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         July 27th, 2020 
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45600 Woodland Road 
Sterling, Virginia 20166 
 

Re:  Supplement to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Vineyard 
Wind LLC's Proposed Wind Energy Facility Offshore Massachusetts; Docket No. 
BOEM-2020-0005 

  
Dear Dr. Cruickshank: 
 
The Responsible Offshore Development Alliance (RODA) submits the following comments regarding the 
Supplement to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) for the Vineyard Wind offshore wind 
energy (OSW) project in federal waters off of New England.1 RODA is a national membership-based 
coalition of fishing industry associations and fishing companies committed to improving the compatibility 
of new offshore development with their businesses. 
 
First and foremost, we applaud the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM), Department of Interior, 
and cooperating agencies for the decision to prepare the SEIS to analyze the cumulative impacts of the New 
England proposed OSW projects. For years, and since they were first aware of the possibility of large fields 
of turbines being built on fishing grounds, commercial fishermen have stated that impacts to both marine 
resources and their livelihoods will occur far beyond a state- or project-specific level due to the regional 
nature of fishing and the interconnectedness of marine ecosystems. Until the preparation of the SEIS, no 
effort had ever been made to understand impacts on the appropriate scale. 
 
Unfortunately, while the SEIS represents a vast improvement over past practices, its analysis highlights the 
severity of impacts to fishing resources, businesses, and communities. United States OSW development 
from the very beginning has never been approached as a process to balance the needs of multiple ocean 
users and thoughtfully consider important environmental goals: maintaining sustainable seafood production 
and reducing carbon emissions. Rather, the statutory authority lacks specificity on how to effectively plan 
for OSW development, and BOEM’s regulatory process is driven by a propensity to “unleash markets” by 
getting a project—any project—to the other end of a perceived minefield of adversity, rather than a 
thoughtful and deliberate approach to maximize our ocean’s conservation and natural resource potential. 
This flawed approach, in which other interests have been deconflicted through site avoidance up front, with 
commercial fishing relegated to consideration only at the end-stages of project permitting, could have been 
avoided had previous requests from fishermen been heeded. Instead, this festering problem has now become 
somewhat of a hamartia for smooth OSW implementation.  

To that end, the SEIS makes clear these major fundamental flaws in the OSW planning process, long raised 
by fishermen, that have led to the failure to adequately mitigate impacts. Its numerous analytical 

 
1 85 Fed. Reg. 35952 (June 12, 2020). 
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deficiencies also plainly evidence an unacceptable level of uncertainty and risk at this late phase in the 
planning for this large-scale new ocean use. 

These comments reference many documents previously submitted to the regulatory record with BOEM or 
cooperating agencies. For the sake of brevity, the key issues from them are summarized and those full 
documents are incorporated by reference. It also incorporates two new expert peer reviews, attached herein 
as Appendices VI and X, which constitute a scientific and economic analysis, respectively. 

Each section explains procedural and analytical errors and provides minimum additional work or mitigation 
required to correct flaws should this project move forward. Note that these minimum suggestions are not 
overall acceptable solutions to many or even most fishermen and would not be enough to de-risk the full 
buildout of 1400 square miles of ocean. Rather, they constitute “band-aids” to the problems of OSW and 
fisheries conflicts writ large in the event that OSW construction begins before appropriate fisheries 
consideration occurs. Significantly more work and foundational change needs to occur in order to provide 
lasting assurance that OSW will not lay waste to America’s first industry throughout its emergence.  
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I. Planning 

We repeat here that the procedure for developing this new ocean-based industry of unprecedented scale is 
fundamentally flawed. Indeed, from the vantage point of fishermen, fisheries scientists, or managers, it is 
nothing short of chaotic. While the SEIS partially evaluates impacts to fishing, its range of alternatives is 
already constricted by the most important decisions that have already been made at state- and project-
specific levels. There has never been a dedicated, equitable, comprehensive advance planning process that 
included fishermen or fisheries experts and such a process is urgently needed. 

a. A Fractured Process 

Decentralization of key project decisions among various state and federal processes, each with limited 
coordination with the others, leads to a permitting process in which there is no meaningful ability to plan 
OSW in a way that minimizes fisheries conflicts.  

Federal Review 

Balancing fisheries interests with OSW interests cannot be adequately addressed through the NEPA process 
alone as it is currently implemented. BOEM has only conducted this SEIS at the penultimate stage of project 
permitting, and decision points in the SEIS are limited to those with a federal nexus. In reality, most project 
decisions have already occurred at the state level—most without any meaningful opportunity for 
consideration of fisheries or even public comment opportunities. 

This process stands in stark contrast to how other conflicting ocean uses are addressed in the “Smart from 
the Start” regulations and in practice. The Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act, as amended by the Energy 
Policy Act of 2005,2 provides a list of items to be “considered” in planning for OSW, but little guidance as 
to how to do so. BOEM has been consistent in its interpretation that essentially all potential OSW conflicts 
are considered and addressed through the Call Area and Area Identification processes. For example, 
BOEM’s proposed Path Forward included “Proposed Factors for Identification of Offshore Wind Forecast 
Areas” which exclude areas for leasing based on National Sanctuary or Monument status, Department of 
Defense activities, and traffic routing schemes, and promote leasing in areas that are greater than 10 km 
from shore (to minimize viewshed conflicts), those with economic incentives (i.e., state subsidies), and 
those in which the wind industry has expressed interest.3 High-value fisheries areas—either by economic 
value or ecological importance—were not included.4 

In contrast to its early recognition of other interests, BOEM has consistently stated that the entire planning 
and surveying process, from area identification to lease issuance to survey and assessment activities, has 
negligible impacts to fishing, and only once a Construction and Operations Plan (COP) is reviewed do 
fisheries impacts merit analysis. Their argument is that no binding or irreversible project decisions have 
been made to that point, and that fisheries interactions can be effectively de-conflicted through preparation 
of the Environmental Impact Statement immediately preceding final project approval. Some examples of 
these statements include: 

 
2 See 43 U.S.C. §§ 1337(p). 
 
3 83 Fed. Reg. 14881 (Apr. 6, 2018). 
 
4 Although BOEM announced finalization of “The Path Forward” on June 11, 2019, no information is publicly 
available as to what is included except for a commitment to use the regional ocean data portals to “identify important 
user groups.” See https://www.boem.gov/renewable-energy/renewable-energy-path-forward-atlantic. 
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• “After lease issuance but prior to COP approval, BOEM retains the authority to prevent the 
environmental impacts of a commercial wind power facility from occurring.”5 

• A developer’s investment in a lease is “made with full awareness that its proposals for a wind 
energy facility may be rejected and that it may never construct or operate such a facility.”6 

• BOEM does not consider the impacts resulting from the development of a commercial wind power 
facility within the WEA, to be reasonably foreseeable at [the time of lease issuance]. Based on “the 
experiences of the offshore wind industry in northern Europe, the project design and the resulting 
environmental impacts are often geographically and design specific, and it would therefore be 
premature to analyze environmental impacts related to potential approval of any future COP at this 
time.”7  

Despite these clear statements that project-controlling design decisions cannot be made before project 
finalization, BOEM, states, and developers have already made project-controlling decisions regarding 
design parameters that have now severely restricted the range of alternatives in the SEIS. This was clearly 
seen in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Vineyard Wind project, which failed to 
thoroughly analyze any alternative in which turbines had more than 1-mile spacing and primarily analyzed 
only a “diamond-shape” turbine spacing (aligned NW-SE), based on the developer’s statement that alternate 
layouts would be economically unfeasible and therefore equivalent to the “no action” alternative.8,9 As we 
know, this proposed layout has been changed in the SEIS—but only after Secretarial intervention. This 
situation highlights the absurdity of leaving fisheries-related analysis to the final project phases. 

States’ Roles 

A prime cause of the lack of fisheries considerations in the OSW process is the decentralization of decision 
making between federal and state governments. While the “One Federal Decision” policy clearly delineates 
roles and responsibilities for large infrastructure projects amongst federal agencies, there is no similar 
authority that describes such relationships with states. As a result, federal and state regulators each appear 
to be reacting to the others’ actions in the following feedback loop that prevents any meaningful or 
deliberate consideration of seafood production: 

• BOEM’s state (now moving toward regional) Task Forces convene, review studies, consider lease 
siting; Task Forces do not allow public participation and include next to no fisheries experts (at 
most one National Marine Fisheries Service representative and one from each relevant state 
fisheries management agency). 

 
5 Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Commercial Wind Lease Issuance and Site Assessment Activities on the 
Atlantic Outer Continental Shelf Offshore New York: Environmental Assessment, OCS EIS/EA BOEM 2016-042 
(June 2016), at 1-7. 

6 Fisheries Survival Fund v. Jewell, 2018 WL 4705795 (D.D.C. Sept. 30, 2018). 
 
7 Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Commercial Wind Lease Issuance and Site Assessment Activities on the 
Atlantic Outer Continental Shelf Offshore New York: Environmental Assessment, OCS EIS/EA BOEM 2016-042 
(June 2016), at 4-132. 
 
8 Vineyard Wind DEIS at 2-16; see also Letter from Erich Stephens, Chief Development Officer, Vineyard Wind to 
Grover Fugate, Executive Director, Rhode Island Coastal Resources Management Council (Nov. 19, 2018) at 18 (“it 
is not possible to reorient the entire project in an east west direction”). 
 
9 See Appendix V for RODA’s full comments on the Vineyard Wind DEIS. 
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• BOEM identifies lease areas, stating it will consider fisheries impacts at EIS review after COP 
submission. 

• State sets production goals based on leased areas and interstate competition and fast-tracks 
procurement. 

• Developers, in an attempt to keep up with procurement timelines, have rush to survey area for 
turbines and cable and develop proposal. 

• State awards power purchase agreement to developer at lowest cost, locking in project design 
parameters. 

• Developer, under contractual deadline, drafts layout and cable route in order to meet contract terms, 
submits Construction and Operations Plan. 

• BOEM performs full project environmental review on COP. 

At the point BOEM conducts its review (i.e. now), there is almost no flexibility within the project price or 
design to accommodate project changes. To the extent that certain states have attempted to include policies 
on the front or back end of this process—that is, through procurement requirements or federal consistency 
review under the Coastal Zone Management Act—they are only concerned with fishermen living in their 
state. Furthermore, intense interstate competition surrounding the power purchase agreements limits the 
ability of states to require projects to include fisheries protections if doing so will increase the project cost, 
unless the state directly passes those costs along to rate payers. Due to the high relative cost of OSW energy, 
this is not a viable option. 

What happens throughout this process is that, at each of these phases, fishermen ask states, OSW 
developers, and BOEM to consider their input and modify the projects to minimize fishing impacts. In 
response, states argue that such modifications are within BOEM's purview as the lead action agency on 
environmental review. BOEM indicates (as evidenced in the DEIS and SEIS) that the states’ power goals 
and contracts set the range of alternatives for consideration. And OSW developers interpret this infuriating 
cycle as fishermen simply trying to unfairly delay their projects. So tell us, who is responsible for ensuring 
“coexistence?” 

Need for Interstate Coordination 

A possible solution that RODA has attempted to foster is increased interstate coordination. If states could 
set aside the atmosphere of competition surrounding power contracts, it would greatly improve outcomes 
for regional fisheries, which do not occur along state lines. To date, our requests to this end have been 
largely ignored. 

As stated elsewhere in this letter and in previous comments, federally permitted fishermen are authorized 
to fish in federal waters and often operate across large areas adjacent to multiple states. Their prime fishing 
grounds, or landing facilities, are often located far from their “home” port due to regulatory, resource, and 
market conditions. These fishermen simply cannot be effectively engaged in multiple OSW-related state 
processes at once, and there have been ceaseless examples of state-led efforts, from the BOEM State Task 
Forces to individual state working groups and beyond, completely overlooking fishing sectors that will be 
greatly affected by actions until after decisions are made. 

This issue has been raised time and again. In but one example, earlier this year RODA and more than 50 
member, and non-member, signatories from fishing businesses in the Gulf of Maine states requested support 
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for a regional fisheries working group, in order to begin organizing fisheries data and communication efforts 
at the earliest stages of planning.10 There has been no progress on this common-sense request. 

Instead, most states rely on their authorities under the Coastal Zone Management Act to perform project 
review and even impose requirements on projects not contemplated through the BOEM leasing process. As 
discussed more in Section II below, this has led to unequitable outcomes and a fragmented ability of 
fishermen (and even their government relations experts) to understand, inform, or predict what will happen 
next. The application of federal consistency, and the specific policies within each state, seem to be in 
constant flux and this is exacerbated by an ongoing rulemaking at the National Ocean Service directly 
relevant to this issue that is entirely opaque.11 

One positive example of a state adopting a regional approach to addressing fisheries and OSW conflicts are 
the efforts made by the New York State Energy Research and Development Authority (NYSERDA). 
Following efforts established during the development of the New York State OSW Master Plan, NYSERDA 
has convened its Fisheries Technical Working Group with the appropriate spatial scale for NY Bight 
fisheries and has endeavored to reduce duplication of effort with other states with regard to research and 
discussion topics. This has led to several successful initiatives including a timely workshop to examine 
fishing vessel transit needs in the NY Bight, open communication with fishermen regarding opportunities 
and barriers to OSW workforce coordination, and more. However, even with the best intentions and a strong 
understanding of how to work toward improved outcomes, a regional approach such as NYSERDA’s is 
necessarily limited by the extent to which other states commit to joint work, or reasonable division of work, 
rather than repeat the same discussions in multiple fora with little forward progress. 

We recommend that BOEM take a leading role in fostering interstate coordination, and actively support 
others’ efforts to do so. This would be expected to increase the likelihood of successful integration of 
offshore energy development into current activities such as fishing.  

b. Consistent Calls for Reform 

As noted above, we won’t repeat the overwhelming concerns and faults in the planning process, but do note 
that fisheries professionals have repeatedly called for its wholesale reform. We are aware of significant 
coverage in OSW-centric media publications attempting to paint the fishing industry’s request to simply be 
considered as eleventh-hour “delay tactics” or “NIMBYism,” but in fact this input has all occurred well 
within BOEM’s permitting timeline during the appropriate comment periods and as soon as the information 
to inform them was publicly available. While not an exhaustive list, some examples of these 
communications are described below. 

MAFAC 

The Marine Fisheries Advisory Committee (MAFAC), a federally-chartered panel representing a diverse 
set of perspectives from commercial, recreational, aquaculture, environmental, academic, state, tribal, and 
seafood and consumer fisheries interest groups, is tasked with advising the Secretary of Commerce on an 
ongoing basis as an expert source for consultation during the development of marine resource policy. Just 
days ago, MAFAC transmitted recommendations articulating concern about the rapid pace of OSW 
development and the fisheries- and seafood production-related challenges it imposes. Specifically, the 
MAFAC report addresses: 

 
10 See Appendix IX. 
 
11 84 Fed. Reg. 8628 (Mar. 11, 2019). 
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1. Unfunded mandates for NMFS and impacts on annual surveys and other science enterprise 
activities; 

2. Lack of understanding about potential cumulative impacts to the marine environment; 
3. Lack of a national, strategic approach to engage multiple stakeholders; and 
4. Funding needs and potential sources to address unfunded mandates on NMFS as well as to 

potentially mitigate losses to displaced commercial and recreational fishing businesses.  

We urge BOEM to work with the Department of Commerce to fully address each of these 
recommendations, attached as Appendix XI. 

BOEM Requests for Feedback 

As far back as September 2015, BOEM issued a Request for Feedback on the State of the Renewable Energy 
Industry”12 and received multiple comments representing fishing interests including the Fishermen 
Involved in Natural Energy, Pacific Seafood Processors Association, Pacific Whiting Conservation 
Cooperative, Southern Oregon Ocean Resource Coalition, United Catcher Boats, Phoenix Processor 
Limited Partnership, Long Island Commercial Fishing Association, Fisheries Survival Fund, Massachusetts 
Lobstermen’s Association, and Seafreeze Ltd. These detailed comments universally stated opposition to 
BOEM’s leasing process due to a lack of a clear, transparent structure for working with fishermen and 
raised many of the other issues addressed in this letter. In particular, several raised concern that BOEM 
only conducts a full EIS at the late stages of project permitting and that the fragmentation of key decisions 
between local, state, and federal government prevents effective fisheries consideration. What’s remarkable 
is the high degree of uniformity in these comments—despite these groups being located all across the 
country and most having no communication with the others. Despite the consistency in concerns, these 
issues have never been addressed as there has been no change to BOEM’s approach or regulations.   

In 2018, when it prepared the “Path Forward” policy, BOEM again requested feedback regarding its 
proposed approach.13 Again, comments from diverse entities reflected the continuing failures to consider 
fisheries impacts mitigation in a timely manner and warned of significant downstream conflict if 
unaddressed. Some of the comments included: 

• New Bedford Port Authority: “In other words, avoiding conflict and potentially significant 
economic loss requires extensive due diligence up front. That has not happened here.” 

• New England Fishery Management Council: “At present, the impacts of windfarm construction and 
operations, including the possible cumulative effects of multiple projects, are not evaluated at all 
during the leasing stage… In particular, fisheries are routinely assessed on a landscape scale and 
we strongly disagree with their exclusion from this planning process.” 

• Atlantic Capes Fisheries: “Reading our comments [to BOEM] from 2012, I can only note with 
regret that BOEM adopted none of the policies we recommended... Unfortunately the disconnect 
between federal leasing policies and the state policies for the commitment of creditworthy buyers 
of offshore wind electricity (e.g. state electric purchasing policies) has resulted in the frustration 
of good development and the increase of conflict with the commercial fishing industry that I 
predicted in my comments to BOEM in 2011.” 

 
12 80 Fed. Reg. 58786 (Sept. 30, 2015). 
 
13 83 Fed. Reg. 14881. 
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• The Ocean Conservancy: “Partnership with states and stakeholders to continue to improve 
governance and collaboration is of the utmost importance.” 

• American Waterways Operators: “AWO continues to be concerned that navigation conflicts are 
considered too late in the WEA siting process. The navigation safety needs of the towing industry, 
indeed of all vessel operators, should be considered before areas have been initially identified... 
The current BOEM process does not treat the process holistically, potentially harming the 
economic and environmental future of the nation.” 

• USCG: “However, it is critical to resolve issues of [navigational] concern prior to Area 
identification to ensure transparency with all entities.” 

We are unfortunately now seeing the fruition of these predictions, through no fault of the fishing industry. 
To repeat, none of these concerns have been addressed in the regulatory process. 

In addition to raising these comments to the Secretary of Commerce and BOEM, those with a deep 
understanding of fisheries operations and management have repeatedly called for a holistic planning process 
through the Regional Planning Bodies,14 project specific environmental reviews (including earlier comment 
periods for the Vineyard Wind project), and even through a lawsuit focused on the New York Bight lease 
area.15 

c. Fishing engagement 

We briefly, but emphatically, note the concern often raised by fishermen and long-understood by fisheries 
managers; most people working in the fishing and seafood industries are not comfortable engaging in 
standard written public comment processes nor in public hearings (much less when such hearings are 
conducted via webinar). Instead, they select representatives such as RODA and other associations to speak 
on their behalf. This streamlining of comments is not evidence of a lack of interest or affectedness on their 
part; indeed, the 3052 signatures on the petition submitted to this docket show the extent of this community 
and their concerns. In contrast, OSW developers and their trade associations have coordinated large-scale 
letter-writing and media campaigns that find far more willing targets in urban citizens with far greater 
fluency in writing and computer work, most of whom are not personally affected by OSW development in 
any manner. We urge BOEM not to interpret disparities in the number of comments received as indicative 
of apathy. 

d. Joint Work with Developers 

As stated in the preceding sections, the current process in which offshore wind development is unfolding 
in the U.S. is flawed. And yet, RODA has consistently tried to promote novel ways to better engage both 
the fishing and OSW industry to minimize conflicts to the extent possible. In the spirit of cooperation, 
RODA continues to partner with developers in a number of ways including at a regional level, through the 
Joint Industry Task Force, at a project level, with individual developers and fishermen, and by supporting 
unbiased science and research on interactions between OSW and fisheries.  

 
14 See, e.g., Letter from Fisheries Survival Fund to Northeast Regional Planning Body (June 2, 2015), available at 
http://www.fishermensvoice.com/images/LetterFromFSFToNERPB.pdf (“Often the public, including affected 
stakeholders, is unaware of proposals and developments until far too late in the process to make meaningful 
engagement or planning efforts, if it is even possible at all. For example, under the “Smart from the Start” initiative 
for offshore wind farm permitting, BOEM only issues a Call for Information from the public after energy companies 
spend substantial time and money resources developing specific bids for a Wind Energy Area”). 
 
15 Fisheries Survival Fund v. Jewell, 2018 WL 4705795 (D.D.C. Sept. 30, 2018). 
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Joint Industry Task Force 

In January 2019, the Joint Industry Task Force was formed from RODA members and commercial offshore 
renewable energy developers with the mutual interest in promoting coexistence amongst OSW energy and 
commercial fishing practices. The guiding principles of the Joint Industry Task Force emphasize identifying 
areas of conflict and cooperative solutions, minimizing impacts to fisheries and protecting coastal 
communities, and providing a forum for direct communication among industries.  

The Joint Industry Task Force has had reasonable success in its nascent tenure. Members have 
crowdsourced recommendations for navigational aids and prepared a guiding document with input from 
the fishing industry writ large and renewable energy developers. With the Special Initiative for Offshore 
Wind, we have hosted multiple educational forums for information exchange between the industries that 
help frame the current state of play and limitations on both industries. But most importantly, the Joint 
Industry Task Force provides a forum for fishing and OSW representatives to come to the table, build 
relationships, learn about the other’s industry, and think of creative solutions to some of the foreseeable 
problems of building out these infrastructure projects.  

Unfortunately, for both the OSW and fishing industries, the planning process was being determined as the 
initial stages of projects were unfolding, leading to an inadequate process for OSW development that 
prioritized some stakeholders over others. While the Joint Industry Task Force has had some successes, it 
is still limited by the existing framework and planning processes set forth by the regulating federal and state 
agencies. We hope these regulatory concerns can be addressed to foster continued growth and success of 
the Task Force. 

 Project-Specific 

In addition to the Joint Industry Task Force which works between a wide array of fishermen and all the 
lease-holding developers, RODA has also had some success facilitating project-specific meetings and 
webinars to address unique and location-specific concerns while protecting the proprietary information of 
OSW companies and fishermen. Specifically, we have been successful in the Mid-Atlantic region working 
with project leads from the Empire Wind (Equinor) and Ocean Wind (Ørsted) lease areas. Because these 
areas are not as far down the planning process path, these companies have indicated the willingness and 
ability to work directly with fishermen outside of a formal federal or state process to better incorporate their 
concerns in layout planning and design to minimize conflicts. Unfortunately, projects in Southern New 
England are at a disadvantage in this regard.  

As referenced later in this document, we reference a productive meeting between Vineyard Wind staff and 
RODA members to better understand the Massachusetts fisheries mitigation plan. RODA members found 
this direct industry to industry sharing of information beneficial and future negotiations with all involved 
parties would be more productive if held regularly and prior to the signing contracts.   

 Science Efforts 

We strive to the extent possible to work with OSW developers and others to improve common 
understanding of issues concerning fisheries and offshore wind. We fully appreciate these joint efforts are 
the cornerstone to building toward a future of collaboration. For example, in the two years since RODA's 
formation we have spoken at several OSW conferences and served on the Advisory Panel for a Consortium 
for Ocean Leadership Industry Forum on the Development of U.S. Offshore Wind, often at the invitation 
of OSW developers.  
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Across the board, there is a recognition of the need for a full comprehensive understanding of how 
widespread OSW development will impact ocean resources and the communities that rely on the coast. 
RODA has worked extensively with many developers to support and bolster regional science and 
monitoring of the interaction between these industries. RODA was a founding member of the Responsible 
Offshore Science Alliance (ROSA) and has put in countless hours and resources to supporting the 
organization. Working with developers, RODA has helped with the visioning process of ROSA to ensure 
transparent regional research with sustained and active participation of the fishing industry. Direct input 
from the fishing industry and supported communities is fundamental and thus far has not been fully captured 
by existing efforts.  

Under the guidance of the Memorandum of Understanding with BOEM, NOAA/NMFS and RODA, RODA 
has received funding from NOAA for a State of the Science Workshop: Fisheries and Offshore Wind, which 
will result in the development a white paper and hosting of a workshop summarizing the existing literature 
and help develop a research agenda with and for ROSA. This workshop will be held in October 2020 and 
the white paper will incorporate recommendations from subject matter experts and workshop participants. 
We will continue working with agencies, developers and the fishing industry to further support a strong 
science agenda through this project.   

RODA has three additional ongoing projects poised to better inform the siting, planning and mitigation 
processes of offshore wind development in the hopes of better informing all relevant parties.  

i. Fisheries Knowledge Trust: Regulatory efforts have struggled to describe fishing practices with 
the detail required to evaluate potential tradeoffs and mitigate competing ecosystem uses 
related offshore energy development. By using individual data queries and spatial datasets, our 
Fisheries Knowledge Trust project can test fishermen’s hypotheses and enable them to produce 
maps and reports documenting the knowledge they collect on the water (funded by 
NYSERDA). 

ii. Improving the Ocean Data Portals: The Northeast Regional Ocean Council and Mid-Atlantic 
Regional Council on the Ocean have partnered with RODA to engage commercial fishermen 
in the development of updated maps and data for the Northeast and Mid-Atlantic Ocean Data 
Portals. The goals of this project include increased collaboration with the fishing industry on 
the development of products that represent their interests and improved fishing industry trust 
in regional data products and the data that are being used to inform decisions.  This will be 
achieved by partnering with fishing industry representatives and organizations to determine the 
need and potential uses for fisheries data products, to design and review draft products, and to 
develop documentation and communications about the appropriate application and use of final 
data products that are available on the ocean data portals (funded by NROC/MARCO). 

iii. Strategies and Tools to Address Commercial Fishing Access: RODA is working with National 
Renewable Energy Laboratory to develop and analyze a realistic set of OSW project scenarios 
to better understand how to minimize access constriction to fishermen and reduce risk to vessels 
and gear. The scenario development will provide a better understanding of the technical 
characteristics and constraints for a wind project located within specified wind energy areas or 
draft wind energy areas in the NY Bight (funded by NYSERDA). 
 

Additionally, we recognize that some developers have also made efforts to improve fisheries research and 
monitoring plans. Ørsted has made recent improvements to its direct work with the fishing industry, 
including several webinars with federal, state, and industry experts to gain feedback on its draft fisheries 
monitoring plans. It has also hired a full-time Ph.D. fisheries scientist to further its work in this area. RODA 
supports this proactive approach that Ørsted has taken to incorporate strong fisheries science at upfront.  

RODA will continue to work on collaborative efforts with developers, federal, and state agencies to ensure 
fishermen’s input is better incorporated into offshore wind development.  
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II. Mitigation 

Compensatory mitigation, in its current form, is insufficient and must be revised with direct and 
comprehensive consultation with the fishing industry. RODA repeats, and cannot emphasize enough, the 
comments it submitted to the DEIS docket regarding mitigation: 

RODA strongly disagrees with the approach Vineyard Wind has taken to addressing the 
mitigation of impacts to fishing activities and resources, which . . . has primarily been 
approached through concurrent state-based methods that have been poorly integrated into 
the federal approval process. As we have expressed in the past, we believe that the 
development of a common framework for such “mitigation” must be done in a transparent, 
holistic, and well-structured manner that includes impacts from the wide variety of affected 
fishing businesses. Moreover, an appropriate mitigation plan must follow the principles of 
first avoiding conflicts, then minimizing those that are unavoidable, mitigating the impacts 
from new development through appropriate use of communications and technology, and 
finally—only once those have been adhered to—considering compensation for any residual 
losses.  

The single most important question underlying the responsible development of OSW—and whether it can 
be completed in a way that does not pose intolerable risk to fishing and marine ecosystems—is whether 
adequate mitigation has been incorporated into project design. Mitigation can take the form of avoiding, 
minimizing, or compensating for effects caused by a proposed action or its alternatives.16 The most 
important mitigation measures are the first two, as fishermen’s shared goal is to preserve healthy 
ecosystems and continue fishing, rather than be paid for damages. 

Unfortunately, avoiding and minimizing impacts are not prioritized in the OSW process. The SEIS 
references the Vineyard Wind COP at Volume III, Table 4.2-1 and 4.2-2 for a list of mitigation measures 
that are considered in its analysis. For fisheries, these include: (1) the lease area being sited to avoid 
locations of high fisheries value,17 (2) ensuring project activities are communicated to fishermen; (3) 
development of a fisheries monitoring program (discussed in Section IV (c) below); (4) commitment to 
display required lighting; (5) provision of electronic charts to fishermen; (6) marking turbines for visibility; 
(7) leaving a large portion of the WDA undisturbed;18 and (7) a reiteration that ongoing activities will be 
communicated to fishermen. These commitments—although they do follow BOEM’s Best Management 
Practices, further highlighting structural flaws in the process—have nothing to do with minimizing and 
avoiding impacts to fishing and are purely informative in nature.  

Further, the SEIS indicates on p. 3-101 that “Vineyard Wind has committed to voluntarily establish gear 
loss and revenue compensation funds for fishing interests in Rhode Island and Massachusetts, which is 
intended to compensate for gear and/or revenue losses over the life of the Project... Future mitigation 
measures may reduce some of the economic impacts on the commercial and for-hire fleet.” Due to the 
significant procedural shortcomings in OSW to date failing to minimize conflicts through siting and design, 
this compensatory mitigation has become a central focus of fishermen with regard to the project review.  

 
16 See 85 Fed. Reg. 43304, 43350 (July 16, 2020). 
 
17 We question the effectiveness of this process, particularly the data and outreach involved in development the MA/RI 
WEAs, and reference previous comments from fisheries experts on the record regarding that process. Moreover, at no 
point during the development of the WEAs did BOEM ever analyze the fundamental question of whether there is a 
maximum size of contiguous wind projects that is desirable from an ecological perspective, including whether such 
areas should include migration corridors for protected species or other resources. 
 
18 It is unclear if this refers to the space between turbines or the Phase II project area, which is now committed to a 
Connecticut procurement under the Park City project. 
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Disturbingly, these state-required (or requested, depending on who you ask) “agreements” actually occurred 
before BOEM or any state fully considered how to mitigate impacts through avoidance or minimization. 

