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N.1 Introduction

On May 19, 2023, BOEM published a Notice of Availability for the Atlantic Shores Offshore Wind South
Draft 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/atlantic-
shores-south, and hard copies or electronic copies were delivered to other entities as specified in
Appendix M 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. The comment period closed on July 3, 2023. 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.

N.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-2023-0030" in the search field.

N.3 Methodology

N.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 one 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:
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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.

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.

N.3.2 Comment Submittals

Tribal governments, federal agencies, state/local 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-2023-0030;
e Hard-copy comment letters submitted to BOEM via traditional mail; and
e Written or oral comments submitted at each of the public meetings.

BOEM held two in-person and two virtual public meetings via Zoom to solicit written and verbal
comments to inform preparation of the Final EIS. The meetings were free and open to the public with no
reservations required. Locations and dates of these meetings are outlined in Table N-1.

Table N-1. Public Meetings

Date Time ‘ Location

June 21, 2023 | 5:00 p.m. Eastern Time Holiday Inn Manahawkin/Long Beach Island
151 Route 72 West
Manahawkin, NJ 08050

June 22,2023 5:00 p.m. Eastern Time Atlantic City Convention Center
1 Convention Boulevard
Atlantic City, NJ 08401

June 26,2023 | 1:00 p.m. Eastern Time Zoom Webinar: https://www.boem.gov/renewable-energy/state-
activities/boem-asow-deis-virtual-hearing-june-26-2023
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Location

June 28,2023 | 5:00 p.m. Eastern Time Zoom Webinar: https://www.boem.gov/renewable-energy/state-
activities/boem-asow-deis-virtual-hearing-june-28-2023

All submissions initially provided by methods other than www.regulations.gov, including the transcripts
of comments recorded at each public meeting listed in Table N-1, were uploaded to the docket. Each
submission, including testimony by individual speakers at the public meetings listed in Table N-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.

N.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 Atlantic Shores South 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.

Each submission and all oral testimony were read to identify individual substantive and general
comments (as defined under Section N.3.1). 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 0005 was identified as BOEM-2023-0030-0005-0004.

Substantive comments from cooperating agencies were organized by agency and are presented
verbatim in Section N.4 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 N.5.
General comments are summarized in Section N.7 and the specific comments that contributed to a
comment summary are identified by comment number.
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N.4 Responses to Cooperating and Participating Agency Comments on the Draft EIS

N.4.1 Cooperating and Participating Federal Agencies
N.4.1.1 National Marine Fisheries Service

Table N.4-1. Responses to Comments from NMFS [BOEM-2023-0030-1811]

Comment Response

In response to the May 19 2023 Notice of Availability we conducted this Comment acknowledged.
review as a cooperating agency with legal jurisdiction and special expertise
over marine trust resources and fishing operations and fishing communities
including resources protected by the Magnuson- Stevens Fishery
Conservation and Management Act (MSA) and the Endangered Species Act
(ESA) under which we also serve as a consulting agency. We are also an

action agency for this project to the extent that NOAA’s National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS) provides Incidental Take Authorizations (ITA) under
the Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA). If we determine the document
is sufficient we will rely on and adopt your Final EIS (FEIS) to satisfy our
independent legal obligations to prepare an adequate and sufficient analysis
under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) in support of our
proposal to issue the ITA for the proposed project. If NMFS does not deem
the FEIS sufficient for this purpose we would need to conduct an independent
NEPA analysis to evaluate the impacts of the proposed issuance of the ITA
which would significantly delay the permitting timeline. We look forward to
continuing to collaborate with you on the Atlantic Shores South EIS in order
to facilitate an efficient process.

In our dual roles as both a cooperating and adopting agency we provided Comment acknowledged.
comments on August 31 2022 during an interagency review of the
Preliminary DEIS (PDEIS). While some of our comments were addressed a
number of comments we provided during the cooperating agency review are
not reflected or resolved in the current version of the DEIS. Thus we remain
concerned with the analysis of impacts from the project on NOAA trust
resources and fishing operations. Below we elaborate on these issues and
recommend BOEM resolve these issues in the Final EIS. Please note that due
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Comment Response

to the overlapping offshore wind project reviews and consultations we were
not able to provide a complete review of every section of the DEIS. The
attached table contains comments associated with sections of the document
that we have reviewed.

Environmentally Preferred Alternative. We consider a combination of
Alternative C 1 through 3 to be the environmentally preferred alternative for
this project. The Atlantic Shores South Project is proposed both in an area of
high relief sand ridge and trough complexes and in a distinct large
bathymetric feature that is also a designated New Jersey Prime Fishing
Ground known as “Lobster Hole.” These two sensitive ecological areas
provide valuable habitat for a number of federally managed fish species their
prey and other marine resources. These two areas are defined by high habitat
heterogeneity and complexity on various spatial scales (from sub-meter to
many kilometers) that provide numerous sub- and micro-habitats and
support countless species in the region. Given the significance of these
sensitive habitats to the ecology of the area we recommend this alternative
be selected to avoid and minimize long-term and permanent impacts from
construction and operation of this project.

BOEM acknowledges that NMFS supports a combination of Alternatives C1
through C3.

While we consider this the environmentally preferred alternative, we are
concerned that the DEIS discussion of Alternative C does not properly
evaluate the intensity of the project’s impact by understating the relative
value of existing and uniquely valuable habitat resources. First the summary
of impacts suggests there is essentially no difference in effects of Alternative
C compared to other alternatives; this conclusion appears to result from
discounting and minimizing the unique and distinct nature of the important
habitats in the areas of concern (high relief sand ridge and trough complexes
and Lobster Hole). Although the DEIS acknowledges the high value of these
areas the analysis treats them as equal to all other habitats in the project
area and region. Second the DEIS suggests that the habitat conversion
resulting from the placement of WTGs and scour protection is without any
adverse effects and may be more beneficial than avoiding development
within the existing fully functional habitats. We are concerned with this
characterization as it does not comprehensively address differential impacts
to habitats and species groups. We recommend the analysis in the FEIS be
updated to appropriately reflect all potential impacts of the project including

Section 3.5.2, Benthic Resources, of the Final EIS describes potential impacts
of the project including adverse impacts from habitat conversion. The level of
analysis and detail is commensurate with other BOEM offshore wind EISs.

Regarding Alternative C4, when BOEM determines if something is a
mitigation measure or an alternative, it depends on the scale and intensity of
the action. If what is being asked would remove or move multiple turbines
and greatly physically change a project BOEM looks at it as an alternative, but
if it would not remove or move multiple turbines or greatly physically change
the project then it is typically analyzed as a mitigation measure. With the C4
alternative, it allows for the micrositing of multiple WTGs and an OSS (which
is a large project change) and is different from the alternatives that include
turbine removal. Due to this, BOEM decided that this was better as an
alternative than a mitigation measure.

Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental
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adverse impacts from habitat conversion so that the FEIS provides full
disclosure of all potential impacts of the project. Finally, we do not consider
Alternative C4 to be a distinct alternative as it focuses on micrositing which is
a mitigative measure that should be considered for every WTG 0SS and cable
(inter-array inter-link and export).

Alternatives Analysis. In addition to the analysis of Alternative C, we have a
number of concerns with how the alternatives are analyzed in the DEIS. First
the range of reasonable alternatives is not clear. The DEIS indicates without
specificity that some combinations of sub-alternatives may not meet the
purpose and need in which case they would not be reasonable alternatives
that could be selected. We request that BOEM clarify the range of reasonable
alternatives in the FEIS by providing a clear summary of which alternatives
and sub-alternatives can be combined into feasible alternatives that would
meet the purpose and need and therefore could be selected as well as
identifying those combinations that could not. This would clarify the impact
analysis and aid in comparing expected effects of each combination of sub-
alternatives that could be selected.

As indicated in the Draft EIS Section 2.1, Alternatives, “BOEM may “mix and
match” multiple listed Draft EIS alternatives to result in a preferred
alternative.” Alternatives were reviewed using BOEM’s screening criteria,
presented in Section 2.2, Alternatives Considered but Not Analyzed in Detail.
Alternatives that were found to be infeasible or did not meet the purpose
and need were dismissed from detailed analysis. Based on public input on the
Draft EIS and the analysis of impacts of the alternatives, BOEM selected the
Preferred Alternative, which is identified in the Final EIS.

The Preferred Alternative must meet the purpose and need in order for it to
be selected by BOEM.

We recommend the analysis of action alternatives be enhanced and
supplemented with more focused project-level impacts analyses. The DEIS
includes information under the No Action Alternative but does not
incorporate a similar level of information into the evaluation of each
individual action alternative. Rather analyses for each action alternative refer
back to information and citations provided in the No Action analysis. We
recommend that impacts of each action alternative be contextualized and
analyzed to the project area and scale and not simply as a subset or smaller
percentage of all ongoing or planned activities in the region (i.e., as compared
to the No Action Alternative). Such an approach would provide a clear
distinction between alternatives and give the reader an understanding of the
impacts of each individual action alternative.

BOEM believes the analysis in the Draft EIS provided appropriate level of
detail and comparative analysis among alternatives in order for the public
and decision maker to distinguish the impacts between alternatives. The level
of analysis and detail by alternatives is commensurate with other BOEM
offshore wind EISs.

Alternative F which considers different foundation types would particularly
benefit from a more detailed discussion and analysis of impacts. The analysis
does not provide for a clear distinction of differences among the sub
alternatives and the proposed action. Further there are inconsistencies in the
DEIS related to the Alternative F analysis. Some sections of the DEIS indicate
that although the Alternative F sub-alternatives are for a single foundation

The EIS analyzes the maximum potential impacts on each environmental
resource from each type of foundation. A representation of the impacts that
could occur given the choice of foundation type per project can be found in
Table 2-5 in Chapter 2, Alternatives. The EIS analysis is consistent with the
MMPA and ESA. While the EIS analyzes each foundation type, a single WTG
foundation type will be used per project.
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type it is possible that the project will in fact use a combination of foundation
types for WTGs within the lease area. This inconsistency should be addressed
to provide a clear and accurate description of the different alternative
options and a robust analysis of the different impacts associated with each
sub-alternative’s foundation type. Furthermore the structure of Alternative F
which is meant to provide an analysis of the maximum potential impact from
the use of each foundation type does not address the importance of the
specific location where the WTGs are placed. The DEIS does not acknowledge
how impacts may vary depending on the habitat or location of the different
foundation types. Finally the analysis of impacts from foundation types
focuses entirely on one factor - acreage of area disturbed (i.e. benthic
habitat) - but does not consider other anticipated impact producing factors
(IPFs) that may affect pelagic habitats (i.e. turbidity noise presence of
structures-altered hydrodynamics). The analysis of Alternative F should be
expanded beyond the simple comparison of acreage disturbed or converted
to consider the effects of the different foundation types on all the resources
including pelagic habitat. We also note that if Alternative F is intended to
reflect a scenario with multiple WTG foundation types per project phase then
it is inconsistent with the proposed actions being considered under the
MMPA and ESA which both consider only a single WTG foundation type per
project (i.e. Project 1 is all monopiles Project 2 is monopiles or jackets).

We continue to recommend BOEM ensure the FEIS includes a full analysis of
impacts to all affected fisheries including those not fully reflected in Greater
Atlantic Regional Fisheries Office logbook data and impacts to shoreside
support services and associated communities. BOEM'’s draft fisheries
mitigation guidance can provide examples of analysis to address such
omissions particularly data sources for other fisheries and methods to
estimate community impacts. We also encourage BOEM to reassess previous
assumptions about the degree and duration of fishery impacts which
underestimate impacts to fishery operations particularly those associated
with construction activities including vessel activity scour protection and
cable emplacement (e.g., boulder relocation trenching and armoring).

As described in Table 3.6.1-39, Atlantic Shores will conduct an analysis of
impacts on shoreside seafood businesses adjacent to ports listed in Table
3.6.1-15.

Construction-related impacts are generally expected to last no longer than
the duration of construction activities and are therefore classified as short-
term (i.e., less than 3 years). This includes construction-related vessel traffic,
seafloor preparation, installation of foundations, and emplacement of cables.

The DEIS relies on the development of a compensation fund by Atlantic
Shores within one year after the approval of the COP yet still concludes that
such indeterminate plans will reduce fishery impacts. As proposed it is

BOEM does not require a stakeholder review to be incorporated into the
development of the fisheries compensation fund. However, the developer is
required to have a fisheries communication plan. As described in the

Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement

N-7

DOI | BOEM



Comment Response

unclear whether affected fishery participants and coastal communities would
be involved in either the development or the review of the compensation
fund developed by Atlantic Shores. Further the proposed timeline for
compensation plan review could limit the likelihood that any substantive
changes to the fund would result from comments submitted. As we have
previously noted we recommend BOEM require the development of
compensation plans before finalizing the FEIS and COP approval to ensure the
FEIS fully evaluates and mitigates expected fishery impacts.

commercial fisheries engagement strategies for the Atlantic Shores Fisheries
Communication Plan, Atlantic Shores would engage with fishermen to
establish a set of guiding principles and procedures for determining any
required mitigation, including fisheries compensation claims. The Atlantic
Shores South Fisheries Communication Plan is available at the link below:
https://www.atlanticshoreswind.com/wp-
content/uploads/ASOW_FCP_Version_1.3-rev.pdf.

As described in Table 3.6.1-39, Atlantic Shores must commit to establishing a
fisheries compensation fund that is consistent with BOEM’s draft Guidance
for Mitigating Impacts to Commercial and Recreational Fisheries and is based
on the revenue exposure analysis for fisheries summarized in Section 3.6.1,
Commercial Fisheries and For-Hire Recreational Fishing, of the EIS. This
BOEM-proposed mitigation measure establishes the framework that Atlantic
Shores will use to develop the fisheries compensation fund.

We recommend that BOEM review NMFS comments on the August 2022
preliminary DEIS as well as comments we made to improve analytical
approaches for other recent offshore wind projects including the Ocean Wind
EIS and incorporate those into the FEIS. Below we highlight several analytical
issues that we recommend be resolved in the FEIS. We offer additional
examples of the issues identified below in the attachment spreadsheet.
Support for conclusions - We recommend BOEM thoroughly review the
rationale for each impact level conclusion to ensure conclusions are fully
supported by the text and the best available information. Impact
determinations should also be consistent with the definition of the impact
conclusion; for example, the DEIS states some impacts are negligible despite
the text providing supporting rationale for measurable project impacts. We
also recommend BOEM compare impact determinations across Alternatives
to ensure that the determinations are logical when considering the impacts
described. Missing analyses - There continue to be important analyses and
conclusions that are absent from the DEIS. For example, we continue to
encourage BOEM to include an analysis of the potential impacts from wind
wake effects from turbine placement and operation. Document
inconsistencies - The level of analysis by project area and resources is
inconsistent throughout the document. Some sections have more thorough

BOEM took into consideration and addressed comments received from all
cooperating agencies on the Preliminary Draft EIS. In addition, BOEM strived
to incorporate all applicable edits and comments received on other recently
completed or ongoing BOEM environmental reviews into the Atlantic Shores
South EIS.

In light of comments received on the Draft EIS, BOEM has revisited the impact
level determinations and revised where needed.

BOEM believes the analysis in the EIS provided appropriate level of detail and
comparative analysis among alternatives in order for the public and decision
maker to distinguish the impacts between alternatives. The level of analysis
and detail by alternatives is commensurate with other BOEM offshore wind
EISs.

A discussion on wind wake effects have been added to Sections 3.5.5, Finfish,
Invertebrates, and Essential Fish Habitat and 3.5.6, Marine Mammals, of the
Final EIS.
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evaluations but those analyses do not always align with the impact
conclusion; while other sections are much more limited in the analysis of
potential project impacts. We recommend all anticipated IPFs be fully
analyzed for each resource area and for each alternative.

Mitigation measures — We recommend the FEIS analyze and describe the
anticipated impacts of the proposed action mitigation measures considered
to be part of that action the effectiveness of these measures the expected
impacts if mitigation methods are applied as well as the likelihood that such
measures will be required and implemented. This structure is important to
clarify the final impact determinations and is not currently applied in the
DEIS. For example, the DEIS lists proposed mitigation measures for impacts to
benthic resources and points the reader to additional measures listed in a
table in an appendix. There is no analysis or discussion regarding how the
impacts are mitigated by the application of these measures. While Appendix
G lists possible additional mitigation measures these measures are not all
analyzed in the DEIS. The DEIS still contains sections where BOEM is relying
on mitigation measures to reduce impacts but does not specify which of
these measures if any are factored into the impact determination.

EIS Chapter 3, Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences,
provides a summary of proposed mitigation measures for each
environmental resource. Additional detail on BOEM-proposed mitigation is
included in EIS Appendix G, Mitigation and Monitoring, and in BOEM’s BA.
Atlantic Shores has also proposed many measures to avoid and minimize
impacts on marine mammals, including pile-driving impacts as described in
Appendix G and the BA. The Final EIS incorporates the results of BOEM’s
consultation with NMFS under the ESA and NMFS’s Biological Opinion. This
level of detail and analysis is commensurate with other BOEM EISs.

In addition, assumptions about the success of mitigation measures are made
despite a lack of evidence or adequate detail regarding specific mitigation
measures (i.e., fisheries and resource survey impact mitigation).

BOEM used best practices as described in Appendix G, Mitigation and
Monitoring, regarding mitigation measures. The Final EIS incorporates the
results of BOEM’s consultation with NMFS under the ESA and NMFS’s
Biological Opinion. This level of detail and analysis is commensurate with
other BOEM EISs.

Impact-Level Definitions - The impact-level definitions for some resources in
combination with the defined area of analysis for each resource do not fully
consider variations in the intensity or scale of impacts and how these factors
may affect resources at the project regional or population levels. The
importance of the seasonal timing or temporal duration of impacts to
resources is not clearly explained through the impact terminology or applied
to the analysis. In these instances the analyses do not provide a clear picture
of what the effects of those spatial impacts and temporal losses mean for
NOAA trust resources and the communities that rely on them. Consideration
of both the scale and intensity of impacts in the definition and application of
the significance criteria would allow for accurate impact conclusions and
provide clear distinctions among action alternatives.

BOEM agrees that the alternatives vary in impacts based on the location that
the IPFs would occur and has described those impacts to the extent the
information is available.

Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental
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Cumulative Analysis - The cumulative analysis in the DEIS is very general, and
does not provide a meaningful analysis of how this project, in combination
with adjacent and nearby projects, will impact marine trust resources, fishing
operations, and affected fishing communities along New Jersey and in the
New York Bight. While the cumulative analysis includes areas beyond these
areas, the effects to this specific region from large-scale development are not
analyzed in the document; we recommend this gap be addressed in the FEIS.

The Project-specific port analysis is available in Section 3.6.1, Commercial
Fisheries and For-Hire Recreational Fishing of the EIS and BOEM has proposed
a fisheries compensation measure that will require the developer to
incorporate shore side support services at impacted ports into their Direct
Fisheries Compensation Fund.

NOAA Scientific Surveys. We continue to have significant concerns related to
the major impacts offshore wind development will have on our NOAA
scientific surveys. As we have discussed in previous collaborations on survey
mitigation plans mitigation measures that address both project-specific
survey mitigation as well as cumulative effects of offshore wind development
on these long- standing surveys must be included as a mitigation measure to
be consistent with the NMFS/BOEM Final Survey Mitigation Strategy for the
Northeast U.S. Region. We request that BOEM incorporate the project-
specific mitigation measures into the FEIS that were developed and agreed
upon by the joint-agency Northeast Survey Impact Mitigation Team.

BOEM has committed to working with NOAA to implement the Federal
Survey Mitigation Strategy program. As of May 2024, implementation is
pending. As discussions between BOEM and NOAA on implementation of the
program continue, specific details of appropriate mitigation measures will be
added to the environmental analysis. In Appendix G, Mitigation and
Monitoring, of the Final EIS, BOEM has indicated that the individual survey
mitigation plans associated with the NOAA and BOEM Federal Survey
Mitigation Program have not been developed and funding is not currently
available to support survey mitigation plans to date.

