
(Finfish, EFH, Invertebrates), NMFS has discussed with BOEM
previously that we recommend the following categories be used to
describe impact duration: short-term (less than 2 years); long-term (2
years to < life of the project); and permanent (life of the project). It is
unclear why the Ocean Wind DEIS defines short term impacts as less
than 3 years. We recommend this be modified to less than 2 years. We
are also concerned that BOEM defines “long term” as lasting for the life
of the project, and permanent effects are defined as those that extend
beyond the life of the project. This should be modified to be consistent
with the EFH duration definitions, as impacts that last the life of the
project (30+ years) should be classified as a permanent impact.

BOEM disagrees with this comment and has not made this change.
As explained in EIS Section 3.3, short term effects are effects that
may extend up to 3 years, long-term effects are effects that may
extend for more than 3 years and may extend for the life of the
Project (35 years), and permanent effects are effects that extend
beyond the life of the Project.

Section Number: 3.3. We have concerns about the use of terms to
describe ‘incremental’ impacts of the action alternative in relation to the
combined impacts from all ongoing and planned activities. The DEIS

EIS Section 3.3, Definition of Impact Levels, defines the terms
“undetectable,” “noticeable,” and “appreciable.” These terms are
used to describe the incremental impact of the action alternatives in
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introduces these new terms related to the contribution of the Proposed
Action to cumulative effects. The definitions are new and it is unclear
how they were developed, what they mean and how they were applied
throughout the impacts analyses in Ch. 3.

relation to the combined impacts from all ongoing and planned
activities, including both non-offshore wind and offshore wind
activities.

Section Number: 3.6.3 and 3.6.5. There are limited citations from the
peer-review literature for each of the impact producing factors
evaluated. Please review the literature and provide relevant citations
that support the analysis, rationale, and conclusions.

Additional literature review and citations have been added to Section
3.6 as noted in response to specific comments below.

Section Number: 3.6.3. Discussion of SAV and other important habitats
should be included here. Additionally, this section may be the most
appropriate place for SAV discussion in the context of climate change
and carbon sequestration (blue carbon). Although the background
information on the importance of SAV has been expanded, the current
document lacks a robust discussion of SAV in the context of climate
change and carbon sequestration-blue carbon. In addition to the role of
SAYV in providing habitat for aquatic species, it serves important
ecosystem functions including primary production, carbon
sequestration, and nutrient cycling in the coastal zone. The distribution
and abundance of SAV has declined globally and in the northeast U.S.
As you know, there have been documented dramatic declines in SAV
throughout New Jersey and Barnegat Bay in particular. Although
declines in water quality have been associated with SAV losses in New
Jersey, direct losses through development, dredging, trenching, and
other bottom disturbing activities further exacerbates the widespread
impacts. We appreciate your recognition of SAV as an important, hard-
to-replace resource, but recommend you also include robust
background information on the importance of SAV to sequestering
atmospheric carbon dioxide, providing an important service in
addressing climate change. SAV occupy less than 0.2% of the area in
the world’s oceans, yet sequester approximately 10% of the annual
organic carbon burial in the oceans (Duarte et al. 2005). The mean
global long-term rate of carbon sequestration in seagrass sediments
are an order of magnitude greater than terrestrial forests (Mcleod et al.
2011). This information should be integrated into your evaluation of any
impacts to SAV, regardless of the alternative.

The information in the comment has been added to the text.
However, it has been added to Section 3.6.1, which discusses the
value of SAV rather than in Section 3.6.3, which addresses
environmental consequences. Text addressing impacts of cable
emplacement on seagrasses has been added to Section 3.6.3 and a
more robust discussion of SAV in the context of climate change and
carbon sequestrations has been added to Section 3.6.1 based on
review of Duarte et al. 2005, Duarte and Krause-Jensen 2017,
Howard et al. 2017, Mccreadie et al. 2019, Novak et al. 2020,
Pendleton et al. 2012, Tokoro et al. 2014, Kennish et al. 2007, and
Kennish et al. 2011.