In its comments on the Vineyard Wind DEIS19, RODA urged BOEM to coordinate, or at least require 
development of, an appropriate, regional-scale fisheries compensatory mitigation plan. It did not. We now 
face the bizarre outcome that two states were, in practice, deputized to devise payment plans from the 
project developer through their Coastal Zone Management Act review authority. Despite compensatory 
mitigation requirements not being an enforceable policy under the Act, a series of political twists and turns 
has led to BOEM considering—as the primary fisheries mitigation tool for a federal waters project—
payments made to one state. These  decisions were negotiated with no public comment process (or private 
comment process, for that matter, as no fishing experts were consulted including Vineyard Wind’s own 
Fisheries Representatives) with payments made to an as-yet defined Trust in a second state that were 
“negotiated” through a public process but universally loathed, and absolutely no payments at all in others.  

This process for direct negotiation with states made sense when originally envisioned in the Rhode Island 
Ocean Special Area Management Plan, which was developed through extensive public input and review to 
facilitate the Block Island Wind Farm in RI state waters. However, leaving compensatory mitigation to 
individual states to design (or not design) through their widely varying Coastal Zone Management Plans 
for projects that span multiple states in both geography and impacts makes no logical—or legal—sense.   

As we, and others, have pointed out previously, the Comity Clause of the U.S. Constitution prohibits 
discrimination based on state residency. It is unclear how BOEM’s enforcement of state-led policies that 
result in different outcomes for federally permitted fisheries participants based on their state of residence 
could be constitutionally defensible, unless BOEM does not consider them in its decision whatsoever. In 
addition to these disparate outcomes, these payment schemes grossly undervalue likely fisheries losses from 
the project as they are not calculated on a cumulative scale in the state agreements. The SEIS also failed to 
consider cumulative impacts of these mitigation plans, without any prediction or assurance of how 
compensatory mitigation for other projects will be decided. The plans also did not include analysis of 
indirect impacts or multiplier impacts to shoreside businesses, and were not subject to peer review or public 
input. 

We could comment at length about the procedural and relational deficiencies with the development of each 
state plan, but defer to communications from the Rhode Island Fishermen Advisory Board that closely 
detail the flaws in that process, the letter from Massachusetts Fishermen’s Partnership does the same.20 

Since the announcement of the Massachusetts mitigation plan, Vineyard Wind staff and our members had 
a productive meeting for fishermen to better understand the context under which the plans were developed. 
This led to greater clarity about the states’ processes with regard to compensatory mitigation (although it 
would have been beneficial to have this information available from BOEM or the states prior to contracts 
being signed). What is clear is that OSW developers can follow states’ requirements regarding fisheries 
mitigation to a tee, and this will not create an equitable outcome.  

III. Transit Lanes and Maritime Safety 

We are immensely grateful that the SEIS includes Alternative F with transit lanes based on the input from 
RODA and fishing constituents of the region. From the numerous conversations with fishermen, we 
reiterate that for the majority of fisheries and gear types found in the area, 1x1 nautical mile spacing between 
turbines is too narrowly spaced for most fishing operations. Thus, if spacing remains prohibitive, access to 

 
19 See Appendix V. 
 
20 See Appendix VII. 
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viable and safe transit options becomes the single most important mitigating factor to the project design. 
RODA strongly urges BOEM to adopt Alternative F presented in the SEIS.  

a. Reliance on MARIPARS analysis  

During public hearings, comments were made in support of OSW development and included claims that 
removal of wind turbines to accommodate transit lanes will make the project financially unsound. Many of 
these claims also cited that transit lanes would be unnecessary based on the findings of the MARIPARS. 
We are concerned by these comments because the MARIPARS has several shortcomings, as stated in our 
“Request for Correction” submitted to USCG on June 29, 2020.21 

Based on the fact that the SEIS relies on the MARIPARS analysis, the MARIPARS should be considered 
“highly influential” and therefore should be subject to peer review and IQA review. The final study fails to 
address several issues brought forth during public comment on the draft MARIPARS by Dr. Thomas 
Sproul22 and RODA.23 These issues are briefly outlined below. 

Reliance on inappropriate data sources 
 

Prior to initiation of the MARIPARS study, and throughout its development, multiple fisheries groups 
including RODA informed the USCG that the majority of fishing vessels in the MA/RI WEAs are not using 
Automatic Identification System (AIS) technology, and therefore it should not be used as a primary data 
source for evaluating vessel behavior.24 These comments were echoed in workshops by the National Marine 
Fisheries Service25 and in formal comments by BOEM.26 The USCG has also stated that in June of 2018 
over 50 percent of towing vessels operating in U.S. waters transmitted incorrect AIS data27. Incorrectly 
transmitted AIS data contributed to a collision between two towing vessels in May 2020 on the Mississippi 
River28. The typical range of class A AIS is approximately 15-20 nautical miles. Unless fishing vessels are 
over 65 feet long, they are only required to have a class B AIS device, which has a shorter transmission 
range of about 8-10 miles. The technical limitations of AIS transmission implies that activity of fishing 
vessels offshore is likely to not be representative of actual fishing activity, especially when vessels are on 

 
21 See Appendix III. 
 
22 See Appendix IV. 
 
23 See Appendix II. 
 
24 See Appendix I.  
 
25 See RODA, “December 3, 2018 Workshop Documents,” https://rodafisheries.org/portfolio/december-32018-
workshop-documents/. 
 
26 See Letter from James Bennett, Program Manager, Office of Renewable Energy Programs (BOEM) to Edward 
LeBlanc, Chief, Waterways Division Coast Guard Sector Southeastern New England (June 4, 2019), available at: 
https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=USCG-2019-0131-0044 (“As AIS is only required in fishing vessels 65 
feet or greater in length, supplementing with VMS data can further characterize area vessel use”). 
 
27 See Coast Guard Maritime Commons, https://mariners.coastguard.dodlive.mil/2018/07/03/7-3-2018-is-your-
automated-identification-system-ready-for-subchapter-m/  
 
28 USCG Marine Safety Alert 04-20. May 13, 2020. Available at 
https://www.dco.uscg.mil/Portals/9/DCO%20Documents/5p/CG-5PC/INV/Alerts/USCGSA_0420.pdf?ver=2020-
05-13-090105-050 
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distant fishing grounds such as Georges Bank. Despite this clearly communicated information, the 
MARIPARS nevertheless analyzed and cited only AIS data to represent fisheries activity in the WEA. 

Unique nature of fishing vessels 
 

The MARIPARS purports to characterize appropriate turbine layouts to maintain fishing activity within the 
WEA but there is no information whatsoever as to vessels’ spatial requirements or other important factors 
when engaging in fishing (i.e. when gear is deployed and hauled). Similar to the request to use spatial data 
sets that best capture transit in the area, fisheries participants and others expressly requested the inclusion 
of this information in the MARIPARS analysis and noted that spatial needs while utilizing mobile gear are 
different than while transiting.29 The MARIPARS boldly asserts that “the recommended standard and 
uniform grid pattern provide sufficient space for certain vessels that fish in the WEA to continue fishing 
after the wind farms are constructed” with absolutely no supportive evidence, and then goes even further 
by concluding that should larger transit corridors be adopted, “the reduced turbine spacing would largely 
preclude fishing in the WEA.” Such statements would indicate that the USCG has analyzed fishing 
footprints and risks specific to the gear types used in the area and determined minimum viable spacing for 
various operations, perhaps even in differing sea states. However, this information is perplexingly absent 
from the report. 

Analytical omissions and deficiencies 
 

As stated in the comment letter submitted by RODA in March 2020 on the draft study30, there are calculation 
errors that are not addressed in the final MARIPARS. For example, based on a peer review conducted by 
Dr. Thomas Sproul, the justification of 1x1 gridded turbine placement is incorrect in at least 2 ways. One, 
the analysis fails to use the USCG’s own guidance for Closest Point of Approach for a fixed hazard and 
instead relies on methodology from a Netherlands study cited in British guidelines.31 Second, in using this 
alternative methodology to calculate adequate spacing between fixed hazards, the calculations fail to 
include an UNCLOS Safety Zone (of 500m) on each side of the “transit lane.” There are other errors clearly 
outlined in RODA’s, Dr. Sproul’s, and others’ comments submitted on the draft MARIPARS, and yet the 
final version fails to address any of those errors or provide an explanation as to why no corrections were 
made in the responses to comments section. 

Concerns associated with radar 
 

As previously stated in RODA’s comment letter on the draft MARIPARS analysis, the study arbitrarily 
ignores available information on concerns associated with radar interference. The Department of Defense 
has repeatedly raised concerns that “radar clutter (i.e. false targets) from the wind turbine blades would 
seriously impair the agency’s ability to detect, monitor, and safely conduct air operations.”32 Similar 

 
29 BOEM even repeated this request in its comments to the Draft MARIPARS on March 24th , 2020 (“BOEM again 
requests that the USCG consider objective vessel needs, such as typical fishing vessel maneuverability … each vessel 
type requires specific sea space to safely maneuver”). 
 
30 See Appendix II. 
 
31 U.K Maritime and Coastguard Agency, Marine Guidance Note 543, Safety of Navigation: Offshore Renewable 
Energy Installations (OREIs) - Guidance on UK Navigational Practice, Safety and Emergency Response (Feb. 2016). 
 
32 A brief history of the federal government’s awareness of this issue is included in U.S. Department of Energy, Federal 
Interagency Wind Turbine Radar Interference Mitigation Strategy (Jan. 2016), at 2 (available at 
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concerns have been expressed by the National Security Council,33 and in several European countries with 
existing wind arrays.34 Furthermore, an entire interagency Memorandum of Understanding has created the 
Wind Turbine Radar Interference Working Group (WTRIM) that is dedicated to identifying mitigation 
strategies for radar interference.35 The USCG has also compiled, studied, and documented a significant 
amount of information demonstrating marine radar degradation from offshore wind turbines in its review 
of the Cape Wind project as far back as over a decade ago. RODA documented all of these sources in its 
comments36  and the USCG provided no response as to why these studies were not included in the final 
MARIPARS. As numerous agencies and private sector groups from multiple industries have expressed real 
concern with radar interference from wind turbines, it is irresponsible for the MARIPARS analysis to 
dismiss this potential conflict without conducting a comprehensive investigation and clearly documenting 
what information is known and unknown. 

Until the identified concerns are addressed, it is irresponsible to solely rely on the highly influential 
MARIPARS study to draw the conclusion that transit lanes are unnecessary in the MA/RI lease block. The 
SEIS does not correct the deficiencies in the MARIPARS, therefore there is not an adequate basis for the 
1x1 nautical mile spacing for the WEAs. In the interim, we request BOEM use the best available 
information in regards to practical fishing operations and transit, which has been provided by fishermen 
and fishing groups in numerous comment letters and during public workshops37,38. Based on the outcomes 
of the workshops and engagement with the fishing industry, RODA reiterates our request to a) address the 
concerns presented in regard to the original MARIPARS study, which will support b) adoption of 
Alternative F.  

USCG personnel have indicated since the MARIPARS publication that this study is not intended to replace 
meticulous review of project-specific proposals for wind energy facilities in federal waters off of New 
England. We request that BOEM base forthcoming regulatory actions on a full, Information Quality Act-
compliant review of the record rather than the flawed MARIPARS. Additionally, in the event that 
subsequent MA/RI WEA project proposals diverge from a standard and uniform grid pattern approved in 

 
https://www.energy.gov/sites/prod/files/2016/06/f32/Federal-Interagency-Wind-Turbine-RadarInterference-
Mitigation-Strategy-02092016rev.pdf).  
 
33 Sandia National Laboratories, IFT&E Industry Report: Wind Turbine-Radar Interference Test Summary, 
SAND2014-19003 (Sept. 2014) (available at: https://www.energy.gov/sites/prod/files/2014/10/f18/IFTE% 
20Industry%20Report_FINAL.pdf). 
 
34 United States Department of Defense, Report to the Congressional Defense Committees: The Effect of Windmill 
Farms on Military Readiness (2006) (available at: http://www.defense.gov/pubs/pdfs/windfarmreport.pdf). 
 
35 U.S. Department of Energy, Federal Interagency Wind Turbine Radar Interference Mitigation Strategy (Jan. 2016), 
at 2 (available at https://www.energy.gov/sites/prod/files/2016/06/f32/Federal-InteragencyWindTurbine-Radar-
Interference-Mitigation-Strategy-02092016rev.pdf). 
 
36 See Appendix II. 
37 New England Wind Lease Area Transit Corridor Workshop Summary (Oct 2018) (available at: 
https://rodafisheries.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/08/NETransitWkshopMtgSummary10312018-Final.pdf 

 
38 New England Wind Lease Area Transit Corridor Workshop Summary (Dec. 2018) (available at: 
https://rodafisheries.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/08/CBINEWEATransitWkshopSummary12-3-
19draftCBI6AM12-10.pdf 
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previous projects, the USCG will revisit the need for informal and formal measures to preserve safe, 
efficient navigation and SAR operations. 

b. Transit directionality 

Evidence of fishing vessel transit directionality conflicts with Alternative D-2 orientation 

While we do not agree with the premise that 1 nautical mile wide “transit” lanes provide adequate spacing 
between turbines for safe and efficient navigation, we would like to draw attention to the false concession 
that this orientation and spacing will benefit transiting mariners. The 1 nm spacing proposed is along the 
N-S and E-W lines of orientation but along the diagonal the spacing is reduced to 0.7 nm. Yet based on the 
polar histograms in the SEIS (Figure 3.11-3 & 3.11-5), there are clear transit patterns for vessels in the NW- 
SE orientation.  

This demonstrates that fishermen and mariners were obviously insufficiently engaged in the final “transit” 
discussions. It seems unfair that the people who utilize the space the most, have the highest risk, and most 
to lose, were circumvented in the final discussions and the input they consistently provided (through 
workshops cited above, public comment, and conversations with developers) was ignored.  

c. Study site for radar interference 

Finally, if the Vineyard Wind 1 project is approved, RODA stresses that it is absolutely necessary to use 
this as a study site to understand and mitigate interference with marine radar. Conclusions thus far from the 
WTRIM, MARIPARS, and developers indicate not enough is known about impacts to radar on fishing 
vessels. Limited information can be learned from European WEAs and the Block Island Wind Farm, but 
the full extent of possible radar interference should be studied if this project is approved. The proposed 
larger turbines, gridded array layout, and specific radar units used on U.S. vessels are not fully understood.  

In particular, it should be stressed that any study should utilize active fishing vessels, outfitted with radar 
technology used by the industry. By better understanding marine radar interference fully, mitigation 
measures should then be implemented to improve the navigational safety for all mariners. No additional 
OSW projects should be approved unless navigational risk is mitigated through layout design and/or 
technology, based on the findings from a robust analysis of radar interference.  

 

IV. Environmental Impacts 

The use of offshore wind as a source of renewable energy is effectively a large-scale experiment to 
determine the impacts of an unprecedented amount of physical structure in our outer continental shelf 
ecosystem. There are major flaws in this experiment: (1) we have insufficient baseline data against which 
to measure induced effects; and (2) the rapid timing of construction across multiple projects does not afford 
the opportunity to evaluate impacts from the first, or others incrementally afterward. The latter makes it 
difficult to fully mitigate the impacts of these turbines because we simply do not know what all the impacts 
will be and have left no room for adaptive management. We can make some inferences based on the limited 
research on offshore wind coming from Europe and from fisheries research on our own fish stocks 
(spawning behavior, feeding, life history) but we are rapidly approaching this experiment with limited 
planning and expectations.  
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a. SCeMFIS Review 

The Science Center for Marine Fisheries (SCeMFiS) prepared an expert peer-review of the SEIS, included 
in this docket and attached as Appendix VI.39 SCeMFiS is a National Science Foundation 
Industry/University Cooperative Research Center that “utilizes academic, recreational and commercial 
fishery resources to address presently urgent and emerging scientific problems that could limit sustainable 
fisheries.” The following overview highlights some of the report’s key findings. 

The SCeMFiS report reveals that research referenced in the SEIS is inadequate to analyze impacts; fully 
characterizing them requires region-specific research. The authors state appreciation that a large amount of 
work has been done by BOEM since the publication of the DEIS but they find the SEIS wrongly concludes 
that “the overall cumulative impacts on finfish, invertebrates, and EFH would likely qualify as moderate 
because a notable and measurable impact is anticipated, but the resource would likely recover completely 
when the impacting agent was gone and remedial or mitigation action was taken.”  

RODA’s comment letter on the DEIS described some of the many gaps in the biological and habitat impacts 
analyses that included the need for species-specific research, the lack of underwater noise research, no 
consideration of changes in water flow or larval dispersion, the need to research impacts of wind energy 
removal to physical oceanographic processes and dependent biological processes, the assumption that a 
“reef effect” will occur and be positive, localized temperature changes, interactions with electromagnetic 
fields, and consequences of scour and other benthic alterations. The SEIS does not improve our 
understanding of these issues, which is unsurprising given that no directly relevant research has been done 
on wind energy areas comparable in size to what is proposed in the Vineyard Wind project SEIS. The 
analysis, while incorporating a larger spatial scale, still insufficiently analyzes the cumulative impacts for 
the entire region and instead focuses mainly on the Vineyard Wind project.  

We remain highly concerned that OSW development will occur along the coast in the absence of research 
that would provide a better understanding of the realized impacts. There is some research from Europe that 
can inform our inferences, however, some structures, e.g. the Mid-Atlantic cold pool, are unique to the U.S. 
because of their size and level of stratification. Research on the changes in stratification in the German 
Bight suggest that seasonal stratification could be impacted if enough of the stratified shelf was developed 
but that the current amount of development did not pose a risk. However, the German Bight is likely not 
analogous to the cold pool during the summer when it is highly stratified to an extent not seen in the German 
Bight; therefore, it is not possible to make any strong assumptions of impacts based on this study. Foraging, 
and other biological necessities, by marine mammals may be affected by changes in the cold pool. If the 
cold pool is disrupted and primary production is reduced, prey species would also be expected to decline, 
negatively affecting marine mammals’ food sources.  

Climate change has already begun; the SEIS analysis should acknowledge that the Northwest Atlantic 
Ocean has already experienced shifting populations of fish and invertebrates. As part of its ecosystem 
approach to fisheries management, the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council (MAFMC) has already 
begun discussing the impacts of climate change on fishery science and management.40 It is disingenuous 
for the SEIS to disregard in-progress changes by concluding that the ecosystem, to be further impacted by 

 
39 SCEMFiS Review of “Vineyard Wind 1 Offshore Wind Energy Project Supplement to the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement” (available at https://scemfis.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/07/wind_report_final-1.pdf). 
40 Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council (MAFMC). “A White Paper to Inform the MAFMC on the Impact of 
Climate Change on Fishery Science and Management.” (available at: 
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/511cdc7fe4b00307a2628ac6/t/5c5c8fa9652dea319f3f8fe6/1549569962945/M
AFMC-Climate-Change-and-Variability-White-Paper_Apr2015.pdf). 
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development, was stable and would recover after the impacting agent was removed or mitigation was 
undertaken. The water temperatures in this region are already changing; as they change, they will dictate 
where fish and their prey are distributed.  An example provided in the SCEMFiS report highlights the need 
for such an analysis; mussels (Mytilus edulis) are expected to attach to structure, such as a turbine, and 
locally affect the level of primary production depending on the level of filtration they might achieve. The 
SEIS is silent on the preferred temperature range of M. edulis; if temperatures continue to rise it is unclear 
whether this species will be present in the wind energy area by the end of the lease period. This example 
highlights that research is needed on species found in our region in order to mitigate species-specific 
impacts. Available research is limited and while it may appear to inform analyses, it likely doesn't given 
the specific life history characteristics, behavior, and localized food web dynamics that are unique to any 
ecosystem. It is imperative that we study impacts on each component of the ecosystem including the benthic 
community and its recovery from construction.  

The SEIS dismissed interactions between fish and exposure to EMF from exposed cables based on the 
assumption that exposure would be of short duration; it was not discussed as an impediment to migration. 
The SEIS does its best to describe the impacts on larval dispersion but nonetheless remains uninformative. 
The SEIS makes assumptions based on research not designed to answer the question being addressed. For 
example, to discuss the impacts on larval dispersal, the SEIS references a study (Chen et al., 2016), which 
explicitly states that it was not designed to evaluate larval dispersal impacts.  

The SEIS also discusses the potential for the wind energy areas to serve as artificial reefs, which would be 
expected to have a positive impact on the density of structure loving fish. If this reef effect was realized 
this would result in the largest artificial reef program in U.S. waters, if all possible leases were built out. It 
is not known whether the lease areas will result in a larger reef complex with interaction effects. Looking 
at tropical reef systems indicates a limitation to the positive benefits of reefs because of the “halo effect” 
where the behavior of coral head reef residents results in rings of sea grass surrounded by a maintained, 
grazed white sand ring termed halos. Under high densities, these halos can merge and eliminate the sea 
grass altogether. The behavior of these fish affects the ecosystem function, particularly under high density 
scenarios.  

The SCEMFiS report further highlights the importance of species-specific impact analysis. Species like 
surfclams that live for 30-35 years are vulnerable to the installation of turbines. These are not highly mobile 
species that can simply relocate to an area outside of the construction zone. We do not know what the long-
term impacts on such long-lived, sessile species will actually be.  

The SEIS is also deficient in its analysis relating to marine mammals. Such species are vulnerable to 
structure in the water because of the risk of collision or entanglement. This risk increases when marine 
mammals and structures or gear/lines from fishing activity (or floating turbines) interact. The SEIS does 
not sufficiently discuss changes in interactions between marine mammals and fishing gear; if both are either 
excluded from the wind energy areas then it restricts the amount of ocean available and would be expected 
to result in increased interactions. Alternatively, fishing or service vessels and marine mammals could 
interact within the wind energy area and have limited maneuverability because of the turbine layout. This 
may delay recovery of stocks, which is of particular concern for northern right whales (which in recent 
years have had significant presence in the New England project areas). A simulation study on a harbor 
porpoise population in Europe indicated the population was vulnerable to turbine and shipping noise and 
bycatch rates; these effects were additive. The extent of the proposed wind energy areas in U.S. waters 
could have substantial impacts on the fitness and population growth of marine mammals, including one of 
our most vulnerable species (northern right whale). It is unclear what mitigation plans would be feasible 
given the permanent structures being pile driven into the seabed.  
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The plans for mitigation of cumulative right whale impacts are too vague to properly comment on, and are 
not even available for projects other than Vineyard Wind. Nor do best management practices provide 
standard protocols or performance measures. We would hope that mitigation of any negative impacts on 
marine mammal populations would not affect the fishing industry by further excluding fishing from areas 
to compensate for the wind farm impacts.  

If BOEM does approve the Vineyard Wind project in the absence of an adequate scientific understanding 
of environmental impacts, we urge that Vineyard Wind be used as a research platform, with further 
construction of other lease areas delayed until sufficient efforts are underway to address inadequacies in 
research. Research projects should be designed in conjunction with fishermen to ensure sampling design is 
adequate.  

b. Surveys  

Offshore wind development will prevent the Northeast Fisheries Science Center from completing its annual 
surveys. The SEIS itself concludes that the Vineyard Wind project will have major impacts on scientific 
research and surveys. This directly impacts fishermen by increasing uncertainty in stock assessments, which 
typically results in reduced quotas. For example, the clam stock assessment does not include areas that are 
not surveyed; the region east of Nantucket is not surveyed and therefore is not included in the assessment 
despite clams being caught there commercially in the past. The economic impact of lost fishing grounds is 
exacerbated by the uncertainty created in stock assessments resulting in reduced quotas. The National 
Standard 1 guidelines require the acceptable biological catch to account for any scientific uncertainty in the 
estimate of the overfishing limit.41 Scientific uncertainty is directly related to information regarding the 
status of the stock, e.g. stock assessments, which may be based solely on federal surveys depending on the 
stock.  This represents a major unknown for the fishing industry because the magnitude of impacts will 
vary by species. These concerns have been widely cited, including through comments from NMFS. 

c. Monitoring 

Fisheries monitoring will be insufficient for the Vineyard Wind project and other near-term offshore 
development. OSW developers are required to develop fisheries monitoring plans; this is essential, 
however, their utility will be limited. They are likely to have less than two years of baseline data making it 
difficult to understand true impacts to stocks with high interannual variability. It is imperative to be able to 
detect any changes in abundance and distribution of fish and invertebrate species resulting from OSW 
development. The fishery monitoring plan for the Vineyard Wind project was only originally submitted to 
the National Marine Fisheries Service for review on February 25, 2019. At the time, NMFS didn’t consider 
it to be a viable monitoring plan, stating “the submitted plan lack[ed] sufficient detail and critical 
information to evaluate its efficacy.” Though Vineyard Wind has since made revisions to its monitoring 
plans, the planning flaws referenced above and the absence of clear requirements for fisheries monitoring 
have led to the loss of critical knowledge. It is of utmost importance that all fisheries monitoring plans for 
any offshore wind development project are scientifically sound and help to answer critical questions 
regarding impacts to populations and their stock assessments. 

We request funding be allocated to federal agencies and research institutions in order to be able to address 
these uncertainties. Priority for funding should be given to fisheries-related research, ideally through 
existing cooperative research programs, e.g. NMFS wind team, the regional fishery management councils 
and the Responsible Offshore Science Alliance (ROSA).  Fishermen and developers have come together as 
part of ROSA to increase mutual understanding and this cooperative effort should be supported; research 

 
41 50 C.F.R. § 600.310(f)(ii). 
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that directly involves fishermen would greatly benefit from fishermen’s expertise and would also have a 
higher acceptance from the fishing industry as a whole.  

V. Employment and Coastal Communities 

a. Jobs & Economics 

We maintain that the economic importance of fishing, and economic losses associated with loss of fishing 
grounds and indirect effects, have been systematically underrepresented, both through this federal 
environmental review and throughout the OSW development process. Furthermore, the SEIS analysis is at 
odds with information often put out by OSW advocates as the primary justification for rapid development: 
the creation of huge numbers of U.S. jobs. 

The SEIS lacks key information regarding the cumulative economic projections of full build-out of the 
MA/RI lease areas, including how much economic growth is attributable to the projects when federal and 
state renewable subsidies and rate payers’ increased costs are considered. It also fails to clarify significant 
uncertainty regarding how much of the promised economic and employment benefits from OSW will accrue 
to the United States, vs. how much will be directed abroad. Nor does it even attempt to predict how many 
fishing jobs will be lost or otherwise impacted due to this new ocean use, which may occur based on a 
number of reasons including resource impacts, induced management changes, insurance cost and 
availability, increased operational costs from factors such as transit time, market impacts, and so on.  We 
also reference several items in our DEIS comments that were not considered at the time, such as calculations 
of shoreside impacts to fisheries, and these remain unaddressed. 

With regard to job creation, the SEIS does little to build on the DEIS analysis, except for incorporating a 
recent report from the American Wind Energy Association absent any review of its methodology. Even 
absent an unbiased analysis, it concludes that future OSW activities will cumulatively have “overall minor 
beneficial impacts” to new employment and economic activity. 

In order to provide more transparency in the job creation projections, we reference a study completed by 
Georgetown Economic Services (submitted under this docket and attached as Appendix X, referred to as 
GES report in this letter). This study found that the projected job creation for the Mid-Atlantic and New 
England region was inconsistent with the AWEA input/output model cited by the SEIS.  

Utilizing the NREL Jobs and Economic Development Impacts model the GES report found for the  Mid-
Atlantic and New England region “2.06 - 3.17 local job-years per MW (as opposed to permanent jobs) 
could be created during the construction phase in the region, and 0.18 - 0.26 permanent jobs per MW could 
be created during the operations and maintenance phase.”  

Specific to Vineyard Wind, [the report] estimate[s] 3.92 – 5.71 job-years per MW during 
construction, while the Vineyard Wind estimate is higher, at 4.30 – 6.16 job-years per MW.  
During operations and maintenance, [the report] estimate [s] between 0.42 – 0.53 
permanent jobs per MW, while the Vineyard Wind estimate is 0.6 – 1.09 permanent jobs 
per MW.  [The] results using an alternative “employment factor” model are lower still, 
with 2.32 job-years per MW during construction and 0.16 permanent jobs per MW during 
operations & maintenance.42 

The inconsistencies in estimated jobs created using the same model is curious. One potential explanation is 
that the assumption of domestic versus foreign jobs is different between the two reports. In the GES report, 
the materials and services resulting from direct and induced jobs (estimated to about 60 percent of jobs in 
the offshore wind industry) during the construction phase are nearly 100% sourced locally as they are 

 
42 See Appendix X. 
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widely available in the U.S. As stated in the GES report, if the AWEA report input/output analysis assumed 
lower local sourcing assumptions, this may explain the difference in results between the two reports.  

Lower estimates of job-years by AWEA is problematic if the OSW industry does not plan to maximize U.S. 
hiring, especially if domestic labor is possible in the states supporting OSW.  If developers know that most 
jobs will be foreign, jobs and economic stimulus should not be a selling point for OSW.  

Equally concerning is the differences in the estimated permanent jobs (or operations and maintenance jobs) 
between these two reports. The operations and maintenance phase of an OSW project is much less labor 
intensive, provides employment long term and lasts the lifetime of the project, therefore a correct and 
realistic estimation of these types of jobs should be paramount and the total sum of job-years driven by the 
higher number of construction jobs should not be conflated with permanent jobs.  

Lastly, the analysis of the input/output models only account for gross employment impacts and does not 
include displacement of other industries. This needs to be looked at more holistically, accounting for the 
impacts of fishermen’s employment including from displacement, impacts to the resource, management 
constriction, indirect costs such as insurance and fuel, transit time and other cost prohibiting results.   

b. Social Justice 

The SEIS analyses impacts to environmental justice communities in Massachusetts and concludes that the 
cumulative impacts to these communities from the proposed OSW projects would be overall minor, but 
potentially major depending on the specific impact factor and alternative chosen. While RODA agrees that 
these impacts will be major, the SEIS analysis is purely qualitative and contains several analytical flaws. 

This section of the SEIS is too narrowly focused on Massachusetts and fails to describe or account for low-
income and diverse communities in other states such as Rhode Island and New Jersey that are heavily 
dependent on seafood production in these WEAs. It also makes no attempt to characterize demographics in 
the fisheries sector nor what is expected in the OSW sector.  