MMPA Incidental Take Authorization As you are aware after independent
review and a determination of sufficiency NMFS intends to adopt this FEIS for
purposes of fulfilling our independent responsibilities under the NEPA to
support our decision of whether to issue an incidental take authorization to
Atlantic Shores allowing the take of marine mammals. To strengthen the
analysis directly related to our action for the purposes of adopting the EIS
NMFS recently provided BOEM extensive substantive edits to the Marine
Mammals section of Chapter 3 of the Ocean Wind draft FEIS. In addition to
ensuring the format and structure follow the previously agreed upon
approach and to ensure we can adopt these EISs we recommend that the
content technical analysis and impact determination framework provided on
the Ocean Wind draft FEIS be incorporated into all future EISs including the
ASOW FEIS. This includes but is not limited to an additional determination on
the incremental effects of the No Action Alternative (i.e., not approving the
COP) on marine mammals that is comparable to the incremental effect
determinations for each Alternative and that all incremental impact
determinations are included in the summary table as this table is applied to
the Record of Decision. We also recommend that the Acoustic Appendix that

The section has been reviewed and revised as necessary to ensure that the
Atlantic Shores EIS is presenting the same level of information and relying on
the same literature as the Ocean Wind Final EIS. Incremental effects of the
No Action Alternative have been added to the Conclusions subsection of
Section 3.5.6.3. The background information from BOEM’s acoustic appendix
was included in Section B.5 of the EIS” Appendix B. Project-specific
information has been added to Appendix B, Section 5.
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BOEM'’s Center for Marine Acoustics developed be included as an appendix in
the FEIS. Further there are inconsistencies in impact determinations within
and across EISs without clear justifications. We recommend BOEM compare
determinations across Alternatives within an EIS and among EISs. Where
impact determinations differ clear reasoning for the variation(s) should be
easily identifiable in the analysis. We request BOEM explain how the impact
determinations within and across EISs are being considered relative to each
other.

Section Title: Introduction; Section: ES.1; Page: ES-1; PDF Page: 29; Comment
from NMFS unless otherwise noted: Please edit the second paragraph to
reflect the following for NMFS related content in this and future EISs
"Cooperating agencies may rely on this EIS to support their decision-making.
In conjunction with submitting its COP Atlantic Shores applied to the National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s (NOAA’s) National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS) for an incidental take authorization in the form of a
Letter of Authorization for Incidental Take Regulations under the Marine
Mammal Protection Act (MMPA) of 1972 as amended (16 USC 1361 et seq.)
for incidental take of marine mammals during Project construction. Under
the MMPA NMFS is required to review applications and if appropriate issue
an incidental take authorization. NMFS intends to adopt the Final EIS if after
independent review and analysis NMFS determines the Final EIS to be
sufficient to support its separate proposed action and decision to issue the
authorization if appropriate."

Edits proposed were incorporated into the text.

Section Title: Alternatives Analyzed in Detail; Section: 2.1; Page: 2-1; PDF
Page: 63; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted: It is not clear which
of these alternative combinations are actually viable combinations. In the
third paragraph in this section the DEIS notes that some combinations of sub-
alternatives may not meet the purpose and need. We request BOEM clarify
the range of reasonable alternatives in the FEIS by providing a clear summary
of which alternatives and sub-alternatives can be combined into feasible
alternatives that could be selected. This would assist in clarifying the impact
analysis and comparing expected effects of each combination of alternatives
that could be selected.

As indicated in the Draft EIS Section 2.1, Alternatives, “BOEM may “mix and
match” multiple listed Draft EIS alternatives to result in a preferred
alternative.” Alternatives were reviewed using BOEM'’s screening criteria,
presented in Section 2.2, Alternatives Considered but Not Analyzed in Detail.
Alternatives that were found to be infeasible or did not meet the purpose
and need were dismissed from detailed analysis. Based on public input on the
Draft EIS and the analysis of impacts of the alternatives, BOEM selected the
Preferred Alternative, which is identified in the Final EIS.

The Preferred Alternative must meet the purpose and need in order for it to
be selected by BOEM.
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Section Title: Alternatives Analyzed in Detail; Section: 2.1; Page: 2-2; PDF
Page: 64; Comment from NWS: Table 2-1. The plans mention the building of
one permanent 'met (observations) tower' and 4 temp metocean buoys.
Please include more information regarding actual meteorological
instruments; what data will be collected how (and how often) the data will be
collected what the data will be used for (and who has access) how long they
plan to use the temporary buoys more information about the instruments
their range of acceptable errors (i.e., sensors with a certain degree of error
tolerance) and the apparatus holding them (and keeping out the weather for
more precise measurements). It is unclear if this information is already
contained in appendices; if so, please cite to the precise location(s) in the
appendices.

Additional information discussing the meteorological tower and metocean
buoys can be found in Volume | Section 4.6 of the Construction and
Operations Plan. The level of analysis and detail is commensurate with other
BOEM offshore wind EISs.

Section Title: Construction and Installation; Section: 2.1.2.1; Page: 2-8; PDF
Page: 70; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted: Geotechinical
surveys and all other habitat surveys should be completed before NEPA
analyses occur. Impacts of each alternative cannot be fully considered until
surveys are complete and the existing environments are fully understood.

Atlantic Shores Offshore Wind conducted site assessment surveys of the
offshore export cables and Lease Area as described in their Site Assessment
Plan. The information gathered as part of this baseline data collection was
used to inform the COP and was included in COP appendices (for example
Appendix II-G, Benthic Reports).

Section Title: Alternative C: Habitat Impact Minimization; Section: 2.1.3; Page:
2-25; PDF Page: 87; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted: Please
remove or edit the sentence "Although the overall artificial reef effect would
be decreased by reducing the total number of WTGs in the Lease Area the
biological benefits of preserving natural fish habitat may be beneficial." This
sentence inaccurately implies that habitat conversion through introduction of
artificial materials (referred to as "reef effect") will result in net beneficial
impacts. This logic fails to incorporate the various adverse impacts of habitat
conversion such as mortality of soft-bottom species facilitation of invasive
species spread overpredation changes in hydrodynamics and changes to
biogeochemical parameters in both the sediment and surrounding water
column (Lefaible et al. 2023; Reubens et al. 2013). As such "reef effects"
should be viewed as having both potential adverse and beneficial impacts
and should not be considered a net benefit. Further it is inappropriate to
imply that emplacement of WTGs and the resulting habitat conversion would
be as or more beneficial than preserving natural fish habitat. Please modify
accordingly.

The role of offshore structures as artificial reefs is well documented, and they
attract invertebrates and pelagic and demersal fish, many species of which
feed on filter-feeding heterotrophs. BOEM is not aware of any scientific
studies documenting a decrease in plankton abundance in the presence of
other offshore structures, such as oil and gas rigs in locations such as the Gulf
of Mexico, which currently has over 4,000 rigs.
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Section Title: Non-Routine Activities and Low-Probability Events; Section: 2.3;
Page: 2-61; PDF Page: 123; Comment from NWS: The Severe weather and
natural events sub-section mentions that this area is 'subject to extreme
weather such as storms and hurricanes which may impose hydrodynamic
load and sediment scouring.' It goes on to expand on hurricane/tropical
climatologies and frequencies. However, this area is notorious for powerful
winter weather including hurricane force winds high seas and frozen
precipitation (all at the same time). We recommend BOEM to not overlook
'severe weather' as just thunderstorms and/or tropical events and provide
additional discussion. On page 3.4.2-21 there is slightly more discussion
about the potential impact of winter storms. There should be more in-depth
discussion of the developer's operations and/or infrastructure could be
adversely impacted.

Additional text was added to Section 2.3, Non-Routine Activities and Events,
of the EIS, describing how WTGs are designed to sufficiently withstand severe
storm events.

Section Title: Global comment; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted:
Each alternative should be evaluated fully and equally under NEPA. As such
alternatives C D E and F should all have their own separate analysis and
should include distinct and robust discussions of each potential IPF for that
action.

Within each environmental resource, the potential impacts of each
alternative are evaluated relative to the potential impacts discussed for the
Proposed Action. Where relevant, the analysis includes quantitative
discussion of number of WTGs, acres or linear extent of habitat impacted,
etc. Per 40 CFR §1502.2(a), an EIS shall not be encyclopedic. In addition, per
40 CFR §1502.7, an EIS cannot exceed 300 pages. BOEM is mindful of both
requirements and as such, determined that references can be made to
previous discussions as opposed to repeating text. Cooperating agencies
approved this format.

Section Title: Global Comment; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise
noted: The sections appear to reach conclusions that are inconsistent with
the limited discussions of potential impacts within each section appear to
inappropriately discount/minimize potential impacts too often err on the side
of little/no impacts especially when there are unknowns and are inconsistent
with definitions of both adverse and beneficial impacts. Please address and
modify impact conclusions to more closely reflect realistic impacts evidenced
by best available science.

BOEM believes the analysis in the Draft EIS provided appropriate level of
detail and comparative analysis among alternatives in order for the public
and decision maker to distinguish the impacts between alternatives. The level
of analysis and detail by alternatives is commensurate with other BOEM
offshore wind EISs.

Section Title: Global Comment; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise
noted: A deeper analysis of the impacts of altered hydrodynamics on benthic
resources are needed for all alternatives. Please incorporate all best available
science into the analyses including Christiansen et al. 2022; Dorrell et al.
2022; Miles et al. 2021; van Berkel et al. 2020; and Chen et al. 2021.

Section 3.5.2, Benthic Resources, of the Draft EIS includes reference to
Christiansen et al. 2022, Dorrell et al. 2022, and Chen et al. 2021. Further
discussion of the possible atmospheric and hydrodynamic impacts from the
presence of foundation structures and operational wind turbine generators,
as well as data gaps, has been added to Section 3.5.2,
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Section Title: Impacts of Alternative A — No Action on Benthic Resources;
Section: 3.5.2.3; Page: 3.5.2-11; PDF Page: 251; Comment from NMFS unless
otherwise noted: You have stated potential adverse impacts of the No Action
Alternative however it is important to note beneficial impacts of this
alternative as well (relevant to the specific Project area). This includes
avoiding disruption of existing benthic habitats and mortality of benthic fauna
and reducing the risk from all potential IPFs. The No Action Alternative should
not just consider impacts as a fraction of all other ongoing or planned
activities but also as they pertain to the localized Project area 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. 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, Methodology for Assessing
Impacts, of the EIS.

Section Title: Description of the Affected Environment and Future Baseline
Conditions; Section: 3.5.2.1; Page: 3.5.2-5; PDF Page: 245; Comment from
NMFS unless otherwise noted: This section states "the only complex hard
bottom habitat in the Project area is provided by multiple shipwrecks that are
located in and along its borders and three artificial reefs (the Atlantic City reef
located near the southwest corner of the WTA and the Manasquan Inlet and
Axel Carlson reefs located along the outer borders of the Monmouth ECC."
This is incorrect. These are perhaps the only man-made or artificial hard
structures present but per CMECs (as stated in our Updated
Recommendations for Mapping Fish Habitat letter which was sent to BOEM
on March 21 2021 and as presented in Appendix Il -J2 of the COP) complex
habitat also includes hard bottom substrate including gravels gravel mixes
gravelly and shell as well as hard bottom substrates with epifauna or
macroalgae cover and vegetated habitats. Several of these habitats are
present in the Project area. Please modify the language to include these
various definitions of complex habitat identify areas/amounts where each are
present in the Project area and ensure consistency between the information
presented in the DEIS and the EFH assessment.

The text has been modified as follows: “Sediments with greater than 5% and
less than 80% gravel are considered coarse sediments as per the CMECS and
as complex habitat under NMFS EFH recommendations. Other complex hard
bottom habitat in the Project area is provided by multiple shipwrecks that are
located in and along its borders, and three artificial reefs (the Atlantic City
reef located near the southwest corner of the WTA, and the Manasquan Inlet
and Axel Carlson reefs located along the outer borders of the Monmouth
ECC) (COP Volume I, Appendix I1-G2; Atlantic Shores 2024).” Locations of
sediment samples and their CMECS substrate categories are presented in
Tables 3.5.2-1 and 3.5.2-2, and the reader is also referred to COP Volume Il,
Appendix II-G3 (Benthic Assessment Report). Please note that sample
locations in the Atlantic Shores North WTA that were mistakenly added to
Table 3.5.2-1 have been removed.

Section Title: Impacts of Alternative B — Proposed Action on Benthic
Resources; Section: 3.5.2.5; Page: 3.5.2-28-38; PDF Page: 268-278; Comment
from NMFS unless otherwise noted: As mentioned previously in our
Cooperating Agency DEIS comments characterizing the “incremental”
contributions of accidental releases cable emplacement discharges/intakes
EMPF etc. at Atlantic Shores as a fraction of the contributions from all ongoing

Section 3.5.2.5 does discuss the IPFs and related impacts of the Proposed
Action on benthic resources in the Project area. Sentences in the Accidental
Releases, Noise, and Connected Action — Accidental Releases IPFs that
contained the word “incremental” and comparisons to the No-Action
Alternative have been revised to remove the word “incremental” in
comparison to the No Action Alternative.
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and planned activities is an inappropriate approach to this analysis. Please
modify to accurately represent consequences of the IPFs on the specific
benthic resources present in the Project area.

Section Title: Impacts of Alternative B — Proposed Action on Benthic
Resources; Section: 3.5.2.5; Page: 3.5.2-31; PDF Page: 271; Comment from
NMFS unless otherwise noted: Cable emplacement and maintenance- Please
provide a discussion on impacts of cable emplacement to complex habitat
which exist within proposed cable locations (please see comment above
regarding definitions of complex habitat). Additionally, it is stated "if the
presence of an existing cable prevents Atlantic Shores’ cable from being
buried to its target burial depth it may be necessary to place cable protection
on top of the cable" however there is no discussion of potential impacts of
additional cable protection on benthic resources. Please address these
potential additional impacts.

A discussion of the impacts of cable laying to complex habitat located along
the ECCs has been added to the Cable Emplacement and Maintenance IPF.
The potential impacts of cable protection are discussed under the Presence
of Structures IPF.

Section Title: Impacts of Alternative B — Proposed Action on Benthic
Resources; Section: 3.5.2.5; Page: 3.5.2-33; PDF Page: 273; Comment from
NMTFS unless otherwise noted: Discharges/Intakes - Please provide more
information on discharge and intake specifics of the Project including where
the outflow and inflow pipes will be located and at what depths.

The Discharges/intakes IPF refers to discharges and intakes from Project-
related vessels. The location of outflow and inflow pipes will vary by vessel
type, but due to the water depths of the offshore Project area the vessel
intake/outflow pipes will not be located near the bottom substrate except in
along ECCs approaching landfall. Cooling water intakes for HVDC converters
are discussed in Section 3.5.5, Finfish, Invertebrates, and Essential Fish
Habitat.

Section Title: Impacts of Alternative B — Proposed Action on Benthic
Resources; Section: 3.5.2.5; Page: 3.5.2-33; PDF Page: 273; Comment from
NMFS unless otherwise noted: EMFs- Please clarify whether 230-275 kV
HVAC or 320-525 kV HVDC offshore export cables will be used under this
alternative as this will determine how many export cables will be
implemented (ranging anywhere from two to eight) and thus will influence
the level of impacts on benthic resources which should be analyzed
accordingly. Additionally, acknowledgement that DC cables are used to
transmit higher power electricity and emit stronger magnetic fields than AC
cables of similar voltage should be included and the resulting differing levels
of potential impacts should be discussed.

The type and number of offshore export cables have not been finalized at this
time. The EMF and cable heat IPF under Section 3.5.2.3, Impacts of
Alternative A — No Action on Benthic Resources does include a discussion in
the differences between HVAC and HVDC and the type and intensity of the
EMF they produce. Text has been added to this section and Section 3.5.2.5
stating that cable shielding required by BOEM would block electric fields
emitted by HVDC and HVAC cables and that a weak induced electric field
would be present if HVAC cables are used. Both sections discuss the impacts
of any remaining EMF on benthic invertebrates.

Section Title: Impacts of Alternative B — Proposed Action on Benthic
Resources; Section: 3.5.2.5; Page: 3.5.2-37; PDF Page: 277; Comment from

The impact determination for Presence of Structures associated with
Alternative B in the Conclusions: Impacts of Alternative B — Proposed Action
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NMFS unless otherwise noted: Presence of Structures- this section states that
impacts due to habitat conversion would range from negligible to moderately
beneficial however this determination fails to incorporate the various adverse
impacts of habitat conversion (some of which you identify in your discussion)
such as mortality of soft-bottom species facilitation of invasive species spread
changes in hydrodynamics impacting benthic habitat and changes to
biogeochemical parameters in both the sediment and surrounding water
column (Lefaible et al. 2023; Reubens et al. 2013). Further you state impacts
due to habitat conversion would be localized however this is unfounded as
benthic habitat modification associated with offshore wind structures could
have a direct effect on an area up to 250 m away from foundations and may
also affect adjacent (mid- and far-field) environments (Lefaible et al. 2023;
2018). Please address and modify impacts determinations accordingly.

subsection of Section 3.5.2.6 was made in consideration of the potential
impacts of hydrodynamic alterations, benthos mortality, and invasive species,
as discussed in the analysis in this section. The commenter correctly noted
that the determination in this section was stated as “negligible to moderately
beneficial." As supported by the analysis in the Presence of Structures
section, this should state “minor to moderately beneficial.” This has been
corrected. The increases in sediment organic content and macrobenthic
abundance and species richness occurring near jacket foundations described
in Lefaible et al. (2018 and 2023) are generally considered to be positive
impacts, due to the increased prey availability for higher trophic-level
organisms. It should be noted that these effects were dependent on
foundation type, as they were only observed in relation to jacket foundations,
and not monopile foundations. The beneficial aspect of the reef effect is
supported by Reubens et al. (2013), which documented increased CPUE of
Atlantic cod and pouting at WTG-related hard substrates as compared to
shipwrecks and sandy bottom habitats. The three referenced papers (Lefaible
et al. 2018; 2023 and Reubens et al. 2013) support our determination of
moderate beneficial effects. “Localized” is a relative term when describing
the extent of habitat modification as an extent of 250m from foundations is
“localized” when compared to the distances between WTG foundations and
the overall size of the Lease Area.

Section Title: Impacts of Alternatives C D E; Section: 3.5.2.7; Page: 3.5.2-47;
PDF Page: 287; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted: Conclusions-
NMFS does not agree that "the impacts on benthic resources resulting from
individual IPFs associated with construction and installation O&M and
decommissioning of the Project under Alternatives C D and E would be the
same as or substantially similar to those described under the Proposed
Action." As stated in the DEIS "Alternative C would reduce the impacts on the
valuable habitat in AOC 1 AOC 2 and/or the demarcated sand ridge complex"
which constitutes a measurable reduction in impacts to benthic resources in
the Project area as compared to the Proposed Action. Please ensure each
alternative is appropriately contextualized or analyzed in a way that reflects
the value of the specific habitat areas covered.

The value of the habitats contained in AOC 1, AOC 2, and the demarcated
sand wave complex are described in Section 3.5.2.1, Description of the
Affected Environment and Future Baseline Conditions and Section 3.5.2.7,
Impacts of Alternatives C, D, and E. The impact designations of the
Alternatives consider overall project impacts and the reduction of impacts to
these habitats are acknowledged in the text.