Section Number: 3.6.3. In addition to warmer water, eelgrass is
currently experiencing stresses and declines in distribution and
abundance from invasive species such as green crabs (Neckles 2015)

The following has been added to Section 3.6.1, in addition to the text
suggested in the comment: “The physical stress to organisms from
climate change impacts can also increase the opportunity for
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and invasive tunicates (Wong and Vercaemer 2012; Carman et al.
2019). More intense rain events and coastal storms have been
associated with climate change and are expected to increase in the
future. Reduced salinities, stronger storms, and more turbid water are
identified as stressors for eelgrass (Short et al. 2016). Therefore,
minimizing additional direct and indirect impacts from dredging should
be an important management policy for conserving eelgrass (Neckles
et al. 2009).

disease. For example, eelgrass is threatened by seagrass wasting
disease (in warmer ocean temperatures) (Graham et al. 2021).”

Section Number: 3.6.3 — 3.6.7. The adverse impacts of the presence of
structures is inappropriately minimized/discounted, especially in the
context of “range expansions” and the “stepping-stone effect,” by
comparing offshore wind development to existing artificial reefs. This is
inappropriate as it does not account for size/scale/scope, distribution,
etc. of offshore wind [farms] in addition to how they may interact with
existing natural and artificial habitats (e.g., acting as bridges or
corridors).

Recent studies have been reviewed and text added to Section
3.6.3.1 to clarify the effects of structures on benthic habitat and
finfish. Text has been added to address the comment based on
reviews of Bray et al. 2017, Wilding et al. 2017, Adams et al. 2014,
Causon and Gill 2018, Krone et al. 2017, and Taormina et al. 2018.

Section Number: 3.6.5. The narrative on EMF indicates that the
science is unsettled on this topic. However, the conclusion is that there
would be no measurable impacts. Please provide a rationale for this
conclusion.

Discussion informed by Hutchison et al. 2020, Harsanyi et al. 2022,
and Albert et al. 2020 has been added to Section 3.6.5 to clarify that
impacts on specific organisms are documented under specific
conditions; however, the data are inadequate to predict the impacts
of EMF.

Section Number: 3.6.5. This analysis of noise focuses on sound
pressure. Noise can produce sound pressure, particle motion, and
substrate vibration. All of these should be discussed separately.

Text has been added to Section 3.6.5 based on reviews of Popper et
al. 2022, Carroll et al. 2016, and Roberts et al. 2016.

Section Number: 3.6.5. It is unclear where and how UXO detonations
have been evaluated. The impacts of this activity should be included
and integrated into this section, and impacts should be evaluated
comprehensively.

Text has been added to Section 3.6.5 based on reviews of Hannay
and Zykov 2022 and Middleton et al. 2022.

Section Number: 3.6.5. Presence of Structures: This section should
incorporate discussion of new literature on wind wake effects and
potential impacts on biological production and larval dispersal. For
example: Christiansen et al. 2022 (doi: 10.3389/fmars.2022.818501);
Dorrell et al. 2022 (doi: 10.3389/fmars.2022.830927); van Berkel et al.
2020 (https://doi.org/10.5670/oceanog.2020.410); Floeter et al. 2022
(doi: 10.3389/fmars.2022.884943); Chen et al. 2021 (https://s3.us-east-
1.amazonaws.com/nefmc.org/Doc.14.a-UMASSD_WHOI_short_
report_05 6 12 2021 revison.pdf)

Potential impacts on benthic resources from mixing has been added
to Section 3.6.5 based on reviews of Tagliabue et al. 2021, Floeter et
al. 2022, and Dorrell et al. 2022.
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Section Number: 3.6.5. Discharges: This discussion should include
effects of anti-corrosive and anti-fouling compounds.

Discussion of impacts on benthic habitats due to anti-corrosive and
anti-fouling compounds has been added to Section 3.6.5.

Section Number: 3.6.5. The background written here about ridge and
trough complexes and the value they provide is more robust compared
to the description included in the earlier version of the DEIS provided
for our Cooperating Agency review of the DEIS. However, the impacts
to this habitat (even in the evaluation of the ridge and trough avoidance
alternative) appear to be inappropriately discounted and minimized.
While quantitative information is now provided about the reduced
benthic impacts of each alternative from removal of WTGs and
associated scour protection, the qualitative assessment is still
insufficient, as the document essentially still treats removing WTGs in
any area of the lease area as being equal. We reject this approach and
assumptions therein; this needs to be corrected and unique ridge and
trough habitat and value it provides needs to be integrated into the
analyses and conclusions.

Text has been added to Section 3.5 to describe the value of ridge
and trough complexes based on review of Slacum et al. 2010, Byrnes
et al. 2000, Brooks et al. 2006, and VIMS 2014. Text has been added
to Section 3.6.7 to clarify that removing WTGs from the northeastern
portion of the Project area would reduce impacts on ridge and trough
habitats.