While we are not experts on the types of jobs that will support OSW construction, we do understand that 
the huge majority of them require highly specialized certifications and eligibility criteria. There is no 
indication whatsoever, in the SEIS or elsewhere to our knowledge, of how many of these jobs will be 
sourced from these communities, or on what timeline. 

The fishing industry—for which there is documented workforce information—supplies significant 
employment, if not the majority of jobs, in environmental justice communities up and down the coast,43 
including tens of thousands of jobs that are highly specialized but do not require formal training. Seafood 
processing, in particular, is heavily dependent on labor from first generation immigrants.44 There is, in fact, 
a shortage of available labor for many of these positions.45 

The unique and historic cultures of these coastal communities, heavily dependent on fishing, provides a 
strong sense of community that spreads far and wide. These cultures introduce events for the entire 
community to enjoy including the blessing of the fleet. New Bedford, MA is rich in history and tourists 

 
43 See National Marine Fisheries Service, New Bedford, MA: Community Profile,  
https://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/read/socialsci/pdf/community-profiles/MA/new-bedford-ma.pdf 
 
44  New American Economy, Sea to Table: The Role of Foreign-Born Workers in the Seafood Processing Industry 
(2017), available at: https://research.newamericaneconomy.org/report/sea-to-table-the-role-of-foreign-born-workers-
in-seafood-processing-industry/. 
 
45 Id. 
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learn about its fishing history at the whaling museum, current fishing practices at the annual Working 
Waterfront Festival, or the dangers of a life at sea when visiting the Historic Seamen’s Bethel & Mariner’s 
Home. New Bedford’s fishing community brought Portuguese culture to the south shore of MA hundreds 
of years ago and its one-of-a-kind traditions remain; this is evidenced at the very popular (and highly 
recommended by RODA staff) Feast of the Blessed Sacrament. Cities like New Bedford, Gloucester, and 
the Islands have been built by the fishing industry and that is where they see their future.  

* * * * * 

In summary, successful American fisheries are founded on an extremely complex combination of 
operational needs, market conditions, cultural and historical traditions, effective management, and robust 
science, and more. Changes in one part of the system can have reverberating effects through the rest, so it 
is imperative to understand and minimize risk to the extent possible in order to maintain healthy, safe 
seafood production and communities. 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments and your commitment to working with RODA and 
our members to improve the balancing of the goals and needs of fisheries and offshore wind energy. Please 
do not hesitate to reach out if we can provide additional information or clarification. 

 

Sincerely, 

       
      Annie Hawkins, Executive Director 

 
Fiona Hogan, Research Director 

 
Lane Johnston, Programs Manager 

      Responsible Offshore Development Alliance 
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May 28, 2019 

CAPT G. D. Case, Acting Commander 

First Coast Guard District 

408 Atlantic Avenue  

Boston, MA 02110 

Re: Port Access Route Study: The Areas Offshore of Massachusetts and Rhode Island [Docket 

No. USCG-2019-0131] 

Dear Captain Case, 

The Responsible Offshore Development Alliance (RODA) submits the following comments regarding the 

United States Coast Guard’s (USCG) Notice of Study for its Massachusetts and Rhode Island Port Access 

Route Study (MARIPARS). We are extremely appreciative that USCG has prioritized this study and urge it 

to proceed expediently but diligently to identify safe and practical transit routes for fishing vessels that 

must traverse the large proposed wind energy arrays in Southern New England. 

RODA is a membership-based coalition of fishing industry associations and fishing companies with an 

interest in improving the compatibility of new offshore development with their businesses. Our Board of 

Directors consists of representatives of commercial fishing businesses and vessels from federally- and 

state-permitted Atlantic fisheries from North Carolina to Maine. Currently our membership includes 

major Atlantic fishing associations, dealers, and affiliated businesses, plus over 120 vessels across nine 

states operating in approximately 30 fisheries. RODA does not advocate for or represent any one 

particular fishery; rather, it actively endorses only those positions that are common amongst 

commercial fishing industry participants, and it offers a platform for gathering input from a broad range 

of fishery representatives when multiple viewpoints exist. 

Our diverse membership is concerned with impacts to their businesses from the numerous areas sited 

for offshore development along the Atlantic Coast. Some of the biggest unknown consequences from 

these rapidly developing projects include changing traffic patterns, navigational safety, and port access 

conflicts. Safety is too important to be left to the discretion of those who are not navigation experts, or 

to be determined on a site-by-site basis without a holistic understanding of regional impacts of 

development. Furthermore, these decisions need to be fully informed and vetted by the governmental 

agency whose number one priority is the safety of mariners operating upon the waters of the United 

States. RODA therefore applauds USCG for initiating the MARIPARS study for the lease areas off of New 

England in order to perform unbiased review and ensure that all mariners’ needs are fully considered. 

I. Background

As referenced in the Notice of Study, various forums over the past year have attempted to address the 

identification of safe navigation routes to facilitate vessel transit through the MA/RI Wind Energy Areas 
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(WEA). Following several meetings convened by the Massachusetts Coastal Zone Management Fisheries 

Working Group, RODA held two workshops in October and December 2018 to bring fishermen together 

with offshore wind energy leaseholders, federal, and state regulators in order to find a “consensus” 

position on transit lane design. The series of meetings failed to lead to specific recommendations for 

transit lane location and width, in large part due to adjacent leaseholders’ inability to achieve 

agreement regarding the continuation of transit lanes through each wind energy site.  

 

Unfortunately, the existing regulatory process created the situation (or at least, the appearance) that 

the designation of fishing vessel transit lanes could only occur as a concession on the part of developers. 

RODA firmly believes that the preservation of traditional, historic, and sustainable commercial fishing 

should never be relegated to an afterthought of the offshore wind energy leasing process. Moreover, 

even had the leaseholders agreed to include a specific set of transit lanes in their respective project 

designs, those would not have included a full analysis of the safety and navigation considerations 

associated with the constriction, or “funneling,” of a large number of vessels into relatively small transit 

areas, which is unprecedented in this area. These analyses are absolutely critical to prevent casualties 

including the potential loss of life. 

 

The 2018 workshops elicited important feedback from the fishing industry regarding its collective 

concerns and positions regarding minimum requirements for safe transit. Meeting participants at 

RODA’s October workshop agreed that key interests informing transit lane designation should include:  

• Safety; 

• Honor traditional fishing routes; 

• Consistency across lease areas; 

• Ensure everyone’s efficiency; 

• Address multiple uses of these lanes; 

• Accommodate dynamic fisheries and potential future conditions ; 

• Considering the transit connections between array design and transit corridors around or within; 

• Data-driven decisions; 

• Address cumulative impacts; and 

• Transparent process. 

Fishing industry representatives identified the following interests to address: 

• Fishing within lanes; 

• Fishing on grounds; 

• Protect existing/historic fishing practices; 

• Fairness for different ports; 

• Efficiency; 

• Safety; 

• Business co-existence; 

• Consistency across lease areas; and 

• Research needs (e.g. maintain data sets from trawl surveys and the like). 

The December workshop further identified the following principles: 
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• Connecting fishing ports to fishing grounds (or connecting multiple fishing grounds typically 

visited on one trip) in as short a distance as possible, thereby: 

o Minimizing transit time through the WEA, and thus minimizing risk and navigational 

challenges 

o Saving time, fuel costs, crew costs, and fishing time (especially if transiting occurs “on 

the clock” as some fishery management plans require per regulation); and  

o Minimizing time to market for fresh product.1 

• The transit corridors must serve holistically to facilitate transit and any final approach must be a 

“package” rather than individual, singular routes. 

With regard to the map referenced in the Notice of Study, we note that it does not represent a formal 

recommendation from RODA nor any of its members. Rather, it was a working document developed 

during our December 2018 workshop intended to show the approximate direction and location of areas 

where fishing vessels currently transit to access their grounds. The locations were somewhat modified 

due to input from developers regarding their respective project plans, and the widths of the transit lanes 

were not reflective of a fishing industry “consensus” (as explained below), but rather some potential 

“compromises” to generate discussion. 

The remainder of these comments reflects the input RODA received from fishing industry participants 

during its transit lane deliberations. 

II. Transit Lanes Must Be a Minimum Width of 4 Nautical Miles 
 

Fishing vessels operate in different ways throughout the WEA and fishermen have different points of 

view regarding many aspects of wind energy development. Despite these differences, one position that 

has absolute agreement amongst the large number of vessel owners and operators (both RODA 

members and non-members) is that transit lanes through wind energy arrays must be a minimum of 4 

nm wide in order to accommodate safe passage, and further studies must be done to ensure that radar 

interference will not occur within that distance. 

The MA/RI WEA covers 1400 square nm. Assuming full build-out of the WEA, it will be the largest 

contiguous wind energy area in the world. Transit lanes through the area must be considered 

accordingly and provide reasonable and safe accommodation for multiple vessels. Even more caution is 

required for emergency situations, such as unpredictable weather events or loss of power. Thus, transit 

lanes must be wide enough for search and rescue efforts to operate under these conditions.  

Furthermore, as WEAs alter the navigational routes of vessels to and from fishing grounds and ports, 

there will be a funneling-effect of vessels that previously had access to a much larger area into these 

limited transit lanes. It is paramount that these lanes be sufficiently wide enough for that increased 

volume of vessel traffic to transit safely. Of particular concern, changes in weather may lead to rapid 

increased transiting of vessels back to their homeport. If transit lanes are not sufficiently wide this 

would lead to a bottleneck effect and create serious safety risk. Thus, high traffic within these lanes 

should be considered as sizing is determined. 

                                                            
1 Further details of the discussions are included in the meeting summaries, attached to this document as 
Appendices I and II. 
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It is well-established that offshore wind turbines interfere with radar systems, including those upon 

which fishing vessel operators rely while underway. We know from fishermen’s experience with the 

Block Island Wind Farm and in the United Kingdom that false echoes, shadowing, and other radar errors 

certainly occur when operating in proximity to wind turbines. RODA has yet to identify studies that 

specifically quantify the distance and degree of such ship-based radar interference that can be expected 

from turbines of the 9.5 MW size proposed for the Vineyard Wind project—the largest in the world—

and potentially larger turbines that may be selected for subsequent projects in the MA/RI WEA. 

Alarmingly, the rapid technological advances in offshore wind structures and substructures has led to 

significant uncertainty over the full impacts of these units that cannot be readily studied prior to project 

approval.  

Despite the uncertainty associated with the larger turbines, we do know that significantly smaller 

turbines in the U.K. are documented to cause “strong” radar interference for a distance up to 1.5 nm.2 

The much larger size of the MA/RI turbines, the enormous overall size of the leased area, regional 

weather conditions, and other factors therefore suggest that 4 nm would be minimum acceptable width, 

and only so long as radar interference can be mitigated so as not to extend beyond that distance. 

III. Transit Lanes Must Preserve Reasonable Operations in Multiple Fisheries 
 

While the MARIPARS study must first and foremost prioritize safety considerations, transit routes must 

also preserve current fishing routes to the maximum extent possible. As noted above, the “alternative 

layout” map credited to RODA in the Notice of Study approximates certain routes that participants in 

multiple fisheries identified as the most important transit areas to preserve in order to minimize impacts 

to their operations. These are summarized below in no particular order and described in greater detail in 

Appendix II.  

Route 1: North-South transit through the western portion of the WEA  

Fishermen require a western N-S lane for vessels traveling through the WEA to fishing grounds near or 

at the dump and the canyons, such as for monkfish fishermen who are “on the clock” while transiting 

due to the fishery’s days-at-sea management regime.   

Route 2: North-South transit to the East in the middle portion of the WEA  

This transit corridor would allow fishermen and others from a number of ports to move north and south 

to and from multiple areas for fishing. In particular, it supports an active fishery that moves between 

squid and whiting grounds diurnally.  

Routes 3 and 4: East-West transit   

                                                            
2 Maritime and Coastguard Agency, Marine Guidance Note 372 (2008) § 2.8.2 (“The turbines produced 

strong radar echoes giving early warning of their presence. At close range, however, the trials showed 

that they may produce multiple reflected and side lobe echoes that can mask real targets. These 

develop at about 1.5 nautical miles, with progressive deterioration in the radar display as the range 

closes. Where a shipping lane passes within this range considerable interference may be expected along 

a line of turbines.”) 
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Fishermen from Rhode Island, Connecticut and New York transit directly E-W across the WEA to get to 

Nantucket Shoals in the south. To the North, New York fishermen in particular move directly from port 

to the productive fishing grounds just south of Martha’s Vineyard and north of the WEA.    

Note that the “open’ area between the two Ørsted lease areas was originally intended to preserve 

fishing near Cox Ledge. It is unclear how project proposals will affect the ability of vessels to fish in that 

area. If there is enough spacing between turbines to allow any fishing activity there, vessels may be 

transiting to and from those grounds. However, its designation as a transit corridor could then lead to 

conflict between transiting and fishing vessels.  

Route 5: Transit from Northwest of the WEA to the Southeast (“the diagonal”) 

The “diagonal” route identified in each of the maps contained in the Notice of Study is another 

extremely important vessel transit route, particularly in foul weather when steaming through the 

shallower area to the Northeast of the lease areas poses greater navigational risk. It is commonly used 

for this purpose by larger vessels from New Bedford and other ports. Rhode Island, Connecticut, and 

New York fishermen must also transit from the ports located to the Northwest of the WEA (e.g. Pt 

Judith, Montauk), through the WEA in a direction generally aligned with its long axis, toward the South 

and East to very productive fishing grounds on the shelf edge.  

IV. Transit Lanes Must Be Based on Appropriate Input and Data Analysis 
 

RODA encourages USCG to include all available traditional and nontraditional data to inform the 

MARIPARS study, as well as the extensive input contributed by fishing industry participants at the 

multiple workshops. As we and others have noted, AIS and VMS data provide important information to 

understand movement patterns for some vessels and fisheries, but these data streams are not fully 

representative of every fishery and vessel in the region and only contain data collected in the past 

several years. Due to interannual variability in fisheries distribution and management that may require 

studies using longer time series, broad shifts in stock distribution resulting from changing environmental 

conditions, and differences in reporting requirements among fisheries, certain vessels’ activities are best 

understood by examining a broader range of data sources. We therefore encourage USCG to work with 

the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), RODA members and other fishermen throughout its 

preparation of the MARIPARS study to ensure its accuracy and inclusiveness.  

V. USCG Should Conduct a Similar Study for Wind Energy Areas in Other Locations 
 

RODA requests that USCG perform a similar analysis for Atlantic ports that are not included in the 

MARIPARS study as part of its upcoming Port Access Route Study (PARS).3 Recently RODA co-hosted, 

with the New York State Research & Development Authority (NYSERDA) a workshop to gather feedback 

related to fishing transit throughout the New York Bight related to areas designated for offshore wind 

development. A major outcome of the workshop was the expression of a clear and mutual desire from 

the commercial fishing industry – both operators and representatives – for the USCG to perform a 

similar study to MARIPARS for other ports in the Atlantic region. A final summary of feedback collected 

                                                            
3 RODA submitted a separate comment letter regarding this request dated May 1, 2019 under Federal Register 
Docket No. USCG-2011-0351. Those comments are attached hereto as Appendix III. 
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at this workshop is being written and will be shared with USCG once it has been finalized.4 Coastwide 

transit is fundamentally interconnected, and these efforts should be coordinated to the maximum 

extent possible in order to ensure holistically sensible outcomes. 

VI. Transit Lanes Must Be Mandatory Components of Project Approval and Based on 

International Standards 
 

Finally, while we understand this may be largely outside of USCG’s purview, it is imperative that any 

evidence-based finding regarding transit needs are in fact implemented and required as a precondition 

of any lease or project approval. Safety simply must not be compromised in the name of politics and 

negotiation. RODA urges USCG to designate transit lanes under the principles of internationally 

recognized traffic separation schemes, with full consideration of traditional and established uses, and 

the use of these areas by vessels of multiple size classes and types. Formally designating the transit 

lanes under the appropriate domestic and international laws will ensure their regulatory significance, 

consistency and continuity as additional areas are leased for offshore wind energy development and 

other activities. 

* * * * * 

 

RODA and its member organizations thank you for your consideration of these comments. Please do not 

hesitate to contact us if we can provide additional information or otherwise be of assistance. 

 

       Sincerely, 

        
       Annie Hawkins, Executive Director 

 
Lane Johnston, Programs Manager 

Responsible Offshore Development Alliance 

                                                            
4 The final summary from this workshop is still in preparation. Attached in Appendix IV is the draft summary from 
the NY Bight Transit Workshop. 
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Responsible Offshore Development Alliance 

 

         March 16, 2020 

RADM Andrew J. Tiongson, Commander 

U.S. Coast Guard, First Coast Guard District 

408 Atlantic Avenue 

Boston, MA 02110 

 

Re:  Port Access Route Study: The Areas Offshore of Massachusetts and 

Rhode Island; Docket No. USCG-2019-0131 

  

Dear Commander Tiongson: 

 

The Responsible Offshore Development Alliance (RODA) submits the following comments regarding 

the United States Coast Guard’s (USCG) Notice of Availability of the draft report for its Massachusetts 

and Rhode Island Port Access Route Study (MARIPARS) (Draft Study).1 

RODA is a membership-based coalition of fishery-dependent companies and associations committed 

to improving the compatibility of new offshore development with their businesses. Our 

approximately 170 members are comprised of major fishing community groups, individual vessels, 

and shoreside dealers operating in federal and state waters of the New England, Mid-Atlantic, and 

Pacific coasts.  

As detailed in previous comments to USCG and other regulatory agencies, RODA has played an 

ongoing role in the development of recommendations for turbine layout, orientation, and fishing 

vessel transit needs in wind energy arrays. Our members greatly value their direct work with these 

agencies—as well as offshore wind developers—in collaborating on mutually satisfactory solutions 

that will support coexistence among multiple ocean uses. RODA strives to move quickly toward a 

future in which fishermen can work together with project proponents and federal and state 

authorities to productively and efficiently approach project design and mitigation in a manner that 

effectively reduces risk for both industries. 

Despite what we believe are shared goals toward collaboration, as offshore wind energy 

development is an emerging use of the marine environment it is absolutely imperative that early 

projects do not set precedents that will lead to large-scale displacement and economic harm to 

existing sustainable fishing practices.  RODA thus continues to urge the regulatory authorities 

including USCG to exercise special care in conducting analyses and gathering input from impacted 

fishermen in order to ensure that impacts are effectively addressed. 

The comments below detail a number of concerns regarding the Draft Study as it stands. First, the 

analysis places greater priority on potential future uses of the MA/RI Wind Energy Areas (WEA), 

rather than on existing uses, by only analyzing one layout—that submitted proposed by the wind 

energy developers. While previously submitted comments, including layouts with potential transit 

lanes, are noted in the report, the MARIPARS in its current iteration does not give a full investigation 

 
1 85 Fed. Reg. 5222 (Jan. 29, 2020). 



2 
 

of these alternatives and these must be included in the final report. Second, the analysis fails to 

substantiate the specific impacts that will befall on fishing vessels due to their unique nature. 

Understanding more than how a vessel will get from point A to point B is prudent as fishermen are 

often constrained by distinctive operational and management requirements, such as days at sea, that 

others transiting through an area do not need to consider. Third, based on an expert peer review, the 

calculations used to justify the 1x1 nm grid spacing do not follow USCG’s own guidance to determine 

the Closest Point of Approach (CPA) for a fixed hazard, which is the appropriate methodology to use 

and would require substantially wider spacing for transit routing in a gridded array layout. Fourth, 

despite noting the presence of studies on radar interference within a WEA, the report fails to review 

these studies or produce any recommendations for mitigation of such interference. RODA 

respectfully requests that USCG conducts a more in-depth analysis on these and the other key issues 

raised herein prior to finalizing the MARIPARS report. 

I. USCG Must Provide Impartial Analysis based on Safety, Not Energy 

Contracts 

The docket supporting the Draft Study correctly summarizes the numerous discussions, workshops, 

and other efforts by RODA and a large number of our members leading up to the initiation of the 

MARIPARS.2 We especially appreciate USCG’s inclusion of the original map RODA developed showing 

traditional fishing vessel transit routes as well as our letter dated January 3, 2020 requesting analysis 

of dedicated routing corridors, and hereby reiterate that request. 

USCG’s duty under the goals of MARIPARS is “to enhance navigational safety by examining existing 

shipping routes and waterway uses."3 Rather than starting from a neutral position focusing on 

existing uses and safety, however, the Draft Study effectively over-prioritizes potential future uses by 

only analyzing the array layout proposed in the November 1, 2019 letter from the wind energy 

developers. USCG appears to justify this decision by stating that it “is a cooperating agency in [the 

Bureau of Ocean Energy Management’s (BOEM)] review process and has no legal authority to direct 

placement or orientation of wind turbines.”4 Whether or not USCG can dictate the exact placement of 

wind turbines, it is the nation’s foremost maritime safety expert, with the mission “to ensure our 

Nation's maritime safety, security and stewardship.” 

RODA and its members have expressed repeatedly that the fragmented offshore wind energy 

decision making process does not sufficiently include consideration of fishery needs early enough in 

the planning process to effect meaningful compatibility. This remains a systemic problem. With 

regard to the New England lease areas, the agencies needed to adopt a structured approach to 

maintaining fishing vessels’ ability to safely transit the area much sooner. 

Fragmentation in the planning process led to the execution of the first power purchase agreement 

(PPA, on July 31, 2018) with a state before any federal or state regulatory effort to identify fishing 

vessel transit needs throughout the entirety of the MA/RI lease areas, despite a high degree of 

 
2 RODA members have informed us that the docket does not include several written communications between 
fishery representatives and USCG after the November 1, 2019 submission of the developers’ joint proposal. 

3 84 Fed. Reg. 11314 (Mar. 26, 2019). 

4 85 Fed. Reg. at 5223. Presumably this statement relates to the interpretation of the “One Federal Decision” 
policy that BOEM has ultimate authority over all decisions regarding offshore wind energy project approvals. 
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dependence on the area for such activity. As a result, that first project, and then others, were 

contractually locked in to produce energy in amounts and at prices that became difficult to adjust. 

Most fishermen who attended transit discussions in the second half of 2018 recognized this difficulty 

and thus attempted to “negotiate” a solution that would be considerate to the developers with 

contracts but still maintain safe transit. As noted in the docket, those efforts failed to reach a full 

consensus, both between fishermen and developers but also amongst the multiple leaseholders. 

Fishermen, developers, federal, and state agencies collectively recognized the difficulties associated 
with defining appropriate transit lanes after PPAs during the RODA transit workshops in late 2018. 

At that time, BOEM was poised to conduct the auction for the three newer MA/RI leases. It issued a 

“buyer beware” referencing the ongoing development of transit lanes so that any developer acquiring 

one of those leases could readily recognize that fishing vessel needs may impact the developers’ 

ability to fully build out the new areas.5 

Since that time, states have continued to sign additional PPAs based on the existing and new lease 

areas, and RODA is troubled that this continues to occur before USCG and other regulatory authorities 

have completed the development of unbiased transit recommendations. To meet the multiple goals 

of preserving safe transit, reducing risk to developers and fishermen, meeting power generation and 

pricing goals, and promoting efficient environmental review, all parties (both public and private) 

would benefit from procedural changes or federal leadership that prioritizes up-front conflict 

reduction. Given the absence of such an effort at this time, USCG must conduct its MARIPARS analysis 

in a way that does not predetermine the outcome based on the results of a flawed process to date. 

II. Unique Nature of Fishing Vessel Needs 

Commercial fishing vessels have unique operational requirements while in transit, such as the need 

for sea room due to weather and potential crew fatigue. RODA relies on the expertise of its members 

when commenting on safety issues for fishing operations. Our members have consistently and 

adamantly stated that the risk to their safety is too high to operate within a wind energy area. The 

footprint of a vessel greatly expands, in both length and width, when fishing gear is actively towed 

and dramatically reduces the maneuverability of the vessel. However, even when gear is not 

deployed, just as commercial cargo or passenger vessels, fishing vessels have a need for safe transit 

and established routing.6 

RODA is aware of comments from service vessel representatives and others supporting the 

proposition that the uniform 1x1 grid layout proposed by the offshore wind energy developers and 

contained as the only alternative in the Draft Study would provide sufficient spacing for their 

operations. These statements cannot be applied to fishing vessels, which are clearly differentiated 

from service vessels.7 As described above, fishing vessels are unique in their operations and cannot 

 
5 BOEM, Atlantic Wind Lease Sale 4A - Supplemental Information for Bidders: Potential Vessel Transit Corridors 
(Dec. 10, 2018) (available at: https://www.boem.gov/sites/default/files/renewable-energy-program/State-
Activities/MA/Vessel-Transit-Corridor-Supplemental-Information-for-Bidders-ATLW-4.pdf). 

6 Vessels also have unique spacing requirements to engage in fishing activity within a wind energy array, which 
is outside the scope of these comments and of the MARIPARS study. 

7 With regard to service vessels, peer-reviewed literature also suggests the need for, and availability of, 
scientific modeling regarding collision risk from WTGs, particularly as facilities move farther offshore and into 
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safely transit within a grid layout with the spacing proposed in the Draft Study. In a letter submitted 

in response to the MARIPARS Notice of Study, BOEM recognized the unique needs of commercial 

fishing vessels and specifically asked USCG to focus part of its analysis on the specific needs of the 

commercial fishing industry, including maneuverability when recommending the width of potential 

transit routes.8 The specific needs of the commercial fishing fleet need to be analyzed to ensure the 

safety of the fleet.  

Insufficient spacing between turbines forces fishing vessels to transit around wind energy areas, 
regardless of the weather conditions. This may result in bottlenecks in zones deemed safe for transit 

due to vessels being rerouted by the existence of wind energy areas.  Insufficient spacing directly 

increases the risk to fishermen’s safety when transiting home during poor weather conditions, i.e. 

strong winds and high seas.  Fishing vessels may fish until they are forced to return home because of 

weather; this is distinctly different to service vessels, which cannot service turbines in poor weather 

conditions and are less likely to be deployed in those conditions.  

Service vessels are likely to make shorter trips in order to resolve an issue on a turbine or sub-station, 

or remain anchored in a work location for longer periods of time, as opposed to fishing vessels that 

frequently make active trips averaging 5-10 days in length. The nature of these trips, and of the work 

of fishing, can lead to significant crew fatigue. Fisheries specific regulations can impact fishing vessel 

transit behavior too; in some fisheries permit holders are allocated a set number of days at sea (DAS) 

each fishing year and they will land the maximum amount of fish possible when on a DAS before 

returning to port. If vessels must cut a trip short, or if it takes extra time “on the clock” to navigate 

around a WEA because it is unsafe to transit through, the vessel owner and crew will realize a direct 

financial loss. Once a trip has ended, vessels need to return to port as quickly as possible to sell the 

freshest product. These reasons limit the vessels’ ability to ride out a storm at sea and are why they 

prefer the most direct route to their port. These important contextual influences, unique to fishing 

vessels, should be more satisfactorily analyzed in the final MARIPARS report.  

III. The Draft Study Has Significant Analytical Deficiencies and Omissions 

The Draft Study contains numerous flaws, which prompted our members to request RODA to 

commission an expert peer review from Dr. Thomas Sproul (Appendix I). They considered this 

review to be essential given the apparent omissions in the Draft Study, particularly given the 

importance of safety-at-sea. Dr. Sproul identified a number of shortcomings in the Draft Study 

analysis, including insufficient application of USCG guidance for Closest Point of Approach (CPA) and 

errors in the calculation of the minimum spacing between the turbines, in both rows and on the 

diagonal.  

 
deeper water. See, e.g., Lijuan Dai et al., Risk of Collision between Service Vessels and Offshore Wind Turbines, 
Reliability Engineering and System Safety 109 (2013), at 18–31. 

8 Docket No. USCG-2019-0131-0044 (Jun. 4, 2019). 
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The Draft Study report utilizes a Netherlands study9 cited in the UK MGN 54310 to justify the 

methodology used in calculations for determining the necessary space for safe passage between 

turbines. As explained in Dr. Sproul’s expert review, it is unclear why the report failed to utilize 

USCG’s own guidance on CPA to determine the recommended width of navigation safety corridors 

between fixed hazards, such as wind turbines.  

Dr. Sproul’s expert review outlines the calculations that should be employed using USCG’s CPA 

guidance (Appendix I). The Marine Planning Guidelines in COMDTINST 16003.2B state that under 
ideal conditions the CPA should be 0.5-1.0 nm from each fixed hazard, and in less than ideal 

conditions a CPA of 2 nm or more or may be necessary.11 In addition to guidance on CPA for both 

sides of a navigation safety corridor, COMDTINST 16003.2B indicates the corridor should be 

designed for a sufficient number of vessels to pass. This constitutes a recommendation that there 

should be some space for routing between the CPA buffers, but does not include a precise method for 

calculating its width. Utilizing the routing width recommendation from either the Baird report,12 0.32 

nm, or the methods used in the Draft Study of 23 lengths of the largest vessel anticipated (i.e. 0.74 

nm for a 195 ft. vessel),13 the absolute minimum spacing should be 1.32 nm (or 1.74 nm) along the 

diagonal transit corridors through the grid, corresponding to a uniform grid spacing of 1.87 nm (or 

2.46 nm). It should be noted that this spacing minimum is based on calculations for ideal conditions, 

in which fishing vessels do not always operate as noted above.  The wider spacing of 1.32 nm on the 

diagonal would be the only way to allow for a sufficient straightaway course for transit on the 

diagonal through the WEA.  

The alternative spacing method used in the Draft Study (from the “Netherlands study”) is not the best 

methodology to use for the reasons detailed in Dr. Sproul’s report. The justification for why USCG 

used this method fails to mention that: i) USCG guidance for CPA exists; ii) the Draft Study calculations 

are below the minimum CPA guidance; iii) NVIC 01-1914 indicates the older MGN 543 was used to 

develop the USCG Marine Planning Guidelines, and that USCG reviewed the newer MGN 543 and 

decided not to update the guidelines based on the new information it contained; iv) both the MGN 

371 and 543 contain recommendations matching the USCG guidance for CPA where turbines should 

be placed no closer than 0.5 nm from the nearest edge of a shipping route; v) MGN 543 also includes 

recommendations for 2 nm buffer zones between wind farms and shipping lanes, and for the “20 

 
9 Ministry of Infrastructure and the Environment and the Ministry of Economic Affairs of the Netherlands, 
Assessment Framework for Defining Safety Distances between Shipping Lanes and Offshore Wind Farms (2015). 