Section Title: Impacts of Alternative F on Benthic Resources; Section: 3.5.2.8;
Page: 3.5.2-47-3.2.5-48; PDF Page: 287-288; Comment from NMFS unless

Table 3.5.2-5 Comparison of alternatives has been added to Section 3.5.2,
Benthic Resources. This table details the number of WTGs, the benthic
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otherwise noted: Each foundation type under this alternative should be
analyzed individually for impacts to benthic resources within the Project area.
Additionally, a more robust discussion on impacts of pile driving on benthic
resources using the best available science is needed.

footprint of foundations and associated scour protection, and the interarray
cable length for each Alternative. Unfortunately, there are few studies on the
impacts of substrate-borne vibrations resulting from pile-driving activities to
benthic invertebrates and the current information presented in the EIS
represents the best available science.

Section Title: Global comment; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise
noted: Each alternative should be evaluated fully and equally under NEPA. As
such alternatives C D E and F should all have their own separate analysis and
should include distinct and robust discussions of each potential IPF for that
action.

Each of the Project Alternatives have been evaluated for Benthic Resources
consistent with the approach used for each of the other resources assessed in
the EIS. That is, the potential impacts of each alternative are evaluated
relative to the potential impacts discussed for the Proposed Action. Where
relevant, the analysis includes quantitative discussion of a number of WTGs,
acres or linear extent of habitat impacted, etc. Per 40 CFR §1502.2(a), an EIS
shall not be encyclopedic. In addition, per 40 CFR §1502.7, an EIS cannot
exceed 300 pages. BOEM is mindful of both requirements and as such,
determined that references can be made to previous discussions as opposed
to repeating text. Cooperating agencies approved this format.

Section Title: Global Comment; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise
noted: As we have noted in our comment letter each Alternative should
receive its own complete thorough evaluation of IPFs and the reader should
not be referred back to the No Action Alternative section for this information
(e.g., "As described under the No Action Alternative...") Further, the No
Action Alternative section currently analyzes the Proposed Action in
combination with all planned and ongoing activities which is a much larger
scope/scale than any individual Alternative of the Proposed Action. By stating
impacts are "similar to" those listed under the No Action Alternative dilutes
the potential impacts of the Proposed Action by implying impacts to the area
will effectively be "not as bad" or negligible compared to the large scale
planned or ongoing activities. For example, under "Lighting" you state "the
incremental contribution associated with the concurrent operation of up to
16 Project vessels during construction and installation represents a small
fraction of the lighting expected under the No Action Alternative." This is an
incorrect approach to analysis. Please ensure each Alternative receives an
analysis as it pertains to the described Project components and Project area
for that specific Alternative exclusive of other ongoing or planned activities.
Impacts in combination with or in comparison to ongoing or planned

See response to comment BOEM-2023-0030-1811-0035.

The discussion included in the No Action Alternative section does not include
the Proposed Action, but rather considers the baseline plus ongoing
activities. The discussion in the cumulative impacts section of the No Action
Alternative includes consideration of the No Action Alternative plus planned
offshore and non-offshore activities. The impacts of the Proposed Action
alone are analyzed in the Impacts of the Proposed Action section. The
discussion in the Cumulative Impacts of the Proposed Action includes
consideration of the Proposed Action plus the Cumulative Impacts of the No
Action Alternative.

The sentence noted under “Lighting” was deleted from Section 3.5.5, Finfish,
Invertebrates, and Essential Fish Habitat, as were similar instances within that
section and others throughout the EIS.
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Section Title: Description of the Affected Environment and Future Baseline
Conditions; Section: 3.5.5.1; Page: 3.5.5-4; PDF Page: 346; Comment from
NMFS unless otherwise noted: Regional Setting- this paragraph focuses on
the fact that sand dominates the Project area but fails to adequately describe
the gravelly or gravelly/sand mixed habitat present which constitutes
complex habitat and has important value for finfish invertebrates and EFH
species. Complex Habitat is defined as substrates composed of gravelly gravel
sand or gravel/gravel mixes in accordance with CMECs and complex habitat
and Heterogeneous Complex Habitat is defined as areas of interbedded mixes
that contain a base of either soft or complex with indecipherable interface
between two distinct classes (see Attachment 1 to Appendix Il -J2 of the COP
or our Recommendations for Mapping Fish Habitat letter which was sent to
BOEM on March 21 2021 for more detail). Please modify to better describe
the differing types of complex habitat and their prevalence in the area so that
impacts to finfish invertebrates and EFH species can be more accurately
analyzed. Further please correct the existing inconsistencies on
presence/types of complex habitat in the Project area between the DEIS and
the EFH Assessment

Section 3.5.5.1 was revised to better summarize the results from the
Sediment study and to describe complex habitats in the Offshore Project Area
and geographic analysis area. Sections 3.5.5.3 and 3.5.5.5 were also revised
to consider complex habitats. The description of the presence of other
complex habitats in the WTA and geographic analysis area was also revised to
be consistent with the EFH Assessment.

Section Title: Impacts of Alternative A — No Action on Finfish Invertebrates
and Essential Fish Habitat; Section: 3.5.5.3; Page: 3.5.5-10; PDF Page: 352;
Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted: The purpose of this section
should be to clearly evaluate the potential beneficial and adverse impacts of
not carrying out the Proposed Action. Currently you state adverse impacts of
other ongoing or planned activities that may impact resources however you
fail to mention any potential benefits of this Alternative. This includes
avoiding disruption of EFH habitat and HAPC as well as reducing the risk from
all potential IPFs in the Project area. The No Action Alternative should not just
consider impacts as a fraction of all other ongoing or planned activities but
also as they pertain to the localized Project area and the Proposed Action
independently.

The approach for evaluating impacts of Alternative A is based on the
guidance template that was agreed upon by all cooperating agencies and is
consistent across resource sections. The approach assumes that the current
conditions and existing infrastructure/operations in the GAA would continue
and that future development would move forward as planned. Accordingly,
guidance under the EIS template has language that “Under the No Action
Alternative, BOEM would not approve the COP, and the Project construction
and installation, O&M, and conceptual decommissioning activities would not
occur. .... Any potential environmental and socioeconomic impacts, including
benefits, associated with the Project as described under the Proposed Action
would not occur.”

Section Title: Impacts of Alternative B — Proposed Action on Finfish
Invertebrates and Essential Fish Habitat; Section: 3.5.5.5; Page: 3.5.5-36; PDF
Page: 378-380; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted: Cable

The impact determinations for cable emplacement and maintenance
activities were added to the conclusions for Section 3.5.5.5.
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emplacement and maintenance- No clear impact determination is provided
for this IPF. Please include this and ensure conclusions are adequately
supported by discussions/analyses in preceding pages/subsections.

Section Title: Impacts of Alternative B — Proposed Action on Finfish
Invertebrates and Essential Fish Habitat; Section: 3.5.5.5; Page: 3.5.5-38; PDF
Page: 380; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted: Cable emplacement
and maintenance- This section states "impacts would be further minimized by
seasonal work window restrictions that avoid construction during periods
when sensitive species and life stages would be present in the Project area as
feasible." Please expand on this or refer the reader to where they can find
information on these work window restrictions that would be implented and
which species and life stages they would benefit.

This anticipated protection measure cannot currently be expanded. Atlantic
Shores has indicated their commitment to adhering to time of year
restrictions during construction as determined through consultations with
USFWS and NMFS. In the COP, Atlantic Shores specifically committed to
seasonal restrictions to construction activity in months from January to April.
This specific construction window is intended to protect NARWs but would
benefit spring migrating Atlantic sturgeon as well. This information has been
added to Section 3.5.5.5. and throughout.

Section Title: Impacts of Alternative B — Proposed Action on Finfish
Invertebrates and Essential Fish Habitat; Section: 3.5.5.5; Page: 3.5.5-39; PDF
Page: 381; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted: Cable emplacement
and maintenance- This section mentions heat emission from cables however
no discussion of how heat emission would impact invertebrates, finfish or
EFH is provided. Please include.

A short discussion was added to Sections 3.5.5.3 and 3.5.5.5 identifying
vulnerable organisms (e.g., infaunal), potential chemical changes to
sediments citing MeiBner and Sordyl (2006), and potential avoidance by some
species of areas where elevated temperatures occur.

Section Title: Impacts of Alternative B — Proposed Action on Finfish
Invertebrates and Essential Fish Habitat; Section: 3.5.5.5; Page: 3.5.5-38; PDF
Page: 380; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted: Discharges/Intakes
- Please provide more information on discharge and intake specifics of the
Project including where the outflow and inflow pipes will be located and at
what depths. This information could potentially modify which species are
impacted by discharges/intakes and should be addressed accordingly.

If HVDC technology is selected, Atlantic Shores anticipates the use of closed-
loop cooling technologies, pending technical suitability and commercial
availability, which would avoid the need for intakes and discharges.

Section Title: Impacts of Alternative B — Proposed Action on Finfish
Invertebrates and Essential Fish Habitat; Section: 3.5.5.5; Page: 3.5.5-38; PDF
Page: 380-381; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted: EMFs- Please
clarify whether 230-275 kV HVAC or 320-525 kV HVDC offshore export
cables will be used under this alternative as this will determine how many
export cables will be implemented (ranging anywhere from two to eight) and
thus may influence the level of impacts on finfish invertebrates and EFH
which should be analyzed accordingly. Additionally, acknowledgement that
DC cables are used to transmit higher power electricity and emit stronger

The analysis in Section 3.5.5.5 considers the range of options that includes
23-275 kV HVAC or 320-525 kV HVDC export cables. Also specified in the
section, up to eight export cables would be required under the HVAC option
while only two cables under the HVDC option. The evaluation of potential
impacts from EMFs in sections 3.5.5.3 and 3.5.5.5 consider EMFs from cables
specifically studied in the literature. A statement was added to sections
3.5.5.3 and 3.5.5.5 acknowledging that magnetic fields from HVAC are greater
than from HVDC citing Gill et al. (2012b).
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magnetic fields than AC cables of similar voltage should be provided and the
resulting differing levels of potential impacts should be discussed using best
available science.

Section Title: Impacts of Alternative B — Proposed Action on Finfish
Invertebrates and Essential Fish Habitat; Section: 3.5.5.5; Page: 3.5.5-40; PDF
Page: 382; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted: Lighting- Artificial
light at night (ALAN) can alter migratory patterns and even food webs via
point source (Cooke et al 2017) or general sky illumination (see Mazur and
Beauchamp 2006). But shadows of overwater structures can also affect adult
migration larval settlement feeding predation risk etc. (Ono and Simenstad
2014; Sabal et al 2021; O'Connor et al 2019). It does not take much light for
hormonal changes (Kupprat et al 2020). In addition, the effects can be seen
across multiple trophic levels (Bolton et al 2017). Consider incorporating
these references.

The topics and some references suggested in the comment have been
incorporated into a revised version of Section 3.5.5.3. The Ono and Simenstad
2014 and Sabal et al. 2021 references suggested by the commenter focus on
the somewhat unrelated topic of shade effects of overwater structures
(including during daytime, e.g., Ono and Simenstad 2014) and were not
included in the discussion.

Section Title: Impacts of Alternative B — Proposed Action on Finfish
Invertebrates and Essential Fish Habitat; Section: 3.5.5.5; Page: 3.5.5-52; PDF
Page: 394; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted: This paragraph
lacks clarity and there are multiple inconsistent or overlapping statements
that make it difficult for the reader to understand what conclusions are being
made. Please modify to clearly distinguish what the impact determinations
are for each IPF. A table or a bulleted list is suggested.

The paragraph and other paragraphs in the Conclusions subsection of Section
3.5.5.5 were revised to clearly state impact level determinations for each IPF.
Thank you for your suggestion of including a table or bulleted list, BOEM will
evaluate this for future projects.

Section Title: Impacts of Alternative C on Finfish Invertebrates and Essential
Fish Habitat; Section: 3.5.5.6; Page: 3.5.5-53; PDF Page: 395; Comment from
NMFS unless otherwise noted: Under Offshore Activities and Facilities you
state "presence of structures under the Proposed Action include moderate
adverse and moderate beneficial impacts on finfish and invertebrates which
would be reduced under Alternative C." However, under Conclusions in
Section 3.5.5.5- Impacts of Alternative B- you do not state any beneficial
impacts from presence of structures. Please clarify and ensure consistency in
determinations and language across sections.

The impact determination for presence of structures under the Proposed
Action was revised to be moderate adverse with minor beneficial. This impact
determination was also revised for the other alternatives. The minor
beneficial impacts due to presence of structures remains constant among
alternatives while the adverse impacts were adjusted accordingly given the
value of avoiding some areas of complex habitats. The impacts due to
presence of structures under Alternative C were updated to minor to reflect
the value in avoiding adverse impacts to some areas of complex habitats
where structures would not be placed under this Alternative. The minor
beneficial impact determination due to presence of structures was made
consistent between the Proposed Action and Alternative C because of the
similar benefits provided by the presence of structures in both Alternatives.
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Section Title: Impacts of Alternative C on Finfish Invertebrates and Essential
Fish Habitat; Section: 3.5.5.6; Page: 3.5.5-53; PDF Page: 395; Comment from
NMFS unless otherwise noted: Conclusions- NMFS does not agree that
"Impacts of Alternative C would not be measurably different from the
impacts of the Proposed Action." Alternative C is not appropriately
contextualized or analyzed in a way that reflects the value of the habitats or
differentiates them from other habitats in the lease. There should be a robust
analysis and discussion of the importance of the habitats covered by
Alternative C that sets it apart from the other areas of the lease and the other
alternatives and how the impacts to EFH finfish and invertebrates would be
different.

Section 3.5.5.6 has been revised to better contextualize the benefit of
reducing impacts to complex habitat due to the removal of some WTG
positions in those habitats. In the revised section, avoidance of ridge and
swale habitats are specifically noted while citing the habitat impact analysis in
Table 10 of the EFH Assessment. Additionally, the language stating that
impacts under Alternative C “would not be measurable” has been deleted.
However, the impact determination for presence of structures and cable
emplacement would remain moderate adverse despite avoiding impacts to
sensitive habitats that are known to be productive fish and invertebrate
areas. Reductions in impact determinations from presence of structures and
cable emplacement is not justified because impacts to other sensitive
habitats would not be avoided. The impacts due to presence of structures
and cable emplacement under Alternative C still fall within moderate adverse
as defined in Table 3.5.5-1.

Section Title: Comparison of Alternatives; Section: 3.5.5.10; Page: 3.5.5-59;
PDF Page: 401; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted: Here you state
that "Alternative C would result in slightly reduced impacts on finfish and
invertebrates due to the avoidance and minimization of impacts on sensitive
habitats and the potential removal of up to 29 WTGs 1 0SS and associated
interarray cables slightly reducing impacts due to presence of structures and
cable emplacement." This statement should be included in the Conclusions
section of Section 3.5.5.6- Impacts of Alternative C to ensure consistency and
clarity across sections. Further despite acknowledging these reduced impacts
you still state "Construction O&M and decommissioning of Alternatives CD E
and F would have the same negligible to moderate adverse impacts and
minor beneficial impacts on finfish invertebrates and EFH as described under
the Proposed Action" and that "Any reductions in offshore wind structures
under Alternatives C D or E would result in slight reductions of both adverse
and beneficial impacts but these reductions would not change the overall
impact determination made under the Proposed Action." Again, NMFS does
not agree due to the lack of appropriately contextualized value of habitats or
resources spared as addressed in our previous comment. Please be sure to
provide proper evaluation of alternatives in comparison to the Proposed
Action not just as a fraction of a larger area or of all ongoing or planned
activities.

Similar to that discussed in the response to the previous comment,
Alternatives C and D1-D3 would avoid impacts due to presence of structures
and cable emplacement within sensitive habitats; though the purpose of the
alternative is to address visual impacts. A reduction in the impact
determination due to presence of structures and cable emplacement is not
justified, however. According to the impact determination definitions in Table
3.5.5-1, moderate adverse impact definitions should be maintained for these
IPFs because impacts to other sensitive habitats would not be avoided under
Alternatives D and E. BOEM does not feel that reducing and micrositing up to
5 WTGs under Alternative E justifies a reduction in its impact determination.
The avoided WTG positions under Alternative E also would not avoid complex
habitats. These changes were made in Sections 3.5.5.6. 3.5.5.7, and 3.5.5.10.
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Section Title: Impacts of Alternative B - Proposed Action on ESA-listed
Species; Section: 3.5.5.5; PDF Page: 388; Comment from NMFS unless
otherwise noted: Cable emplacement and Maintenance: Evaluation of the
impacts associated with the utilization of a hopper dredge during sand
bedform removal activities should be further assessed for ESA-listed
sturgeon. The DEIS briefly describes that Atlantic and shortnose sturgeon may
be impacted by nearshore cable emplacement and maintenance activities but
does not go into further detail.

A discussion on dredging activities under “Cable emplacement” was added to
the subsection Impacts of Alternative B — Proposed Action on ESA-listed
species that is consistent with the NMFS Biological Assessment for the
Project. This discussion evaluates the vulnerability of Atlantic sturgeon to
dredging activities based on studies documenting their responses to dredging
activities (Balazik et al. 2020; Balazik et al. 2012). The revised discussion
evaluates potential avoidance of mechanical and cutterhead dredge
equipment by Atlantic sturgeon while acknowledging documented injuries
and mortalities during navigation channel hopper dredging activities citing
Reine et al. (2014).

The best available science includes descriptions of distribution ranges, habitat
use, and migrations by ESA-listed species which are useful in identifying
potential overlap or conflicts with activities associated with the Proposed
Action. Specifically, the best available science provides information on
specific impacts from cable emplacement or associated dredging, EMFs, gear
utilization from biological monitoring surveys, presence of structures, and
vessel traffic. Taken together, the information from the best available science
is reasonably sufficient to support the determinations made in the EIS.

Section Title: Impacts of Alternative B- Proposed Action on ESA-listed Species;
Section: 3.5.5.5; PDF Page: 388; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise
noted: Risk of Vessel Strike: The DEIS briefly describes that Atlantic and
shortnose sturgeon would be at risk to vessel strikes from Project-related
vessel activities. Please identify an impact level determination associated
with vessel strikes on ESA-listed fish.

Impact determinations are not made in the EIS but Sections 3.5.5.3 and
3.5.5.5 have been revised to also include evaluations of impacts to ESA-listed
species that are consistent with the NMFS Biological Assessment for the
Proposed Project. A reference was made to the NMFS Biological Assessment
for the full analyses of Impacts from the Proposed Action on ESA-listed
species that includes determinations under the ESA. Based on a request by
NMEFS in the marine mammal resource section, BOEM agrees to also remove
the ESA-listed subsections in Sections 3.5.5.3 and 3.5.5.5. The impacts to ESA-
listed species were integrated into relevant IPFs subsections in Sections
3.5.5.3 and 3.5.5.5. The vessel traffic, “Traffic”, IPF was added to these
sections to evaluate vessel strikes on sturgeon species and giant manta ray.

Section Title: Impacts of Alternative B- Proposed Action on ESA-listed Species;
Section: 3.5.5.5; PDF Page: 379; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise
noted: Dredging: The DEIS indicates that 20 percent of the seabed profile
along the export cable corridors and 10 percent of the interarray cable
corridors would be dredged. Please identify the dredge method in section

The proposed options for dredge methods were added to this Section 3.5.5.5.
They include mechanical or hydraulic dredging. Hydraulic dredges may be
trailing suction hopper or cutterhead. Sections 3.5.5.3 and 3.5.5.5 has been
expanded to also evaluate impacts on ESA-listed sturgeon due to cable
emplacement and dredging. Each proposed method is evaluated consistent
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3.5.5.5 and assess any impacts that may be expected to ESA-listed fish in this
section.

with the discussion in BOEM’s NMFS Biological Assessment for the Project.
Potential impacts of dredging on Atlantic sturgeon, which are relatively more
vulnerable to this activity than other ESA-listed fish that may occur along
cable corridors, include injury or mortality. However, the Biological
Assessment determined that Project dredging was not likely to adversely
affect Atlantic sturgeon, and NMFS’ Biological Opinion did not authorize any
incidental take of Atlantic sturgeon due to dredging.