Section Number: 3.6.5. It remains unclear how the individual WTGs
would be selected for removal in the Sand Ridge and Trough
avoidance alternative. This should be done in coordination with NMFS.

If the sand ridge and trough avoidance alternative is selected, BOEM
will coordinate with NMFS on removal of specific WTGs from the
sand ridge and trough complex.

Section Number: 3.6.5. The tables of impacts (3.6-3 and -4) and
narrative should include both total inter-array cable length/acreage and
necessary cable scour protection in order to comprehensively compare
impacts among alternatives. These should be displayed in the same
way (with habitat categories) as they are in Table 3.6-2. The impacts of
inter-array cables was a primary reason for development of the ridge
and trough alternative.

While removal of WTG positions is anticipated to result in a
corresponding reduction in inter-array cable length and associated
cable protection and cable installation and seafloor preparation
impacts, the cable protection and cable installation and seafloor
preparation area for the alternatives excluding WTG positions could
not be calculated because the inter-array cable alignments
associated with these alternatives have not been designed/
engineered.

Section Number: 3.6.5. It is unclear why the current version of the DEIS
concludes that the SAV Avoidance alternative, which reduces direct
impacts to SAV by more than 14 acres would have negligible to
moderate adverse impacts to benthic resources, in contrast to the
proposed action that is expected to have minor impacts. The SAV
Avoidance alternative, due to avoiding substantial SAV habitat, should
be described as having less impacts in comparison to the proposed
action.

The impact conclusion for Alternative E has been revised to conclude
that Alternative E would have minor impacts on SAV with supporting
rationale.

Section Number: 3.9. Please indicate how averages are calculated in
the event that there is no available data for each port, area, FMP, etc.

A new data request was sent from BOEM to NMFS on October 13,
2022, and updated data were received on December 2, 2022. These
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in specific years. (e.g. if there is no data available for New Bedford in
2008 is a zero used in the average or is the observation dropped.)

data were updated in applicable tables. Averages were calculated
based upon available data for each year across the 14-year period
and a note has been added to indicate this methodology.

Section Number: 3.9. Please indicate which personal communications
are NMFS GARFO data requests.

The NMFS GARFO personal communication reference has been
removed and replaced with a new data reference in the Final EIS.

Section Number: 3.9. We appreciate the inclusion of the NOAA social
indicators for gentrification pressure in the EJ section. However, an
analysis of the socio-economic impacts to commercial fisheries from
gentrification should be included in this section. Gentrification has
increasingly been a significant pressure to commercial fisheries due to
new industries (wind is a new industry), tourism (studies have shown
that offshore wind increases tourism), and communities with higher
dependence on recreational fishing also frequently have high levels of
gentrification (section 3.18 states that there will be benefits to
recreational fishing due to reef-effect). See our cooperating agency
comments on example literature that should be used to evaluate
impacts of gentrification from prior evidence, also repeated here: As
found in the literature, established fishing communities are forced to
adapt to new social, economic, and environmental conditions and as a
result many fishing communities in the Northeast have been
supplemented with technology-based industries and tourism, and are
heavily impacted by coastal development, gentrification and the
emergence of retirement communities (Claesson, Robertson and Hall-
Arber, 2006). Increased tourism and recreational boating & fishing
infrastructure as a result of gentrification has also resulted in space use
conflicts both onshore and offshore between commercial and
recreational fishing (Jepson and Colburn 2013, Thompson 2012, Hall
Arber et al. 2001) that could be exacerbated by the proposed action
and other projects. Offshore wind development can be another industry
providing pressure to these communities, so recognizing those
communities that are vulnerable is important. See NMFS Gentrification
summaries: https://storymaps.arcgis.com/stories/
56781eb366f1485e8ffd7c96b16f133f.

Discussion of gentrification is provided in Section 3.12,
Environmental Justice.

Within Section 3.9, Commercial Fisheries and For-Hire Recreational
Fishing, a qualitative discussion of potential socioeconomic impacts
on commercial fisheries has been developed and included in the
presence of structures IPF, following discussion on fisheries revenue
exposure.

Additional text and citations referenced within this comment have
been incorporated into the EIS section, as appropriate.