10 U.K Maritime and Coastguard Agency, Marine Guidance Note 543, Safety of Navigation: Offshore Renewable 
Energy Installations (OREIs) - Guidance on UK Navigational Practice, Safety and Emergency Response (Feb. 2016) 
[hereinafter “MGN 543”]. 

11 United States Coast Guard, Commandant Instruction 16003.2B, Appendix E. Marine Planning to Operate and 
Maintain the Marine Transportation System (MTS) and Implement National Policy (June 28, 2019) at E-4.  

12 Baird & Associates, Ltd., Vessel Navigation Through the Proposed Rhode Island/Massachusetts and 
Massachusetts Wind Energy Areas (Oct. 31, 2019) (accompanying the leaseholders’ proposal letter). 

13 See Appendix I, item 5, at 7. 

14 United States Coast Guard, Navigation and Vessel Inspection Circular 01-19, Guidance on the Coast Guard’s 
Roles and Responsibilities for Offshore Renewable Energy Installations (OREI) (Aug. 1, 2019). 
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degree rule” which requires a 5.5 nm corridor width for 15 nm corridors between turbines;15 and vi) 

other methods suggesting wider safety margins were not used in the calculations.  

While the methodology used was not the most appropriate for determining adequate spacing, the 

Draft Study’s calculations using the “Netherlands study” methodology are also incorrect. They fail to 

include an UNCLOS Safety Zone (500 m) on each side of the transit lane (clearly shown in the Draft 

Study Figure 21, pg. 36). Additionally, the calculations assume vessels with a maximum length of 144 

ft., which is the documented length of vessels that is available from AIS data. This is considerably less 
than the vessel length overall considered in developers’ Navigational Risk Assessments16 and the 

maximum fishing vessel length cited in the Baird report. From these documents, and feedback from 

our fishing industry members, Dr. Sproul’s assumption that the maximum length of fishing vessels 

transiting the WEA is 195 ft. appears more accurate. 

The Draft Study analysis fails to consider the possibility of search-and-rescue (SAR) along diagonal 

search paths in the WEA. As identified in Dr. Sproul’s expert review, the Draft Study recommends “a 

minimum of 1 nm between turbines along a search path” (p. 29), which will be confined to taking 

place only along North-South and East-West SAR paths in the Draft Study recommended layout. 

Consideration of adequate spacing for SAR along a diagonal path is necessary as vessels are intended 

to transit along this path, which has been indicated in both the Draft Study (pg. 29) and by fishermen 

who have historically used the area. Furthermore, as indicated in the Draft Study, because 

predominant wind patterns include summer winds tending to blow from the Southwest and winter 

winds from the Northwest, a drifting boat in need of SAR would likely need to be searched for along 

the diagonal. The Draft Study states that normal flight procedures require a turn diameter of 0.8-1.0 

nm, and “spacing less than 1 nm will require aircraft to transit the entire length and conduct turns 

outside of the windfarm” (pg. 29). This poses obvious concerns for fishermen who may require SAR, 

due to the large contiguous nature of the MA/RI WEA. Expanding the diagonal spacing to 1.0 nm 

would require 1.41 grid spacing.17 

The Draft Study also did not conduct a modeling analysis to estimate the overall impacts on 
navigational safety caused by changes in navigational behaviors resulting from WEAs as called for in 
the 2016 Atlantic Coast Port Access Route Study (ACPARS).18 The report called for a model that 
included individual and cumulative effects on the marine transportation system. The ACPARS 
Working Group (WG) was unable to complete such a model, because of a lack of expertise on the WG, 
but recognized it was critical in order to “determine if routing measures are appropriate and to 
evaluate the changes in navigational safety risk resulting from different siting and routing 
scenarios.”19 

Finally, the Draft Study puts the risk on individual vessels by not recommending the use of additional 
safety measures such as a navigation safety corridor that would account for the cumulative effects of 

 
15 MGN 543 at 18-20. 

16 Clarendon Hill Consulting, Vineyard Wind Revised Navigational Safety Risk Assessment (July 24, 2018), Table 
4.0-2 at 46; Deepwater Wind South Fork, LLC, South Fork Wind Farm Navigational Safety Risk Assessment (Oct. 
2, 2018), Table 5-2 at 71. 

17 See Appendix I. 

18 USCG, Atlantic Coast Port Access Route Summary: Final Report (July 2015), Docket No. USCG‐2011‐0351. 

19 Id. at i. 
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multiple vessels transiting through a wind energy area. The ACPARS planning guidelines discuss the 
use of navigation safety corridors as these may reduce risk to all sizes of vessels, which may be forced 
to transit closer to each other than they would in open ocean conditions. Environmental conditions 
dictate the path a vessel takes, which can lead to the actual path taken by a vessel differing from its 
intended path. Vessel operators must be vigilant to notice if this occurs in a WEA with minimal 
spacing in order to reduce the risk of collision with turbines or other vessels. 

 

IV. The Draft Study Fails to Consider Concerns Associated with Radar 

Interference 

Wind turbines interfere with radar systems, including those used aboard fishing vessels. The Notice 
of Study for the MARIPARS report stated that its goal is “to enhance navigational safety by examining 
existing shipping routes and waterway uses” and that, through the study, USCG would “identify 
anticipated impacts to navigation that may be experienced by mariners intending to transit in, 
around and through the study area which includes the MA/RI Wind Energy Area (MA/RI WEA).”20 In 
order to accomplish the stated study goals, USCG must carefully consider navigation impacts that 
may result from degradation of marine radar. This effort must incorporate all relevant existing 
information and new analyses if appropriate, as USCG has done for previous project reviews. 

As described below, USCG, BOEM, and other agencies performed dedicated analyses regarding 
interference to marine radar associated with the Cape Wind project. RODA requests a similar analysis 
be conducted for the current generation projects. It would not be adequate to solely rely on these 
studies for the recent slate of proposed MA/RI projects, since the technology and footprint 
contemplated for the projects have advanced considerably in the past decade. 

a. The Draft Study Arbitrarily Ignores Available Information 

USCG did not exercise due diligence in considering navigation hazards posed by radar interference 
in the draft study, despite the abundance of available information. The subject is only addressed in 
Section III: “Vessel Traffic and Characteristics Analysis, Subsection H. Radar,” (p. 26). The relevant 
text reads, in its entirety: 

The potential for interference with marine radar is site specific and depends on many 
factors including, but not limited to, turbine size, array layouts, number of turbines, 
construction material(s), and the types of vessels impacted. A number of commenters 
mentioned the potential for radar interference by [wind turbine generators (WTG)]. 
We reviewed several studies that address correlations between wind turbines and 
marine radar interference. To date, the USCG is not aware of an authoritative 
scientific study that confirms or refutes the concern that WTGs will degrade marine 
radar. 

The final sentence is misleading. It has been extensively confirmed that WTGs will degrade marine 
radar, but exact effects on all vessels and the resulting level of safety risk have not been precisely 
quantified. Given the continued improvement in radar technology and wide variability in marine 
radars in use by commercial fishermen, quantifying exact effects is a difficult task. However, exact 
quantification does not preclude consideration of a safety standard given that effects are known to 

 
20 84 Fed. Reg. 11314 (Mar. 26, 2019). 
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exist. The various navigational risk assessments completed by offshore wind energy leaseholders to 
date similarly omit consideration of this important issue. 

b. Wind Turbines’ Interference with Radar Functioning Is Well Documented 

The Draft Study’s assertions that minimal or conflicting information exists to support a conclusion 
that wind turbines degrade marine radar directly conflict with USCG’s previous statements as well 
as other readily available information.  

1. Information on Turbine Effects to Government Radar Is Readily Available 

More than a decade of information available to the U.S. government shows that wind turbines 
significantly interfere with radar functioning. The Department of Defense has repeatedly raised 
concerns that “radar clutter (i.e., false targets) from the wind turbine blades would seriously impair 
the agency’s ability to detect, monitor, and safely conduct air operations.”21 In response to early 
concerns over land- and sea-based turbines, the National Security Council requested the White House 
Office of Science and Technology Policy conduct an internal study in 2011 that found WTGs interfered 
with radar used for national defense, security, aviation, and weather forecasting “by creating clutter, 
reducing detection sensitivity, obscuring potential targets, and scattering target returns. These 
effects on radar systems tend to inhibit target detection, generate false targets, interfere with target 
tracking, and impede critical weather forecasts.”22  

This type of information is also well known in Europe. Several countries including the United 
Kingdom, Germany, Netherlands, Austria and Norway require developers to obtain special 
permission for wind facilities to ensure that radar conflicts are minimized. Each has also established 
“protection zones” ranging from 5–50 nm around military radar systems.23 

More recently, in 2014, an interagency Memorandum of Understanding created the Wind Turbine 
Radar Interference Working Group (WTRIM), which strives to identify and develop 
recommendations for newer, more effective mitigation solutions.24 While that group does not appear 
to have investigated WTG impacts to marine vessel radar systems, it is unclear why the U.S. 
government would invest significant attention and resources to only certain aspects of radar 
interference and not others. The WTRIM’s expertise and that of other federal agency subject matter 
experts should be included to apply lessons learned from these related efforts to the MARIPARS 
study. All traditional radar systems—and those that are used on most fishing vessels—operate using 
fundamentally the same technology; there is no reason for fishing vessels’ navigation systems to be 
exempt.  

 
21 A brief history of the federal government’s awareness of this issue is included in U.S. Department of Energy, 
Federal Interagency Wind Turbine Radar Interference Mitigation Strategy (Jan. 2016), at 2 (available at 
https://www.energy.gov/sites/prod/files/2016/06/f32/Federal-Interagency-Wind-Turbine-Radar-
Interference-Mitigation-Strategy-02092016rev.pdf). 

22 Sandia National Laboratories, IFT&E Industry Report: Wind Turbine-Radar Interference Test Summary, 
SAND2014-19003 (Sept. 2014) (available at:  https://www.energy.gov/sites/prod/files/2014/10/f18/IFTE% 
20Industry%20Report_FINAL.pdf). 
 
23 United States Department of Defense, Report to the Congressional Defense Committees: The Effect of Windmill 
Farms on Military Readiness (2006) (available at: http://www.defense.gov/pubs/pdfs/windfarmreport.pdf). 

24 U.S. Department of Energy, Federal Interagency Wind Turbine Radar Interference Mitigation Strategy (Jan. 
2016), at 2 (available at https://www.energy.gov/sites/prod/files/2016/06/f32/Federal-Interagency-Wind-
Turbine-Radar-Interference-Mitigation-Strategy-02092016rev.pdf) [hereinafter WTRIM]. 
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2. Marine Radar on Fishing Vessels 

In addition to the large body of information showing that WTGs impact all radar systems, USCG has 
previously documented that wind turbines specifically negatively impact marine radar. In 2008, the 
Marine Minerals Service (MMS, which preceded BOEM as the lead federal agency for offshore wind 
energy permitting) reviewed the proposed Cape Wind project. During the course of that review two 
conflicting reports addressing this issue were submitted to MMS, which then referred the matter to 
USCG for consideration.25 To resolve discrepancies between the two studies, USCG commissioned a 
third report from Technology Services Corporation (TSC), titled “Report of the Effect on Radar 
Interference of the Proposed Cape Wind Project.” In a memorandum to MMS, Captain Perry of USCG 
concurred with the findings of the TSC report and recommended based on its conclusions that MMS 
characterize the Cape Wind project’s impacts to marine radar as “moderate.”26 Specifically, the TSC 
report found that the project’s implementation would significantly adversely impact the ability of a 
vessel inside or outside of the wind energy facility to detect a vessel within that facility by radar.27 
These findings were fully upheld by a later study prepared for the U.S. Department of Energy, with 
USCG support, that surveyed and simulated electromagnetic and acoustical challenges to sea surface, 
subsurface, and airborne electronic systems posed by offshore wind turbines.28 

Additional studies exist beyond those previously analyzed by USCG. In but one example, a widely 
circulated study investigated effects to marine radar of the Kentish Flats wind project in the United 
Kingdom.29 It was funded by offshore wind developers and is one of the few field-based studies of 
which RODA is aware that specifically investigated marine radar interference as it would apply to 
fishing vessels. That study confirmed some of the findings of the TSC study: “effects were generated 
on marine radar systems in the vicinity of wind farms,” which included interference to the ability of 
radar operators outside of a wind energy array to identify small vessels within the array. The study 
also noted some valuable potential mitigation strategies. However, it was limited in that observations 
occurred only from about 1 nm outside of a wind energy facility and expressly warned it should not 
be used to draw conclusions outside of its specific context of “collision avoidance in pilotage waters 
from about 1 nm outside a single small wind farm, not to general navigation close to or within other 

 
25 Memorandum from Capt. R.J. Perry, USCG Sector SENE, to COMDT (DCO) regarding Assessment of Potential 
Impacts to Marine Radar from the Nantucket Sound Wind Facility as Proposed by Cape Wind, LLC (Dec. 30, 
2008), at 2. 

26 Per the impact categories submitted by MMS at the time of the review, a “moderate” impact was defined as  

“a. Impacts to the affected activity or community are unavoidable, and  

b. Proper mitigation would reduce impacts substantially during the life of the proposed action, or  

c. The affected activity or community would have to adjust somewhat to account for disruptions due 
to impacts of the proposed action, or  

d. Once the impacting agent is eliminated, the affected activity or community would return to a 
condition with no measurable effects from the proposed action if proper remedial action is taken.” Id. 

27 USCG, Assessment of Potential Impacts to Marine Radar as It Relates to Marine Navigation Safety from the 
Nantucket Sound Wind Facility as Proposed by Cape Wind, LLC (Jan. 2009), at 11. (available at 
https://www.boem.gov/sites/default/files/renewable-energy-program/Studies/USCGRADARfindingsandrec 
ommendationsFINAL.pdf). 
 
28 Hao Ling et al., Assessment of Offshore Wind Farm Effects on Sea Surface, Subsurface and Airborne Electronic 
Systems, Final Report DE-EE0005380 (Sept. 2013), at 19.  

29 MARICO Marine, Investigation of Technical and Operational Effects on Marine Radar Close to Kentish Flats 
Offshore Wind Farm (Apr. 2007). 
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anticipated wind farm developments.” It is also important to note that the significantly smaller size 
of turbines in that project compared to those proposed for the MA/RI WEAs. 

The realization of these concerns has been documented through informational exchanges with 
European fishermen who operate in areas where turbines have been installed, including this widely-
shared photograph taken by one of RODA’s members aboard a fishing vessel in the U.K.’s Thanet 
Offshore Wind Farm: 

 

This image, and other experiences of RODA members, confirms the degradation of marine radar 
within wind arrays. 

3. In the MA/RI WEAs 

Specific to the proposed MA/RI WEAs, and through scoping for the MARIPARS study, fishermen and 
others have repeatedly raised questions regarding the potential for reduced radar capabilities.30 
USCG has previously recognized these concerns both on and off the record, and its findings in the 
Draft Study represent a dramatic and perplexing departure from prior statements.31   

Of primary concern in this area are the enormous differences in size and scope of both the proposed 
WTGs for these projects (potentially exceeding 18 MW by the time build-out is complete) and the 
1400 square mile footprint of the contiguous lease areas, which is by far the largest in the world. In 
light of clear documentation of larger turbines producing greater radar impacts, and of expanding 
difficulties in identifying vessels the further they are located within a wind energy array, why would 
the New England lease areas not merit, at a minimum, the level of desktop analysis USCG performed 
for the Cape Wind project? 

 
30 See, e.g., Letter from RODA to USCG regarding Port Access Route Study, Docket No. USCG-2019-0131-0029 
(May 28, 2019); see also Letter from Zdenka Willis, Director, U.S. IOOS Program Office, to Andrew Krueger, 
Project Coordinator, BOEM regarding Commercial Leasing for Wind Power Development on the Outer 
Continental Shelf Offshore New York (July 14, 2014) (“There are eleven [11] high frequency [HF] radars in New 
Jersey, New York, and Rhode Island that will be negatively impacted to some degree or another by wind 
turbines situated offshore Long Island . . . NOS and the U.S. IOOS Program would like to work with BOEM to 
seek to minimize and if possible eliminate impacts to HF radar operations”).    

31 See Letter from Chris Glander, USCG to Brian Krevor, BOEM regarding Vineyard Wind Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (March 1, 2019), at 4 (“We recognize that potential impacts to marine radar continues to be 
of concern to mariners. Radar impacts are a function of numerous issues including turbine height and size, 
proximity to other towers, weather, atmospherics, shipboard radar quality, radar operator proficiency, target 
size and number, etc.”). 
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The Draft Study also fails to identify effects on airborne radar, which may be substantial. These could 

affect SAR operations because the gain reduction necessary to remove clutter will obscure small 

targets, i.e., small craft, which tend to produce a weaker return signal. Small craft are more difficult 

to identify by airborne radar; for example in the QinetiQ 2004 study using British lifeboats, vessels 

of about 35-40 ft in length were identified as such (lengths were not given in the study, but are 

apparent from the photos).32 As part of the MARIPARS study, a data request was made to the RI 

Department of Environmental Management, which provided median vessel lengths for the four 

primary gear types operating out of Rhode Island (scallop dredge, pots and traps, gillnet, and otter 

trawl), using VTR data from 2013-2017. The median length of a vessel using gillnets was 39.0 ft and 

the median length of a vessel using pots and/or traps was 42.2 ft. Thus, essentially half of all gillnet 

and lobster/crab fishermen out of Rhode Island are likely small enough craft to experience difficulty 

with radar detection. 

c. The Final MARIPARS Must Include Mitigation Strategies to Reduce Safety Risk 

There appears to be broad agreement among experts that turbine placement is a key strategy to 
minimize radar interference. It is simply inconceivable that USCG would issue recommendations for 
turbine spacing in the MA/RI lease areas without any probing analysis of the extent of, and possible 
mitigation measures for, this interference as part of its comprehensive safety analysis. Therefore, this 
issue needs to be considered in any spacing recommendations and advance of project layout 
finalization. Several studies, including many of those referenced above, propose mitigation strategies 
that could be considered to reduce the impacts of marine radar degradation from turbines.  

The WTRIM in its 2016 report stated that methods to minimize interaction to radar from turbines 
include, inter alia, “spacing the specific locations of wind turbines farther apart to enable detection 
of targets between them,” clearly stating that “[t]he most important and straightforward approach 
[to minimizing wind turbine radar interference] is the proper siting of wind facilities on the 
landscape as well as ‘micro siting’ of wind turbines within planned facilities.” 33 A separate study 
funded in part by developer Iberdrola similarly concluded “[d]ue to the great influence of both wind 
farm layout and dimensions of wind turbines have on the potential impact, associations related to 
radar services are demanding case by case impact studies before a wind farm is installed”.34 

Changes in turbine spacing are not the only possible mitigation measure. The Final Environmental 
Impact Statement for Cape Wind project notes this: 

Several mitigation techniques can potentially be employed to reduce the effect of the 

turbines on radar. Radar mitigation techniques could include reducing the radar cross 

section (RCS) of the turbines and increasing the RCS of the vessels within or near the 

wind farm. 35  

 
32 U.K. Maritime and Coastguard Agency, Results of the Electromagnetic Investigations and Assessments of Marine 
Radar, Communications and Positioning Systems Undertaken at the North Hoyle Wind Farm by QinetiQ (Nov. 15, 
2004), at 40. 

33 WTRIM at 3. 

34 Itziar Angulo et al., Impact analysis of wind farms on telecommunication services, Renewable and Sustainable 
Energy Reviews 32 (2014), at 91. 

35 U.S. Department of the Interior, Cape Wind Energy Project Environmental Impact Statement (Jan. 2009), at 27. 



12 
 

Although the FEIS goes on to conclude that increasing the RCS of vessels within the wind farm would 

enhance radar visibility but not noticeability and therefore only have a minor effect on navigational 

safety, other strategies may prove more effective. These could include turbine blades specially 

engineered to reduce a turbine’s radar signature, upgrades to vessels’ radar systems, use of AIS 

transponders, cell towers, radar operator training, and others. 

d. The Final MARIPARS Report Must Consider Whether Spacing Adjustments Must Be 
Made to Mitigate Radar Interference 

Some of the available literature contains measurements that may be useful in translating radar 
interference into turbine spacing or safe vessel distance guidelines. The Cape Wind FEIS indicates 
that secondary reflections (aka “false targets”) cannot occur closer than the second circle of turbines 
due to physics.36 In the case of a uniform grid, there are two scenarios to consider. For travel along 
the horizontal and vertical lines of orientation, the worst-case second circle occurs when a vessel 
passes between two turbines and has a radius of 1.12 times the uniform grid spacing distance (e.g., 1 
nm). For travel along the diagonals, the worst-case second circle occurs when a vessel passes closest 
to a single turbine on either side and has a radius of 0.79 times the uniform grid spacing distance. 
Navigation safety analyses with respect to radar interference could consider these distances, in 
combination with projections of vessel speed, reaction time, and probability of detection to assess 
the resulting safety impacts. For a vessel among turbines that are tightly spaced, reduced radar range 
may be needed. However, at least one study shows that at a radar range of 0.75 nm, multiple turbines 
within that range can create enough clutter as to make small craft difficult to detect or notice.37 

Other reports may also be informative. For example, the Netherlands study cited in the Draft Study 
recommends a safe distance of 0.8 nm with respect to radar. Moreover, the USCG CPA guidelines 
suggest 0.5-1.0 nm minimum distance between vessels and fixed or moving hazards and evidence 
supports that small craft cannot be distinguished from turbine radar signatures until they are at least 
385 m (0.21 nm) away from a turbine.38 If the CPA was considered to be the minimum safe distance 
that a passing vessel could be surprised by appearance of a small craft, then this suggests a safe 
passing distance of 0.71-1.21 nm from the nearest turbine. Applied to travel along the diagonals, 
these distances would correspond to diagonal corridor widths of 1.42-2.42 nm, or uniform grid 
spacing of 2.01-3.42 nm.  

V. The Draft Study Omits Other Issues Raised in Public Comment 

Several important issues that fishermen have repeatedly raised throughout the development process 

for the MA/RI wind projects are absent from the Draft Study. As directed by COMDTINST 16003.2B, 

Appendix D, a PARS study must “collect and analyze data and other information on:… (k) economic 

(costs and benefits) effects and impacts; and (l) any additional information that arises as a result of 

public comments.”39 We have identified and described some of the additional concerns held by 

fishermen that the Draft Study fails to consider below. 

 
36 USCG 2008 at 27. 

37 Eli Brookner, Deleterious Effects of Cape Cod Proposed Wind Farm on Marine Radars (March 2008), at 11-12. 

38 QinetiQ (2004). 

39 United States Coast Guard, Commandant Instruction 16003.2B, Appendix D. Marine Planning to Operate and 
Maintain the Marine Transportation System (MTS) and Implement National Policy (June 28, 2019), at D-3. 
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a. Funneling effects 

In RODA’s comments on the MARIPARS Notice of Study,40 we expressed concern over funneling 

effects in desired transit routes through a WEA. The Draft Study fails to include risk analysis of any 

bottleneck points that may arise in transit paths that would be used often and by multiple vessels at 

the same time (such as the most direct route from a specific port to common fishing grounds). This 

is an important factor to inform the modeling analysis to estimate safety caused by changes in 

navigational behaviors referenced in Section III above. It is paramount that these lanes be sufficiently 

wide enough for that increased volume of vessel traffic to transit safely. Of particular concern, 

changes in weather may lead to rapid increased transiting of vessels back to their homeport. If lanes 

used for transiting are not sufficiently wide this would lead to a bottleneck effect and create serious 

safety risk. Thus, high traffic within these lanes should be considered as sizing is determined. 

b. Economic Impacts 

The Draft Study does not include any cost benefit analysis or economic analysis of alternative layouts, 

despite the reference cited above expressly mandating this to be done. The report simply and 

insufficiently states, “[v]essel operators will have to balance the risks of going through a wind farm 

against the economic impacts associated with the additional distance, fuel, and passage time.” (pg. 

32). Costs and benefits that should be considered include: 

1. Cost and productivity implications for the production of wind power; 

2. Costs borne by all vessels including costs of extra distance traveled and extra time at sea, 

including fuel, maintenance, and labor costs, as well as opportunity costs due to slower transit 

or when fishing time is constrained; 

3. Costs borne by all vessels related to safety preparation, including purchase of upgraded 

navigation, radar or vessel tracking systems, radar visibility improvement gear, and in the 

case of fishing vessels, the potential need for an extra crew member to man the tiller and 

safety systems during all fishing activities; 

4. Costs borne by fishing vessels in terms of potential lost landings value; 

5. Cost borne by fishermen and by the public due to impairment of NOAA research vessels for 

stock assessment (NOAA has indicated that its research vessels currently used to conduct 

fishery-independent surveys will not pass within 1 nm of a wind turbine, and that large 

shares of their survey areas are to be compromised by MA/RI WEA); and 

6. Costs due to navigation safety risks, including increased frequency and severity of vessel 

accidents in the WEA following construction, increased use of USCG search and rescue 

resources in response, increased cost of USCG search and rescue operations due to limitations 

imposed by the presence of turbines, and resulting increases in estimated loss of life and 

property from the combination of these factors. 

The request of a thorough economic analysis is not unique to RODA members. Dr. Robert Griffin, an 

assistant professor of environmental economics at the University of Massachusetts-Dartmouth, also 

presented concerns in response to the Draft Study41 that: 1) the potential for economic impacts is 

substantial; 2) the Draft Study, if finalized, would set a precedent that economic factors will not be 

considered for future wind development layouts; 3) there is an apparent rush to a ruling with 

 
40 Docket No. USCG-2019-0131-0029 (May 28, 2019). 

41 Docket No. USCG-2019-0131-0054 (Feb. 26, 2020). 
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insufficient understanding of these impacts; and 4) the Draft Study misses an opportunity to develop 

a robust science‐based procedure for future decisions. RODA urges USCG to conduct a complete 

economic cost and benefit analysis for all layouts considered for inclusion in the final version of the 

MARIPARS. 

c. Icing 

An additional concern held by the fishing industry not analyzed in the Draft Study, is the effect that 

ice buildup on turbine blades may have on safe passage around a turbine. Ice buildup on the turbines 
is a known issue for wind energy areas in cold climates. Rime icing is a major concern for wind 

turbines,42 and once temperatures rise, the ice is likely to dislodge from the blades. Layouts with 

minimal spacing between turbines increase the risk to transiting vessels from falling ice. The distance 

from the turbine that the ice can travel varies, dependent on whether the blades are active or locked 

down. Some of the additional factors affecting the distance travelled include the rotor diameter, hub 

height, size of the ice fragment, rotor position, and wind speed.43 Although the cited studies do not 

suggest icefall is likely to occur outside of the 500 m buffer zone, the size and height of the turbines, 

in addition to unique geographic features in New England, indicate that USCG should conclusively 

ensure that recommended turbine spacing maintains a high level of safety, year round, for vessels 

operating in proximity to wind energy areas. 

* * * * * 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments and our request for additional analysis 
regarding these important issues. Please do not hesitate to reach out if we can provide additional 
information or clarification. 

 

Sincerely, 

       
      Annie Hawkins, Executive Director 

 
Fiona Hogan, Research Director 

 
Lane Johnston, Programs Manager 

      Responsible Offshore Development Alliance 

 
42 Colin Morgan et al., Assessment of Safety Risks Arising from Wind Turbine Icing, EWEC-CONFERENCE (Oct. 
1997), at 141-144. 

43 Henry Seifert et al., Risk Analysis of Ice Throw from Wind Turbines, in Proceedings of BOREAS VI April 9-11 
2004, Pyhatunturi, Finland (2004) (available at http://web1.msue.msu.edu/cdnr/icethrowseifertb.pdf). 



Appendix III

Letter from RODA to USCG

Re: Request for Correction: 
Massachusetts/Rhode Island Port 
Access Route Study; Docket No. 

USCG-2019-0213

Dated June 29, 2020



 
Responsible Offshore Development Alliance 

 

         June 29, 2020 

 

RADM Thomas Allan Jr., Commander 
U.S. Coast Guard, First Coast Guard District 
408 Atlantic Avenue 
Boston, MA 02110 

Department of Homeland Security 
ATTN:  Chief Information Officer/Information 
Quality Officer 
245 Murray Lane SW, Mail Stop 0136 
Washington, DC  20528 

 

Re:  REQUEST FOR CORRECTION: Massachusetts/Rhode Island Port Access 

Route Study; Docket No. USCG-2019-0131 

  

Dear Commander Allan: 

 

The Responsible Offshore Development Alliance (RODA) submits the following Request for 

Correction regarding the United States Coast Guard’s (USCG) Notice of Availability of the 

Massachusetts and Rhode Island Port Access Route Study (MARIPARS).1 As described in submissions 

from RODA and numerous fisheries experts in response to the Notice of Study and Draft Study, the 

MARIPARS contains serious foundational and analytical errors that merit correction as the 

conclusions are not supported by the record.  

We are grateful that the USCG included the transit proposal submitted by RODA, and developed for 

years prior by multiple entities, in the Federal Register materials. However, the information 

disseminated in the Final Study does not evidence a basis of objective data and analysis. We do not 

purport to question the USCG’s deep knowledge and professionalism regarding maritime safety but 

echo the concerns of thousands of fishermen and fisheries experts that the MARIPARS’ conclusions 

remain wholly unsupported and unsubstantiated by its associated record. The Information Quality 

Act (IQA) provides a mechanism to request a correction to this highly influential public document, 

the process for which “should serve to address the genuine and valid needs of the agency and its 

constituents without disrupting agency processes.”2 We therefore respectfully request the initiation 

of that process. 

I. Required Information 

The following is provided in accordance with the Department of Homeland Security’s “Information 

Quality Implementation” guidance.3  

Description of Information Needing Correction: 

The Areas Offshore of Massachusetts and Rhode Island Port Access Route Study: Final Report and 

corresponding Notice of Availability (Docket Number USCG-2019-0131; May 14th 2020). 

 
1 85 Fed. Reg. 31792 (May 27, 2020). 