Section Title: Marine Mammals; Section: 3.5.6; Page: Global; PDF Page:
Global; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted: Please provide impact
determinations for each IPF in the proposed action rather than only
describing their impact as relative to the No Action Alternative.

Incremental determinations (for the Proposed Action rather than relative to
the No Action Alternative) have been added to the section.

Section Title: Marine Mammals; Section: 3.5.6; Page: 3.5.6-1; PDF Page: 403;
Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted: We note that this DEIS does
not follow the framework and substantive content of the Ocean Wind 1 FEIS
despite BOEM agreeing to use this FEIS as a template moving forward. BOEM
needs to make changes to this chapter to ensure consistency across all NEPA
documents and to ensure the appropriate and relevant information is being
carried forward. The ASOW FEIS must follow the OW1 EIS in addition to the
recent comments NMFS had on that EIS in order to ensure NMFS can adopt
this EIS.

The Ocean Wind Final EIS section has been reviewed against this EIS section
and revisions have been made to ensure that the Atlantic Shores EIS is
presenting the same level of information and relying on the same literature
as the Ocean Wind Final EIS.

Section Title: Marine Mammals; Section: 3.5.6; Page: 3.5.6-1; PDF Page: 403;
Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted: Generally, the organization of
this chapter is difficult to follow. An example of this would be in the species
description where information on NARWSs are presented additional species
are then discussed and then more information is presented on NARWs.
BOEM needs to ensure that this section is well organized in that a reader can
follow similar ideas and themes across paragraphs.

The species description section for endangered and threatened species has
been revised so that critical habitat and BIAs for the species are discussed
under the species descriptions rather than in the section introduction.

Section Title: Marine Mammals; Section: 3.5.6; Page: General; PDF Page:
General; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted: As NMFS has noted
previously the section should be broken up into sub-sections to separately
discuss the Impacts of the No Action Alternative Cumulative Impacts of the
No Action Alternative and Conclusions. We recommend BOEM clearly define
sub-sections to allow for easier review and understanding of this information
following the structure and organization as agreed upon in the OW FEIS.

The EIS has sub-sections for impacts of Alternative A, cumulative impacts of
Alternative A, and conclusions, consistent with the Ocean Wind Final EIS.
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Section Title: Marine Mammals; Section: 3.5.6; Page: 3.5.6-1; PDF Page: 403;
Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted: It reads here in the first
paragraph "This area is intended to capture the majority of the movement
range for most marine mammal species that could be affected by the
Project." Please edit this to reflect what is provided in Appendix D (D-1) as
the definition of the GAA so it reads "This area is intended to capture the
general movement range for the marine mammal species that could be
affected by the Project."

The language has been revised as requested.

Section Title: Marine Mammals; Section: 3.5.6; Page: 3.5.6-1; PDF Page: 403;
Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted: BOEM describes here that
"Fifty species of marine mammals are known to occur or could occur" within
the geographic area analyzed in this DEIS. However, DEIS/FEIS for other
projects identify around 38 marine mammal species. It is not clear why the
number of species analyzed in the geographic area analysis is not carried
through consistently across all relevant NEPA documents. BOEM should
select a single value that most accurately represents marine mammals in the
analysis and carry this number through consistently as such we recommend
that change being made here to reflect previous DEIS/FEIS.

This number was consistent with the South Fork FEIS. However, the sources
cited in the South Fork FEIS were reviewed, and the species number was
updated accordingly (39).

Section Title: Marine Mammals; Section: 3.5.6 - 3.5.6.1; Page: 3.5.6-1; PDF
Page: 403; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted: The CYVOW-C PFEIS
identifies "the Scotian Shelf Northeast Shelf and Southeast Shelf LME" as the
geographic area being considered. It is not clear why the Atlantic Shores DEIS
and all DEIS/FEIS are not consistently carrying through the same areas within
the same geographic analysis area. The bolded area is carried through in
Atlantic Shores' DEIS but not in CVOW-C's: "the Canadian Scotian Shelf
Northeast Shelf Southeast Shelf and Gulf of Mexico LMEs." This is included
uniquely here due to vessel transit that would occur from Corpus Christi
Texas. Although BOEM notes that the geographic analysis area for Atlantic
Shores' DEIS carries forward the Gulf of Mexico LME the sentence found in
the first paragraph of 3.5.6.1 does not consistently indicate this as the Gulf of
Mexico is not part of the northwest Atlantic Ocean. This is even discounted
by BOEM later on in this paragraph by stating that "However only 20 round
trips from the Gulf of Mexico are expected for the Project...Vessel noise
would be temporary and localized and noise effects of 20 round trips would
be insignificant. The increased risk of a vessel strike associated with 20 round

As stated in the comment, the Gulf of Mexico LME is included in the
geographic analysis area for this Project due to the vessel trips to the Gulf of
Mexico, which creates the potential for effects to occur to species in that
LME. This geographic analysis area is consistent with other offshore wind
projects that anticipate vessel trips to the Gulf of Mexico.
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trips would be discountable and this risk would be further reduced by vessel
speed restrictions and collision avoidance measures in the Project’s Incidental
Take Regulations and associated LOA. Therefore Project impacts in the Gulf of
Mexico are unlikely and species unique to the Gulf of Mexico are not
considered further in this Draft EIS." It does not make sense to include this
area uniquely into this NEPA analysis and then immediately discount it as
"unlikely" and "discountable". For this and the reasons described above we
recommend BOEM consider a consistent geographic area for NEPA projects
and consider consistent species which includes the Gulf of Mexico LME.
Please make changes for consistency here.

Section Title: Marine Mammals; Section: 3.5.6.1; Page: 3.5.6-2; PDF Page: Unit 1 and Unit 2 have been defined as foraging habitat and calving habitat,
404; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted: "Unit 1 of NARW critical | as described in the proposed rule for critical habitat designation.

habitat is located approximately 249 miles...and Unit 2 is located..." Please
describe what "Unit 1" and "Unit 2" are in the text as this is not clearly
defined/explained to the reader. Also please use appropriate language (i.e.,
foraging ground calving ground Migratory corridor etc.) as "Unit" does not
clearly describe how the habitat is specific to the NARW.

Section Title: Marine Mammals; Section: 3.5.6.1; Page: 3.5.6-2; PDF Page: The citations in the affected environment section of the EIS have all been
404; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted: "Additional information reviewed to confirm that citations are to primary references and any cross-
on these species can be found in COP Volume Il Section 4.7.1 (Atlantic Shores | references to the COP or ITA application have been removed. The species
2023a) and the Project’s application for MMPA rulemaking and LOA (Atlantic | information provided in this EIS is consistent with BOEM'’s other EISs for
Shores 2022 2023b)." BOEM needs to provide information on each species offshore wind projects.

using best available scientific publications and information. BOEM should not
cite the COP and MMPA ITA application as these are not the correct or
original sources of this information. This is referenced several times for the
species descriptions and BOEM needs to rectify this.

Section Title: Marine Mammals; Section: 3.5.6.1; Page: 3.5.6-6; PDF Page: The EIS footnote link was checked and functioning properly.
408; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted: The link found in
Footnote 2 does not take the reader to a website with a map; instead it takes
the reader to the website for the Office of Science and Technology. Please
correct this with the appropriate web link.

Section Title: Marine Mammals; Section: 3.5.6.1; Page: 3.5.6-8; PDF Page: The species names were added to the text.
410; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted: Include the scientific
names for the Atlantic spotted dolphin Atlantic white-sided dolphin pilot
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whale spp. and Risso's dolphin at first mention and as done with other
species presented in this paragraph.

Section Title: Marine Mammals; Section: 3.5.6.1; Page: 3.5.6-8 -3.5.6-10; PDF
Page: 410-12; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted: "Additional
information on these species can be found in COP Volume Il Section 4.7.1
(Atlantic Shores 2023a) and the Project’s application for MMPA rulemaking
and LOA (Atlantic Shores 2022 2023b)." BOEM needs to provide information
on each species using best available scientific publications and information.
BOEM should not cite the COP and MMPA ITA application as these are not
the correct or original sources of this information. This is referenced several
times in the species descriptions ("Detailed species descriptions for these
odontocetes and the four additional taxa expected to experience acoustic
effects are provided in COP Volume Il Section 4.7.1.3 (Atlantic Shores 2023a)
and in Atlantic Shores Offshore Wind Application for Marine Mammal
Protection Act (MMPA) Rulemaking and Letter of Authorization Section 4.2
(Atlantic Shores 2022") and BOEM needs to rectify this.

The citations in the affected environment section of the EIS have all been
reviewed to confirm that citations are to primary references and any cross-
references to the COP or ITA application have been removed. The species
information provided in this EIS is consistent with BOEM’s other EISs for
offshore wind projects.

Section Title: Marine Mammals; Section: 3.5.6; Comment from NMFS unless
otherwise noted: General: NMFS continues to recommend that impact
conclusions for marine mammals are not lumped but for all Alternatives are
partitioned out by NARWSs other mysticetes odontocetes and pinnipeds with
supporting analysis for each group included. Currently the Conclusions
sections for each Alternative are not consistent in the way they group marine
mammals.

The section has been reviewed to ensure that there are separate impact
determinations for NARW, mysticetes other than NARW, odontocetes, and
pinnipeds in the Conclusions section for each Alternative.

Section Title: Impacts of Alternative A - No Action on Marine Mammals;
Section: 3.5.6.3; Page: 3.5.6-12; PDF Page: 334; Comment from NMFS unless
otherwise noted: The No Action Conclusions section makes impact
determinations on the baseline conditions of marine mammals. However, it is
missing an impact determination on not approving the COP (i.e. the
incremental impact of taking No Action). NMFS advises adding a paragraph
along the lines of the following: Under the No Action Alternative BOEM
would not approve Dominion Energy's COP. Hence stressors from
construction operation and maintenance of the CVOW Project would not
occur. Baseline conditions of the existing environment would remain
unchanged. Hence not approving the COP would have no additional
incremental effect on marine mammals. Similarly, NMFS No Action

A similar paragraph has been added to the conclusions section under Impacts
of Alternative A — No Action.
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alternative (i.e. not issuing the requested incidental take authorization)
would also have no additional incremental impact on marine mammals and
their habitat.

Section Title: Marine Mammals; Section: 3.5.6.1 Page: 3.5.6-13 and 3.5.6-14;
PDF Page: 415 and 416; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted: BOEM
has omitted several species for which Atl Shores has requested take and
NMFS proposed to authorize in the proposed rule. The EIS must include all
species for which impacts (e.g. take) is possible in the tables. BOEM's NEPA
document would be adopted for purposes of the MMPA ITA. Please add in all
species considered in the COP/proposed rule and use the OW1FEIS as a
template which contain substantive information. While we use these two
table as examples this comment applies to the entire Marine Mammals
chapter.

All tables have been reviewed to ensure all species for which take has been
requested are addressed.

Section Title: Marine Mammals; Section: 3.5.6; Page: General; PDF Page:
General Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted: General: Duke just
released the 2022 Density model

report: https://seamap.env.duke.edu/models/Duke/EC/. When referencing
the Duke marine mammal habitat-based density models throughout the EIS
please use Roberts et al. 2023 inline with the full citation being "Roberts JJ
Yack TM Halpin PN (2023) Marine mammal density models for the U.S. Navy
Atlantic Fleet Training and Testing (AFTT) study area for the Phase IV Navy
Marine Species Density Database (NMSDD). Document version 1.3. Report
prepared for Naval Facilities Engineering Systems Command Atlantic by the
Duke University Marine Geospatial Ecology Lab Durham North Carolina. "

Tables/text have been updated based on the draft ITA issued for the Project,
which relies on Roberts et al. 2023.

Section Title: Marine Mammals; Section: 3.5.6; Page: General; PDF Page:
General; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted: NMFS released the
draft 2022 SARs on January 24 2023. Please update the estimated abundance
for the NARW from 368 to 338 and any other relevant information in the
draft SAR. Please add inline citation as appropriate and full citation in
reference. https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/s3/2023-
01/Draft%202022%20Atlantic%20SARs_final.pdf

The Draft EIS included the 2022 estimate for NARW (338 individuals) and any
other relevant updates from the draft 2022 SAR. Now that the SAR is final,
the reference has been updated in the section.

Section Title: Marine Mammals; Section: 3.5.6; Page: General; PDF Page:
General; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted: Please update any
UME information from our website closer to FEIS publication

All UME information was updated to the most recent information prior to
publication of the Final EIS.
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Section Title: Overview of Sound and Marine Mammal Hearing; Section: Thresholds for impulsive and non-impulsive sources were included in Table
3.5.6.1; Page: 3.5.6-17; PDF Page: 419; Comment from NMFS unless 3.5.6-7 of the EIS.

otherwise noted: BOEM has not included a Table for marine mammal
acoustic thresholds for impulsive and non-impulsive noise sources. Please
include this in the text.

Section Title: Overview of Sound and Marine Mammal Hearing; Section: Table revised to include all species with requested take.
3.5.6.1; Page: 3.5.6-17; PDF Page: 419; Comment from NMFS unless
otherwise noted: Please modify the Taxonomic Groups to be updated to
include the species relevant to the specific action. Please look at the CVOW-C
cooperating agency (CA) FEIS for an example (Table 3.15-5 in that CA FEIS)

Section Title: Impacts of Alternative A - No Action on Marine Mammals; Requested text added.
Section: 3.5.6.3; Page: 3.5.6-18; PDF Page: 420; Comment from NMFS unless
otherwise noted: Please include "(excluding the Proposed Action)" after
"ongoing offshore wind activities" so it is clear that this is not including the
Proposed Action.

Section Title: Impacts of Alternative A - No Action; Section: 3.5.6.3; Page: Requested text added.
3.5.6-19; PDF Page: 421; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted:
Please add "Under the No Action Alternative BOEM would not approve the
Atlantic Shores COP; Project construction and installation O&M and
decommissioning would not occur; and potential impacts on marine
mammals associated with the Project would not occur. Baseline conditions of
the existing environment would remain unchanged. Therefore, not approving
the COP would have no additional incremental effect on marine mammals.
Similarly, NMFS’s No Action Alternative (i.e., not issuing the requested
incidental take authorization) would also have no additional incremental
impact on marine mammals and their habitat."

Section Title: Impacts of Alternative A - No Action; Section: 3.5.6.3; Page: This paragraph is specific to climate change. The other stressors identified in
3.5.6-19; PDF Page: 421; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise the comment are addressed under their own subheadings in the section.
noted: BOEM needs to discuss more marine mammal-specific threats in the Erosion and sediment deposition are related to seal haul-out habitats —
paragraph starting with "Global climate change is..." This is missing relevant additional text has been added to clarify.

information such as vessel traffic entanglement with fishing gear and fisheries
bycatch related to mortality and IPFs not associated with mortality such as
underwater noise disturbance, disturbance of benthic habitats, and
accidental or intention release of hazardous substances. It is also note clear
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how "increased erosion and sediment deposition" would affect marine
mammals as this is not quantified by BOEM. This section needs additional
information and modification following Ocean Wind 1's example.

Section Title: Impacts of Alternative A - No Action on ESA-listed Marine
Mammals; Section: 3.5.6.3; Page: 3.5.6-32; PDF Page: 434; Comment from
NMEFS unless otherwise noted: Given this section looks to be specific to ESA-
listed marine mammals it is not clear why BOEM also discusses non-ESA-
listed marine mammals here too. E.g., "...are not expected to differ between
ESA-listed marine mammals and other marine mammal species..." It may be
best if BOEM does not specify ESA-listed marine mammals here in the header
and instead discusses impacts to relevant marine mammals and specifics for
ESA-listed species.

The “not expected to differ” language is included to indicate when readers
should defer to the analysis in the previous section, Impacts of Alternative A
(No Action), for an analysis of impacts on ESA-listed species associated with
that specific IPF.

Section Title: Offshore Activities and Facilities - Noise: Drilling; Section:
3.5.6.5; Page: 3.5.6-57; PDF Page: 459 ; Comment from NMFS unless
otherwise noted: BOEM states that "Though not anticipated drilling could
occur if pile driving encounters refusal.” This was not analyzed or carried
forward into the MMPA ITA application nor has the Applicant indicated that
this is a possibility. Atlantic Shores has not assessed the potential for
harassment to marine mammals from this activity; therefore, it should be
very clear in the EIS that drilling would not occur. Take by this activity will not
be authorized and therefore would be unlawful.

The potential for drilling has been removed from the COP. Therefore, this
activity has been removed from Section 3.5.6.5.

Section Title: Offshore Activities and Facilities - Noise: Impact and vibratory
pile driving; Section: 3.5.6.5; Page: 3.5.6-58 to 59; PDF Page: 460 - 461;
Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted: Please add "harassment" for
each bullet describing the harassment of marine mammals so they say "Level
A harassment" and "Level B harassment".

Requested text added.

Section Title: Offshore Activities and Facilities - Noise: Impact and vibratory
pile driving; Section: 3.5.6.5; Page: 3.5.6-58 to 59; PDF Page: 460 - 461;
Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted: We note that in Atlantic
Shores' ITA application and supplemental memos/documents they do
describe analyzing 12-m diameter monopiles but only the 15-m monopiles
were carried forward into the analysis. BOEM should note the pile sizes and
describe that the 12-m were not carried forward into the analysis.

Text addressing modeling of both pile sizes and carrying forward of only the
larger piles was added.
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Section Title: Impacts of the Connected Action; Section: 3.5.6.5; Page: 3.5.6-
67; PDF Page: 468; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted: The
Atlantic Shores' ITA application did not include bulkhead repair/installation as
part of the specified activities associated with the Project. If this work could
cause harassment to marine mammals (e.g., involves pile driving) take from
that activity would not be authorized. Please update the EIS to indicate that
activities with the potential to harass marine mammals (e.g., pile driving) is
not part of the proposed scope of work. Also add additional information on
the construction/installation work necessary for bulkhead repair.

The activities described in the referenced section are part of the connected
action, which is the subject of a separate permit application, not the
Proposed Action, and would therefore not be included in the Project’s ITA
application. The connected action is described here for analytical purposes
under NEPA rather than as part of the activities that would be authorized
under the COP and the other associated federal authorizations.

Section Title: Impacts of Alternative F on Marine Mammals; Section: 3.5.6.8;
Page: 3.5.6-73; PDF Page: 475; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted:
It is not clear to NMFS what the difference between the Proposed Action and
Alternative F1 would be where "Alternatives F1 and F3 would result in a
reduction of scour protection compared to the Proposed Action..." BOEM
even says in the preceding sentence that the Proposed Action and Alternative
F1's activities would not differ. BOEM needs to add an explanation to clarify
the differences as these two look practically identical.

For the Proposed Action, the EIS analyzes the maximum potential impacts on
each environmental resource from each of the potential foundation types.
Alternative F1 restricts foundations for the Project to piled foundations.
Alternative F1 could occur under the Proposed Action if Atlantic Shores elects
to install only piled foundations for the Project. Clarifying language to further
distinguish the sub-alternatives under Alternative F from the Proposed Action
has been added.

Section Title: Impacts of Alternative F on Marine Mammals; Section: 3.5.6.8;
Page: 3.5.6-73; PDF Page: 475; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted:
It is not clear how "Alternatives F1 and F3 would result in reductions in both
adverse and beneficial impacts" when compared to the Proposed Action if
the Proposed Action and Alternative F1 are essentially the same action.
Please describe in more detail how this was determined between those two
actions.

Clarifying language to further distinguish the sub-alternatives under
Alternative F from the Proposed Action has been added. As stated in the
Section, these alternatives would result in a reduction in scour protection.
Therefore, there would be less artificial reef habitat created. Clarifying
language has been added to identify the source of reduced beneficial
impacts.

Section Title: Impacts of Alternatives on Marine Mammals; Section: 3.5.6;
Page: Global; PDF Page: Global; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise
noted: In each Alternative conclusion section (3.5.6.3 through 3.5.6.8) there
must be clear distinctions between impact determinations for the
incremental impact of the project determinations in consideration of baseline
and determinations in consideration of cumulative effects. The OW1 FEIS
provides the language and framework that should be used in this EIS. Please
mirror the OW1 format and substantive content in this EIS.