Section Number: 3.9. The inability/ability of fisheries to adapt and
remain resilient should be included in BOEM’s EIS analyses based on
previous studies and evidence in fisheries. See research on
commercial and recreational fishing industry’s adaptive capacity in NY
and NJ (Seara et al. 2012) and perceived resilience. As expressed by

Discussion of the ability of fishermen to adapt is included under the
presence of structures IPF in Section 3.9.3.2.

Additional text and citations referenced within this comment have
been incorporated into the EIS section, as appropriate.
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BOEM during mitigation guidance public meetings, insight can be
gained from prior changes in the system, such as fisheries disasters
and hurricanes on how fisheries reacted. The following resources are
helpful for social, economic and cultural impacts of northeast regional
fisheries disasters: Scyphers SB, Picou JS, Grabowski JH. Chronic
social disruption following a systemic fishery failure. Proc Natl Acad Sci
U S A. 2019 Nov 12;116(46):22912-22914. doi:
10.1073/pnas.1913914116. Epub 2019 Oct 28. PMID: 31659050;
PMCID: PMC6859345; The following study provided a national- scale
view of fishery disasters and found fishery disasters to be a problem
that has worsened over time, and has cascading socioeconomic
impacts to society. Regional fishery disasters that have placed burden
on fisheries should be considered in BOEM’s determination of the
ability for fisheries to adapt to changes from offshore wind: Bellquist L,
Saccomanno V, Semmens BX, Gleason M, Wilson J. The rise in
climate change-induced federal fishery disasters in the United States.
PeerJ. 2021 Apr 22;9:€11186. doi: 10.7717/peerj.11186. PMID:
33981495; PMCID: PMC8071068.

Section Number: 3.9. Please see research on the cultural dimensions
of socioecological systems (Poe Norman and Levin
2013:https://conbio.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/conl.12068),
which states that inadequate knowledge of cultural dimensions of
ecosystems risks the inadequate accounting of negative impacts to
communities and misses the opportune to build meaningful
alternatives. As previously commented by NMFS and others, BOEM
has not made an effort to acknowledge the importance of analyzing the
socio-cultural effects in the EIS. Fisheries are part of social-ecological
systems that take into account inter-relationships between ecological
functions and human communities that depend on ecosystem services
for their well-being. Similar to assessing the economic impacts based
on historic catch and VMS data, discussion of and research on social
wellbeing in the region should be discussed where available to
consider the full impacts of the proposed action. Methodologies can be
sought through Social Impact Assessment (SIA) documents-see
Colburn and Clay Practitioners Handbook and resources included in
the document https://spo.nmfs.noaa.gov/content/tech-
memo/practitioners-handbook-fisheries-social-impact-assessment and
other literature such as Hicks C. C., et al., Engage key social concepts

The development of alternatives for Ocean Wind 1 was done in a
cooperative and transparent manner in coordination with cooperating
agencies using the best science, data, and information available.

Within Section 3.9, Commercial Fisheries and For-Hire Recreational
Fishing, a qualitative discussion of potential socioeconomic impacts
on commercial fisheries has been developed and included in the
presence of structures IPF, following discussion on fisheries revenue
exposure. In addition, EIS Sections 3.11 and 3.12 discuss elements
of commercial fishing impacts and associated shore-side qualitative
impacts.

Additional text and citations referenced within this comment have
been incorporated into the EIS section, as appropriate.
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for sustainability. Science 352, 38—40 (2016). In the Affected
Environment description, please insert a discussion of and applicable
references to social and well-being information of fishing industry
participants. The brief discussions on cultural importance and identity
can be supported by numerous studies on traditional values and
historical significance of fishing areas in the region. Examples of
available social research include: 1) Job satisfaction and well-being
studies, including safety considerations, have been done in the region
for decades -see Pollnac et al. (2014) and it’s citations, Smith and Clay
(2010), 2) Silva et al. 2021, Cutler et al. 2022 and Henry and Olson
(2014) provides an overview of commercial fishing crew demographics
and changes over time.

Section Number: 3.9. Fisheries well-being topics relevant to offshore
wind are listed below based on Van Holt et al. (2016) and Smith et al.
2020 and should be considered in BOEM’s impact assessment with
description of relevant research in the region. Where data is not
available this should also be noted. Well-being objectives to consider
include: Impacts to income and employment, infrastructure investment,
equitable distribution of fisheries benefits, maintaining fishing
opportunities for small-scale operators, promoting food security, and
maintaining cultural importance of fishing to the community. Using
available studies and data can allow BOEM to analyze the potential
effects of offshore wind development to all alternatives proposed.