2 67 Fed. Reg. 8452, 8458 (2002).   
 
3 DHS Directives System, Instruction Number: 139-02-001, Revision Number: 01 (Nov. 27, 2019). 
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Manner in Which Information Does Not Comply with IQ Guidelines: 

The information contained in the MARIPARS contains fundamental omissions and calculation errors 

that compromise the quality, objectivity, utility, and integrity of the information contained therein. 

Manner Disseminated and Date of Dissemination 

Federal Register Notice: 85 Fed. Reg. 31792 (May 27, 2020). 

Specific Errors Cited for Correction and Proposed Correction of Remedy 

The MARIPARS contains five key errors, which are presented along with the corresponding section 

number of this letter that provides more detailed information below. 

(1) Inappropriate selection of fisheries data sources (Section III) 

(2) Complete absence of analysis of fishing vessel operational requirements (Section IV) 

(3) Unjustified analysis of only one layout design rather than a range (Section V) 

(4) Inclusion of clear mathematical errors (Section VI) 

(5) False assertions regarding radar interference (Section VII) 

 

Proposed corrections: (A) Revise the MARIPARS document and relevant analyses to include data 

descriptive of fisheries operations and accurate calculations; (B) Clearly describe limitations and 

caveats in the MARIPARS; (C) Conduct peer review in accordance with OMB guidance on highly 

influential scientific assessments; and (D) Enjoin use of challenged information as a basis for 

regulatory action by any federal agency, including the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, pending 

resolution of this request. 

How Petitioner is Affected and How Correction Would Benefit Them 

RODA is a membership-based coalition of fishery-dependent companies and associations committed 

to improving the compatibility of new offshore development with their businesses. Our 

approximately 170 members are comprised of major fishing community groups, individual vessels, 

and shoreside dealers operating in federal and state waters of the New England, Mid-Atlantic, and 

Pacific coasts. Many of RODA’s members own or operate fishing vessels that work or transit in the 

MA/RI wind energy areas or are members of communities that include such individuals. Our 

members will be directly impacted by activities that influence safety at sea and displacement from 

fishing grounds that are converted to industrial energy uses. As the MARIPARS will directly inform 

the configuration of approximately 2000 wind turbines in an area fished by our members, and will 

likely be precedential in regions where other members fish, RODA is a directly impacted group. 

Correction of the MARIPARS will improve certainty regarding the efficacy of safety measures and the 

public’s understanding and implementation of those measures, directly benefitting our members and 

all ocean users. 

Petitioner’s Contact Information: 

Responsible Offshore Development Alliance 

Attn: Annie Hawkins, Executive Director 

P.O. Box 66704, Washington DC 20035 

Email: annie@rodafisheries.org 
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II. The MARIPARS Is an “Influential” Document under the IQA 

The MARIPARS squarely fits the applicability criteria issued by the White House’s Office of 

Management and Budget (OMB) regarding federally disseminated information, and therefore a 

defined set of information quality standards apply. 

a. Information Quality Standards 

OMB promulgated Information Quality Act (IQA) guidance to federal agencies for “ensuring and 

maximizing the quality, objectivity, utility, and integrity of information (including statistical 

information)” such agencies disseminate.4 Special provisions apply to influential information. These 

guidelines have been revised several times, and certain agencies including the Department of 

Homeland Security have adopted additional agency-specific guidance that builds on the controlling 

OMB guidance. 

Objectivity 

OMB has provided all federal agencies with requirements for agency presentation of information to 

support “objectivity.” The OMB guidelines state, in the general definition of “objectivity,” that an 

agency “needs to identify . . . the supporting data and models so that the public can assess for itself 

whether there may be some reason to question the objectivity of the sources.” and that “[i]f an agency 

is responsible for disseminating influential scientific, financial, or statistical information, agency 

guidelines shall include a high degree of transparency about data and methods to facilitate the 

reproducibility of such information by qualified third parties.”5  

  Influential Information 

Information disseminated by agencies is deemed “influential” if it “will have or does have a clear and 

substantial impact on important public policies or important private sector decisions.”6 Influential 

scientific information is subject to “reproducibility” as a component of “objectivity. “Reproducibility” 

means that “the information is capable of being substantially reproduced, subject to an acceptable 

degree of imprecision.”7   

OMB has determined that a scientific assessment, has specific additional requirements if it is “highly 

influential;” that is, if:  

the agency or the OIRA Administrator determines that the dissemination could have 

a clear and substantial impact on important public policies (including regulatory 

actions) or private sector decisions with a potential effect of more than $500 million 

in any one year or that the dissemination involves precedent setting, novel and 

complex approaches, or significant interagency interest.8 

 
4 Pub. L. 106-554, § 515 (2000). 
 
5 67 Fed. Reg. at 8459.   
 
6 Id. at 8460. 

7 Id.   
 
8 Office of Management and Budget, Revised Information Quality Bulletin for Peer Review (Apr. 15, 2004), at 20. 
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A Highly Influential Scientific Assessment (HISA) is subject to minimum requirements of peer review 

which, generally, include that an agency must make publicly available a written charge to the peer 

reviewers, the peer reviewers’ report and agency’s responses, and that peer reviewers possess the 

necessary expertise, address potential conflicts of interest, and are independent from the agency. 

Agencies are also encouraged to use the National Academy of Science’s panel selection criteria in 

populating peer review panels.9 

In 2019, OMB directed all federal agencies to update their guidelines for implementing the IQA.10 To 
the best of our knowledge, neither the USCG or the Department of Homeland Security has 

implemented clear guidelines to build upon the OMB guidance in determining whether disseminated 

information is “influential.”11 Curiously, DHS Information Quality Standards website currently states: 

Based on a review conducted, the Department of Homeland Security (through the 

Science and Technology Directorate) believes that is does not currently produce or 

sponsor the distribution of influential scientific information (including highly 

influential scientific assessments) within the definitions promulgated by OMB.12  

Regardless of this disclaiming statement on a website and lack of clear agency-specific guidance, the 

OMB guidelines apply to all federal information that fits their criteria, including the MARIPARS. 

  Utility and Integrity 

The OMB guidelines define “utility” as the “usefulness of the information to its intended users.” They 

further define integrity as “security of information — protection of the information from 

unauthorized access or revision, to ensure that the information is not compromised through 

corruption or falsification.” These definitions appear intended to be straightforward and are 

customarily interpreted as such. 

b. The MARIPARS Is “Highly Influential” and Therefore Requires Peer Review 

The MARIPARS fits squarely within the OMB and DHS’s own definition of “influential.” Standing alone, 

it is a desktop study with the goals, inter alia, of determining present and potential traffic density and 

the necessity and nature of modifications to routing measures required to provide safe access routes 

for vessel traffic proceeding to and from places in the United States.13  The USCG explicitly states “a 

PARS is a study, not a rulemaking”14 and, viewed in isolation, it is not. The issue at hand is that 

regardless of the wording of the MARIPARS’ associated Federal Register notice, it was in fact 

 
9 Id. at 2. 
 
10 Office of Management and Budget, Memorandum for the Heads of Executive Departments and Agencies: 
Improving Implementation of the Information Quality Act, M-19-15 (Apr. 24, 2019). 
 
11 See U.S. Department of Homeland Security, DHS Directives System Instruction Number: 139-02-001 Revision 
Number: 01 (Nov. 27, 2019), which defines “influential” but provides no criteria for evaluation. 
 
12 See https://www.dhs.gov/information-quality-standards. 
 
13 See https://www.navcen.uscg.gov/?pageName=PARSBackground. 
 
14 85 Fed. Reg. at 31792. 
 

https://www.dhs.gov/information-quality-standards
https://www.navcen.uscg.gov/?pageName=PARSBackground
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conducted in order to recommend layouts to BOEM for the New England offshore wind energy lease 

areas. To claim that such a recommendation (from an agency of maritime safety experts, to one 

without any such expertise) is unlikely to have a “clear and substantial impact” on decision making 

would be naïve at best. 

The USCG attempted to qualify that the MARIPARS would not directly, in itself, determine regulatory 

measures but that the agency “will evaluate the navigational safety risks of each [wind energy 

project] proposal on a case-by-case basis.”15 This statement directly contradicts with language in the 
same notice that it will “revisit the need for informal and formal measures to preserve safe, efficient 

navigation and [search and rescue] operations” only if “subsequent MA/RI WEA project proposals 

diverge from a standard and uniform grid pattern approved in previous projects.”16  

The project that will set the precedent for these “subsequent” projects is Vineyard Wind I. Since 

publication of the MARIPARS, BOEM published the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement 

(SEIS) for that project, with the proposed action noted as the same layout analyzed in the MARIPARS. 

In a far departure from a project-specific analysis, BOEM relies almost exclusively on MARIPARS in 

determining that the 1x1 grid would have only negligible to moderate direct and indirect impacts to 

navigation and vessel traffic, and only “moderate” cumulative impacts across all of the lease areas.  

Repeatedly throughout the SEIS, BOEM cites the draft MARIPARS finding that “the 2020 draft 

Massachusetts and Rhode Island Port Access Route Study (MARIPARS; USCG 2020) provided 

quantitatively-derived recommendations for turbine spacing and transit lane widths within the wind 

arrays.”17 The substance of this recommendation (i.e. uniform grid with 1 nautical mile spacing with 

diagonal lanes of approximately 0.7 nautical miles wide) does not change from the draft to the final 

version of the MARIPARS. BOEM then goes on to state: 

As a cooperating agency with BOEM, BOEM and USCG will continue to consult over 
the course of the NEPA process for the proposed Project as it relates to navigational 
safety and other aspects, including the impacts associated with alternatives assessed. 
The USCG will make a final recommendation on transit routes after the comments 
received during the Draft MARIPARS comment period are assessed… Based on the 
foregoing, BOEM does not believe that there is incomplete or unavailable information 
on navigation and vessel traffic that is essential to a reasoned choice among 
alternatives.18 
 

In short, BOEM is basing its understanding of the impacts of the alternatives, and thus its regulatory 

decision, on the information provided by the USCG’s MARIPARS. Therefore, the information provided 

by the MARIPARS is highly influential as it has “a clear and substantial impact on important public 

policies” as described by OMB. It clearly satisfies every one of the OMB’s other criteria for an HISA as 

well, as BOEM’s decision will have an equally clear and substantial impact on a private sector decision 

 
15 Id. at 31796. 
 
16 Id. 
 
17 Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Vineyard Wind 1 Offshore Wind Energy Project Supplement to the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement OCS EIS/EA BOEM 2020-025 (June 2020), at ES-2 (fn).  
 
18 Id. 
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with well over $500 million in annual effects, is precedent setting (i.e. the first utility-scale offshore 

wind energy project in U.S. federal waters), involves novel and complex approaches, and has 

generated obviously significant interagency interest. 

It is worth noting that, although not explicitly recognized as a factor of “influence” in the OMB 

guidelines, the public’s attention to this issue is additional clear evidence of its influence—a level of 

attention that would be incredible for a simple “study” with no influence upon rulemaking. This is 

evidenced by the likely hundreds of media articles on the topic and the congratulatory fanfare from 
several public and private sector groups who share one trait in common: they are experts in neither 

maritime safety nor commercial fishing. This praise, much of which appeared on the record through 

public comments or in media statements, was universal in its messaging that the MARIPARS 

authoritatively resolved the matter of fishing vessel safety in wind energy arrays. Quite simply, it is 

not resolved if fundamental questions were not addressed—and they were not, as described below.  

c. Public Comment Process Does Not Disqualify IQA Review 

It is difficult to determine the exact process with which the USCG reviews IQA Requests for 

Correction. We are aware of DHS guidance stating that the administrative complaint mechanism does 

not apply to “certain disseminations of information [that] include a comprehensive public comment 

process,”19 but other guidance documents directly contradict this.20 Legislative history regarding the 

IQA clearly demonstrated Congressional intent that the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) 

would have regulatory authority over the quality of information used and disseminated in agency 

rulemaking and other decision making, and the Administrative Procedure Act mandates a public 

notice and comment period for such actions, as does OMB guidance.21 If IQA was not intended to 

apply to information associated with rulemaking, since rulemaking almost always includes public 

comment processes, nearly all “influential” information would be exempt rendering the entire law 

moot. Clearly this outcome would not comport with the public interest. 

In this matter, the comment period associated with the MARIPARS does not preempt applicability of 

IQA review, as comments directly related to information quality in the draft document were wholly 

unaddressed. Moreover, the IQA requirement for peer review of HISA cannot be cured through notice 

and comment. Therefore, this RFC must be considered on its merits. 

III. The MARIPARS Relied on Inappropriate Data Sources 

→ Relevant IQA criteria: Objectivity, Utility 

Fishing vessels operating in, or transiting through, the MA/RI wind energy areas (WEAs) are 

monitored in different ways. Prior to initiation of the MARIPARS study, and throughout its 

development, multiple fisheries groups including RODA informed the USCG that the majority of 

 
19 U.S. Department of Homeland Security, DHS Directives System Instruction Number: 139-02-001 Revision 
Number: 01 (Nov. 27, 2019), at 11. 
 
20 U.S. Department of Homeland Security,  Information Quality Guidelines (2011) (available at 
https://www.dhs.gov/sites/default/files/publications/dhs-iq-guidelines-fy2011.pdf), at 8 (“Information in 
rulemakings and other documents concerning which public participation and comment are sought are subject 
to these guidelines”). 
 
21 See 66 Fed. Reg 49718 (Sept. 28, 2001), at 49720-21. 
 

https://www.dhs.gov/sites/default/files/publications/dhs-iq-guidelines-fy2011.pdf
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fishing vessels in the MA/RI WEAs are not using Automatic Identification System (AIS) technology, 

and therefore it should not be used as a primary data source for evaluating vessel behavior.22 These 

comments were echoed in workshops by the National Marine Fisheries Service23 and in formal 

comments by BOEM.24 Despite this clearly communicated information, the MARIPARS nevertheless 

analyzed and cited only AIS data to represent fisheries activity in the WEA. 

The documented study inputs from public outreach were likewise flawed. The MARIPARS contains a 

list of nearly 900 contacts included in “Stakeholder Outreach.” It includes numerous recreational 
fishermen, municipal and state authorities, environmental advocacy groups, offshore wind 

developers, ferry companies, reporters, and even police departments. Only three commercial 

fisheries contacts are included; one of which is not an active fisherman but a Fisheries Liaison officer 

for one of the wind developers. It is unclear what input was received from these contacts since the 

MARIPARS contains no additional information about the list. However, given the failure to address 

written comments this appears to be an alternative avenue the USCG used for input. Including only 

two active fishing contacts in the formal outreach plan is not sufficient to inform a study primarily 

focused on fishing vessels. 

IV. The MARIPARS Offers Conclusions Regarding Fisheries Access Without Any 

Supporting Information  

→ Relevant IQA criteria: Objectivity, Utility, Reproducibility 

The MARIPARS purports to characterize appropriate turbine layouts to maintain fishing activity 

within the WEA but there is no information whatsoever as to vessels’ spatial requirements or other 

important factors when engaging in fishing (i.e. when gear is deployed and hauled). Similar to the 

request to use spatial data sets that best capture transit in the area, fisheries participants and others 

expressly requested the inclusion of this information in the MARIPARS analysis and noted that spatial 

needs while utilizing mobile gear are different than while transiting.25 The MARIPARS boldly asserts 

that “the recommended standard and uniform grid pattern provide sufficient space for certain 

vessels that fish in the WEA to continue fishing after the wind farms are constructed” with absolutely 

no supportive evidence, and then goes even further by concluding that should larger transit corridors 

be adopted, “the reduced turbine spacing would largely preclude fishing in the WEA.” Such 

 
22 See, e.g., Letter from RODA to USCG regarding Port Access Route Study: The Areas Offshore of Massachusetts 
and Rhode Island (May 28th, 2019) (“As we and others have noted, AIS and VMS data provide important 
information to understand movement patterns for some vessels and fisheries, but these data streams are not 
fully representative … vessels’ activities are best understood by examining a broader range of data sources”). 
 
23 See RODA, “December 3, 2018 Workshop Documents” https://rodafisheries.org/portfolio/december-3-
2018-workshop-documents/. 
 
24 See Letter from James Bennett, Program Manager, Office of Renewable Energy Programs (BOEM) to Edward 
LeBlanc, Chief, Waterways Division Coast Guard Sector Southeastern New England (June 4, 2019), available at: 
https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=USCG-2019-0131-0044 (“As AIS is only required in fishing vessels 
65 feet or greater in length, supplementing with VMS data can further characterize area vessel use”).  
 
25 BOEM even repeated this request in its comments to the Draft MARIPARS on March 24th, 2020 (“BOEM again 
requests that the USCG consider objective vessel needs, such as typical fishing vessel maneuverability … each 
vessel type requires specific sea space to safely maneuver”). 
 

https://rodafisheries.org/portfolio/december-3-2018-workshop-documents/
https://rodafisheries.org/portfolio/december-3-2018-workshop-documents/
https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=USCG-2019-0131-0044
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statements would indicate that the USCG has analyzed fishing footprints and risks specific to the gear 

types used in the area and determined minimum viable spacing for various operations, perhaps even 

in differing sea states. However, this information is perplexingly absent.  

The objectives of a PARS include “[p]otential traffic density” indicating that “it is the purpose of the 

study to analyze, to the extent possible, changes to traffic patterns and density.”26 The MARIPARS 

fails to achieve this mandate too, as it contains no analysis of potential changes in traffic patterns 

mariners will be forced to take as a result of infrastructure build out. It only includes such basic 
information as the number of vessels currently operating in the area as a “Vessel Transit Summary” 

appendix and does not consider how many are expected to do so in the future, including numbers of 

vessels associated with offshore wind energy activity. Moreover, it is unclear how these vessels were 

counted and whether that census is also solely based on AIS data. Likewise, weather information is 

listed in an appendix but never analyzed. At a minimum, the MARIPARS must document areas with 

potential funneling and bottlenecks of mariners and analyze the increase in traffic to ports and wind 

energy areas of service vessels for construction, operations and maintenance. Introducing an entirely 

new ocean user with the resultant increase in traffic and spatial conflicts is certain to change use 

patterns, and this outcome is entirely overlooked.  

V. The MARIPARS Was Improperly Narrow by Focusing on Only One Layout Design 

→ Relevant IQA criteria: Objectivity, Integrity, Utility 

Despite the document referencing submitted comments, public input, and requests for the 

MARIPARS to quantify the risk associated with the inclusion of navigation safety corridors (referred 

to incorrectly by non-Coast Guard laymen—RODA included—as “transit lanes”) in the MA/RI WEA, 

the analysis it contains does not do so. Furthermore, the MARIPARS gives no justification for the 

dismissal of any possible routing measure by simply stating “after considering all options and the 

vessel traffic patterns within the MA/RI WEA, a standard and uniform grid pattern with at least three 

lines of orientation throughout the MA/RI WEA would allow for safe navigation and continuity of 

USCG missions through seven adjacent wind farm lease areas over more than 1400 square miles of 

ocean.”27 

RODA submitted a proposal on January 3rd, 2020 requesting analysis of a one mile by one mile array 

layout in addition to dedicated navigation safety corridors of four-mile width, which was correctly 

noted in the Notice of Study.28 It was therefore surprising when, in the Notice of Availability, the USCG 

dismissed consideration of dedicated transit corridors by stating that they would “actually provide 

far less area” than the recommended array since “project developers have made clear that larger 

corridors … would result in reduced [turbine] spacing.”29 As stated above, no numbers or 

mathematical analyses were provided to validate this statement and an objective study would have 

considered a well-substantiated range or minimum required spacing rather than focusing on only 

one possible outcome. Instead, the MARIPARS outcome aligned exactly with that submitted by the 

 
26 See https://www.navcen.uscg.gov/?pageName=PARSBackground. 
 
27 85 Fed. Reg. 31792 (May 27, 2020). 

28 85 Fed. Reg. 5222 (Jan. 29, 2020). 
 
29 85 Fed. Reg. at 31795. 
 

https://www.navcen.uscg.gov/?pageName=PARSBackground
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five New England lease-holding offshore wind energy developers on November 1, 2019—well into 

the time period in which the USCG was conducting its analysis.30 

A transparent and evidence-based review, moreover, would require the USCG to provide facts and 

calculations to support this assertion. Instead, it relied on developers’ attestations that there are a 

predetermined number of turbines that will be placed in the wind energy areas—including those that 

do not yet have power purchase agreements. That supposition is at odds with anything in the public 

record, which in fact supports the opposite conclusion.  

a. Regulators Have Consistently Stated No Project Decisions Are Made Until an EIS 

Throughout the development of wind energy projects in U.S. federal waters, fishermen have raised 

concerns through every available public comment period regarding the significant impacts this 

activity will have to their businesses and communities—including concerns regarding safety at sea. 

They have asked, repeatedly, through RODA and on their own behalf, for minimization and mitigation 

of conflicts before key project decisions are made.  

In response, BOEM and other regulatory entities have consistently stated that the entire planning 

and surveying process, from area identification to lease issuance to survey and assessment activities, 

has negligible impacts to fishing, and only once a Construction and Operations Plan (COP) is reviewed 

do fisheries impacts merit analysis. Their argument is that no binding or irreversible project 

decisions have been made to that point, and that fisheries interactions can be effectively de-conflicted 

through preparation of the Environmental Impact Statement immediately preceding final project 

approval. To date, no project has received such approval, and most of the New England project areas 

have not even developed COPs. Some examples of these statements include: 

• “After lease issuance but prior to COP approval, BOEM retains the authority to prevent the 

environmental impacts of a commercial wind power facility from occurring.”31 

• A developer’s investment in a lease is “made with full awareness that its proposals for a wind 

energy facility may be rejected and that it may never construct or operate such a facility.”32 

• BOEM does not consider the impacts resulting from the development of a commercial wind 

power facility within the WEA, to be reasonably foreseeable at [the time of lease issuance]. 

Based on “the experiences of the offshore wind industry in northern Europe, the project 

design and the resulting environmental impacts are often geographically and design specific, 

 
30 The mere fact that the developers submitted a formal, widely-publicized layout proposal to the USCG while 
it was conducting the MARIPARS provides further evidence of the study’s high degree of influence; it is difficult 
to imagine how a simple informational study would have merited the investment otherwise.  
 
31 Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Commercial Wind Lease Issuance and Site Assessment Activities on the 

Atlantic Outer Continental Shelf Offshore New York: Environmental Assessment, OCS EIS/EA BOEM 2016-042 

(June 2016), at 1-7. 

32 Fisheries Survival Fund v. Jewell, 2018 WL 4705795 (D.D.C. Sept. 30, 2018). 
 



 

10 
 

and it would therefore be premature to analyze environmental impacts related to potential 

approval of any future COP at this time.”33  

Despite these clear statements that project-controlling design decisions cannot be made before 

project finalization, there have already been instances where developers’ assertions—even incorrect 

ones—regarding project parameters have unevenly influenced the regulatory process. A notable 

example is the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Vineyard Wind project, which failed to 

thoroughly analyze any alternative in which turbines had more than 1-mile spacing and primarily 
analyzed only a “diamond-shape” turbine spacing (aligned NW-SE), based on the developer’s 

statement that such layouts would be economically unfeasible and therefore equivalent to the “no 

action” alternative.34 This stands in stark contrast to the E-W proposal the developers submitted to 

the USCG in November 2019 (which is analyzed in the MARIPARS) that had yet to appear elsewhere 

in any federal public records—only in the media—at the time of the MARIPARS’ publication. 

b. The Record Clearly States Wider Transit Lanes May Be Additional to a Grid 

Pattern 

In fact, the record supports the opposite conclusion; developers have known since before drafting 

COPs (or even obtaining leases, in the case of half of the New England areas) that transit lanes of at 

least two miles will likely create no-build areas within their leases. For example: 

• BOEM expressly referenced the ongoing development of these proposed transit lanes prior 

to the auction in order to alert prospective bidders of the possibility of no-build areas.35 

• Working group processes in Rhode Island and Massachusetts clearly and consistently 

requested both a “1x1” East-West grid layout and additional lanes for safe transit starting in 

early 2018. 

Simply put, if the mere fact of procuring a lease determines the number of turbines that will be 

included in a project and create obligations on federal agencies such as the USCG to accommodate 

that number in analysis and decision making, that information needs to be included in the 

environmental review process for lease issuance (or perhaps even earlier, when states announce 

offshore wind power goals). The fact that this has not yet occurred for the New England projects 

means that no prejudicial decisions, or analyses underpinning such decisions, can be made at this 

time.  

If the number of turbines is predetermined before any attempts at conflict reduction are made, by 

what means do agencies and developers intend to achieve their promises of coexistence? Moreover, 

 
33 Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Commercial Wind Lease Issuance and Site Assessment Activities on the 
Atlantic Outer Continental Shelf Offshore New York: Environmental Assessment, OCS EIS/EA BOEM 2016-042 
(June 2016), at 4-132. 
 
34 Vineyard Wind DEIS at 2-16; see also Letter from Erich Stephens, Chief Development Officer, Vineyard Wind 
to Grover Fugate, Executive Director, Rhode Island Coastal Resources Management Council (Nov. 19, 2018) at 
18 (“it is not possible to reorient the entire project in an east west direction”). 
 
35 See BOEM, Atlantic Wind Lease Sale 4A - Supplemental Information for Bidders: 
Potential Vessel Transit Corridors (Dec. 10, 2018), at https://www.boem.gov/sites/default/files/renewable-
energy-program/State-Activities/MA/Vessel-Transit-Corridor-Supplemental-Information-for-Bidders-ATLW-
4.pdf. 
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legal precedent requires a balancing of uses (such as those authorized under the Magnuson Stevens 

Fisheries Management and Conservation Act and Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act) in order to 

identify the best solutions for shared natural resources. 

It would appear as though the USCG chose to only analyze the layout preferred by the developers, 

despite the agencies’ stated public policy objectives and legal mandates for balancing uses. Or, 

perhaps, the USCG intended its MARIPARS recommendations to set the lower bound of an acceptable 

range and the leaseholding developers simply chose to propose layouts consistent with that 
forthcoming recommended minimum? The salient point is that we, and the public at large, cannot 

determine why the developers’ agreed-upon layout and the MARIPARS’ sole layout were identical 

when no information regarding the USCG’s study progress was publicly available at the time of the 

proposal, the federal government continues to assert that no project design decisions have been 

made, and insufficient information is available in the MARIPARS to evaluate the methodology and 

inputs. This clearly indicates that the MARIPARS information quality in insufficient. 

VI. MARIPARS Included Overt Errors in Calculations 

→ Relevant IQA criteria: Reproducibility, Utility, Objectivity 

As stated in the comment letter submitted by RODA in March 2020 on the draft study (Appendix I 

and incorporated herein by reference), there are calculation errors that are not addressed in the final 

MARIPARS. For example, based on a peer review conducted by Dr. Thomas Sproul, the justification 

of 1x1 gridded turbine placement is incorrect in at least 2 ways. One, the analysis fails to use the 

USCG’s own guidance for Closest Point of Approach for a fixed hazard and instead relies on 

methodology from a Netherlands study cited in British guidelines.36 Second, in using this alternative 

methodology to calculate adequate spacing between fixed hazards, the calculations fail to include an 

UNCLOS Safety Zone (of 500m) on each side of the “transit lane.” There are other errors clearly 

outlined in RODA’s, Dr. Sproul’s, and others’ comments submitted on the draft MARIPARS, and yet 

the final version fails to address any of those errors or provide an explanation as to why in the 

responses to comments section.  

VII. MARIPARS Contains Inaccurate Information Regarding Existing Knowledge of 

Radar Interference 

→ Relevant IQA criteria: Objectivity, Utility 

As previously stated in RODA’s comment letter on the draft MARIPARS analysis, the study arbitrarily 
ignores available information on concerns associated with radar interference.  

We reviewed several studies that address correlations between wind turbines and 
marine radar interference. To date, the USCG is not aware of an authoritative 
scientific study that confirms or refutes the concern that WTGs will degrade marine 
radar.37 

 
36 U.K Maritime and Coastguard Agency, Marine Guidance Note 543, Safety of Navigation: Offshore Renewable 
Energy Installations (OREIs) - Guidance on UK Navigational Practice, Safety and Emergency Response (Feb. 2016). 
 
37 MARIPARS at 26.  
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This statement is unsubstantiated, incorrect, and disregards well-documented information 
demonstrating interference of wind turbines on radar functioning. The Department of Defense has 
repeatedly raised concerns that “radar clutter (i.e. false targets) from the wind turbine blades would 
seriously impair the agency’s ability to detect, monitor, and safely conduct air operations.”38 Similar 
concerns have been expressed by the National Security Council,39 and in several European countries 
with existing wind arrays.40  Furthermore, an entire interagency Memorandum of Understanding has 
created the Wind Turbine Radar Interference Working Group (WTRIM) that is dedicated to 
identifying mitigation strategies for radar interference.41 The USCG has also compiled, studied, and 
documented a significant amount of information demonstrating marine radar degradation from 
offshore wind turbines in its review of the Cape Wind project as far back as over a decade ago. RODA 
documented all of these sources in its comments (Appendix I) and the USCG provided no response as 
to why these studies were not included in the final MARIPARS. As numerous agencies and private 
sector groups from multiple industries have expressed real concern with radar interference from 
wind turbines, it is irresponsible for the MARIPARS analysis to dismiss this potential conflict without 
conducting a comprehensive investigation and clearly documenting what information is known and 
unknown. 

 

* * * * * 

Thank you for your consideration of this Request for Correction and your continued attention to 
these important issues. Please do not hesitate to reach out if we can provide additional information 
or clarification. 

 

Sincerely, 

       
      Annie Hawkins, Executive Director 

 
Fiona Hogan, Research Director 

 
38 A brief history of the federal government’s awareness of this issue is included in U.S. Department of Energy, 
Federal Interagency Wind Turbine Radar Interference Mitigation Strategy (Jan. 2016), at 2 (available 
at https://www.energy.gov/sites/prod/files/2016/06/f32/Federal-Interagency-Wind-Turbine-
RadarInterference-Mitigation-Strategy-02092016rev.pdf). 
 
39 Sandia National Laboratories, IFT&E Industry Report: Wind Turbine-Radar Interference Test Summary, 
SAND2014-19003 (Sept. 2014) (available at: https://www.energy.gov/sites/prod/files/2014/10/f18/IFTE% 
20Industry%20Report_FINAL.pdf). 
 