Incremental impacts have been added to each Alternative conclusion section.

Section Title: Description of the Affected Environment and Future Baseline Genus added.
Conditions; Threatened and Endangered Marine Mammals- NARW; Section:
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3.5.6.1; Page: 3.5.6-7; PDF Page: 409; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise
noted: Please add Centropages to the common prey items listed for Right
Whales.

Section Title: Impacts of Alternative A — No Action- Accidental releases and
discharges; Section: 3.5.6.3; Page: 3.5.6-22; PDF Page: 424; Comment from
NMFS unless otherwise noted: Add a more recent value for right whale
entanglements. Today it is estimated "that over 85% of right whales have
been entangled in fishing gear at least once." -NOAA Fisheries:
https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/species/north-atlantic-right-
whale#:~:text=Fishing%20Gear%20Entanglements&text=This%20leads%20to
%20i ncidental%20entanglementssome%20point%20in%20their%20lifetime

The value provided is for humpback whale entanglement. However, the
identified value for NARW has been added to the section.

Section Title: Impacts of Alternative A — No Action- Gear Utilization; Section:
3.5.6.3; Page: 3.5.6-22; PDF Page:424; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise
noted: Please clarify how the species listed as "documented in several
fisheries' bycatch data" was determined - please provide a source for that
information.

This statement is consistent with the Ocean Wind Final EIS. A source is
provided in the following sentence.

Section Title: Impacts of Alternative A — No Action on Marine Mammals;
Traffic; Section: 3.5.6.3; Page: 3.5.6-29; PDF Page: 431; Comment from NMFS
unless otherwise noted: Please clarify if this bullet point has a cutoff date or
is from 2017-present day.

Through 2023. Text in section has been updated.

Section Title: Cumulative Impacts of Alternative A — No Action; Presence of
structures; Section: 3.5.6.3; Page: 3.5.6-49; PDF Page: 451; Comment from
NMFS unless otherwise noted: Please include description of wind-wake
effect. Can use Christiansen et al 2022 as a source.

Wind wake effects have been added to this section, consistent with the
Ocean Wind Final EIS.

Section Title: Cumulative Impacts of Alternative A — No Action; Presence of
structures; Section: 3.5.6.3; Page: 3.5.6-49; PDF Page: 451; Comment from
NMPFS unless otherwise noted: Please add that energy extraction from
turbines reduce wind-driven mixing of surface waters.

This section has been revised to be consistent with the Ocean Wind Final EIS.

Section Title: Cumulative Impacts of Alternative A — No Action; Presence of
structures; Section: 3.5.6.3; Page: 3.5.6-50; PDF Page: 452; Comment from
NMEFS unless otherwise noted: Please add source Daewel et al 2022. This
study shows that that the associated wind wakes in the North Sea provoke
large-scale changes in annual primary production with local changes of up to

A discussion of Daewel et al. 2022 has been added to the section. As noted in
the section, this study looked at effects in the North Sea. NMFS NEFSC states
that the conditions in the North Sea are not comparable to those on the U.S.
Atlantic coast due to the different oceanographic processes (e.g., Gulf
Stream), and Golbazi et al. (2022) have shown that hub height influences
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110% not only at the offshore wind farm clusters but also distributed over a
wider region. This provides evidence that the ongoing offshore wind farm
developments can have a substantial impact on the structuring of coastal
marine ecosystems.

wind wake effects, as described in the section. NMFS and BOEM have
contracted the National Academy of Sciences to investigate all current
literature and provide its recommendations.

Section Title: Impacts of Alternative B — Proposed Action on Marine
Mammals; Presence of structures; Section: 3.5.6.5; Page: 3.5.6-64; PDF Page:
466; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted: Please discuss the
hydrodynamic impacts of the project itself in this section.

More specific discussion of hydrodynamic effects of the Project added.

Section Title: Cumulative Impacts of Alternative B — Proposed Action; Gear
Utilization; Section: 3.5.6.5; Page: 3.5.6-68; PDF Page: 470; Comment from
NMEFS unless otherwise noted: Please provide an impact determination
rather than describing the contributions of Gear Utilization of the proposed
action as ‘noticeable.’

The IPF, including impact determination, was revised for consistency with
Ocean Wind Final EIS.

Section Title: Impacts of Alternative A - No Action on Marine Mammals;
Section: 3.5.6.3; Page: 3.5.6-12; PDF Page: 334; Comment from NMFS unless
otherwise noted: The No Action Conclusions section makes impact
determinations on the baseline conditions of marine mammals. However, it is
missing an impact determination on not approving the COP (i.e., the
incremental impact of taking No Action). NMFS advises adding a paragraph
along the lines of the following: Under the No Action Alternative BOEM
would not approve Atlantic Shore's COP. Hence stressors from construction
operation and maintenance of the ASOW Project would not occur. Baseline
conditions of the existing environment would remain unchanged. Hence not
approving the COP would have no additional incremental effect on marine
mammials. Similarly, NMFS No Action alternative (i.e., not issuing the
requested incidental take authorization) would also have no additional
incremental impact on marine mammals and their habitat.

An incremental impact determination has been added to the conclusions for
the No Action Alternative.

Section Title: Impacts Section (General); Section: 3.5.7; Comment from NMFS
unless otherwise noted: General: NMFS suggests not making a separate
section for ESA listed species in the Impacts section and rather make note of
them along with the other marine mammals so as not to cause confusion and
to be in align with previously adopted EISs.

Separate impact sections for ESA-listed species have been removed and the
information contained within these sections has been incorporated into the
larger alternative assessments, as appropriate.

Section Title: Impacts of Alternative B -Sea Turtles; Section: 3.5.7.5; PDF Page:
503; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted: Cable emplacement and

Impact conclusions are provided under Conclusions in Section 3.5.7.5. The
Conclusions section includes an impact determination of “minor” for cable
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maintenance: Please consider adding an impact conclusion that corresponds
with the impact level definitions that are described in table 3.5.7-4 (e.g.,
negligible minor moderate major) for the utilization of a hopper dredge
during sand bedform removal activities.

emplacement and maintenance activities (including hopper dredging), which
is consistent with the impact level definitions in Table 3.5.7-4. The
determination has been revised to explicitly include hopper dredging.

504; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted: Gear Utilization: This
section describes that mobile gear surveys have the potential to capture or
entangle sea turtles. NMFS recommends the use of ropeless gear be utilized
during trap/pot gear surveys. Please confirm if ropeless gear can be utilized
during the proposed trap/pot gear surveys.

Section Title: Impacts of Alternative B -Sea Turtles; Section: 3.5.7.5; PDF Page:

Ropeless gear is preferred for the ventless trap survey, if feasible. Should the
use of roped gear be necessary due to logistical or permitting constraints, an
estimated 12 vertical lines would be in the water column when all 72 traps
are deployed (i.e., 1 vertical line for each of the 12 sampling arrays/transects,
where each array/transect is made up of 6 traps). Text addressing the use of
ropeless gear has been added to the section.

Section Title: Impacts of Alternative A - No Action on Sea Turtles; Section:
3.5.7.3; PDF Page: 489; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted: As
noted elsewhere in our comments the "No Action Alternative A" appears to
analyze the cumulative impact of all activities in the area along with the
current project.

The cumulative impacts of the No Action Alternative do not consider the
Proposed Action. Language in Section 3.5.7.3 has been revised to clarify.

Section Title: Cumulative Impacts of Alternative A — No Action; Noise: G&G
surveys.; Section: 3.5.7.3; PDF Page: 496; Comment from NMFS unless
otherwise noted: Please revise the statement that 'survey vessels would
travel quickly' and provide objective descriptions of any activities including
vessel transit that may impact resources. High speed vessel travel leads to an
increased risk of vessel strikes. If this is the case, please provide additional
information about the expected activities (expected vessel speed range and
transit routes) and note where to find the list of best management practices
that will be applied for this activities to avoid minimize and mitigate impacts
to resources.

Statement has been revised to note that survey vessels are mobile rather
than traveling quickly.

Section Title: Cumulative Impacts of Alternative A — No Action; Presence of
structures; Section: 3.5.7.3; PDF Page: 498; Comment from NMFS unless
otherwise noted: Please include a more thorough description of
hydrodynamic changes in the presence of structures. Information from
Daewel et al 2022 and Christiansen et al 2022 should be included in the
description.

Additional information on hydrodynamic changes associated with the
presence of structures, including information from Christiansen et al. 2022
and Daewel et al. 2022, has been added to the section.

Section Title: Impacts of Alternative B - Proposed Action on Sea Turtles;
Section: 3.5.7.5; PDF Page: 506; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise

noted: Noise (Drilling): There is very little discussion on drilling noise impacts.

The potential for drilling has been removed from the COP and therefore from
this section of the EIS.
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The DEIS suggests that drilling could occur during pile driving activities. Please
discuss potential noise impacts on sea turtles from drilling activities.

Section Title: Impacts of Alternative A - No Action on Sea Turtles; Section:
3.5.7.13; PDF Page: 495; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted:
Lighting: This paragraph cites Gless et al. 2008 indicating leatherback sea
turtles may not be attracted to lights. The DEIS should incorporate more
recent studies that suggest that these turtles do become disoriented with
artificial lights (Rivas et. al. 2015)

Rivas et al. 2015 is a study of hatchling leatherbacks, which are not expected
to occur in the Project area. Language in the section has been revised to
specify the impact analysis is relevant to later life stages.

Section Title: Impacts of Alternatives A-F on Sea Turtles; Section: 3.5.7;l
Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted: Submerged Aquatic
Vegetation (SAV) is important for green sea turtle foraging and provides
habitat for other sea turtle prey species. This section should discuss in greater
detail the impact to SAV and how that may affect sea turtles or point the
reader to where SAV impacts are discussed in greater detail elsewhere in the
DEIS.

The section has been revised to note there is no known occurrence of SAV in
the project area and directs the reader to Section 3.5.2, Benthic Resources,
for a detailed assessment of impacts on benthic resources.

Section Title: Impacts of Alternative B - Proposed Action on Sea Turtles;
Section: 3.5.7.5; PDF Page: 509; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise
noted: Noise (Impact and vibratory pile driving): The DEIS describes that
when nighttime pile driving cannot be avoided or when inclement weather
limits visibility night vision devices would be used to monitor for sea turtle
presence during pile driving activities. Please clarify if the Project intends to
pile drive during nighttime or periods of inclement weather.

Atlantic Shores has included initiation of pile driving at any time during a 24-
hour period in their COP. However, BOEM is requiring a BOEM- and NMFS-
approved Alternative Monitoring Plan for nighttime pile driving in order to
initiate pile driving after dark. Additional information on nighttime pile
driving has been added to the section.

Section Title: Impacts of Alternative B — Proposed Action on Sea Turtles;
Traffic; Section: 3.5.7.5; PDF Page: 511; Comment from NMFS unless
otherwise noted: Please add source Hazel et al 2007 which implies that vessel
operators cannot rely on turtles to actively avoid being struck by the vessel if
speed exceeds 4 km/h.

The Hazel et al (2007) is only relevant in shallow areas (< 5m), where 97% of
encounters occurred with turtles foraging or resting on the substrate and
referred to as “benthic turtles”.

Section Title: Impacts of Alternative B — Proposed Action on Sea Turtles;
Traffic; Section: 3.5.7.5; PDF Page: 511; Comment from NMFS unless
otherwise noted: Please state why vessel strike is most likely to occur when
project vessels are transiting to and from the project area.

This statement has been expanded to attribute this higher risk to the higher
speeds that vessels are anticipated to travel when transiting to and from the
Project area, as opposed to traveling within the Project area.

Section Title: General; Section: General; Comment from NMFS unless
otherwise noted: Please include updated data available from NMFS. The VMS

The polar histograms were provided by BOEM when the most recent data
were from 2019. The polar histograms (Figures 3.6.1-4 through 3.6.1-11) have
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data referenced in the DEIS date to 2019 (e.g., polar histograms referenced
on page 3.6.1-30). More updated data are available and should be used to
more accurately describe recent fishing patterns. Similarly, data for
commercial landings and revenue only reflect data through 2020. All data
sources should be updated to include data within 2 years of the DEIS
availability (i.e., through 2021).

been updated to include the most recent available data, which extend from
2014 through 2021.

The commercial landings and revenue in the Lease Area were obtained from
an April 2022 data request when the most recent data were from 2020.

Section Title: General; Section: General; Comment from NMFS unless
otherwise noted: When referencing data based on the NMFS fishing footprint
method (e.g., NMFS 2022b) please note that this likely underestimates
relevant landings revenue and fishing effort because it does not include
vessels without GARFO permits and fishing for species managed by the
ASMFC (e.g. Atlantic menhaden) or states (e.g. conch/whelk) and by NMFS
for highly migratory species. While a note at the bottom of relevant tables is
appreciated that is insufficient for the purposes of accurately characterizing
relevant analysis. Also, because GARFO data sources do not include all
landings and revenue for non-GARFO managed species the DEIS should not
quantify relative proportions of landings/revenues of such species in a
regional context unless other data sources (i.e. ACCSP data Southeast
Regional Fisheries Science Center data for highly migratory species and
shoreside processor data for menhaden) are included. This more accurate
characterization of relevant data is necessary to avoid drawing inaccurate
conclusions and to put the analysis and conclusions into proper context.

The summaries of effort, landings, and revenue in Tables 3.6.1-4 through
3.6.1-23 are for the Lease Area only. Because the Lease Area is entirely within
federal waters, any vessels fishing there should have federal permits.
Therefore, the numbers presented in these tables should capture most of
what was harvested by commercial fisheries in the Lease Area.

In Tables 3.6.1-12 and 3.6.1-13, non-GARFO species are now identified, and
the following footnote has been added for those species: “This species is not
managed by GARFO. Proportions of landings and revenue are likely
overestimated because they do not include regional landings of this species
by vessels without GARFO permits.”

Section Title: General; Section: General; Comment from NMFS unless
otherwise noted: To reflect the full scope of potential impacts to commercial
fishing operations the DEIS should ensure that all affected fishing activity is
described including by vessels issued only state permits and fishing in state
waters other non-federally managed fisheries that operate in federal waters
such as the menhaden and whelk/conch fisheries and species managed by
the Southeast Regional Office and the Highly Migratory Species Division. This
section suggests that only Greater Atlantic Region federally permitted fishing
activity is included and implies that only these vessels and associated
fisheries and ports are affected. Greater Atlantic Region VTR and dealer data
do not include all operations that may be affected. Data on the additional
operations referenced above should be included and are available from
states the Atlantic Coastal Cooperative Statistics Program and other federal

Fisheries occurring in state waters would be impacted by the emplacement of
the offshore export cable. Impacts from cable emplacement are expected to
be localized and short-term, and fishing activity is expected resume following
the completion of cable emplacement. For this reason, BOEM has determined
that the qualitative analysis provided in Section 3.6.1.5 is appropriate for
characterizing impacts of cable emplacement. Additional figures depicting
revenue exposure of key fisheries in the Project area have been added under
the “Cable emplacement and maintenance” IPF to support the qualitative
analysis of OEC impacts.
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sources such as the Southeast Regional Office and Fisheries Science Center
and the Highly Migratory Species Division. It is important to document all
potential economic impacts if the NEPA analysis will be used to determine
any compensation payments for non-mitigated impacts to fishing operations.

Section Title: Description of the Affected Environment and Future Baseline
Conditions; Section: 3.6.1.1; Page: 3.6.1-13; PDF Page: 555; Comment from
NMFS unless otherwise noted: (Tables 3.6.1-11 3.6.1-12 3.6.1-13 and
throughout.) Please remove reference to project-specific and regional
proportions of non-GARFO managed species (channeled whelk smooth
dogfish Atlantic menhaden tautog swordfish Atlantic croaker triggerfish
American eel conger eel other highly migratory species) landings/revenues.
GARFO data sources used for this analysis are not inclusive of all landings of
these species and such estimates do not accurately characterize regional
landings and revenues for these species. This should be applied throughout
the document whenever relevant including regional total tables organized by
other metrics such as port and state.

In Tables 3.6.1-12 and 3.6.1-13, non-GARFO species are now identified, and
the following footnote has been added for those species: “This species is not
managed by GARFO. Proportions of landings and revenue are likely
overestimated because they do not include regional landings of this species
by vessels without GARFO permits.”

Section Title: Description of the Affected Environment and Future Baseline
Conditions; Section: 3.6.1.1; Page: 3.6.1-27; PDF Page: 569; Comment from
NMPFS unless otherwise noted: Figure 3.6.1-2 This figure appears to be
inconsistent with the relative proportions of landings by gear type depicted in
Figure 4.2 of our socioeconomic impact report for this lease area (available
at: https://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/ro/fso/reports/WIND/WI
ND_AREA_REPORTS/com/OCS_A_0499_ Atlantic_Shores_South_com.
html#Select_Gear_Types) and by the creation of a similar line graph using
gear data as derived from our data download site (available at:
https://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/ro/fso/reports/WIND/ALL_W
EA_BY_AREA_DATA.html). For example, using our online report data it
appears that the proportion of landings by clam dredges is lowest in 2014,
2015, and 2020, not 2017 as indicated in this figure. We recommend
reevaluating this figure and underlying data for accuracy and consistency.

Figure 3.6.1-2 depicts the percentage of landings attributed to each gear
type, whereas Figure 4.1 from the NMFS socioeconomic impact report shows
the weight of landings (millions of pounds) for each gear type. These figures
are not comparable. Figure 4.1 indicates that approximately 60% of the
landed weight was attributed to clam dredges, which is consistent with Figure
3.6.1-2.

Section Title: Description of the Affected Environment and Future Baseline
Conditions; Section: 3.6.1.1; Page: 3.6.1-29; PDF Page: 571; Comment from
NMFS unless otherwise noted: Figure 3.6.1-3 and Table 3.6.1-25.Please
include a similar box plot for both project areas combined consistent with
how data are presented for other evaluations and similar to what we have

A figure has been added (Figure 3.6.1-4) and Table 3.6.1-25 has been updated
to depict the reliance of individual permit holders on the combined Project 1
and 2 WTAs.
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posted on our website (available at:
https://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/ro/fso/reports/WIND/WIND_
AREA_REPORTS/com/OCS_A_0499_Atlantic_Shores_South_com.
html#Percentage_of Revenue_by_Permit). This would show dependence
upon the entire lease area and avoid the complexities noted in this section
regarding accounting for permits that fish in both areas. This also gives a
bigger picture evaluation for the overall COP approval vs. separation by
project. Similarly provide a table for both areas combined consistent with
Table 3.6.1-25.

Section Title: Description of the Affected Environment and Future Baseline The in-text citation has been revised to “NMFS pers. comm. 2020”, and the
Conditions; Section: 3.6.1.1; Page: 3.6.1-30; PDF Page: 572; Comment from citation has been added to Appendix J.

NMFS unless otherwise noted: Please insert the correct citation for the claim
that VMS vessels represent a substantial percentage of species landings to
NMFS 2020 and insert a reference in Appendix J noting this was a personal
communication from NMFS staff. As we have commented before on nearly
every project EIS including the cooperating agency review of this document
these estimates come from a personal communication by NMFS staff in 2020
and were not part of a comprehensive or reviewed analysis.

Section Title: Description of the Affected Environment and Future Baseline References to “non-VMS” vessels and fisheries have been revised to “non-
Conditions; Section: 3.6.1.1; Page: 3.6.1-30; PDF Page: 572; Comment from DAS”.

NMEFS unless otherwise noted: Please correct any references to "non-VMS
fisheries" to instead reference "non-DAS (days-at-sea) vessels" throughout
this document particularly for the VMS polar histograms. Non-VMS vessels
with VMS data is inaccurate as we have noted in previous EIS comments for
other projects. Please reference our other comments and incorporate our
recommended language in this document.