Social and cultural impact assessments are provided in Section 3.12,
Environmental Justice.

Within Section 3.9, Commercial Fisheries and For-Hire Recreational
Fishing, a qualitative discussion of potential socioeconomic impacts
on commercial fisheries has been developed and included in the
presence of structures IPF, following discussion on fisheries revenue
exposure.

Additional text and citations referenced within this comment have
been incorporated into the EIS section, as appropriate.

Section Number: 3.9. See NMFS comment from our Cooperating
Agency review on transboundary nature of fishing fleets, which is still
under review by BOEM and has not been incorporated into DEIS.
NMFS submitted comment is summarized here: Discuss the
transboundary nature of the fishing fleets in this section in terms of
landing ports vs. primary/hailing port. Regional movement of fishing
effort should be considered when evaluating the impacts from the
project and future Offshore Wind activities. As more ocean space is
used, this will increasingly impact travel time to landing ports historically
utilized in other states. This could lead to shifts in landing ports
(Papaioannou et al. 2021) and result in economic loss to ports &
communities, especially small ports. In an intercept survey from Maine
to North Carolina in 2018, researchers found that 20% (n=479) of the
fishing industry participants reported different primary and landing ports
from the intercept port, as well as differences between their primary

Discussion was incorporated into the presence of structures IPF in
Section 3.9.3.2.

Additional text and citations referenced within this comment have
been incorporated into the EIS section, as appropriate.
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and landing port over the prior year. Almost all of the differences in this
study were ports located in different states and the most common
reported differences between primary (homeport) and landings ports
were Cape May, NJ and New Bedford, MA and Newport News, VA,
and Point Judith, Rl and Point Pleasant, NJ. These findings give insight
into the movement of vessels and the different ports they are operating
and landing within (Cutler et al. 2022 and Silva et al. 2021, NOAA
Technical MemoNMFS-NE-274). Studies have shown the decline of
Northeast fishing communities given trends toward industry
consolidation - both ownership and location (Brewer et al. 2011,
Brinson and Thunberg 2016, Brewer et al. 2017). Papioannou et al.
(2021) also account for “transient” vessels that land in a port not
declared as landing or homeport.

Section Number: 3.9.1. Explain how ports were identified for Table 3.9-
4 and its purpose in this section, or remove it from this document. This
table does not include ports that are primarily impacted by the project
area. Table 3.9-10 includes ports affected by the project area and
seems more relevant to this EIS. If this is supposed to show all
landings from all ports in New England and Mid-Atlantic there are ports
that are missing (e.g., Gloucester, MA, Belford, NY, North Kingstown,
RI and Atlantic City, NJ). The table mischaracterizes “All New
England/Mid-Atlantic Ports” in the last row, as there are a number of
ports missing the way this table is described. Clarify what criteria was
used in selecting these ports. Additionally, the citation listed under the
table for NOAA Fisheries Office of Science and Technology 2019 does
not list all ports with landings in the region. Where applicable please
include ports from Appendix G 3.11 - Demographics, Employment, and
Economics.

Table 3.9-4 was updated to specifically show both peak and average
annual landings and revenue from the top 20 highest-revenue ports
in the geographic analysis area.

Section Number: 3.9.1. Footnote 16 is incorrect and should be revised
to reflect the use of the terms “VMS” and “non-VMS fisheries” such as
in Figure 3.9-5. Similarly, footnote 19 is incorrect too. While some
fisheries are not required to use VMS (those in parentheses), vessels
issued other federal permits that require VMS also land these species.
This could be refined to serve as a proxy definition for non-VMS
fisheries because while “declared out of fishery” generally reflects
fisheries that do not require the use of VMS, it actually only means
declared out of a fishery managed by days-at-sea effort controls (i.e.,
scallops, Northeast multispecies, and monkfish).

Comment addressed. Footnotes 16 and 19 were modified using
language provided in the comment.
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Section Number: 3.9.1. Figure 3.9-2 is a good way to illustrate inter-
annual variability in fishing operations and clearly shows the spike in
surfclam landings/revenue in 2010 and menhaden spikes in 2008,
2013, and 2017. Please consider depicting landings/revenue by
primary affected fishery species (not FMP) and vessels/trips in a similar
manner and discussing landings/revenue trends and min/max values to
more accurately describe historical patterns and potential future fishery
impacts. The use of averages in tabular data often obscures such
patterns, although averag