40 United States Department of Defense, Report to the Congressional Defense Committees: The Effect of 
Windmill Farms on Military Readiness (2006) (available 
at: http://www.defense.gov/pubs/pdfs/windfarmreport.pdf). 
 
41 U.S. Department of Energy, Federal Interagency Wind Turbine Radar Interference Mitigation Strategy (Jan. 
2016), at 2 (available at https://www.energy.gov/sites/prod/files/2016/06/f32/Federal-Interagency-
WindTurbine-Radar-Interference-Mitigation-Strategy-02092016rev.pdf). 
 

https://www.energy.gov/sites/prod/files/2016/06/f32/Federal-Interagency-Wind-Turbine-RadarInterference-Mitigation-Strategy-02092016rev.pdf
https://www.energy.gov/sites/prod/files/2016/06/f32/Federal-Interagency-Wind-Turbine-RadarInterference-Mitigation-Strategy-02092016rev.pdf
https://www.energy.gov/sites/prod/files/2014/10/f18/IFTE%20Industry%20Report_FINAL.pdf
https://www.energy.gov/sites/prod/files/2014/10/f18/IFTE%20Industry%20Report_FINAL.pdf
http://www.defense.gov/pubs/pdfs/windfarmreport.pdf
https://www.energy.gov/sites/prod/files/2016/06/f32/Federal-Interagency-WindTurbine-Radar-Interference-Mitigation-Strategy-02092016rev.pdf
https://www.energy.gov/sites/prod/files/2016/06/f32/Federal-Interagency-WindTurbine-Radar-Interference-Mitigation-Strategy-02092016rev.pdf
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Lane Johnston, Programs Manager 

      Responsible Offshore Development Alliance 

 

 

 

cc: Dr. Walter Cruickshank, Acting Director  

      Bureau of Ocean Energy Management 
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THOMAS SPROUL, PH.D. 

PO Box 6106, Warwick, RI 02887-6106 | (401) 324-9197 | drtomsproul@gmail.com 

COMMENTS REGARDING MARIPARS DRAFT OF 01/22/2020  

March 12,  2020 

Mr. Michael Emerson, Director 

Marine Transportation Systems (CG-SPW) 

U.S. Coast Guard, Stop 7501 
Washington, DC 20593-751 

By email: Michael.D.Emerson@uscg.mil 

Also submitted as public comment to Docket USCG-2019-0131 via regulations.gov  

Dear Mr. Emerson:  

Enclosed is my review of The Areas Offshore of Massachusetts and Rhode Island Port Access 

Route Study, January 22, 2020 DRAFT (USCG-2019-0131), the “MARIPARS Draft.” Preparation of 

my review was coordinated and funded by the Responsible Offshore Development Alliance 

(RODA) following direct requests by multiple members of fishing communities. My review was 

funded through direct contributions from the fishing industry. 

The MARIPARS Draft recommends “the MA/RI WEA’s turbine layout be developed along a 

standard and uniform grid pattern with at least three lines of orientation and standard 

spacing” (p. 2) because this layout would “satisfactorily and expeditiously provide safe 

navigation and continuity of USCG missions” (p. 34). The MARIPARS Draft explicitly considers 

the importance of travel along the diagonals of the grid layout in recommending three lines 

of orientation (pp. 32, 36, 37), and states that “a standard array with adequate spacing 

between WTGs… would create multiple navigation safety corridors through the WEA” (p. 34). 

Clearly, spacing between the turbines must be adequate for safe passage. The MARIPARS 

Draft recommends corridors for transit and fishing that are 1 NM wide in the North-South and 

East-West directions and 0.6 – 0.8 NM wide in the Northwest-Southeast direction. In other 

words, a 1 NM uniform grid is recommended, and the resulting diagonal corridor width of 0.7 

NM (due to simple geometry) is deemed acceptable. This recommendation exactly matches 

mailto:Michael.D.Emerson@uscg.mil
https://www.regulations.gov/
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the “uniform 1x1 wind turbine layout” proposal submitted by the New England offshore wind 

leaseholders on November 1, 2019. 

The MARIPARS Draft grid spacing recommendations are insufficient for safety, and they 

appear to be made in error. On the critical issue of spacing along the diagonals, the 

MARIPARS Draft departs from USCG guidance and uses an alternative method without 

adequate justification. Further, only through apparent computation errors in this alternative 

method do the MARIPARS recommendations match the leaseholders’ 1x1 grid proposal.   

By my calculations, the absolute minimum spacing should be 1.32 NM along the diagonal 

transit corridors through the grid, corresponding to uniform grid spacing of 1.87 NM. These 

calculations use the minimum Closest Point of Approach guidance from the USCG (for ideal 

conditions) combined with the Baird methodology (accompanying the leaseholders’ 

proposal) for calculating the width of a shipping route. This minimum spacing calculation 

should not be construed as a recommendation – it does not account for many risk factors 

that are present, nor does it recognize alternative guidelines recommending additional safety 

margin. It is my opinion that substantially wider spacing is appropriate.  

Scope of Analysis  

My analysis is confined to addressing spacing within a uniform grid layout. This analysis does 

not evaluate nor endorse a uniform grid layout versus alternatives with additional routing 

measures or wider navigation safety corridors, such as those requested in the public 

comment letters of the Massachusetts Lobstermen’s Association (May 20, 2019) and 

Seafreeze Ltd. (May 24, 2019), and in the letters after the public comment period by the RI 

Commercial Fisheries Center (December 18, 2019) and by RODA (January 3, 2020)  in 

response to the leaseholders’ proposal. It is obvious even to a casual observer that a 1x1 grid 

layout carries additional navigation risk after removal of wider transit lanes. 
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Findings 

1. The MARIPARS Draft defines navigational safety corridors (Appendix B, p. 1) consistently 

with USCG Marine Planning Guidelines in COMDTINST 16003.2B,1 Appendix E:  

 

“Navigation Safety Corridors identify the amount of area necessary for vessels to 

safely transit along a route under all situations. These corridors are not 

considered routing measures by the Coast Guard or the International Maritime 

Organization (IMO), but are a tool to delineate areas where no offshore 

development should be considered.” 

 

Since vessels are allowed, and expected, to pass through all straight-line routes 

between turbines in the uniform grid proposed to cover the WEA, any such route must 

be considered a navigation safety corridor: the space between turbines in the uniform 

grid is clearly both a route where vessels must transit safely and an area where no 

offshore development should be considered. This fact is confirmed by the explicit 

statement in the MARIPARS Draft that the uniform grid layout “would create multiple 

navigation safety corridors through the WEA” (p. 34).  

 

2. Despite this acknowledgment, the Draft fails to mention that the Marine Planning 

Guidelines contained in COMDTINST 16003.2B, Appendix E, also explicitly provide 

guidance related to the width of navigation safety corridors: the Closest Point of 

Approach (CPA) is “the safe distance at which a vessel can pass a fixed or moving 

hazard” (p. E-4). Depending on the assessment of risk factors, COMDTINST 16003.2B, 

Appendix E indicates a CPA of 0.5 – 1.0 NM may be acceptable under ideal 

conditions, but that under less ideal conditions a CPA of 2 NM or more may be 

necessary (p. E-4).  

 

When identifying a straight-line route as a navigation safety corridor with hazards 

present on both sides, the CPA guidelines must apply on both sides of any vessel 

transiting the route. This means the minimum CPA distance of 0.5 NM to either side of a 

 
1 COMDTINST 16003.2B is United States Coast Guard Commandant Instruction 16003.2B, Marine 

Planning to Operate and Maintain the Marine Transportation System (MTS) and Implement National 

Policy (June 28, 2019). This document is cited as guidance on page 1 of the MARIPARS Draft. 
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route corresponds to a diagonal navigation safety corridor width of 1.0 NM plus the 

width of the route itself. Not counting the width of the route, a 1.0 NM diagonal 

corridor width corresponds to 1.41 NM grid spacing due to geometry.  

 

Thus, the leaseholders’ 1x1 uniform grid proposal conflicts with the barest minimum 

USCG guidance for CPA with respect to travel along the diagonals. This conflict is 

neither mentioned nor evaluated in the MARIPRAS Draft, which makes spacing 

recommendations exactly conforming to the leaseholders’ proposal. 

 

3. The Marine Planning Guidelines in COMDTINST 16003.2B, Appendix E do not give exact 

prescriptions for the width of a shipping route, other than indicating that space should 

be available for “a minimum of two vessels passing abeam of one another and other 

vessel operations in the area” (p. E-4). Using the calculations in the Baird report 

accompanying the leaseholders’ proposal, the shipping route width would be 0.32 

NM. Using the calculation in the MARIPARS Draft (Fig. 21, p. 36), the shipping route 

width would be 23 lengths of the largest vessel anticipated. Based on submissions by 

the leaseholders, I use a length of 195 ft (see item 5 below) for the calculation, giving a 

shipping route width of 0.74 NM.  

 

Depending on the minimum CPA distance being 0.5 NM or 1 NM, these estimated 

shipping route widths correspond to minimum diagonal navigation corridor widths of 

1.32 – 2.32 NM using the Baird methodology, or 1.74 – 2.74 NM using the MARIPARS 

methodology. Applied to the uniform grid layout advocated in the MARIPARS Draft, 

these diagonal navigation corridor widths correspond to minimum grid spacing of 1.87 

– 3.28 NM using the Baird methodology or 2.46 – 3.87 NM using the MARIPARS 

methodology. In a general setting where less than ideal conditions are anticipated 

and a 2 NM CPA is required, diagonal corridor widths are 4.32 NM or 4.74 NM, 

corresponding to minimum grid spacing of 6.11 NM or 6.70 NM.  

 

While these distances may seem large in contrast to the developers’ proposal, some 

context is important. Well-known recommendations from Europe (mentioned below) 

make either the same “shipping route + 4 NM” recommendation as derived here for 

the diagonals, or encourage use of a “20-degree rule” which would require navigation 
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corridors substantially wider than 6.70 NM along the longest transections of the WEA. 

Similar widths have previously been requested by members of the commercial fishing 

industry and by RODA.  

  

4. An alternative spacing analysis method, found in the “Netherlands study,” is applied to 

the diagonals in the MARIPARS Draft. Justification for this alternative analysis is provided 

in Section IV.D. paragraphs 2-4 (p. 34). The justification can be summarized as: i) there 

is no standard methodology for spacing (par. 2), ii) comments requested we review 

the British guidance document MGN 5432 (par. 3), and iii) MGN 543 refers to a 

Netherlands study… which seems to provide a reasonable approach (par. 4). The 

justification offered in the MARIPARS Draft is wholly inadequate and fails to mention:  

 

i) the existence of USCG guidance for CPA; 

 

ii) that the resulting calculations from the spacing analysis method chosen 

result in recommendations below the minimum CPA guidance; 

 

iii) that NVIC 01-193 explicitly states that MGN 371 was used in developing 

the USCG Marine Planning Guidelines, and that “The USCG views MGN 

543 as a simplification of its predecessor, MGN 371, and does not deem it 

necessary or prudent to revise our [Marine Planning] Guidelines” (NVIC 

01-19, Enclosure 3, p.1, note 2); 

 

iv) the presence in both MGN 371 and 543 of recommendations exactly 

matching USCG guidance for CPA (MGN 371 p. 13, MGN 543 p. 21), in 

which both use the term “intolerable” to describe turbines being placed 

closer than ½ NM from the nearest edge of a shipping route; 

 
2 MGN 543 is the United Kingdom Maritime and Coastguard Agency (MCA) Marine Guidance Note 

543, Offshore Renewable Energy Installations (OREIs) – Guidance on UK Navigational Practice, Safety 

and Emergency Response Issues (January, 2016). MGN 371 is its predecessor, issued August, 2008. 
3 NVIC 01-19 is United States Coast Guard Navigation and Vessel Inspection Circular 01-19, Guidance 

on the Coast Guard’s Roles and Responsibilities for Offshore Renewable Energy Installations (OREI) 

(August 1, 2019). From page 1 of the MARIPARS Draft: “NVIC 01-19 providing [sic] further guidance to 

USCG units and external stakeholders on factors the USCG considers when evaluating risk in OREI.” 
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v) the presence in MGN 543 of other recommendations that suggest even 

wider safety margins, such as a 2 NM buffer zone between wind farms 

and shipping lanes (p. 19), corresponding to a 4+ NM total navigation 

corridor width, or the “20-degree rule” (pp. 18-20) which is related to the 

concept of Cross Track Error in COMDTINST 16003.2B Appendix E (pp. E-3, 

E-4). The 20-degree rule would require a 5.5 NM corridor width for 15 NM 

corridors between turbines, and proportionally wider corridors for longer 

rows of turbines (a 65 NM long diagonal corridor is contemplated in the 

MARIPARS Draft, p. 32,  Fig. 20); and, 

 

vi) why, among the new recommendations in MGN 543 (not previously 

found in MGN 371), only the method suggesting the narrowest safety 

margin was chosen for use in the MARIPARS Draft and all other methods 

suggesting wider safety margins were discarded without consideration.  

 

5. The alternative spacing analysis contains computation errors. Corrected computations 

give diagonal corridor widths of 1.28 NM, and resulting grid spacing of 1.81 NM.  

 

According to the MARIPARS draft, the calculation is based on the so-called 

“Netherlands study,”4 which clearly indicates the 500 m (0.270 NM) UNCLOS Safety 

Zone applies on each side of the route if vessels are passing between turbines 

(Appendix 6, p. 62). The calculation error is prominently shown in MARIPARS Figure 21 

(p. 36), in which the missing UNCLOS Safety Zone for the second row of turbines breaks 

the symmetry of the colored bands in the Figure. 

 

The recommendations of the alternative spacing analysis depend critically on the 

maximum length of vessels contemplated to navigate through the developed wind 

energy area (WEA). The MARIPARS Draft assumes these vessels to be only fishing 

 

4 “White Paper on Offshore Wind Energy, Appendix 6: Assessment Framework for Defining Safety 

Distances between Shipping Lanes and Offshore Wind Farms," published by The Ministry of Infrastructure 

and the Environment and the Ministry of Economic Affairs of the Netherlands. September, 2014. 
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vessels, and reports their maximum length as 144 ft.  With respect to maximum vessel 

length, there appear to be additional data sources submitted by the developers 

documenting the presence of significantly larger vessels. These submissions were 

apparently ignored despite BOEM’s explicit request that the Coast Guard “consider 

vessel traffic analyses already submitted through developer NSRAs (Navigation Safety 

Risk Assessments).” (MARIPARS Draft Appendix E, Synopsis of Comments, p. 4). 

 

The Revised Navigational Risk Assessment (July 24, 2018) submitted by Vineyard Wind 

as an appendix to their Construction and Operations Plan (COP) reported maximum 

vessel lengths in the 2016-2017 AIS data to be 197 ft for commercial fishing and 184 ft 

for recreational vessels (Table 4.0-2, p. 46). In the Baird report accompanying the 

leaseholders’ proposal of a 1x1 uniform grid layout, the maximum fishing vessel length 

for 2017-2018 was listed at 195 ft for commercial fishing and 300 ft for recreational 

vessels (Table 2.1, p. 3). Finally, the South Fork Wind Farm (SFWF) Navigational Risk 

Assessment (COP Appendix X, October 2, 2018) submitted by Orsted reported that 37% 

of all vessels transiting in the vicinity of the SFWF had a length overall (LOA) of 164-246 ft 

(Table 5-2, p. 71) using July 2016 to July 2017 data from the AIS (p. 22). 

 

To summarize the above, it appears 195 ft is a more appropriate assumption for the 

maximum length of vessels transiting the WEA than the 144 ft length assumed in the 

MARIPARS Draft. A length of 195 ft is still conservative given that it is not known whether 

larger vessels, including recreational, will continue to pass through the MA/RI Wind 

Energy Area (WEA) after development. A recent study commissioned by NYSERDA5 

notes “it is generally not prudent for large commercial vessels (>70 meters [220 feet] in 

length) to transit between [turbines],” (p. 46) but makes no such observation for smaller 

vessels. As a more extreme example, the leaseholders contend that vessels up to 400 ft 

may still safely pass through the turbine array. 

 

Applying the estimate of 195 ft to the calculation in MARIPARS Section IV.D. (23 vessel 

lengths) results in an additional 1,173 ft (0.193 NM) needed for the required minimum 

 
5 New York State Offshore Wind Master Plan Shipping and Navigation Study, NYSERDA Report 17-25q. 

December 2017. Prepared for New York State Energy Research and Development Authority by The 

Renewables Consulting Group, LLC, New York, NY. 
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width of the route, between the UNCLOS safety zones. The full calculation generates 

required diagonal corridor widths of 1.28 NM, or uniform grid spacing of 1.81 NM. This 

width is still narrower than the recommendation from USCG CPA guidance. 

 

6. The MARIPARS analysis fails to consider the possibility of search-and-rescue (SAR) along 

diagonal search paths. Doing so would result in a diagonal spacing requirement of 1.0 

NM, corresponding to 1.41 NM grid spacing. It is not discussed that this requirement 

would exceed the spacing in the leaseholders’ proposal. The following considerations 

emphasize the potential importance of search along the grid diagonals, and/or 1 NM 

spacing along the diagonals. 

 

i) As discussed above, both the MARIPARS Draft and the leaseholders’ proposal 

indicates vessels are intended to transit along the diagonals of the WEA. In their 

seminal text, Soza (1996)6 defines a “line datum” as including “situations where a 

vessel or aircraft was known or suspected to have experienced distress while 

traveling along a straight line connecting two points” (pp. 3-6, 3-7). In this event 

the highest probability search area will be parallel to that line (pp. 3-7, 3-8). If 

vessels are transiting along the diagonal corridors of the uniform grid layout, 

there will inevitably be SAR incidents with a line datum along a diagonal, where 

a search pattern of sweeps along parallel diagonals may be optimal. The 

MARIPARS Draft recommends “a minimum of 1 NM between turbines along a 

search path” (p. 29), based on visual flight rules for helicopters. Unfortunately, 

this requirement renders diagonal search paths infeasible in the leaseholders’ 

proposed 1x1 grid and suggests the need for a minimum of 1 NM spacing along 

the diagonal navigation corridors of the grid, or 1.41 NM uniform grid spacing. 

 

ii) The MARIPARS Draft indicates that disabled vessels are the most common SAR 

incident in the WEA (p. 27), while Soza states “survivors adrift on the ocean 

move with the winds and currents” (p. 1-5, among many). The MARIPARS Draft 

indicates that predominant wind patterns in the area include summer winds 

tending to blow from the Southwest and stronger winter winds tending to blow 

 
6 The Theory of Search, A Simplified Explanation. Soza & Company, Ltd. and Office of Search and 

Rescue, U.S. Coast Guard. October 1996. 
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from the Northwest (p. 26). While this observation also suggests high probability 

search along the diagonals, this is likely to be a secondary concern relative to 

the line datum scenario above: drift motion over periods of “one to a few days” 

may be somewhat predictable, but is usually quite random over shorter time 

scales (Soza 1996, p. 5-3). Depending on the density of the grid layout, it may be 

quite unlikely that a disabled vessel could be adrift for an extended period 

without encountering a WTG platform. 

 

iii) The MARIPARS Draft notes that “in the event visibility significantly decreases 

while a helicopter is already operating within the WEA, space may be needed 

greater than 1 NM in order for a flight crew to safely exit the wind farm area,” 

but acknowledges it is not known how much additional space is needed (p. 30). 

Implementing 1 NM spacing along the diagonals would allow for both diagonal 

search and for aircraft facing deteriorating conditions to optionally exit the WEA 

using the larger 1.41 NM grid spacing available along the horizontal and vertical 

lines of orientation. 

Summary 

I would like to conclude my letter with a brief overview of my findings. 

On the critical issue of spacing to either side of a navigation corridor, the MARIPARS Draft 

departs from USCG Closest Point of Approach (CPA) guidance without explanation. In place 

of the guidance, an alternative spacing analysis method is used without proper justification, 

and computation errors are made within the alternative method. To make matters worse, the 

alternative method was previously evaluated and discarded by the USCG.  

Though they would not require as much spacing as CPA guidance, search-and-rescue 

considerations with respect to a search path along the grid diagonals are also ignored. 

Altogether, these shortcomings serve to understate the minimum required grid spacing for 

safe transit by 46% or more by my calculations. Such a severe miscalculation can have 

dramatic consequences for safe navigation in the MA/RI Wind Energy Area. Furthermore, 

correcting any one of the oversights identified would lead to recommended grid spacing 
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that is substantially wider than that proposed by the leaseholders. Instead, the MARIPARS 

Draft fails to discuss any potentially conflicting guidance and issues a recommendation 

exactly matching the leaseholders’ proposal. 

After reading my review, I believe you will agree that the MARIPARS Draft cannot and should 

not be approved as final until substantial corrections are made. 

Sincerely, 

Thomas Sproul, Ph.D.  



Appendix  V

Letter from RODA to BOEM

Re: Notice of Availability of a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement for 

Vineyard Wind LLC's Proposed Wind 
Energy Facility Offshore 

Massachusetts [Docket No. 
BOEM-2018-0069]

Dated February 22, 2019



RODA 
Responsible Offshore Development Alliance 

 

                                                 Navigating Together into the Future                                              
 

Executive Director: Anne Hawkins   Chairman: Peter Hughes                Treasurer: Eric Reid 
 
For Information, Contact Annie@RodaFisheries.org 

       February 22, 2019 

 

Dr. Walter Cruickshank, Acting Director 

Bureau of Ocean Energy Management  

45600 Woodland Road 

Sterling, Virginia 20166 

 

Re: Notice of Availability of a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Vineyard Wind 

LLC’s Proposed Wind Energy Facility Offshore Massachusetts [Docket No. BOEM–

2018–0069] 

 

Dear Dr. Cruickshank, 

The Responsible Offshore Development Alliance (RODA) submits the following comments regarding the 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and associated Construction and Operations Plan (COP) 

submitted by Vineyard Wind, LLC for its proposed wind energy facility in federal waters off of New 

England.1 RODA is a membership-based coalition of fishing industry associations and fishing companies 

with an interest in improving the compatibility of new offshore development with their businesses. Our 

Board of Directors consists of representatives of commercial fishing businesses and vessels from federally- 

and state-permitted Atlantic fisheries from North Carolina to Maine. Currently our membership includes 

major Atlantic fishing associations, dealers, and affiliated businesses, plus over 120 vessels across nine 

states operating in approximately 30 fisheries. RODA does not advocate for or represent any one particular 

fishery; rather, it actively endorses only those positions that are common amongst commercial fishing 

industry participants, and it offers a platform for gathering input from a broad range of fishery 

representatives when multiple viewpoints exist.  

We value the productive relationship RODA has had with the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management 

(BOEM) since our inception and the opportunity to engage in open communication on the impacts of 

offshore development to commercial fisheries. RODA thanks BOEM and its subject matter experts for the 

significant amount of work that went into the preparation of this DEIS, and notes the improved depth of its 

fisheries analysis in comparison to previous environmental review documents that we have reviewed. We 

look forward to working with you as you refine the DEIS prior to completion of any final Environmental 

Impact Statement and consequential decisions. 

                                                           
1 83 Fed. Reg. 63184 (Dec. 3, 2018). 
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Despite the scope of consideration regarding fisheries impacts in this DEIS, there is much pertinent 

information that is inaccurate, incomplete, absent, or only partially analyzed.  We understand the complexity 

of offshore wind and fisheries interactions and the limited federal resources available to devote toward this 

topic, and therefore hope to continue working with BOEM and other federal partners to continue to build 

capacity and a robust scientific record for this issue. 

In light of the aforementioned considerations, RODA submits the following comments to BOEM in regard 

to the Vineyard Wind Offshore Wind Energy Development Project DEIS, which are the result of extensive 

and direct input from a large number of fishing industry members. They are categorized by broad topic area 

and are mainly intended to serve as suggestions for improving fisheries-related analysis in this DEIS and 

those for future wind energy projects. They also identify areas where additional research is needed before, 

during, and after project implementation. While some of these recommendations may have more or less 

direct relevance to Vineyard Wind’s Wind Development Area (WDA), its larger lease site, and the other 

lease sites in adjacent areas off of New England, we feel that they as a whole suggest critical elements for 

informing approaches to reduce the impacts of offshore wind energy development on commercial fishing.  

Analytical Inconsistencies 

There are several instances in the DEIS and COP where significant inconsistencies exist in the descriptions 

of fisheries and the analysis of impacts from the proposed action. Where these disparities arise from the 

content of the COP (and particularly in studies that Vineyard Wind has conducted), BOEM has the federal 

responsibility to conduct an independent and comprehensive review to determine their accuracy. In but one 

example, references to the lobster fishery include: 

1. “[A]n estimated five to six lobster boats fished in the Vineyard WLA” (COP Section 7.6.2.2, Volume 

III; Epsilon 2018); 

2. “No pots and traps or fishing effort by longline occurred in the WDA or along the OECC.” (COP 

Section 7.6.2.2, Volume III; Epsilon 2018); and 

3. “Following engagement with commercial fishermen, Jim Kendall, Vineyard Wind’s Fisheries 

Representative, estimates that the majority of fishing vessels operating in the WDA are fixed gear 

vessels (i.e., gillnetting and lobster pot fishermen)” (Kendall, 2016; Vineyard Wind, 2011). 

These statements, and others in the COP and DEIS as noted in these comments and those of other fishing 

industry members, are clearly inconsistent and make it difficult to provide informed comments regarding 

its analysis and conclusions. 

Impacts Characterization 

The DEIS defines “moderate” impacts as those where “[i]mpacts on the affected activity or community are 

unavoidable.” RODA feels that many of the impacts characterized as “moderate” could in fact be further 

mitigated or avoided with proper research and safeguards that have not been contemplated in the DEIS. 

These are too numerous to specifically address in these comments, therefore we have highlighted some of 

the major ones and encourage BOEM to continue to engage in communications with fishing industry 
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members—and support relationship-building between the offshore wind energy and fishing industries—to 

identify existing or innovative methods to minimize impacts and promote coexistence. We also submit that 

the DEIS’s list of “unavoidable” impacts should include ecosystem-level changes related to shifts in habitat 

suitability, species composition and abundance, and other factors. 

Design Considerations 

The following comments relate to fisheries considerations for the specific layout of the WDA as proposed 

in the COP. 

Wind Turbine Generator (WTG) Layout Orientation 

As noted in the DEIS, RODA continues to support an East-West turbine orientation to slightly lessen (but 

not eliminate) impacts to current fishing vessel operators in the WDA, per Alternative D2 (Section 

2.1.4.2).  As stated in the DEIS, additional survey work would be required to re-orient WTG placement, 

potentially delaying the construction schedule and timing of the project for at least one year (Section 

2.1.4.2). RODA supports additional survey work implementing layout alternatives to reduce moderate and 

major impacts to the fishing community. The DEIS concludes that conducting such survey work would 

render the project economically unviable, but provides no justification in the record for that conclusion. It 

is therefore impossible to provide meaningful comments comparing the proposed action with Alternative 

D2. 

WTG Spacing  

As we have commented previously, the spacing between turbines is likely to be more indicative of impacts 

to fishing activity than the orientation. Even if the WDA was designed with an East-West orientation, there 

would remain a substantial number of fishing industry professionals who would not be capable of safely 

operating their vessels and gears within the array if turbines are separated by only one nautical mile or less.  

According to RODA members and input from the fishing industry at large, most commercial fisheries will 

not be able to operate in an array with spacing of only one nautical mile. If wider spacing between WTGs 

was implemented, additional vessels would be able to actively fish in the WDA, but each gear type and 

vessel size would have specific operability thresholds that have not yet been studied or conclusively 

established. Again, RODA supports additional survey work and collaboration between BOEM and Vineyard 

Wind and other developers to investigate adequate turbine spacing to allow for fishing efforts with multiple 

gear types and vessels at this, and future, wind development sites. 

RODA strongly disagrees with the statement in the DEIS that there would be a net increase in environmental 

impacts if the spacing between turbines were to be increased to 1.5 or 2 nautical miles. While larger spacing 

between turbines would increase the initial proposed project area, an increase in spacing to 1.5 nautical 

miles would still appear to accommodate the placement of ample turbines within the lease area to achieve 

the project’s stated purpose and need of procuring 800 megawatts (MW) of offshore wind energy. 

Furthermore, it is irresponsible to cite the negative environmental impacts of cable laying and increased 
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vessel trips during construction (as referenced in the DEIS) without also looking at the potential 

environmental benefits of increasing the spacing between turbines—environmental benefits that could 

include, but would not be limited to, decreased biological impacts to fishery stocks due to larger undisturbed 

area between turbines, reduced economic impacts if more fishing could continue within the project area, 

and fewer safety risks. 

Range of Alternatives Regarding Project Design 

The DEIS does not sufficiently present all reasonable alternatives to the proposed action. RODA disagrees 

with the conclusion that “Alternative Spacing between Wind Energy Turbines” (Section 2.1.7) would not 

meet the purpose and need of the project and thus we believe it should be considered as a full alternative to 

the Proposed Action. With the information provided by the DEIS, we believe that rough calculations show 

that a spacing of 1.5nm between turbines would fit the purpose and need of the project. Approximately 800 

MW are proposed to be generated from this project, and it is our understanding that Vineyard Wind plans 

to construct turbines with an individual output of 9.5 MW. In the current proposed action, 100 turbines will 

be constructed in the lease area, with locations for an additional six turbines for a total of 100-106 turbines 

in the VW Lease Area. It is unclear whether spacing of 2 nm between turbines would allow the project to 

meet its stated goals, but many fishing industry participants support a minimum 2-nm spacing so this 

possibility should be fully considered. 

According to Figure 2.1-6 (page 2-17) the layout of alternative spacing of 1.5nm between turbines shows 

14 turbines, out of 106, outside of the lease area. With the expectation of installing turbines that generate 

9.5 MW, the 800 MW threshold for this project will still be met with only 92 turbines – all of which fit 

within the current lease area. There is no information that suggests that the 800 MW must be procured from 

within only one portion of the overall lease area (the WDA) in order to preserve room for future projects, 

when the entire WLA was delineated and leased without a specific procurement need. Thus, it is necessary 

for an alternative including increased turbine spacing to be added to the Final Environment Impact Statement 

and be explored in full.   