Section Title: Description of the Affected Environment and Future Baseline A discussion of recreational fishing tournaments has been added to Section
Conditions; Section: 3.6.1.1; Page: 3.6.1-39; PDF Page: 581; Comment from 3.6.1.1.

NMFS unless otherwise noted: Please insert reference to and a discussion of
recreational fishing tournaments for highly migratory species off the coast of
various NJ ports (see
https://grunt.sefsc.noaa.gov/apex/f?p=127:10:16703795924521:). That page
lists several registered tournaments based out of ports affected by this
project including Atlantic City Cape May and Ocean City for species such as
blue and white marlin sailfish spearfish and various tuna species. These
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tournaments and associated commercial and recreational catch should be
discussed in throughout this section.

Section Title: Description of the Affected Environment and Future Baseline
Conditions; Section: 3.6.1.1; Page: 3.6.1-42; PDF Page: 584; Comment from
NMFS unless otherwise noted: Please list the maximum number of annual
trips to give the reader a sense of interannual variation and reflect the
maximum impacts to associated ports and vessels. This is similar to peak
landings and revenues for commercial vessels depicted in previous tables.

Maximum annual values have been added to each of the tables summarizing
effort, landings, and revenue in the Lease Area.

Section Title: Description of the Affected Environment and Future Baseline
Conditions; Section: 3.6.1.1; Page: 3.6.1-46; PDF Page: 588; Comment from
NMPFS unless otherwise noted: (Figure 3.6.1-14) Please update these figures
through a new data request from NMFS. Such data only show one year of
data and likely reflect a programming error we discovered following recent
data requests. The similar box plot figure for the entire lease area available
on our website:
(https://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/ro/fso/reports/WIND/WIND
_AREA_REPORTS/rec/OCS_A 0499 _Atlantic_Shores_South_rec.ht
ml#Percentage_of_Angler_Trips_by Permit) depicts annual dependence.
Further the Consistent with similar comments above for commercial vessels
this figure for the entire lease area should also be included in the DEIS.

This figure has been replaced with the figure showing the percentage of
angler trips by permit for the Atlantic Shores South Lease Area from the
NMFS Socioeconomic website.

Section Title: Impacts of Alternative A; Section: 3.6.1.3; Page: 3.6.1-50; PDF
Page: 592; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted: Under cable
emplacement and maintenance please revise the impact conclusions to
"moderate to major" and note that such activities could cause temporary or
permanent displacement of fishing vessels and disruption of fishing activities
over a prolonged period. To be consistent with the impact level definitions in
Table 3.6.1-33 cable emplacement impacts are moderate to major because
vessels would have to adjust somewhat or be substantially disrupted by cable
preparation and protection measures as noted below. We disagree with
BOEM's conclusion that the decision to lay cables concurrently or sequentially
would not influence the extent of impacts on fisheries. As we have observed
with the construction of South Fork and Vineyard Wind cables cable
emplacement preparation (pre-lay grapnel runs boulder grab and boulder
plow usage cable connections scour/cable protection and potential cable
burial operation) can continue to occur over many months (e.g., South Fork

The “cable emplacement and maintenance” IPF includes impacts that occur
during cable installation. Because cable installation would occur over a period
of less than 3 years, impacts from the IPF are classified as short-term. The
impact classification for this IPF has been revised to moderate for the No
Action Alternative because fishing activity is expected to return to a condition
with no measurable effects from this IPF (i.e., no construction-related
disruptions) once cable installation is complete.

Permanent impacts that would occur because of cable protection installed
along the export cable corridors and associated fishing displacement are
included under the “presence of structures” IPF. Impacts from the presence
of structures are classified as moderate to major.
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cable work has been ongoing since August or September 2022 through June
2023) with informal safety zones and exposed cables impeding operations
over a broad geographic area. Cables were left exposed for weeks, boulders
were moved and cables were installed over the course of months and
sections of the seabed were full of obstructions preventing fishing
operations. Boulder grab and plow activities could transform the bottom
from sandy to rocky or moving know obstacles (e.g., 6000 rocks were moved
as part of South Fork Wind cable and foundation construction preparation)
impeding fishing activities permanently because vessels cannot continue to
target flatfish species with minimal ground gear in rocky areas. The
concurrent construction of activities by adjacent or closely located projects
such as South Fork and Vineyard Wind resulted in a large area being
inaccessible to fishing vessels throughout the fishing year. Even if the actual
footprint of disturbed bottom is small the large number of supporting vessels
supporting construction activities and the associated safety perimeters (up to
1.5 miles in some instances) make it very difficult if not impossible to operate
anywhere near such activities. For example, South Fork Wind's Mariner
Briefing notice number 329
(https://a2f3e3.emailsp.com/frontend/nl_preview_window.aspx?idNL=614
accessed on June 7 2023) expects that up to 24 vessels will be operating
simultaneously in the general lease area. Such larger scale and potentially
permanent impacts from cable preparation and emplacement should be
noted in the DEIS for the No Action and other alternatives throughout Section

3.6.1.

Section Title: Impacts of Alternative A; Section: 3.6.1.3; Page: 3.6.1-52; PDF The referenced sentence has been revised as follows: “There is a risk of
Page: 594; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted: Under Noise, reduced recruitment from pile-driving noise for some species because
please revise the risk of reduced recruitment due to behavioral impacts in elevated noise levels would overlap the spawning period of certain species
response to noise to "moderate" instead of "low" for certain species. As and would occur over a period of 7 to 10 years for regional wind projects.”

noted in this section pile driving is expected to occur during spawning
seasons of certain species over the course of 7-10 years for regional wind
project. If pile driving occurs across projects where and when spawning
activity occurs for species such as for longfin squid and cod long-term risk of
reduced recruitment would be moderate. This should be noted here and
other sections where similar issues are discussed.
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Section Title: Impacts of Alternative A; Section: 3.6.1.3; Page: 3.6.1-53; PDF
Page: 595; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted: Under port
utilization please revise the impact conclusions to "long-term to permanent"
instead of just long-term. As noted in this section port expansion and
utilization could last for the duration of the project which is consistent with
permanent impacts as defined in this DEIS. This characterization should be
mirrored in the discussion of other alternatives throughout this section.

The impact duration of this IPF has been revised to long-term to permanent.

Section Title: Impacts of Alternative A; Section: 3.6.1.3; Page: 3.6.1-55; PDF
Page: 597; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted: (Table 3.6.1-34)
Consistent with our socioeconomic impact guidance please delete Table
3.6.1-34 or update the revenue exposure data to reflect the fact that
construction operations on multiple projects affected fishery operations
starting in 2022 (South Fork and Vineyard Wind cable installation) and more
recent data available through 2021 and note in the associated narrative that
it underestimates revenue exposure because it only reflects fishing revenue
from federally permitted vessels operating in the lease area and excludes
considerations of the impacts to fishing operations along the export cable
corridor and other fisheries documented in non-federal reports. It is not
accurate to state that there are no annual revenue exposed for most of these
fisheries in 2022 as ongoing construction for both Vineyard Wind and South
Fork Wind affected fishing within portions of the geographic analysis area.
The underlying data does not include all relevant fisheries data resources
describing potential fishery impacts to other species (see previous comment).
Thus, the data underrepresent likely revenue exposure given the false
impression that impacts would be less than they would likely be. The use of
revenue exposure data through 2019 is outdated and does not reflect more
recent operations and updates to ongoing wind project development
including the adjacent NY Bight lease areas designated by BOEM. Finally, as
the text in this section states this table is demonstrative rather than
predictive. Therefore, the DEIS should not base conclusions on this table.
BOEM should remove this table as it misleads the public into thinking that the
impacts would be less than they would likely be.

The revenue exposure numbers summarized in 3.6.1-34 (now Table 3.6.1-36)
of the EIS are based on the most recent analysis of revenue exposure data for
offshore wind projects in the geographic analysis area, which was developed

from NMFS data through 2019.

Section Title: Impacts of Alternative A; Section: 3.6.1.3; Page: 3.6.1-59; PDF
Page: 601; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted: Please update the
impact conclusions to reflect more recent and therefore accurate estimates

The description of construction-related vessel traffic in Section 3.6.1.3 has
been updated to reflect the more recent information presented in Appendix
D, Ongoing and Planned Activities Scenario.
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of construction activities within the geographic analysis area. The peak
construction activity estimates referenced in BOEM 2019 (see top of page
3.6.1-59) are likely outdated and not reflective of updated information with
additional details available for more projects that have since been initiated
including adjacent leases areas approved in the NY Bight.

Section Title: Impacts of Alternative A; Section: 3.6.1.3; Page: 3.6.1-59; PDF
Page: 601; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted: Please insert a
discussion of the impacts of climate change under the No Action alternative
or remove reference to that impact factor from the conclusions. Without
information describing how climate change would impact fisheries it is
inaccurate to include it as a factor influencing the impact conclusions of the
No Action Alternative. Please update and make a similar correction
throughout the document.

A discussion of the impacts of climate change is provided at the beginning of
Section 3.6.1.3 on page 3.6.1-50.

Section Title: Impacts of Alternative A; Section: 3.6.1.3; Page: 3.6.1-59; PDF
Page: 601; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted: Please insert
discussion of environmental trends and ongoing activities or remove
conclusions that such trends would continue. It is inaccurate to conclude
trends will continue if they are not discussed in this document.

A discussion of the impacts of environmental trends and ongoing activities is
provided at the beginning of Section 3.6.1.3 on pages 3.6.1-49 and 3.6.1-50.

Section Title: Impacts of Alternative B; Section: 3.6.1.5; Page: 3.6.1-61; PDF
Page: 603; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted: Under cable
emplacement please revise the impact conclusions to “long-term or
permanent and moderate” to more accurately characterize potential impacts
and maintain consistency with impact definitions in Table 3.6.1-33 and insert
more discussion and analysis of potential impacts to fishery operations. This
section must include a discussion of cable preparation activities such as
boulder relocation boulder plow use trenching and cable armoring as these
activities prolong impacts to commercial fishing beyond the installation
operations alone. Building on the experience of South Fork and Vineyard
Wind this section should note that cable installation might take more time
than expected given that this project would install more miles of cables than
these other projects which took nearly a year to install. Mobile gear will also
be affected by cable emplacement activities in the form of boulder relocation
and cable armoring and should be discussed in this section. As we’ve noted
for nearly every project EIS analysis of fishery exposure to export cable
corridors can be quantified. Most developers have requested fishing footprint

The “cable emplacement and maintenance” IPF Includes impacts that occur
during cable installation. Because cable installation would occur over a period
of less than 3 years, impacts from the IPF are classified as short-term. The
impact classification for this IPF has been revised to moderate for the
Proposed Action because fishing activity is expected to return to a condition
with no measurable effects from this IPF (i.e., no construction-related
disruptions) once cable installation is complete.

A discussion of seabed preparation impacts associated with cable installation
has been added to Section 3.6.1.5.
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analysis of export cable corridors. This should be included in this section.
Based on information available from other projects we expect the export
cable corridor will cross many other cables necessitating more cable armoring
consistent with conventional practices. This increases impacts particularly for
bottom tending mobile gear and these structures will be long-term or
permanent. Impact conclusions should be adjusted accordingly to long-term
or permanent moderate impacts. These issues should also be reflected on
page 3.6.1-64 under “presence of structures.”

Section Title: Impacts of Alternative B; Section: 3.6.1.5; Page: 3.6.1-63; PDF Additional text has been added to Section 3.6.1.5 to discuss substrate
Page: 605; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted: Under noise please | vibration and potential impacts on bivalves.

note that pile driving and operational noise/vibration impacts to
invertebrates such as surfclams that may close their valves retract siphons
and burrow for long periods due to a behavioral response which may reduce
respiration and feeding (see Roberts et al. 2015 at https://www.int-
res.com/articles/meps2015/538/m538p185.pdf) and Roberts and Elliott 2017
at
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0048969717306290?cas
a_token=5AHWGwW6rDSgAAAAA:xOgimuOWnvCmJ5WC1T4AMKQo
HSqNBahdIP4FeHiBFhKIME 1yxd 1XGWhNstpcfig7y1h8M6nbR1eE#f0010). In
fact, there is little mention of substrate vibration and its potential impact
throughout the entire document. If this behavior is prolonged it could result
in mortality or reduced spawning for these species resulting in reductions in
fishery availability that could reduce fishery revenues. This should at least be
mentioned qualitatively in this section.

Section Title: Impacts of Alternative B; Section: 3.6.1.5; Page: 3.6.1-63; PDF The impact duration of this IPF has been revised to long-term to permanent.
Page: 605; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted: Under port
utilization please revise the impact conclusions to "long-term to permanent"
and moderate impacts to be consistent with impact definitions in Table 3.6.1-
33. Ports affected include those used by fisheries operating in the lease area
and adjacent waters. As noted in this section vessel operations would be
affected and they would have to adjust somewhat to increased port
congestion. Therefore, these impacts are properly characterized as moderate
using the definitions in Table 3.6.1-33.

Section Title: Impacts of Alternative B; Section: 3.6.1.5; Page: 3.6.1-64 Additional text has been added to Section 3.6.1.5 to note that Atlantic City
through 3.6.1-68; PDF Page: 606-610; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise | derived the highest percentage of revenue from the Lease Area.

Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement

N-42 DOI | BOEM



Comment Response

noted: Under presence of structures please insert reference to Atlantic City
as the port most affected by this project and include an estimate of impacts
to shoreside support services as a result of fishing operations changes
associated with this project. As noted in Table 3.6.1-24 Atlantic City is the
port most affected by this project and it should be noted in this section.
Quantitative analysis of shoreside support services impacts should be
included in this section based on at least some of the established methods
referenced in BOEM's draft fishery mitigation guidance (available at:
https://www.boem.gov/renewable-energy/reducing-or-avoiding-impacts-
offshore-wind-energy-fisheries). According to BOEM's guidance because any
mitigation and compensation must be based on information available in the
project NEPA or other supporting documents an evaluation of shoreside
impacts should be included in the FEIS to ensure that anticipated impacts can
be appropriately mitigated. Also please note that our party/charter report
(available at:
https://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/ro/fso/reports/WIND/WIND_
AREA_REPORTS/rec/OCS_A_0499_Atlantic_Shores_South_rec.ht
ml#tPercentage_of_Angler_Trips_by_Permit) indicates at least one vessel was
reliant upon this area for over 90 percent of annual angler trips in 2009 and
2011.

As described in Table 3.6.1-39, Atlantic Shores will conduct an analysis of
impacts on shoreside seafood businesses adjacent to ports listed in Table
3.6.1-15.

Additional text has been added to Section 3.6.1.5 to note that several
recreational permit holders are highly reliant on the Lease Area.

Section Title: Impacts of Alternative B; Section: 3.6.1.5; Page: 3.6.1-71; PDF
Page: 613; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted: Under port
utilization please note that impacts on commercial and for-hire fishing
operations out of Atlantic City are expected to be long-term and moderate
due to the connected action.

The impact designation for port utilization has been revised to long-term and
moderate.

Section Title: Impacts of Alternative B; Section: 3.6.1.5; Page: 3.6.1-72; PDF
Page: 614; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted: Please elaborate on
the cumulative impacts of the proposed action. There is minimal detail
offered other than relative contributions of the proposed action to general
footprint metrics (i.e. percentage of area affected by scour protection
percentage of wind structures etc.). More detail is needed particularly to the
relevant contributions of this project to regional fishery impacts and the
cumulative impacts of regional wind projects on fisheries and ports primarily
affected. This provides the comprehensive evaluation of cumulative impacts
required by NEPA.

A paragraph has been added to the Cumulative Impacts of Alternative B —
Proposed Action subsection to discuss the impacts of fisheries displacement
and revenue loss associated with the Proposed Action relative to fisheries
displacement and revenue loss associated with all existing and planned OSW
projects in the Greater Atlantic Region.
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Section Title: Impacts of Alternative B 3.6.1.5; Section: 3.6.1-73; PDF Page:
615; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted: Please revise impact
conclusions associated with the connected action to "long term minor to
moderate" for commercial fisheries operating out of the port of Atlantic City
to be consistent with impact definitions in Table 3.6.1-33. It is incorrect and
inconsistent with that table to conclude impacts of the connected action
alone would be negligible based on the discussions in this section of the
document.

The impact designation for the connected action has been revised to long-
term and minor to moderate for commercial and recreational fishing vessels
operating out the Port of Atlantic City.

Section Title: Impacts of Alternative B; Section: 3.6.1.5; Page: 3.6.1-73; PDF
Page: 615; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted: In the discussion of
cumulative impacts of Alternative B please remove reference to impacts
associated with regulated fishing effort and climate change or insert a
discussion of such impacts in this section. Without a discussion of the impacts
of fishery regulations or climate change the DEIS cannot conclude that these
factors would affect the impact conclusions listed in this section.

Regulated fishing effort and climate change have been removed from the
discussion under the Cumulative Impacts of Alternative B — Proposed Action
subsection.

Impacts of regulated fishing effort and climate change are addressed in
Section 3.6.1.3 under the Impacts of Alternative A — No Action subsection.

Section Title: Proposed Mitigation Measures; Section: 3.6.1.8; Page: 3.6.1-77;
PDF Page: 619; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted: (Table 3.6.1-
37) Please provide additional detail about particular mitigation measures
listed in Table 3.6.1-37 and in this section to ensure the reader understands
the measure and potential contributions to reducing expected impacts. For
example, more detail is needed regarding incident reporting, specifically the
reference to compensation thresholds. It is unclear what these thresholds are
or how they would affect compensation. Such detail is needed to assess what
incidents and therefore impacts would be covered by compensation
measures. If incidents require responsive actions that could increase impacts
to fishing operations depending on the nature of that response. Therefore, it
is unclear how such a measure will reduce impacts as these measures could
result in indirectly and unintentionally increasing impacts to fisheries and
associated communities. Similar to comments we made on the Empire Wind
FEIS additional detail is needed for the fisheries compensation/mitigation
fund to enable the reader to conclude that it could reduce impacts to
fisheries and affected communities.

Basing compensation on impacts listed in Table 3.6.1-15 could underestimate
realized impacts to affected entities and communities because it is based on

The incident reporting threshold outlined in 30 CFR 585.831is $25,000. The
description of this mitigation measure in the table (now Table 3.6.1-39) has
been updated to be clearer about this.

BOEM expects that commercial fisheries revenue loss will primarily result
from the presence of OSW structures in the Lease Area, which is entirely
within federal waters. Therefore, BOEM expects that the revenue exposure
values developed from GARFO-permitted vessels operating in the Lease Area
will be sufficient for determining compensation for displacement of fishing
activity. As provided in Table 3.6.1-39, Atlantic Shores will be required to
conduct an analysis of impacts on shoreside seafood businesses in ports that
are expected to be impacted by the Proposed Action. The compensation fund
will be based on both the revenue exposure analysis provided in Section 3.6.1
Commercial Fisheries and For-Hire Recreational Fishing of the EIS (e.g., Table
3.6.1-15) and the analysis of shoreside impacts. For long-term impacts during
the operation of the Proposed Action, BOEM recommends that, at minimum,
lessees consider the following payment structure be available for claimants:
100 percent of revenue exposure for the first year after construction, 80
percent of revenue exposure 2 years after construction, 70 percent of
revenue exposure 3 years after construction, 60 percent after four years, and
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data that is not reflective of all fisheries operations that may be affected by
this project and does not include long-term impacts through the operational
life of the project or contributions of this project to cumulative regional
impacts.

As we have observed in other regional wind projects, boulder relocation
could result in substantive impacts to fishery operations (e.g., over 6000
boulders were relocated from one project alone). For previous projects
impacts from such activities were not accounted for in associated NEPA
analysis and therefore associated compensation plans. Similar to the fisheries
mitigation/compensation plan until the details of the boulder relocation plan
are known it is not possible to conclude that these measures would reduce
impacts to fisheries.