Cable Burial  

The DEIS currently does not provide sufficient analysis that a 5- to 8-foot burial depth of cables would be 

adequate to prevent exposure of cables (Section 3.4.5.3). Cable exposure is problematic for many reasons, 

and RODA suggests Vineyard Wind conduct thorough studies to ensure the best location and depth of cables 

to limit exposure risk, as well as the risk of impacts from heat or electromagnetic fields that may transfer 

from the cable to benthic sediment or the water column. Whether the cable is—and remains—buried are of 

key importance when assessing potential fisheries impacts. Robust approaches for evaluating cable burial 

best practices exist, and RODA recommends that the developer follow guides used in European offshore 
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energy projects such as the Cable Burial Risk Assessment (CBRA),2 or similar methodology, to reduce 

exposure risk.  

Strong tidal currents run through the area where the cable is proposed, which could plausibly result in cable 

exposure under certain conditions. It is imperative that the cable is not only initially buried to the correct 

depth, and that its depth is in fact verified by permitting authorities, but that a monitoring system is in place 

to ensure that it remains sufficiently below the surface. As you likely know, in August of last year both the 

Deepwater Wind cable and National Grid’s Sea2shore Cable associated with the Block Island offshore wind 

facility were exposed,3 despite assurances from regulators and the developer that the risk of such an event 

was extraordinarily low. So, too, do protective devices such as mattresses pose risks to fishing operations, 

safety, and gear. These risks should be more fully described and analyzed in the DEIS. RODA requests both 

the project developer and BOEM to continue to work with the fishing industry to develop solutions for 

proper cable installation, and to mitigate gear conflicts and loss that may result from cable interactions. 

RODA supports requiring long-term monitoring of cables as referred to in the DEIS (Section 3.4.5.2), but 

advocates for monitoring to be conducted independently and more frequently than on an annual basis using 

the best available technological means. In addition to natural threats such as seismic activity, sediment 

mobility, and submarine landslides, there are numerous anthropogenic activities that pose a risk of cable 

exposure such as dredging, benthic fishing, and grounding of ships. Due to all of these potential threats, 

monitoring cables often and thoroughly is important. RODA believes that BOEM should require all 

developers to partake in regular and independent cable burial status monitoring.  

Transit Lanes 

RODA remains concerned that the process for identifying the MA/RI WEAs, the execution of power 

purchase agreements with individual states, and the development of Construction and Operations Plans for 

offshore wind energy projects have occurred before reasonable transit lanes have been identified for fishing 

vessels to travel to fishing grounds beyond the lease areas. While we are appreciative that Vineyard Wind 

and adjacent leaseholders have engaged extensively in conversations to identify such transit lanes, the 

leasing process must be modified so that necessary transit routes are identified before a developer is bound 

to terms that render it difficult to modify site plans to accommodate fishing vessels that must safely and 

efficiently traverse the large lease areas. 

As you know, there is still no broad “consensus” on the location nor position of reasonable transit routes 

throughout the large complex of New England WEAs. To reiterate, the fishing industry “consensus” is that 

transit lanes must be a minimum width of 4 nautical miles in order to accommodate safe passage, and further 

studies must be done to ensure that radar interference will not extend beyond that distance.   

                                                           
2 Matthiesen, J. (Ed.) Application Guide for the specification of the Depth of Lowering using CBRA. Carbon Trust. Retrieved 

from https://www.carbontrust.com/media/672369/owa-ct-appplication-guide-for-cbra-feb-04-1.pdf 

3 Trodson, L. (2018, August 17) Deepwater Wind’s Cable Exposed. The Block Island Times. Retrieved from 

https://www.blockislandtimes.com/article/deepwater-wind’s-cable-exposed/53036. 
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At this point, it is extremely difficult for the fishing industry to work toward “back-filling” lease plans with 

no-build areas to accommodate vessel transit when developers consider them to be essentially voluntary 

exercises. While most (but not all) of the transit lanes that have been contemplated for the Northeast lease 

areas to date tend to fall outside of the Vineyard Wind WDA, there is no assurance that any specific area 

will be designated as a transit lane given the inability of each of the adjacent leaseholders to achieve 

agreement on consistency between their project layouts. Other developers have not stated support for the 

transit lanes that fall to the south of the WDA; moreover, the majority of fishing vessel transit through the 

WLA actually occurs within the WDA itself. If Vineyard Wind’s preferred location for transit lanes outside 

of the WDA is not included in the other projects’ COPs, it is unclear that any functional lanes will be 

designated at all. The fishing industry broadly needs assurance that there are workable options on the table 

both for our industry and all developers, including the ones that acquired the new leases in the December 

2018 auction. 

Fishing vessel transit patterns can be determined from a number of sources including, but not limited to, 

VMS data, AIS data, fishing vessel plotter information, and knowledge acquired from fishermen 

themselves. To our knowledge, the first time there was a true evidence-based analysis of such patterns was 

only when RODA requested one of the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) for a workshop on 

December 3rd, 2018. This should have been done far earlier for these areas. BOEM must conduct this type 

of analysis in advance of future lease sales, either through its interagency data access agreements or by 

working with partner agencies, states, or contractors. It should also not proceed with any leasing or project 

approvals that may interfere with the ability to delineate transit routes through lease areas until those areas 

are properly identified. 

In addition to the necessary locations and widths of lanes through the arrays to accommodate fishing vessel 

transit, RODA has concerns about the way such lanes are characterized and evaluated from a broader vessel 

traffic viewpoint. Modeling and analysis tools that accurately reflect vessel movements and vessel 

interactions are critical to determine if routing measures are appropriate for all marine traffic and to evaluate 

the changes in navigational safety risk resulting from different siting and routing scenarios. Even with a 

“consensus” as to siting, proper modeling and analysis are necessary to evaluate transit lanes and their 

effects. We believe that the U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) is the only entity with the expertise to perform these 

analyses and BOEM should defer to any recommendations it issues with regard to vessel transit. 

Finally, the DEIS fails to use consistent language in describing transit lanes. It uses “transit corridors” or 

“transit lanes,” often interchangeably, to reference both access within an array and crossing through an array 

to access grounds on the other side. “Transit lanes” should refer to those routes necessary to access fishing 

grounds on the other side of a WEA—or to vessels crossing an array generally—not to fishing within an 

array. BOEM should continue to work with the USCG, other maritime experts, and the fishing industry to 

refine how transit lanes will be classified and what navigational principles will apply. 

Trawl Survey Inaccessibility 

RODA is concerned with the inability of fisheries research vessels to access the Vineyard Wind Lease Area 

as related to the Impacts on Commercial Fisheries and For-Hire Recreational Fishing (Section 3.4.5.3). 
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Fisheries rely on up-to-date and comprehensive data to ensure stock assessments are accurate and inform 

fishery management. At the most recent New England Fishery Management Council meeting (January 29th, 

2019), NMFS stated that it will not be able to operate its survey vessels in WEAs. The loss of its ability to 

conduct fisheries-independent data collection due to inaccessibility will not only obstruct understanding of 

stock status within development areas, but will also increase uncertainty in regional stock assessment 

models.  

We believe loss of consistency in survey efforts is a significant concern for the fishing industry as it may 

lead to increased scientific and management uncertainty, and potential decreases in catch limits as required 

by the Magnuson Stevens Act. Conducting surveys in adjacent or other areas cannot simply make up for 

survey efforts based on randomized sampling, and thus accuracy of stock assessment models may be 

diminished.  

The DEIS suggests that “NMFS survey methodology may need to change to account for the inability to 

sample in certain areas” (Section 3.4.5.3) with no framework for developing such new methodology. RODA 

intends to work with NMFS to develop these novel methods, which will likely take time and resources for 

which the DEIS does not account.  

Impacts to data collection for research purposes in development areas are at best unknown if NMFS (and 

other research survey vessels) cannot operate in this area or future energy development sites. While impacts 

to data collection and surveying seem minor when they pertain to a partial lease area, collectively wind 

energy development areas may critically hinder stock assessments in the region due to the impacts to 

research methodology and accessibility. We suggest that BOEM looks at this issue from a holistic standpoint 

and ensure that energy development projects do not come at the cost of scientific certainty needed to support 

sustainable fisheries.  

Navigational Safety 

While RODA applauds the proposed Marine Coordinator position to coordinate and communicate Vineyard 

Wind construction and installation plans with USCG, pilots, port authorities, state and local law 

enforcement, and commercial operators to decrease risk incidents (Section 3.4.7.3), we are concerned with 

the lack of a full analysis of vessel navigation in the area. We reiterate that the USCG is the entity with the 

best expertise to provide information regarding navigational safety, and recommend that BOEM fully adopt 

any recommendations it provides.  

The current DEIS’ impact analysis is based almost entirely on AIS data from a two-year period. This is not 

sufficient data to draw conclusions about vessel navigation in the WEA, as: (1) fisheries in the region exhibit 

significant interannual ecological variability; (2) vessels are not required to use AIS outside of the 12 nm 

Territorial Sea; and (3) the AIS data utilized in the impact analysis does not include navigation by vessels 

<65 feet. In order to ensure that incident risk is minimized, we hope that BOEM and developers will work 
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to better include vessels in smaller size classes. We request a full analysis using VMS data, which is readily 

available as seen by the analysis NMFS did for the NY Transit Workshop on December 3, 2018.4 

The DEIS notes that increased traffic is expected at ports, particularly New Bedford (Section 3.4.7.3), 

leading to traffic jams and increased wait time to enter the harbor. As currently presented, the DEIS does 

not consider that increased time to market for many fisheries will reduce product value if fishing vessels are 

required to wait to offload. RODA suggests that mitigation for delayed offloading and determination be 

addressed prior to the start of construction and installation, and that offshore wind facility serve vessels give 

way to fishing vessels returning to port. 

Lastly, while ground-based radar systems are expected to be located a sufficient distance from the WDA to 

not cause radar interference, the DEIS does not adequately addresses the potential for radar interference 

from vessels navigating in or near the WDA. BOEM and USCG have acknowledged this important issue; 

we believe that it must be fully addressed prior to construction in the development area.    

Decommissioning 

The DEIS provides very little detail regarding decommissioning requirements, noting instead that 

“[d]ecommissioning plans are subject to an approval process that includes public comment and government 

agency consultation.” For example, it says “cables may be retired in place,” but there is no description or 

analysis of any potential long-term impacts of deactivated cables or how those impacts would be monitored, 

much less how that decision would be made. 

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires a public comment process and consideration of 

the environmental impacts of any major federal action. If project decommissioning will not undergo further 

NEPA review, the DEIS should contain much more explicit detail regarding decommissioning activities. At 

a minimum there should be assurances as to the process and the factors BOEM will evaluate in making 

future decisions, in light of the vagueness of the DEIS. Additionally, RODA requests that future decisions 

restrict the use of explosives in decommissioning if it does not conduct a NEPA-compliant environmental 

review to assess the potential impacts of that activity, which are unknown to us at this time but could 

significantly negatively impact fishery resources.  

Biological Impacts 

The following sections highlight some major considerations related to impacts to the ecological 

environment. There is significant overlap between those characterized as “biological” or “habitat” related; 

these comments roughly reflect the breakout of those categories in the DEIS. 

                                                           
4 It is our understanding that multiple agencies have access to these data sets and, regardless of which one performs such analyses, 

we urge closer cooperation to ensure that they are completed efficiently and correctly. 
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Impacts to Specific Fish Stocks Should be More Thoroughly Considered 

In general, and as stated previously, the DEIS should provide more thorough analyses regarding the impacts 

of the proposed action to individual fish species and stocks. The DEIS’s accompanying Biological 

Assessments provide some level of detail regarding impacts to protected (endangered) resources, but BOEM 

relies primarily on its EFH Assessment to describe specific affected fishery resources. 

While the EFH descriptions overall appear to be accurate, there is much additional information, including 

life history, stock status, management structure, seasonality, and more, that influence the degree to which 

negative impacts to a given fish stock may have unusual or augmented biological and/or economic 

repercussions. 

Atlantic cod, for example, are found throughout the WDA and are of particular importance to New England 

in terms of economics, ecology, history, and culture. However, despite this fish’s significance, the stock 

condition is poor and its status unknown after massive population decreases roughly a decade ago. Atlantic 

cod catch in the U.S. was recorded at an all-time historical low in 2016 and it has just begun to show signs 

of population growth. Moreover, significant scientific uncertainty exists regarding the Georges Bank cod 

stock (that which is found in the WDA and all of the lease areas off of MA and RI). That uncertainty in 

large part fueled the reductions in catch limits and even led to the analytical assessment of this stock not 

being accepted during NMFS’ most recent operational update meetings.   

The depleted state of the Georges Bank cod stock, in addition to being concerning in and of itself, has 

outsized impacts on fishing practices and revenue. It is one component of the Northeast multispecies fishery 

complex, which is managed as a unit due to the mixed nature of the stocks both in terms of ecological 

interactions and how they are caught. The majority of the commercial fleet is managed according to a 

“sector,” or “catch share” regime, which provides quota allocations of each stock to groups of fishermen. If 

a sector reaches its quota of any groundfish stock, it must stop fishing altogether in that stock area. Georges 

Bank cod has thus become a “choke stock”; if fishermen are unable to avoid catching it while targeting 

other—and often highly abundant—stocks (such as Georges Bank haddock), they lose the ability to continue 

to fish for those target stocks. Any further decreases in the Georges Bank cod population that result in lower 

catch levels will therefore not only jeopardize the recovery of the resource itself, but they will necessarily 

decrease revenues from all groundfish stocks. Moreover, population estimates for this stock rely heavily on 

NMFS trawl survey data. As described above, reduced survey coverage will increase the scientific 

uncertainty that is driving the severe catch limitations. 

The DEIS does not provide any analysis of the true fisheries impacts from the Vineyard Wind proposal in 

light of this biological and management complexity. Rather, it focuses narrowly on habitat impacts and 

readily dismisses alteration of juvenile cod Habitat Area of Particular Concern (HAPC) due to the size of 

the WDA relative to the entire HAPC. RODA requests BOEM and Vineyard Wind to conduct a full, 

quantitative inquiry into the likely impacts to this depleted resource from the WDA within the HAPC, as 

well as to gather any necessary information to determine how the stock and fishery would be affected from 

full build-out of the lease area and adjacent sites. 
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Winter flounder, for its part, is one of the few fishery stocks in the WDA of specific focus in the DEIS. 

Although the DEIS states “[l]ocalized loss of demersal eggs could lead to reduced fish recruitment” and 

“[p]ermanent habitat alteration in the form of scour and cable protection would reduce the habitat for species 

such as winter flounder,” it simply concludes without further analysis that “this would be limited and BOEM 

does not anticipate impacts on the flounder stock.” It does not consider that the latest stock assessment, in 

2017, concluded that the Southern New England/Mid-Atlantic winter flounder stock is overfished and 

extended its rebuilding timeline to 2023, nor that flounders are likely to be particularly sensitive to 

temperature increases associated with cables. As with Georges Bank cod, BOEM must evaluate impacts to 

the rebuilding timeline and the implications of delayed rebuilding on both the stock itself and on groundfish 

fishery catches and revenues overall. 

Analysis of Impacts from Underwater Noise Is Incomplete 

The DEIS sections regarding sound impacts to fish populations primarily focuses on noise arising from 

project construction and its potential effects on squid behavior. This is a critical issue due to the degree of 

known impacts and the importance of squid resources in the area. With regard to squid (and certain finfish 

species), however, the DEIS over-relies on assumptions that they will simply swim away from noise that 

exceeds tolerable thresholds, unless they are sessile or too small to swim away, in which case individuals 

will die but the population will quickly recover.5 We understand that there is a need for further scientific 

research regarding impacts of underwater noise to specific stocks, including squid, and request additional 

resources to accomplish such studies. At a minimum, given the currently available information, these 

predicted impacts can and should be quantified based on how many individuals may be in an area at a given 

time, and how behavioral changes or mortality to those animals may impact stock abundance and 

recruitment, including considerations of seasonality and age structure. 

Aside from its basic treatment of squid and certain finfish, the DEIS is silent on a wide variety of potential 

impacts from the sound associated with offshore wind energy facility construction. For example, there is 

peer-reviewed evidence that loud underwater sounds, and the associated pressure changes or vibrations, are 

likely to impact the survival and development of fish larvae and invertebrate stocks including scallops,6 

which is not considered in the DEIS. 

Also related to the construction phase, the DEIS states that the PDE covers a hammer size up to 4000 

kilojoules (kJ) for monopile foundations, and 3000 kJ for jacket foundations, which is consistent with 

current equipment specifications. However, its analysis for radial distance to thresholds for fish from impact 

hammering only includes hammer energies of up to 2500 kJ. We would expect that the increased energy 

levels would greatly multiply acoustic effects of piledriving, and the DEIS should reflect this. 

                                                           
5 The DEIS makes similarly unsupported conclusions regarding sedimentation impacts to fish stocks, to which the essence of 

these recommendations also applies. 

 
6 De Soto, N. A., Delorme, N., Atkins, J., Howard, S., Williams, J., & Johnson, M. (2013). Anthropogenic noise causes body 

malformations and delays development in marine larvae. Scientific reports, 3, 2831. 
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As to sound impacts from the operational phase of a wind energy facility, BOEM summarily states that 

“[n]o study has shown any behavioral impact of sound during the operational phase of wind energy 

facilities” and declares this information “low priority.” To the best of our knowledge, there are also no 

studies showing that sound from wind energy facility operation does not impact fish behavior, and there is 

good reason to believe it would. This is an area that absolutely should be further studied, as there is a high 

probability of impacts. Studies from Europe show that species such as cod may perceive operational noise 

from wind energy facilities at distances of 7 km or greater.7 There are also a wide range of studies showing 

that terrestrial wind energy activities do create behavioral shifts in human populations (such as 

implementing mitigation strategies for noise abatement), and that wind turbine noise “can be easily 

perceived (and be an annoyance) even for low sound pressure levels, making it generally incongruous with 

background noise”.8 Based on discussions with experts at Rutgers University, we understand that 

operational noise may impact shellfish too, particularly in early life stages; for bivalves, larval settlement 

and metamorphosis are highly sensitive processes that may be affected by changes in sound. Recent research 

has demonstrated that oyster settlement, for example, is highly influenced by underwater soundscapes.9 

BOEM relies on assumptions regarding ambient noise at the Block Island Wind Farm (BIWF) to inform its 

DEIS; this information is not necessarily applicable to the Vineyard Wind lease area, which is much further 

offshore in an oceanographically and ecologically distinct area. Moreover, BIWF consists of significantly 

smaller turbines that are likely to produce much more limited operational sound. Vineyard Wind proposes 

to use turbines that are the largest ever in the world, and the impacts are frankly altogether unknown. We 

therefore request: (1) that BOEM require autonomous passive acoustic monitoring devices to record ambient 

noise in the lease area not only before and during construction, but throughout the life of the project; (2) 

that BOEM, Vineyard Wind, and/or others conduct studies on the impacts of construction and operational 

noise to fish populations; and (3) that any impacts found to be in excess of those predicted and analyzed in 

the DEIS are required to be fully mitigated during any project phase. 

The DEIS Does Not Consider Impacts to Water Flow or Larval Dispersion 

The DEIS contains virtually no consideration of the hydrographic effects of placing large fixed structures 

in the water column to either the physical or biological environment. The most relevant study of these 

impacts, to our knowledge, was commissioned by BOEM from Dr. Changsheng Chen at SMAST. The 

DEIS, inexplicably, cites this study to conclude that development of the Vineyard Wind WDA is not likely 

to influence southward dispersion of larvae, but ignores other pertinent information in the study. For 

example, with regard to large-scale variability, “the presence of wind turbines can increase the spatial 

dispersion and speed of larval movement, but will not block the larvae within the wind turbine facility area.” 

For small-scale variability, “the presence of wind turbines can also decrease the spatial dispersion.” The 

                                                           
7 Wahlberg, M., & Westerberg, H. (2005). Hearing in fish and their reactions to sounds from offshore wind farms. Marine Ecology 

Progress Series, 288, 295-309. 

 
8 Botelho, A., Arezes, P., Bernardo, C., Dias, H., & Pinto, L. (2017). Effect of wind farm noise on local residents’ decision to 

adopt mitigation measures. International journal of environmental research and public health, 14(7), 753. 

9 Lillis, A., Bohnenstiehl, D. R., & Eggleston, D. B. (2015). Soundscape manipulation enhances larval recruitment of a reef-building 

mollusk. PeerJ, 3, e999. 
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study bluntly concludes that “the modeling assessment of the impact of the future offshore wind energy 

facilities on the marine environment should be done with consideration of the wave-current interaction 

process,” which was not performed in the DEIS. 

Benthic invertebrates are likely to be particularly sensitive to disruptions in larval dispersion patterns and 

sedimentation. They spawn in discrete areas and rely on having the correct currents to distribute larvae to 

suitable grounds for settlement. Even small-scale disturbances to those pathways—whether from mortality 

at a spawning site, inability to reach settlement areas, or both—could have serious repercussions for 

populations even outside of a wind energy array. The DEIS does not consider any of these relevant potential 

impacts for benthic species found within the lease area. 

Evaluation of the impacts of the proposed action to ocean circulation patterns and water flow is particularly 

important given the location of the project area in the region of the Cold Pool. The Cold Pool is a 20-60 

meter thick band of cold, near-bottom water that persists from spring to fall over the mid and outer shelf of 

the Mid-Atlantic Bight and the southern portion of Georges Bank. It is a geographic rarity and drives much 

of the productivity of a large portion of the Northeast Shelf Large Marine Ecosystem. The Cold Pool’s 

uniqueness derives from a very low level of mixing and a highly stratified thermocline. The DEIS fails to 

consider impacts to the Cold Pool, resultant impacts to fisheries resources, and any other regional or local 

oceanographic effects that will arise from the installation of turbines, which are likely to increase mixing 

throughout the water column. 

Research on Wind Energy Removal 

In addition to mixing effects anticipated with the installation of massive fixed structures, other impacts are 

likely to result from atmospheric changes associated with large-scale offshore wind energy development. 

Wind energy facilities are designed to efficiently remove or harvest wind energy from the ecosystem, which 

may change underwater conditions based on reduced shear effect at the surface of the ocean. The DEIS does 

not address any potential environmental impact of removing energy from this atmospheric boundary layer, 

nor acknowledge that available information is very limited regarding the overall ecosystem shifts that may 

result from the combination of atmospheric and hydrographic changes. 

While understanding and measuring large-scale climatic fluctuations is difficult, RODA would like to 

express concern with the lack of scientific research conducted on the impacts turbines will have on 

prevailing surface wind and atmospheric conditions. Numerous scientists and fishermen alike have 

expressed concern on the potential for these expansive wind farms to extract energy from ocean winds, 

which are responsible for many ecological processes unique to the region. We encourage BOEM and 

Vineyard Wind to support scientific studies to help better understand how these projects will affect the entire 

ecosystem. 

The Predicted “Reef Effect” Is Highly Speculative and Poorly Supported in the DEIS 

The DEIS makes a sweeping statement that the proposed project will have a “[m]oderate beneficial long-

term reef effect from piles and scour protection.” This proclamation is not supported by any evidence or 
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facts. In fact, the only study cited in the DEIS specific to a potential reef effect in any reasonable geographic 

proximity to the lease area is one conducted by the Minerals Management Service in 2009; that study 

concluded that the Cape Wind Energy Project would not create such an effect. It also notes that although a 

so-called reef effect has been observed around existing turbines in Europe, “benefits to fish and invertebrates 

[of such an effect] are inconclusive.” It is therefore entirely unclear upon what information BOEM bases its 

positive conclusions in the DEIS.10 

The supposition of beneficial impacts of a “reef effect” is particularly problematic in light of the DEIS’s 

absence of analysis on a holistic, ecosystem basis. Ecosystem engineering is not necessarily a desirable 

process and should not be described so simplistically. One major consideration is that even if a “reef effect” 

did have the outcome of increased biomass compared to the original bottom structure, artificial habitats 

differ substantially in species composition from the habitat they replace.11 Much evidence shows that 

artificial habitats—both marine and terrestrial—can also become hotspots for invasive species or reduce 

species richness.  

Predicting changes in ecosystem composition resulting from habitat alteration is a highly location-specific 

exercise, and neither the COP nor the DEIS contains informed analysis as to what the expected outcomes 

of habitat alteration could be at this particular site. One example of special concern to the fishing industry 

is the possibility of increases in undesirable species such as the non-native European green crab. Moreover, 

research has shown that wind energy facilities in Europe attract seals and may in fact increase their 

populations.12 Seal populations are already rapidly increasing in New England—with the harbor seal 

population more than tripling and grey seals more than doubling in roughly the last decade alone—and are 

a significant source of predation on severely depleted Atlantic cod and other important fishery stocks. Their 

growth in numbers has also fueled the increase in great white sharks in New England waters, which has had 

positive and negative impacts in its own right. 

Finally, the DEIS provides no information on an anticipated timeline for any “reef effect” to take place. It 

also fails to evaluate whether the creation of hard benthic structure would be expected to increase abundance 

of species with an affinity to that substrate, or whether it would simply aggregate existing populations. If 

the latter, a “reef effect” could in fact have additional impacts to fishery catches that are not addressed in 

the DEIS. 

                                                           
10 Notably, the DEIS is also internally inconsistent in finding a “moderate beneficial” impact despite the qualifier that “impacts 

on a population level for most species should be minimal,” when elsewhere in the document biological impacts to fish are deemed 

“minor” or “negligible” due to the limited affected geographic area compared to the population range as a whole.  

 
11 Langhamer, O. (2012). Artificial reef effect in relation to offshore renewable energy conversion: state of the art. The Scientific 

World Journal, 2012. 

 
12 Russell, D. J., Brasseur, S. M., Thompson, D., Hastie, G. D., Janik, V. M., Aarts, G., McClintock, B. T., Mattiopoulos, J., Moss, 

S. E. W. & McConnell, B. (2014). Marine mammals trace anthropogenic structures at sea. Current Biology, 24(14), R638-R639. 
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Habitat Impacts 

The DEIS oversimplifies ecosystem dynamics by concluding that hard-bottom fish stocks will increase after 

wind energy facility construction due to increased benthic structure such as scour protection, and soft-

bottom stocks will decrease. This implies fishery stock dynamics are based purely on the amount of suitable 

habitat type. In fact, the drivers behind stock abundance and species richness are extremely complex. In 

general, the habitat impacts analysis in this DEIS and those for future lease sites should be far more rigorous, 

including consideration (and differentiation, where applicable) of any relevant information known from 

studies of European wind energy facilities. The lack of information in the DEIS and the overall high level 

of scientific uncertainty regarding these issues further highlight the need for both adaptive implementation 

and monitoring to better understand impacts to individual fish stocks, and cumulative effects modeling to 

show how all the elements referenced in the DEIS interact to impact fishery resources. 

There Is No Evidence to Support Claims of Positive “Sanctuary Effects” 

The DEIS states: “If the access to fishing locations is reduced, an artificial ‘sanctuary’ for fish can also 

develop,” implying that this is a desirable outcome, without further explanation. In reality, the available 

research on the benefits of fisheries closures in temperate areas generally—and in New England 

specifically—do not support this assertion.13 

The New England Fishery Management Council recently completed a rigorous assessment over nearly 15 

years of its management program for fisheries habitat, which resulted in broad changes to its system of 

closed areas. As part of that exercise, it reviewed all known scientific information regarding closed areas in 

New England and comparable regions. One of its core findings, which was peer-reviewed twice, was that 

the best way to protect vulnerable habitat and fish stocks that rely on that habitat is to maximize catch per 

unit effort. That is, encouraging fishing in locations with the greatest concentration of target stocks (and 

relatively low concentrations of bycatch) provides greater net benefits to fisheries than does closing large 

areas to fishing. Moreover, a 2006 study by NMFS scientists compared scallop stock dynamics in areas 

inside and outside of the then-existing closed areas on Georges Bank, which are near the WDA and other 

sites proposed for lease development. That study found that long-term mean scallop recruitment was the 

same inside groundfish closures and in open areas.14 In addition, studies from the University of 

Massachusetts at Dartmouth’s School for Marine Science and Technology have shown no difference in 

epibenthic community productivity between areas that are open and closed to scallop fishing.15 

                                                           
13 The DEIS also fails to provide a definition of what BOEM considers to be a “sanctuary effect.” For the purpose of these 

comments, we assume it implies commonly-discussed beneficial outcomes from certain marine protected areas (especially in 

tropical areas) such as enhanced biomass, recovery of depleted fishery stocks, increased ecosystem productivity, and the like. 

14 Hart, D. R., & Rago, P. J. (2006). Long‐term dynamics of US Atlantic sea scallop Placopecten magellanicus populations. North 

American Journal of Fisheries Management, 26(2), 490-501.  

 
15 Stokesbury, K. D., & Harris, B. P. (2006). Impact of limited short-term sea scallop fishery on epibenthic community of Georges 

Bank closed areas. Marine Ecology Progress Series, 307, 85-100. Epibenthic community surveys in Closed Areas I and II showed 
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Not only can “sanctuaries” fail to provide the hoped-for benefits of increased productivity, but poorly-

planned displacement of fishing effort can have strongly negative biological impacts. Elsewhere in the 

DEIS, it states that fishermen may choose to avoid fishing in proximity to wind energy facilities, in which 

case: 

[T]hey may relocate to other fishing locations and continue to earn revenue. However, this 

could cause increased conflict in those locations, and vessels may incur increased operating 

costs (e.g., additional fuel to arrive at more distant locations) and lower revenue (e.g., less 

productive area; less valuable species). 

This recurring prediction oversimplifies the ability of fishermen to simply move their operations to another 

area. Moreover, it is well-documented that assumptions about the spatial distribution of fishing effort before 

and after the implementation of a closure, if those assumptions do not take economic factors into effect, 

generally overstate the beneficial effects of closures and severely bias the predicted outcome. 

In short, the assumption that closing certain areas to fishing will necessarily entail positive impacts to 

fisheries and benthic ecosystems is, at best, misleading. RODA is skeptical that wind energy facilities 

offshore New England will have a “sanctuary effect” at all; in order for BOEM to assert that they will, it 

must support its position with geographically-relevant ecological and economic studies and other 

information. 