50 percent after five years post construction. Compensatory mitigation
beyond 5 years post-construction may be necessary and should be evaluated
based on the activities proposed in the COP.

Additional information regarding boulder relocation have been added to
Section 3.6.1.5 under the “Cable emplacement and maintenance” IPF.
Presence of boulders is expected to be minimal and limited to the OECs, and
boulder removal would likely be performed using subsea grab, a method with
minimal seabed impact. Boulders would be relocated as close as practical to
their original location and only to the extent required to allow for cable
installation and are anticipated to remain within the surveyed OEC.

Section Title: Comparison of Alternatives; Section: 3.6.1.9; Page: 3.6.1-79;
PDF Page: 621; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted: Please include
language analogous to the text from Section 3.6.1.6 indicating that the
benefits to commercial fisheries from any of the alternatives reducing the
number of wind turbines relative to the proposed action would outweigh any
loss of benefits to party-charter fisheries from more structures in the water.
This is important to convey the overall benefits to fisheries at large
particularly commercial fisheries from the reduction of wind turbines in these
other alternatives.

The following text has been added to Section 3.6.1.6:

“Given that the presence of WTGs in the water is expected to have adverse
impacts on commercial fisheries that outweigh the beneficial impacts on for-
hire recreational fisheries, the reduction in WTGs under Alternatives C, D, and
E is expected to result in slightly reduced overall impacts on commercial and
for-hire recreational fisheries compared to the Proposed Action.”

A similar statement is already included in Section 3.6.1.7.

Section Title: Impacts of Alternative B — Proposed Action on Other Uses

3.6.7-24; PDF Page: 796; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted:
Please remove the word 'could' as scientific surveys will be affected during
the construction and operations of the proposed action.

Scientific Research and Surveys Presence of Structures; Section: 3.6.7.5; Page:

Edit has been made to the text replacing “could” with “would.”

Section Title: Impacts of Alternative B — Proposed Action on Other Uses

3.6.7-24; PDF Page: 796; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted:
Please replace the term "Federal Survey Strategy" with "Federal Survey
Mitigation Strategy."

Scientific Research and Surveys Presence of Structures; Section: 3.6.7.5; Page:

Edit has been made to include the word “Mitigation.”

Section Title: Impacts of Alternative B — Proposed Action on Other Uses

Scientific Research and Surveys Presence of Structures; Section: 3.6.7.5; Page:

Edit has been made to include this language under the Cumulative Impacts of
Alternative B — Proposed Action, Scientific Research and Surveys.
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3.6.7-25; PDF Page: 797; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted:
Please state explicitly that the planned maximum-case scenario for WTG
blade tip height would exceed the aerial survey altitude within the wind farm.
The increased altitude necessary for safe survey operations could result in
lower chance of detecting marine mammals and sea turtles.

Section Title: Proposed Mitigation Measures; Section: 3.6.7.8; Page: 3.6.7-30;
PDF Page: 802; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted: (Table 3.6.7-2.)
Please include proposed Mitigation measure(s) that address both project-
specific survey mitigation as well as cumulative effects of not being able to
conduct long standing surveys consistent with the NMFS/BOEM Final Survey
Mitigation Strategy for the Northeast U.S. Region.

BOEM has developed a measure to require lessees to work with NMFS on a
survey mitigation agreement for individual offshore wind projects. This
BOEM-proposed mitigation measure has been added to Table G-3 in
Appendix G, Mitigation and Monitoring, and Table 3.6.1-39 in Section 3.6.1.8

Consistent with NMFS and BOEM survey mitigation strategy actions in the
NOAA Fisheries and BOEM Federal Survey Mitigation Implementation
Strategy - Northeast US Region, Atlantic Shores would be required to submit
to BOEM a survey mitigation agreement between NMFS and Atlantic Shores.
The survey mitigation agreement would describe how Atlantic Shores would
mitigate the Project impacts on NMFS surveys. At a minimum, the survey
mitigation agreement would describe actions needed and the means to
address impacts on the affected surveys due to the preclusion of sampling
platforms and impacts on statistical designs. Other anticipated Project
impacts on NMFS surveys, such as changes in habitat and increased
operational costs due to loss of sampling efficiencies, may also be addressed
in the agreement.

The survey mitigation agreement would identify activities that would result in
the generation of data equivalent to data generated by NMFS’s affected
surveys for the duration of the Project. The survey mitigation agreement
would describe the implementation procedures by which Atlantic Shores
would work with NMFS to generate, share, and manage the data required by
NMFS for each of the surveys impacted by the Project. The survey mitigation
agreement would also describe Atlantic Shores’ participation in the NMFS
NEFSC Northeast Survey Mitigation Program to support activities that would
address regional-level impacts for the surveys listed above.

(D.A1-1) NMFS requests that BOEM remove the last sentence above D.A1-1:
"The content of these tables has been vetted by cooperating agencies to the
EIS and therefore has been included in whole for their use in impact and

The sentence highlighted by the commenter has been deleted from Appendix
D, Ongoing and Planned Activities Scenario, of the Final EIS.
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cumulative analyses and for ease in reference by the reader." The content of
this table has not been "vetted" by all cooperating agencies. The content and
organization are similar to a table in the Vineyard Wind EIS. However, the
content and structure of this table has been changed.

Section Title: Ongoing and Planned Activities Scenario; Section: D.1; Page: D-
4; PDF Page: 10; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted: (Table D-1)
The entry for marine mammals does not include the Gulf of Mexico LME and
Canadian Scotian Shelf even though they are included in Section 3.5.6. NMFS
requests it be added it to the table.

The Scotian Shelf is included in Table D-1. The Gulf of Mexico LME has been
added to the table.

Section Title: Appendix D; Section: Global; Comment from NMFS unless
otherwise noted: It appears the Gulf of Mexico and the Canadian Scotian
Shelf are not incorporated in the discussion of planned and ongoing activities
but they are part of the GAA for marine mammals as indicated in Chapter 3.
NMFS requests these both be incorporated as applicable.

Ongoing and planned activities within the Gulf of Mexico have been added to
Appendix D, Ongoing and Planned Activities Scenario, of the Final EIS and are
now referenced in Section 3.5.6, Marine Mammals, and Section 3.5.7, Sea
Turtles.

The Canadian Scotian Shelf lies outside the U.S. exclusive economic zone
(EEZ), and thereby outside of U.S. jurisdiction. Ongoing and planned activities
are within Canadian jurisdiction and are unknown to BOEM at this time.

Section Title: Ongoing and Planned Activities Scenario; Section: D.1; Page: D-
4; PDF Page: 10; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted: (Table D-1)
Please edit the marine mammal text to reflect what is provided above in
Appendix D-1 and requested changes to Section 3.5.6 as the definition of the
GAA so it reads "This area is intended to capture the general movement
range for the marine mammal species that could be affected by the Project."

The requested revision has been made to language in Table D-1.

Section Title: Mitigation and Monitoring; Page: G-50; PDF Page: 52; Comment
from NMFS unless otherwise noted: (Table G-2) We recommend that BOEM
revise BOEM-proposed mitigation measure 3 (fisheries
compensation/mitigation fund) to ensure that all details are provided in
sufficient time to facilitate meaningful public input and responsive changes to
the fund well in advance of fund establishment. As proposed the lessee must
develop a compensation fund within 1 year of COP approval and at least 90
days before establishing the fund during which time a 45-day review and
(presumably) public comment period will occur. We are concerned that the
time provided may not be sufficient time for the public to provide and the
lessee to incorporate meaningful feedback that could result in revisions to

BOEM does not require a stakeholder review to be incorporated into the
development of the fisheries compensation fund. However, the developer is
required to have a fisheries communication plan. As described in the
commercial fisheries engagement strategies for the Atlantic Shores Fisheries
Communication Plan, Atlantic Shores would engage with fishermen to
establish a set of guiding principles and procedures for determining any
required mitigation, including fisheries compensation claims. The Atlantic
Shores South Fisheries Communication Plan is available at the link below:
https://www.atlanticshoreswind.com/wp-
content/uploads/ASOW_FCP_Version_1.3-rev.pdf.
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the compensation fund. Unlike previous compensation processes mostly
facilitated through the Coastal Zone Management Act federal consistency
review it is unclear how involved the affected public may be in developing
this fund and how their participation may influence fund amounts and the
associated claims process. The lack of transparency in this proposed measure
could undermine the effectiveness and acceptance of this mitigation
measure. Further the establishment of this fund after COP approval limits the
ability of the public to evaluate the effectiveness of this measure at reducing
fishery impacts as suggested in Table 3.6.1-37 of Section 3.6.1. To ensure
future project EISs fully evaluate fishery impacts we strongly recommend
BOEM require the development of compensation plans before finalization of
the FEIS and COP approval.

As described in Table 3.6.1-39, Atlantic Shores must commit to establishing a
fisheries compensation fund that is consistent with BOEM’s draft Guidance
for Mitigating Impacts to Commercial and Recreational Fisheries and is based
on the revenue exposure analysis for fisheries summarized in Section 3.6.1,
Commercial Fisheries and For-Hire Recreational Fishing of the EIS. This BOEM-
proposed mitigation measure establishes the framework that Atlantic Shores
will use to develop the fisheries compensation fund.

Section Title: Appendix G: Mitigation and Monitoring; Page: G-5; PDF Page:
7; Comment from NWS Table G-1: OCE-01. What data is being collected from
these buoys and what forum will the data be shared with the public?

COP Volume |, Section 2.2, Physical Oceanography and Meteorology, explains
that the metocean buoys would monitor weather and sea state conditions.
The buoy would contain various instruments measuring wind, wave, water
level, currents, as well as parameters such as air and water temperature, air
pressure, and conductivity. Data collected has been made public via
https://www.atlanticshoreswind.com/mariners/. The link has been added to
OCE-01 in Appendix G, Mitigation and Monitoring.

Section Title: Appendix G: Mitigation and Monitoring; Page: G-5; PDF Page: 7;
Comment from NWS: (Table G-1: OCE-02) What are these site-specific
metocean conditions and how are they determined?

Metocean conditions can be found in the COP Appendix II-B: Metocean
Reports.

Section Title: Appendix G: Mitigation and Monitoring; Page: G-5; PDF Page: 7
Comment from NWS:(Table G-1: OCE-03) What qualifies as “extreme
weather” and is this consistent for all past/future structures?

Extreme weather, such as storms and hurricanes, are described in more detail
in the COP Volume I, Section 2.2.1, Affected Environment.

Section Title: Appendix G: Mitigation and Monitoring; Section: Appendix G.
Table G-1.; Page: G-34; PDF Page: 36 Comment from NOS/IO0S: (Table G-1)
In the row for "Measure Number/Name" AVI-11 within Table G-1 please
remove "NOAA |100S Office" from the list of "BOEM'’s Identification of the
Anticipated Enforcing Agency"—since as an oceanographic office the NOAA
100S Office is not responsible for the NEXRAD WSR-88D or the FAA TDWR
systems (which are meteorological radars).

Text in Table G-1 has been revised accordingly.

Section Title: Appendix G: Mitigation and Monitoring; Section: Appendix G.
Table G-2; Page: G-51; PDF Page: 53 Comment from NOS/IOOS: (Table G-2)

Text in what is now Table G-3 has been revised accordingly.
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Updated language for NOAA 100S oceanographic HF-radar wind turbine
interference mitigation has been developed by the 100S Surface Currents
Program in consultation with NOAA's Office of General Counsel and provided
to BOEM's Andrew McGuffin and team. This table needs to be updated to
reflect this new language. Accordingly in the row for item #4 "Radar
interference" replace the "Description of Agency-Proposed Mitigation and
Monitoring Measures" with the following: 1. High-Frequency Radar
Interference Analysis and Mitigation. The Lessee’s Project has the potential
to interfere with oceanographic high-frequency (HF) radar systems in the U.S.
Integrated Ocean Observing System (I00S) which is managed by the 100S
Office within the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)
pursuant to the Integrated Coastal and Ocean Observation System Act of
2009 (Pub. L. 111-11) as amended by the Coordinated Ocean Observation and
Research Act of 2020 (Public Law 116-271 Title 1) codified at 33 U.S.C. 3601—
3610 (referred to herein as “I00S HF-radar”). I00S HF-radar measures the
sea state including ocean surface current velocity and waves in near real
time. These data have many vital uses (“mission objectives”) including
tracking and predicting the movement of spills of hazardous materials or
other pollutants monitoring water quality and predicting sea state for safe
marine navigation. The U.S. Coast Guard also integrates I00S HF-radar data
into its Search and Rescue systems. The Lessee’s Project is within the
measurement range of 1 |00S HF-radar system operated by Old Dominion
University in Assateague Island MD and 14 I00S HF-radar systems operated
by Rutgers University in: Bradley Beach NJ; Brant Beach NJ; Brigantine (long-
range) NJ; Brigantine (medium-Range) NJ; Cape May Point NJ; Hempstead NY;
Loveladies NJ; Moriches NY; North Wildwood NJ; Sandy Hook NJ; Sea Bright
NJ; Seaside Park NJ; Strathmere NJ; and Wildwood NJ.. 1.1 Coordination Due
to the potential interference with I00S HF-radar and the risk to public health
safety and the environment the Lessee is obligated to mitigate unacceptable
interference with I00S HF-radar from the Lessee’s Project at all times the
Lessee’s Project is in operation. Interference is considered unacceptable if as
determined by BOEM in consultation with NOAA’s I00S Office I00S HF-radar
performance is or may become no longer within the specific radar systems’
operational parameters or fails or may fail to meet 100S’s mission

objectives. 1.2 Mitigation Approval After the above coordination at least 60
calendar days prior to completion of construction or initiation of commercial
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operations (whichever is earlier) the Lessee must submit to BOEM
documentation demonstrating how it will mitigate interference with 100S HF-
radar at all times during operation of Lessee’s project. If after consultation
with the NOAA 100S Office BOEM deems the mitigation acceptable the
mitigation will be considered required as a term of this permit. 1.2.1 If at any
time the NOAA I00S Office or a HF-radar operator informs the Lessee that
the Project will cause a HF-radar system to fall outside of its operational
parameters or fail to meet mission objectives the Lessee must notify DOI of
the determination as soon as possible and no later than 30 calendar days
from the date on which the determination was communicated. 1.3 Mitigation
Agreement. Lessee is encouraged to enter into an agreement with the NOAA
100S Office to implement mitigation and any such Mitigation Agreement may
satisfy the requirement to mitigate interference with I00S HF-radar. The
point-of-contact for development of a Mitigation Agreement with the NOAA
100S Office is the Surface Currents Program Manager whose contact
information is available at https://ioos.noaa.gov/about/meet-the-ioos-
program-office/ and upon request from BOEM. A Mitigation Agreement may
serve the purpose of implementing Sections 1.2. If there is any discrepancy
between Section 1.2 and the terms of a Mitigation Agreement the terms of
the Mitigation Agreement will prevail. 1.4 Mitigation Implementation
Mitigation required under Section 1.2 must address the following: 1.4.1
Before rotor blades are installed within the Project and continuing
throughout the life of the Project until the point of decommissioning where
all rotor blades are removed Lessee must make publicly available via 100S
near real-time accurate numerical telemetry of surface current velocity wave
height wave period wave direction and other oceanographic data measured
at Project locations selected by the Lessee in coordination with the NOAA
100S Office. 1.4.2 If requested by the NOAA 100S Office Lessee must share
with 100S accurate numerical time-series data of blade rotation rates nacelle
bearing angles and other information about the operational state of each
turbine in the WDA to aid interference mitigation. 1.5 Additional Notification.
If a mitigation measure other than that identified in Section 1.2 is agreed to
by the Lessee and BOEM in consultation with the NOAA I00S Office then the
Lessee must submit information on the proposed mitigation measure to DOI
for its review and concurrence. If after consultation with the NOAA 100S
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Office BOEM deems the mitigation acceptable the mitigation will be
considered required as a term of this permit.

Section Title: Global; Comment from NMFS unless otherwise noted: Please BOEM will ensure all tables, graphs, and figures in the FEIS are 508 compliant.
ensure all table graphs and figures are 508 compliant in order to ensure
sufficient public access and review.

N.4.1.2 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Table N.4-2. Responses to Comments from USEPA [BOEM-2023-0030-1240]

Comment Response

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the Bureau of | Comment acknowledged.
Ocean Energy Management’s (BOEM) Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) for the Atlantic Shores Offshore Wind South Project (the Project)
pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Council on
Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508) and our NEPA
review authority under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act. EPA serves as a
cooperating agency for the Project and in that capacity actively coordinated
with BOEM throughout the entire NEPA process. Our input to BOEM included
scoping comments (October 28 2021) input on the purpose and need and
alternatives considered for the Project and review of the administrative DEIS
(April 13 2023).

Atlantic Shores Offshore Wind LLC (Atlantic Shores) proposes a wind energy
facility situated in federal waters located 8.7 miles (14 kilometers) from the
New Jersey shoreline at its closest point. The wind energy facility would
consist of two projects Project 1 having a capacity of 1510 megawatts (MW)
and Project 2 having a targeted capacity of 1327 MW together known as
Atlantic Shores South (The Project). The Project would consist of up to 200
wind turbine generators inter-array cables up to ten offshore substations two
onshore substations and eight transmission cable routes making landfall at
two New Jersey locations. The DEIS evaluates the No Build Alternative in
addition to five alternative configurations including options intended to avoid
potential impacts to sensitive areas or cultural and historical resources. The
construction and operation of the Project could result in a wide range of
impacts to resources that are within EPA’s areas of jurisdiction and expertise.
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Based on our review of the DEIS, EPA has identified environmental concerns
and deficiencies in the analysis that should be addressed in the Final
Environmental Impact Statement. We offer the attached detailed technical
comments to strengthen the assessment of air quality impacts alternatives
the consideration of environmental justice various marine and water quality
impacts and climate resiliency. The enclosed comments are intended to be
consistent with our ongoing work in the Region to support local communities
and reduce environmental impacts. In addition, we recommend close
coordination with federal state local agencies and tribes with relevant air
water and natural resource responsibilities and interests throughout the
Project implementation.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on this DEIS. EPA looks
forward to the receipt and review of the Final Environmental Impact
Statement and we are committed to continuing to work with BOEM
throughout the NEPA process and in the future especially as full projects
come to fruition.

The DEIS characterizes most alternatives as causing similar impacts despite
there being measurable differences in some of the alternatives (for example
Alternatives C and D 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 which precludes a meaningful
comparison of impacts across the various alternatives presented. 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
guantitative comparison of impacts across alternatives (when applicable) that
would justify the selection of the proposed alternative.

BOEM believes the analysis in the EIS provided appropriate level of detail and
comparative analysis among alternatives in order for the public and decision
maker to distinguish the impacts between alternatives. The level of analysis
and detail by alternatives is commensurate with other BOEM offshore wind
EISs.

The DEIS includes consideration of the repair or installation of a new
bulkhead and maintenance dredging in coordination with Atlantic City’s
dredging of the adjacent basins which are necessary for the use of the
Operations and Maintenance (O&M) Facility. However, the DEIS lacks a
guantitative evaluation of impacts associated with this connected action to
resource areas such as water quality and air quality. EPA recommends that
additional details and quantitative analyses as applicable be included in the
DEIS to support the impacts determinations made for the connected action.

The maintenance dredging will be completed by the City of Atlantic City in
conformance with permits obtained from USACE (CENAP-OPR-2021-00573-
95) and NJDEP (Dredge Permit No. 0102.20.0001.1 LUP 210001). Atlantic
Shores is pursuing a USACE Nationwide Permit 13 to install the bulkhead and
will comply with all regulations and measures stipulated therein. Site-specific
studies and models to analyze water quality and air quality impacts, if
requested by USACE and/or NJDEP, would be covered under those permit
applications, which is separate from this EIS.
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EPA recommends that BOEM consider distinguishing between minor and The distinction between “minor” and “moderate” is a qualitative evaluation.
moderate air quality impact level classifications. Additionally, the impact level | Because emissions levels alone do not determine concentrations, setting an
definitions do not appear to pertain to greenhouse gas emissions. impact level based on emissions is subjective.

Because no project has GHG emissions large enough to make a measurable
difference to climate impacts, BOEM does not assign impact ratings
specifically to GHG emissions.

Based on the information presented in the DEIS it is unclear how a The determination of "minor" impacts is a qualitative evaluation. Because
determination of minor impacts to air quality can be made. The EIS states emissions levels alone do not determine concentrations, setting an impact
that “construction activity would occur at different locations and could level based on emissions is subjective. The air quality modeling performed for
overlap temporally with activities at other locations including operational the project estimates that NO2 concentrations would be within the NAAQS.

activities at previously constructed projects. As a result, air quality impacts
would be minor shifting spatially and temporally across the air quality
geographic analysis area”. While the location of the construction moves
spatially and temporally the emissions are large and are continuous for at
least 2 years for each project alone. To provide a sense of the magnitude of
these emissions it is anticipated that NOx emissions during construction of
the Project would be at the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS)

levels.

EPA is also very concerned with the potential adverse impacts to the The visibility analysis was conducted as part of the OCS air permit application
Brigantine Wildlife Refuge Class | Area. Based on the information provided in | which is currently under review by EPA and USFWS. BOEM expects that the
Table 3.4.1-11 visibility impairments are likely to exceed the Federal Land applicant will provide additional information as requested by EPA and

Managers’ Air Quality Related Values (AQRV) Workgroup thresholds. Based USFWS.
on the information provided in Table 3.4.1-11 visibility impairments are likely
to exceed the Federal Land Managers’ Air Quality Related Values (AQRV)
Workgroup thresholds. We recommend that project impacts on visibility in
Class | areas be stated clearly within the DEIS. EPA also encourages BOEM to
consider including mitigation measures to prevent and offset emissions.
Additionally, we note that these impacts outlined above are independent of
the potential cumulative air quality impacts that may be expected given the
overlapping construction and operation of adjacent wind farms within the
geographic analysis area.

Table 3.4.1-8. shows the maximum modeled concentrations across all Section 3.4.1.5 of the EIS assesses cumulative impacts of offshore wind
construction activities and displays the modeled concentration for NO2 is development based on the predicted emissions from the projects. The
187.6 (ug/m3) where the NAAQs is 188 (ug/m3). These modeled results do determination of impact levels is a qualitative evaluation. Because emissions

not include the emissions of subsequent or concurrent construction of other

Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental DOl | BOEM

Impact Statement

N-53



Comment Response

offshore wind projects. Appendix D Table D-3 indicates that in 2026 several guantities alone do not determine concentrations, setting an impact level
other offshore wind projects in the New York / New Jersey area will be based on emissions is subjective.

involved in construction activities and the DEIS states that overlapping
construction activities could result in higher levels of impacts. EPA suggests
BOEM justify its conclusion that the adverse impacts to air quality would be
moderate and not major during construction phase of the project.

Page 3.4.1 of the DEIS states “The air quality geographic analysis area as References to the CAA OCS permit have been removed from the discussion of
shown on Figure 3.4.1-1 includes the airshed within 25 miles (40 kilometers) | the geographic analysis area.

of the WTA (corresponding to the [Outer Continental Shelf (OCS)]OCS permit
area) and the airshed within 15.5 miles (25 kilometers) of onshore
construction areas and ports that may be used for the Project. The
geographic analysis area encompasses the geographic region subject to
USEPA review as part of an OCS permit for the Project under the Clean Air
Act(CAA).” EPA requests that BOEM remove the references to the CAA permit
for the following reasons: The OCS permit does not consider the onshore
construction emissions or their impacts. It only assesses air quality impacts
from the OCS source related overwater emissions and existing background
concentrations. The air quality impact evaluation from these emissions are
expected to extend onshore at a distance where the modeled impacts from
the overwater sources diminish. The OCS permit area is defined with a
distance of 25 nautical miles around the overwater emission sources located
on the OCS. The reference to determining the size of the air shed for the
purpose of the OCS permit for the project under the CAA should be clarified.
That is the size of the air quality impact analysis (or air shed) for the permit is
different in each case and depends on several factors such as the size of the
emissions the dispersion characteristics and the distance to Class | areas (in
this case Brigantine Wildlife Refuge.)

Furthermore, emissions regulated and permitted under the OCS permit are The EIS fully describes and quantifies air emissions from the Project, both
only a subset of emissions that would be expected from construction of the those emissions that are subject to Clean Air Act permitting, and those
Project or alternatives. For the purposes of NEPA the DEIS should fully and emissions not covered by the OCS permit. As stated in the Atlantic Shores

clearly evaluate whether all air emissions from the Project including South COP, Volume Il Section 3.1, the maximum Project Design Envelope
emissions not covered by the OCS permit will cause or contribute to a new (PDE) analyzed to assess potential effects to air quality is the maximum
violation of the NAAQS increase the frequency or severity of any existing offshore and onshore build-out of the Project. Air emissions calculations use
violation of the standards or delay timely attainment of the standards. an amalgam of the different options identified for each step of the

construction process, and the different options for O& M. The calculations
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Alternatively, BOEM could ensure no adverse impact on the NAAQS from
these emissions by demonstrating that they are contemporaneously offset.

apply layers of conservatism in estimating the intensity and duration of each
activity, and in calculating total air emissions that are expected to be
conservatively high estimates of overall Project air emissions used for air
dispersion modeling. The expected actual impacts from the modeled sources
and “other” emissions sources not specifically included in the modeled (e.g.,
onshore construction activities) are not expected to result in any
exceedances or violations of the applicable NAAQS.

Page 3.4.1.1 Description of the Affected Environment and Future Baseline
Condition references the need to meet the NAAQS. Perhaps the paragraph
should also state that for the OCS permit the source must also meet the
Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) of Air Quality Increments for
both Class | and Class Il designated areas (including areas overwater). A PSD
increment is the maximum allowable increase in concentrations over the
baseline area. The increment values may be found in 40 CFR Part 51.21(c).

The PSD increments are discussed later in the section (see EIS page 3.4-20
and Table 3.4.1-9).

Table 3.4.1-1. National and New Jersey ambient air quality standards:
Perhaps this Table should either include a column with the PSD Class | and Il
increments or an additional Table for the PSD Class | and Il increments. (There
is also a Class lll classification but it is not applicable since there are no Class
Il areas in the country). Please note that the national 24 hour and annual SO2
NAAQS have been revoked. However, the 24-hour and annual SO2 PSD
increments remain effective.

The PSD increments are discussed later in the section (see EIS page 3.4-20
and Table 3.4.1-9).

Please note that the averaging time in footnote 3 related to the New Jersey
Suspended Particulates is incorrect. The 24-hour average is based on the
Highest 2nd-highest while the annual average is based on the highest. See:
https://casetext.com/regulation/new-jersey- administrative-code/title-7-
environmental-protection/chapter-27-air-pollution- control/subchapter-13-
ambient-air-quality-standards/section-727-133-ambient-air-quality-
standards-for-suspended-particulate-matter

Footnotes to EIS Table 3.4.1-1 have been corrected.

It should be noted that the modeled air quality impacts of the NAAQS and
PSD increments denoted in Table 3.4.1-8 and Table 3.4.1-9 are not final since
the modeling analyses are undergoing revisions and have not yet been
approved by EPA.

A note has been added to the EIS at page 3.4-20 explaining this.

Table 3.4.1-9. Estimated ambient concentration increases for construction
(ug/m3) compared to PSD increments. The second column from the right lists

The missing values have been added to the table, which is now Table 3.4.1-
10.
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the PSD Class | and Il increments. The NO2 Class | increment should be 2.5
pg/m3 rather than 2. It is also missing the annual PM10 and annual PM2.5
Class | increment which are 4 ug/m3 and 1 ug/m3 respectively. The Table is
also missing the annual PM10 Class Il increment which is 17 ug/m3. Further
all of the 24-hour increments are based on the Highest 2nd Highest values
(H2H) rather than the H.

Footnote 1 should be corrected. (i.e., Concentrations of CO and SO2 were not
modeled because USEPA has not established PSD increments for these
pollutants.) EPA has indeed established increments for SO2 but it was not
modeled because currently Atlantic Shores claims that the emissions are
below the significant emission rates.

Footnote 1 to the table, which is now Table 3.4.1-10, has been corrected.

EPA is supportive of the commitments by the project proponent to reduce air
quality impacts including: using engines manufactured and installed to meet
or exceed emission control requirements and intended to minimize emissions
for vessels (AQ-01; AQ-02; AQ- 03; AQ-05) the use of low-sulfur fuels and
compliance with fuel sulfur limits (AQ-04) and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6) leak
detection and monitoring (AQ-08). We also support the commitment to
implement a dust control plan during construction (GEO-14).

Comment acknowledged.

EPA recommends BOEM consider mitigating adverse air quality impacts
through additional measures including but not limited to: (1) diesel emission
reduction activities within the project area including through replacing older
model-year engines on marine vessels with newer cleaner engines; (2)
requiring the project proponent to pursue procurement of the most efficient
and lowest emitting vessels available during the vessel-contracting stage of
the project; and (3) implementing idling restrictions and other emission
reduction best practices for ports such as vessel speed reduction
requirements. More information regarding air emissions reduction methods
at ports can be accessed at https://www.epa.gov/ports-initiative.

Atlantic Shores has committed to several emission reduction measures as
described in the Final EIS Appendix G, Table G-1. As described in Table G-1
under measure AQ-03, Atlantic Shores will use the best available engines.
Atlantic Shores will not own or operate the vessels used during construction;
although they will be under contract to the project, they will be owned and
operated by independent vessel operators. Repowering or retrofitting
emission controls to these vessels may not be feasible for several reasons:
implementation of emission reduction measures beyond those already
present on a particular construction vessel would require the independent
operator of that vessel to take it out of operation for an extended period of
time, either to retrofit its existing marine engines with additional add-on
pollution controls, or to repower the vessel by replacing its existing marine
engines with new, higher-tier engines. Retrofitting or repowering the marine
engines on existing vessels would require dry docking of the vessels and
potentially redesign. Dry docking would result in extensive delays and costs.
Vessel schedule commitments are set several years in advance of
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construction. Redesign may not be technically feasible due to onboard space
constraints or, for older vessels, other design constraints.

For O&M, Atlantic Shores can specify the vessel used through long-term
contracting or outright purchase. Atlantic Shores is actively evaluating
opportunities to use liquefied natural gas or hydrogen as the primary fuel for
the main CTVs or service operations vessel (SOV) to be used for routine O&M.
The primary CTV or SOV to be used for O&M will likely be newly built and will
meet top-Tier EPA marine engine standards for new construction. Nonroad
engine emissions will be minimized using engines compliant with 40 CFR
1039, Control of Emissions from New and In-Use Nonroad Compression-
Ignition Engines, i.e., Tier 4 engines, where practicable.

As described under measure AQ-05, Atlantic Shores will implement BMPs and
investigate the use of innovative tools and/or technologies to minimize air
emissions from vessel operations. BOEM will encourage Atlantic Shores to
implement idling restrictions and other emission reduction best practices for
ports such as vessel speed reduction requirements.

EPA requests that BOEM include additional information on anticipated The maintenance dredging will be completed by the City of Atlantic City in
emissions and air quality impacts associated with the connected action due conformance with permits obtained from USACE (CENAP-OPR-2021-00573-
to bulkhead repair or replacement and dredging activities. As currently 95) and NJDEP (Dredge Permit No. 0102.20.0001.1 LUP 210001). Atlantic
presented, the DEIS does not include any quantitative information on these Shores is pursuing a USACE Nationwide Permit 13 to install the bulkhead and
air quality impacts. Such information should be presented in the form of a will comply with all regulations and measures stipulated therein. Site-specific
table and directly incorporated into the impacts determination for the studies and models to analyze water quality and air quality impacts, if
Project. requested by USACE and/or NJDEP, would be covered under those permit

applications, which is separate from this EIS.

Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions Executive Order 13990 (E.O. 13990 86 FR Comment acknowledged.
7037; January 20 2021) urges agencies to “consider all available tools and
resources in assessing greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and climate change
effects of their proposed actions”. On January 9 2023 Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) published interim guidance effective
immediately to assist federal agencies in assessing and disclosing climate
change impacts during environmental reviews. CEQ indicated that agencies
should use this interim guidance to inform the NEPA review for all new
proposed actions and may use it for evaluations in process as agencies deem

Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental DOl | BOEM

Impact Statement

N-57



Comment

Response

appropriate such as informing the consideration of alternatives or helping
address comments raised through the public comment process. EPA
appreciates that the DEIS highlights the potential benefits associated with the
Project with respect to GHG 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
(Table 3.4.1-7).

While the Project may provide beneficial impacts to air quality to the extent
that energy produced by the Project may displace energy produced by fossil-
fueled plants EPA emphasizes the importance of not expressing the overall
project-level or cumulative GHG emissions relative to state or national GHG
emissions (presented in Table 3.4.1-12) as it diminishes the significance of the
climate damages caused by project-scale GHG emissions and the cumulative
nature of the climate crisis. Rather we recommend a comparison of the
project's life cycle emissions in the context of state GHG reduction goals.

Table 3.4.1-12 does not include a comparison of project-level or cumulative
GHG emissions relative to state or national GHG emissions, consistent with
Council on Environmental Quality guidance. Project emissions relative to New
Jersey’s GHG reduction goals are discussed in Section 3.4.1-5.

Additionally, although there are substantial avoided emissions for the
operational lifespan of the Project (Table 3.4.1-7) the estimates do not
include emissions from deconstruction and further do not reflect upstream
emissions associated with raw material extraction processing and
manufacturing of components. This information would provide the most
accurate account of Project-level impacts.

Atlantic Shores has not estimated emissions from decommissioning. Section
3.1.2.1 of the COP states, “the decommissioning phase will likely be
sequenced in the reverse order of construction, and vessels used to complete
offshore decommissioning activities may resemble those used during
installation. To the extent that these vessels combust fossil fuels, they will
have effects associated with air emissions. Atlantic Shores is optimistic that
current trends in vessel engine design will continue or accelerate; that is,
vessel engines will become significantly cleaner and more efficient between
now and when decommissioning will occur. Therefore, Atlantic Shores
anticipates the quantities of vessel air emissions during decommissioning to
be significantly lower than the quantities estimated for construction.”
Upstream emissions are discussed in section 3.4.1.5 of the EIS.

EPA appreciates the incorporation of estimations of the Social Cost of GHGs
to depict potential climate benefits. EPA suggests clarifying the methodology
for monetizing the avoided impacts and clearly identifying the lifetime of the
project related to this analysis.

The methodology for monetizing impacts is described in detail in IWG (2021)
and is discussed in section 3.4.1.5 of the EIS. The operating lifetime of the
Project is assumed to be 30 years for purposes of estimating SC-GHG.

EPA recommends that BOEM consider the Project 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

Information has been added to EIS Section 3.4.1.5 on the compounding
impacts of climate-related vulnerabilities.
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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. The DEIS should fully consider the
compounding impacts of climate-related vulnerabilities in the assessment of
the Project.

EPA believes that the document would benefit from a more robust The U.S. Global Change Research Program Fourth National Climate
consideration of climate change risks to the Project in the description of the | Assessment provides regional assessments of predicted climate impacts for
affected environment. This should include consideration of climate resiliency | 10 different geographic areas of the United States. Focusing on the existing

measures particularly for infrastructure that may be vulnerable to the and potential climate change risks that could potentially affect the Projects,
impacts associated with climate change (such as sea level rise more frequent | the Fourth National Climate Assessment notes the following climate-related
storms etc.). impacts in the northeast region of the United States:

e Average annual temperatures in the northeast are projected to rise
between 4.0°F and 5.1°F by 2050 relative to the near-present average,
with an increase in the number and intensity of extreme heat events,
especially in highly urbanized areas;

e Rainfall intensity has increased, with monthly precipitation projected to
be about 1 inch greater during December through April by the end of the
century;

e Sea level rise along the mid-Atlantic coast (from Cape Hatteras to Cape
Cod) is occurring at three to four times the global average rate, due to
land subsidence caused by rebound effects from the melting of glaciers
after the last ice age, as well as shorter-term effects such as the recent
slowing of the Gulf Stream current;

e Average storm surge heights caused by hurricanes in the New York City
area have increased by more than 3.9 feet over the last 1,000 years,
which has coupled with sea level rise to contribute to storm surges that
reach farther inland, as demonstrated by recent events such as
Superstorm Sandy; and

e Many infrastructure systems in the northeast, particularly drainage and
sewer systems, flood and storm protection systems, transportation, and
power supply systems, are either nearing their planned life expectancy or
were not designed for projected climate variability, leading to increased
risk of disruptions.

The WTGs will be designed according to site-specific conditions, including

winter storms, hurricanes, and tropical storms, based on industry standards
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such as American Clean Power Association (ACP), International
Electrotechnical Commission (IEC), American Petroleum Institute (API), and
International Organization for Standardization (ISO) standards. All WTGs in
the Projects will be connected to the central supervisory control and data
acquisition (SCADA) system for remote monitoring and control. An
uninterruptible power supply (UPS) will power the control and protection
system in case of a grid outage to enable safe shut down of the WTG and
saving operational data. Additional back-up power systems (e.g., WTG self-
power feature, portable generators, and/or battery systems) may be utilized
to provide power for commissioning or for storm protection in the event of a
longer-term grid outage. A stormwater management system will be designed
for the onshore substation and/or converter station sites and will include
low-impact development (LID) strategies (e.g., grass water quality swales to
capture and convey site runoff, deep sump catch basin(s) to pretreat surface
runoff, etc.) designed to capture, treat, and recharge stormwater runoff.

EPA recommends that BOEM continue to coordinate with the appropriate
relevant resource agencies to ensure that water resources are protected
from impacts associated with activities under the Project. As there are
waterbodies within the geographic analysis area included on the state’s
303(d) lists there is an increased focus on ongoing efforts to improve water
quality. The DEIS should clearly indicate whether the Project would hinder or
support such efforts.

Atlantic Shores would need to ensure that any action that would affect
surface waters, including those listed as impaired under Section 303(d),
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).

EPA appreciates that the DEIS acknowledges the Barnegat Bay
Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan (CCMP) and addresses
the regulatory processes to ensure the protection of water quality and
wetlands. As the potential impacts of the Project extend beyond water
quality impacts EPA encourages BOEM to continue to consider the project
impacts on all of the CCMP goals including water supply land use and living
resources and consider mitigation measures as needed.

BOEM will consider the impacts on all CCMP goals beyond water quality and
wetlands and consider any necessary mitigation measures.

Portions of the Project including export cable landfalls onshore export and
interconnection cable routes onshore substations and Operation and
Maintenance (O&M) facilities overlay the New Jersey Coastal Plain sole
source aquifer. Potential impacts to the sole source aquifer including
activities that would affect recharge to the aquifer and groundwater quality
should be disclosed and addressed.

Atlantic Shores is aware of NJDEP water allocation requirements and will
abide by all federal, state, and local laws related to ground and surface water
quality standards by obtaining all applicable permits. Atlantic Shores would
be required to implement the terms and conditions of the applicable permits.
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While the Water Quality section discusses the waterbodies within the BOEM has described the water quality affected environment, including all the
geographic area and current impairments, we recommend that BOEM impaired waterbodies designated under CWA Section 303(d), and the water
attempt to quantify the extent that the Project would contribute to existing uses are non-attaining in EIS Section 3.4.2.1. Atlantic Shores would need to
impairments or cause new impairments to waterbodies. ensure that any action that would affect surface waters, including those listed

as impaired under Section 303(d) (e.g., 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 S