Temperature 

The DEIS acknowledges that heat generated by power transmission from an offshore wind energy facility 

has the ability to affect water temperatures, and that temperatures in the project area are generally increasing 

as a result of climate change. However, the DEIS contains no actual analysis whatsoever of the potential 

impacts of those changes to the temperature of water or sediment resulting from heat emissions emanating 

from the inter-array or transmission cables. 

Indeed, globally there are very limited studies on the operational heat-related impacts of submarine cables 

to fishery resources. Despite the lack of specific research to this end, the Convention for the Protection of 

the Marine Environment of the North-East Atlantic (OSPAR Commission) cited the importance of this issue 

in its 2012 Guidelines on Best Environmental Practice (BEP) in Cable Laying and Operation. It noted that 

buried power cables lead to a significant rise in temperature of the surrounding sediment, stating that “[t]here 

is the potential that a long-lasting increase of the seabed temperature may lead to changes in physiology, 

reproduction or mortality of certain benthic species and possibly to subsequent alteration of benthic 

                                                           
that changes in number of fish and macroinvertebrate categories, and the density of individuals within each category, were similar 

in areas open to a short-term scallop fishery and in the control areas that were closed to fishing. 
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communities due to emigration or immigration” as well as changes in bacterial activity leading to potential 

secondary impacts to benthic flora and fauna.16 

RODA requests that BOEM fully evaluate the extent of known information regarding temperature impacts 

of subsea cables, support future research to further understand how heat emissions affect fishery resources 

and ecosystems, and require any necessary mitigation measures (such as increased cable burial depths) to 

avoid these impacts. 

Electromagnetic Fields  

The DEIS also contains very little information about the impacts to fishery stocks from electromagnetic 

fields, and further species-specific analyses should be conducted in order to understand how cables would 

affect the organisms in the project area. Studies have shown changes in behavior in response to EMF, 

particularly for elasmobranchs.17 Altering behavior of any organism should warrant additional investigation 

and should not be considered a “minor” impact, moreover impacts to species with high trophic positions 

will likely cascade throughout an entire ecosystem and thus should be analyzed in depth. Furthermore, EMFs 

acting as “barriers” to a particular habitat is not the only concern for exposure to these electromagnetic 

fields. Influences on predation, mating, and navigation are equally important and impacts of EMF on 

behavior should be analyzed holistically, not just if the fields repel an organism from an area. 

Scour and Other Benthic Alterations 

The proposed action would have significant impacts to benthic structure due to the installation of scour 

protection around the turbine bases. However, the DEIS lacks any description of what type of scour 

protection would be used or how the materials, amounts, or installation method would be determined (the 

same is also true for cable mattressing or other protection). These details will significantly influence impacts 

to benthic communities due to habitat alteration and changes in suspended sediment and water quality. 

BOEM should properly describe and analyze the relevant parameters and only approve scour protection 

methods that are least impactful to fishery resources. 

Social Impacts 

RODA is concerned with the DEIS’ absence of analysis of potential social impacts the project will have on 

the community in the region. There are a number of social impacts to the commercial fishing industry that 

should be considered by BOEM and the developers. This includes impacts such as increased time away 

from family due to longer and displaced fishing trips, disparate impacts to low-income communities, and 

                                                           
16 OSPAR Commission. (2012) Guidelines on Best Environmental Practice (BEP) in Cable Laying and Operation (Agreement 

2012-2), OSPAR 12/22/1, Annex 14. 

17 Gill, A. B., Bartlett, M., & Thomsen, F. (2012). Potential interactions between diadromous fishes of UK conservation 

importance and the electromagnetic fields and subsea noise from marine renewable energy developments. Journal of Fish 

Biology, 81(2), 664-695. 
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loss of historical knowledge and cultural practices. We hope that these issues will be addressed prior to 

approval of construction and installation permits as required by NEPA.  

Additionally, the current DEIS does not address the potential loss in a qualified workforce for fishing 

companies if crew members are hired by wind developers. If local hiring mitigation measures outlined in 

Chapter 2 are included in the final COP, shifts in skilled workers from the fishing industry to wind 

development would limit the availability of experienced and skilled individuals. The fishing industry is 

dependent on a skilled workforce and careful consideration should be implemented in any local hiring 

mitigation plans.  

Economic Impacts 

RODA believes that, overall, there has not been an adequate study regarding the true economic impacts of 

offshore wind energy development (whether project-specific or regionally) to Atlantic fisheries. The most 

comprehensive study to date was performed by the Rhode Island Department of Environmental 

Management (RI DEM), cited in the DEIS, which calculated the “exposure” of fishing permits operating in 

the New England WEAs.18 As noted in the many caveats in that report, it calculated only the amount of 

fisheries revenue derived from trips in an area, and utilized limited data with regard to species, timeframes, 

ecosystem impacts, and local economic impacts. It also lacked—and no study has fully examined—any 

analysis of the significant “multiplier effects” that make fisheries far more valuable throughout the supply 

chain than a simple exposure calculation would suggest. Needless to say, we therefore strongly disagree 

with the conclusions of the private and even more simplistic economic study Vineyard Wind presented to 

the RI CRMC in January 2019 concluding that realized fishery losses would be far less than those described 

by RI DEM.19 

As with several other sections of the DEIS and COP, there are substantial inconsistencies in the economics 

impacts analyses. For example, the statement that “[s]even different Fisheries Use and Management 

programs regulate commercial and recreational fisheries in and around the WDA in both state and federal 

waters” is inaccurate given the large number of federal and state Fishery Management Plans that control 

fishing activity in the project area. 

Additionally, as referred to in the Habitat Impacts section above, the implied ease of “relocating to other 

fishing locations” of the DEIS is irresponsible and unrealistic. For example, while the DEIS does discuss 

the potential increased transit time, it does not take into account economic loss for fisheries that are ‘on the 

clock’, such as scallops and monkfish, that will lose not only fishing time but also catch and revenue from 

fishing in alternative locations. There are a wide variety of management restrictions in each affected fishery 

that must be considered in determining the actual economic impacts of displacement. RODA therefore 

                                                           
18 RIDEM Division of Marine Fisheries (2017) Spatiotemporal and Economic Analysis of Vessel Monitoring System Data Within 

Wind Energy Areas in the Greater North Atlantic, Addendum I. Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management. 

19 We also understand that additional studies may have been commissioned by the developer that are currently considered 

confidential; if any relevant management decisions are based upon these studies they must be made fully public and available for 

review. 
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encourages BOEM to work with NMFS, the regional fishery management councils, and our members to 

develop a credible and comprehensive framework for analyzing the economic impacts of offshore wind 

energy development to fisheries. 

Finally, the DEIS refers to a number of vessels permitted in the MA WEA and Vineyard Wind WLA that 

will lose the majority of their revenue if displaced out of the area during construction and installation.20 

BOEM anticipates that compensation payments to affected fishermen will reduce impacts to “minor” during 

the construction disruption period. RODA strongly believes that simply buying off fishermen who have 

historically fished in the WEA is irresponsible and diminishes the loss of a profession to a “minor impact.”21 

In order for offshore wind development to be sustainable and able to coexist with current ocean utilization, 

it is necessary that fishing practices and traditional fishing grounds be respected.  

Jobs 

According to the most recent Fisheries Economics in the U.S. summary report by NOAA, the seafood 

industry employed over 1.2 million individuals and generated $39.7 billion income in 2015. In 

Massachusetts alone, the seafood industry supported over 80,000 jobs in 2015.22 The seafood industry is 

phenomenally important to the economy of the U.S. and in particular to the historic and current New 

England communities. Due to the proposed Vineyard Wind project, in conjunction with additional offshore 

wind projects that will be constructed in the coming decade, fishing industry jobs will be lost as fishing 

grounds are impacted through numerous ecological, environmental, and accessibility factors. RODA is 

concerned that the proposed COP from Vineyard Wind emphasizes the creation of jobs from the offshore 

development project as a sufficient offset to the potential jobs lost by the fishing industry by the project. 

While it is noted that there will be more positions created during the construction phase of the project, once 

built the operations and maintenance would employ only 169 full time employees based on the Proposed 

Action (DEIS, Table 3.4.1-4). It is unknown at this time how many fishery related jobs will be lost as a 

direct result of the proposed action, but as currently stated in the DEIS, the offset of jobs created does not 

come close to the number of jobs the fishing industry currently provides to the community.  

Currently, the DEIS only addresses the potential creation of jobs in Massachusetts. We request the final EIS 

to include any positions that the Proposed Action would generate outside of Massachusetts, as the current 

development plan states that approximately 35 to 55 percent of jobs will be sourced within the United 

                                                           
20 Kirkpatrick, A. J., Benjamin, S., DePiper, G., Murphy, T., Steinback, S. & Demarest, C. (2017) Socio-Economic Impact of 

Outer Continental Shelf Wind Energy Development on Fisheries in the U.S. Atlantic. U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of 

Ocean Energy Management. 

21 Importantly, it is also unclear in the DEIS what criteria BOEM will use to evaluate whether any proposed compensation 

payments are reasonable or sufficient and who would qualify as “affected fishermen” in order to achieve this predicted outcome 

of impact reduction. 

 
22 National Marine Fisheries Service (2017) Fisheries Economics of the United States, 2015. U.S. Dept of Commerce, NOAA 

Tech. Memo. NMFS-F/SPO-170, 247p. 
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States.23 If these jobs are for the majority employing individuals outside of MA or New England, additional 

mitigation should be considered as this development action will cause MA and New England based 

fishermen and associated fishing industry employees to go out of business. In short, the creation of offshore 

wind jobs may not be sufficient to offset localized loss of employment. 

Cumulative Impacts 

The DEIS fails to adequately evaluate two distinct types of cumulative impacts: (1) the combined impacts 

of multiple factors to fishery resources; and (2) the impacts of the development of multiple wind energy 

facilities across the 1400 sq. nautical mile New England lease area complex. It also misrepresents the 

predicted impacts to fishery resources associated with climate change. 

Compounding Impacts from Multiple Disturbances 

Entirely absent from the DEIS is any consideration of how multiple impact factors may work together to 

exponentially impact fish and fisheries on an individual stock or ecosystem basis. For example, how might 

survivability of a given population or sub-population be affected by changes in water column sedimentation, 

currents, temperature, substrate change, etc., that occur concurrently, versus any one of these changes in 

isolation? This is a critical omission from the DEIS. BOEM must make every possible effort to characterize 

these cumulative impacts, which is one of the core requirements of NEPA. Where insufficient information 

is available to inform predictions, that must be clearly stated and considered as a high priority area for future 

research.  

Cumulative Impacts of Large-Scale Offshore Wind Energy Development 

The DEIS does facially address the potential cumulative impacts of multiple offshore wind energy projects 

in the same geographic region as the proposed action. However, because it considers the development of all 

adjacent lease sites (with the exception of the South Fork project) not to be “foreseeable,” it ignores them 

in its analysis. 

As many fishing industry members have expressed before, we remain concerned that BOEM continues to 

take the view that an offshore wind energy facility does not need to be analyzed for conflicts with other 

ocean uses until it is in the very late stages of development. While an agency has some discretion in what it 

considers a “foreseeable future action,” The Department of Interior’s own NEPA regulations define such 

actions as those that are: 

                                                           
23 BVG Associates Limited (2017) U.S. Job Creation in Offshore Wind: A Report for the Roadmap Project for Multi-State 

Cooperation on Offshore Wind. NYSERDA Report 17-22. 
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[S]ufficiently likely to occur, that a Responsible Official of ordinary prudence would take such 

activities into account in reaching a decision. These [activities include those] for which there 

are existing decisions, funding, or proposals.24 

The regulations further exclude from this definition only those actions that are “highly speculative or 

indefinite” (emphasis added). A project does not have to be certain, highly likely, or have all its details 

finely planned-out in order to be reasonably foreseeable. Given the huge amount of money spent on the 

most recent lease sales, and the significant costs incurred by survey and other work on neighboring lease 

sites, it is certainly reasonable to expect that there will be additional wind energy facilities other than the 

South Fork project near the Vineyard Wind WDA. At a minimum, one could reasonably assume that the 

future projects may have similar Project Design Envelopes and/or similar environmental impacts to those 

of the proposed action, and BOEM could evaluate them accordingly with regard to the range of possible 

cumulative impacts.  

RODA is especially concerned that the current process will never include a full consideration of the 

collective impacts to fisheries from the build-out of the entire area. When would this full analysis occur? It 

would be rather easy to break any large infrastructure project into such small components that the 

consideration of each isolation would never be viewed have significant impacts. However, just as pipelines 

are not evaluated based on each joint or segment, expansive wind energy areas are not best evaluated as a 

series of relatively small clusters of turbines. 

The Council on Environmental Quality issued guidance to federal agencies with direct relevance to this 

issue, suggesting that an area-wide EIS may be appropriate in this situation: 

For example, when a variety of energy projects may be located in a single watershed, or when 

a series of new energy technologies may be developed through federal funding, the overview 

or area-wide EIS would serve as a valuable and necessary analysis of the affected environment 

and the potential cumulative impacts of the reasonably foreseeable actions under that program 

or within that geographical area… the overview EIS would be prepared for all of the energy 

activities reasonably foreseeable in a particular geographic area or resulting from a particular 

development program. This impact statement would be followed by site-specific or project-

specific EISs. The tiering process would make each EIS of greater use and meaning to the 

public as the plan or program develops, without duplication of the analysis prepared for the 

previous impact statement.25 

Although BOEM conducted a Programmatic EIS in 2007 related very generally to the development of 

offshore alternative energy in the United States, RODA submits that that document was glaringly inadequate 

and erroneous in its treatment of fisheries impacts, and it provided no details that would inform analysis of 

the impacts of offshore wind energy development in the New England region. We once again urge BOEM, 

                                                           
24 43 C.F.R. § 46.30. 2018. 

25 46 Fed. Reg. 18026 (Mar. 23, 1981). 
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ideally in advance of its decision on the proposed action but at least before future projects are designed, to 

undertake a full evaluation of the impacts of building what is likely to be the world’s largest offshore wind 

energy program to the region’s highly productive and sustainable fisheries. 

Climate Change 

The DEIS correctly asserts that “[g]lobal climate change, including the resulting temperature increases, sea 

level rise, and stronger storm systems would likely affect fish, invertebrate, and EFH resources regardless 

of the Proposed Action.” Improvements in climate models can make relatively informed predictions of how 

climate change may impact ocean ecosystems on global and regional scales, but significantly less is known 

regarding how it may affect individual stocks and ecosystems on spatially localized bases. Despite the large 

amount of unknown information, a wide body of scientific studies does exist that informs predictions and 

fishery management practices to the greatest extent possible.  

BOEM cites none of this literature to support its sweeping conclusions that not only does it “not anticipate 

the Proposed Action would make any measurable contribution to those cumulative effects” but, incredibly, 

“the Proposed Action could ameliorate these effects, although its contribution would be negligible.” It fails 

to even define to what “effects” it refers, which makes it difficult to submit an informed comment to this 

end. This conclusion appears to indicate that BOEM simply considers all impacts associated with climate 

change to be negative, and all activities to reduce carbon emissions to be positive. In reality, while reducing 

carbon emissions is an important societal goal, an honest inquiry into the best available science would show 

that climate change has been predicted to actually increase numerical density and growth rates of Northwest 

Atlantic fish stocks overall.26 While the effects are certain to be of vastly different direction and magnitude 

on individual stocks, fisheries, and spatial scales, this is a scientifically complex topic that the DEIS does 

not evaluate—nor does it predict any anticipated reduction in the amount or pace of climate change on any 

spatial scale resulting from the Vineyard Wind project (or any other offshore wind energy project).  

Mitigation and Compensation 

Mitigation Generally 

RODA strongly disagrees with the approach Vineyard Wind has taken to addressing the mitigation of 

impacts to fishing activities and resources, which is partially reflected in the DEIS but has primarily been 

approached through concurrent state-based methods that have been poorly integrated into the federal 

approval process. As we have expressed in the past, we believe that the development of a common 

framework for such “mitigation” must be done in a transparent, holistic, and well-structured manner that 

includes impacts from the wide variety of affected fishing businesses. Moreover, an appropriate mitigation 

plan must follow the principles of first avoiding conflicts, then minimizing those that are unavoidable, 

                                                           
26 Blanchard, J. L., Jennings, S., Holmes, R., Harle, J., Merino, G., Allen, J. I., Holt, J., Dulvy, N. K. & Barange, M. (2012). 

Potential consequences of climate change for primary production and fish production in large marine ecosystems. Philosophical 

Transactions of the Royal Society B: Biological Sciences, 367(1605), 2979-2989. 
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mitigating the impacts from new development through appropriate use of communications and technology, 

and finally—only once those have been adhered to—considering compensation for any residual losses. 

While several sections of the DEIS propose mitigation measures to offset impacts to traditional and historic 

fishing practices, too much emphasis is placed on monetary compensation.27 Given the rapid pace and large 

scale of proposed offshore wind energy development in the region surrounding the WDA, and the U.S. 

Atlantic Ocean EEZ more generally, it is the federal government’s duty to hold developers to standards that 

seek to maximize the operational compatibility of their projects with commercial fishing—particularly since 

the DEIS “anticipates that the use of compensation payments to affected fishermen would reduce impacts 

to minor to moderate.” (Section 3.4.5.3). For more information on RODA’s position regarding fisheries 

mitigation, please see the appended letter we submitted to Vineyard Wind on December 18, 2018. 

RODA continues to believe that an appropriate fisheries mitigation plan can be developed despite imminent 

project deadlines and without delaying project approvals and that it is within the federal government’s 

purview to coordinate such an approach. The New York Public Service Commission, for example, took a 

similar approach in its “Order Establishing Offshore Wind Standard and Framework for Phase 1 

Procurement,” which requires would-be bidders to “submit a fisheries mitigation plan, with a degree of 

specificity to be identified by NYSERDA in the bid solicitation, which may also include any best practices 

established by the Technical Working Group as of the time of the solicitation.” By providing this placeholder 

language, NY was able to move forward with its procurement process despite not having a conclusive 

mitigation framework in place, so that best practices could be developed with full input from the industry 

on an appropriate timeline.  

Finally, RODA submits that principles for effective fisheries mitigation should be approached at a regional 

scale and not limited to near-shore fishing communities or residents of only particular states. Fishery stocks 

shift in time and place, and it is therefore inappropriate to base any mitigation plan on a short time series or 

limited geographic scope when more comprehensive input can be considered and impacts more precisely 

modeled if the time is only taken to do so. Federally-permitted fishermen are authorized to fish in federal 

waters and must be treated equally when addressing changes to their fishing practices both in the near- and 

long-term. To date, the Vineyard Wind project has not utilized this approach and RODA remains deeply 

alarmed at the possible precedent that may be set by this faulty process with regard to future wind energy 

project development. We therefore hereby reiterate our request to BOEM to exercise federal leadership on 

this critical matter and utilize all available flexibility in requesting all developers to develop regional and 

open mitigation strategies collaboratively with the fishing industry, in order to ensure fairness and long-

term compatibility. 

Regional Science and Monitoring 

The DEIS contemplates requiring Vineyard Wind to contribute up to $500,000 annually to a regional science 

monitoring program to determine impacts to fishing. RODA strongly supports this requirement, and further 

                                                           
27 And even so, as noted above, the DEIS fails to require any specific process, amounts, or even guidelines for working with the 

fishing industry to determine whether monetary compensation is fair and fact-based, which is an important federal role for a large 

infrastructure project in federal waters. 
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requests that the selected program be public, transparent, and inclusive of broad fishing industry input 

regarding study prioritization and design. As you may know, we have been working collaboratively with 

offshore wind developers as well as federal and state agencies toward a regional model for coordinating this 

body of research and hope that Vineyard Wind will join us in establishing this framework, which we expect 

to be before the FEIS is completed. 

While we strongly urge Vineyard Wind (and all offshore wind energy leaseholders) to join in this effort, we 

do not feel that the simple act of monitoring the impacts of a project should be characterized as “mitigation,” 

as it is in the DEIS. Rather, it is in the public interest to efficiently and effectively gather as much information 

as possible about our offshore ecosystems in order to inform planning and management. This may inform 

the mitigation of impacts for future projects (including Vineyard Wind’s newest lease area in New England), 

but in and of itself is less likely to do so for the projects with near-term anticipated construction dates. In 

order to view a developer’s participation in a regional research effort as true “mitigation,” BOEM should 

consider how it would address project modifications that may become necessary if monitoring results 

indicate that impacts exceed an acceptable threshold. 

Dynamic Squid Avoidance Plan 

The DEIS proposes the Dynamic Squid Fishing Avoidance Plan as a mitigation measure during the 

construction phase of the project. Currently, the squid industry does not have a dedicated representative to 

communicate such information to relevant fishing vessels. To require daily communication with cable vessel 

operators would require individual conversations with multiple vessels in the region. RODA does not 

believe that this would be a realistic or effective way to mitigate impacts to the squid fishery during cable-

laying. 

RODA believes that there are alternative mitigation measures that would significantly reduce the impact of 

the proposed project to the squid fisheries in the region. Primarily, RODA recommends cable laying be 

conducted outside of the peak squid fishery seasons and periods of peak spawning (May through August). 

This measure may potentially radically reduce the interference with the biology of the squid life history, 

and would improve the project’s impact to the squid fisheries. Furthermore, in the draft COP, fishing 

revenue data from the 2016 fishing year is missing, pointing to incomplete data upon which compensation 

and mitigation measures have been assessed. We suggest that further analysis of data, per recommendations 

from the NMFS comment letter on this DEIS, should be conducted to ensure any mitigation and 

compensation is sufficient to the squid fishing industry.  

To minimize negative interactions between vessels, RODA recommends cable-laying vessels to file sail 

plans several days in advance prior to in-water construction. Sail plans detailing anticipated dates, time, 

location and course headings of vessel operations would enable the squid fishing fleet to improve cable 

vessel avoidance in situ. Furthermore, we believe that it would be pertinent for cable laying and construction 

vessels to have dedicated personnel on board to communicate with fishing vessels in the area should issues 

arise. This, along with a daily operations update broadcast, would enable the squid fishing fleet to be aware 

of potential issues based on short term cable vessel intentions. 
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* * * * * 

RODA and its member organizations thank you for your consideration of these comments. Please contact 

us at any time if we can provide additional information. 

        Sincerely, 

         
        Annie Hawkins, Executive Director 

 

 
Lane Johnston, Policy Fellow 

 

        Responsible Offshore Development Alliance 
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Date of Final Draft: July 22, 2020 
 
Editor’s Note1  
This document addresses primarily perceived weaknesses in the SEIS. The editor emphasizes that many issues 
have been dealt with satisfactorily and these are not addressed, in the main, herein in order to limit document 
length.  
 
Table 1 prepared by Munroe and Kohut, summarizes the types/scale of wind farms that are reported in the 
literature. This table points out that the size and scale of what is being considered in the SEIS has not been 
studied to date and thus the existing literature under consideration in the SEIS may not adequately represent the 
situation in the US. This constraint limits evaluation of impact across most subject areas. 
General Comments: 
The SEIS describes a variety of potential impacts on biological, physical, socioeconomic, and cultural resources 
resulting from proposed development alternatives of the Vineyard Wind 1 project. Resource impacts resulting 
from wind energy development more broadly throughout the U.S. Atlantic, from North Carolina to Maine, are 
also included. Impacts are identified as adverse or beneficial and ranked as negligible, minor, moderate, or 
major. The analysis is extensive across potentially affected resources, though limited in detail for specific 
resources and impact-producing factors. This lack of detail is often a weakness when examined relative to the 
potential impacts discussed. Description of expected impacts often identifies a broad range of levels, such that it 
is difficult to discern anticipated effects with any degree of certainty, for example. As a case in point, in section 
3.11, the SEIS states that “cumulative impacts from the presence of structures associated with the Proposed 
Action when combined with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities on commercial fisheries and 
for-hire recreational fishing are anticipated to range from negligible to major” (section 3.11.2.1, pg. 127 / 3-
100).  
 
Key Issue 1: Evaluation of the Totality of impact across the Mid-Atlantic region 
Section 1.2.1.1 Reasonably Foreseeable Assumptions quoted here presents an example of the limitations of the 
SEIS “It is difficult to predict turbine capacity and spacing or other future engineering for planned but currently 
unscheduled offshore wind awards. For those projects with announced WTG sizes, BOEM assumed an 8 or 12 

 
1This report was funded by SCEMFIS (Science Center for Marine Fisheries) under National Science Foundation grant #1841112. 
The scientific results and conclusions of this SCEMFIS project, as well as any views or opinions expressed herein, are those of the 
authors and do not necessarily reflect those of SCEMFIS Industry Advisory Board Member companies, VIMS, USM, NOAA, or the 
Department of Commerce. 
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MW WTG. BOEM understands that turbine capacity may exceed 12 MW in the future. However, for future 
procurements and projects underrates potential impacts assuming that 12-MW WTGs will be used—since it is 
the largest turbine now commercially available (Appendix A).” 
The issue faced is the totality of the planned development in the Mid-Atlantic. The SEIS briefly describes the 
overall plan, but then most of the details, those that exist, do not appear to be comprehensive. Powell et al. 
(2003) provide a good example of mission creep in evaluating the influence of the Texas Water Plan in its 
entirety on the health of Galveston Bay. In the case described by Powell et al. (2003), any small change in water 
distribution in Galveston Bay, which might be posed in an application for permit to e.g., remove small 
quantities of water from the Trinity River to be used in Houston and discharged into the San Jacinto watershed,  
would provide very little impact and be approved under that guideline, whereas, in totality, the Texas Water 
Plan as detailed at that time addressing water redistribution in aggregate would have destroyed much of the 
oyster resource in Galveston Bay and exerted significant and permanent ecological and economic damage. In 
the case of the present SEIS, one cannot evaluate the total impact of the proposed development of the Mid-
Atlantic Bight as insufficient attention is paid to the impact beyond the Vineyard Wind project, whereas the 
cumulative impact is the issue of greatest concern. 
This issue is exemplified by the absence at the Mid-Atlantic scale of an evaluation of the basic siting plan for 
wind turbine field development. One does not know if the present profile is optimal in the sense of minimizing 
ecological and economic damage relative to cost and energy production potential. As a consequence, evaluation 
of the present plan must be conducted in a vacuum, when alternatives would provide important comparability. 
 
Key Issue 2: Physical oceanographic processes, particularly the influence of flow around/through turbine 
fields and evaluation of the potential impact on the cold pool 
 
The SEIS includes discussion of physical oceanographic processes that are considered in the various categories 
of impacts in Chapter 3.  This builds on the physical oceanographic summary included in Appendix B of the 
DEIS.  It is critical to consider the physical oceanographic processes and their significant variability across 
multiple timescales from hours and days to weeks, months, years, and decades.  This intense ocean variability 
drives an equally variable ecosystem from the primary producers (Malone et al. 1988) to the highly migratory 
fisheries throughout the region.  The tight coupling between the ocean conditions and the habitat preference of 
the commercially and recreationally targeted species lead to a distribution of essential habitat that can 
significantly vary from season to season and year to year and to sharp gradients across shelf of unusual 
dimension in comparison to most continental shelves. 
 
Seasonally, this region experiences one of the largest transitions in stratification in our global ocean with cold, 
well-mixed conditions in the winter months leading to strongly stratified conditions during the summer 
(Houghton et al. 1982; Castelao et al. 2010). In late spring and early summer, a strong thermocline develops at 
about 20 m depth across the entire shelf, isolating a continuous mid-shelf “cold pool” of water that extends from 
Nantucket to Cape Hatteras (Houghton et al. 1982). Local river discharge can augment this thermal 
stratification across most of the shelf (Chant et al. 2008) and provides pulses of nutrients and other material to 
the Mid-Atlantic Bight (MAB) shelf. These riverine inputs are only a fraction of the supply from upstream 
sources delivered by a mean southwestward flow along the shelf (Fennel et al. 2006). In addition, upwelling 
along the coast occurs annually each summer driven by southwest winds associated with the Bermuda High 
(Glenn & Schofield 2003; Glenn et al. 2004). Local upwelling can transport cold pool water all the way inshore 
and to the surface near the coast (Glenn et al. 2004). This upwelled water can drive the development of very 
large phytoplankton blooms that are advected offshore near the surface by the winds (Sha et al. 2015). The cold 
pool is dynamic and over its annual lifespan undergoes significant changes in stratification with peak 



 

 3 

stratification in the summer and weaker stratification during its formation in the spring and its breakdown in the 
fall.  Additionally, the isolated mass of cold bottom water shifts location, predominately moving toward the 
southwest as it slowly warms through the season (Houghton et al. 1982). 
In general, the additional content in this SEIS now includes considerations of impacts to the cold pool.  The 
SEIS recognizes the importance of local and regional physical oceanographic processes to the habitat and 
migratory behavior of key species considered in Chapter 3, including ocean impacts to prey targeted by the 
species of interest. As a result, the same text referencing the cold pool is repeated for each of the relevant 
categories of species. In each of these sections, the cold pool is mainly discussed in the subsection ‘Presence of 
Structures’. In these subsections, the report recognizes the dynamic nature of ocean conditions, especially as it 
relates to timing and location of species habitat and migration. The habitats move and move differently from 
season to season and year to year. While the seasonality of the cold pool was introduced, the impact of 
structures on the cold pool focused on the summer months when stratification is at its peak (Houghton et al. 
1982; Castelao et al. 2010).  The report considers impacts the structures may have on the stratification during 
the summer months when a strong thermocline isolates the cold pool from the surface as a mechanism that 
could move nutrient rich cold pool water to the surface, promoting primary productivity.  
Given this focus on the impacts during peak stratification in the summer, the SEIS gives less attention to the 
seasonality of the cold pool beyond a statement that broadly summarizes its formation in spring and ultimate 
breakdown each fall. During the spring when the cold pool forms and again in the fall when it breaks down, the 
stratification is reduced (Bigelow 1933; Houghton et al. 1982; Castelao et al. 2010) and perhaps more 
susceptible to changes in hydrodynamics due to the presence of structures. Of particular sensitivity is the timing 
and rate of breakdown of the cold pool in the fall.  The length of time that bottom water temperature remains 
high before the winter cooling sets in directly controls the inshore boundary of the boreal community.  
The SEIS references studies of hydrodynamic effects of offshore wind turbines on seasonal stratification in the 
German Bight (Carpenter et al. 2016; Schultze et al. 2020).  It should be noted that the seasonal stratification 
over the summer considered in these German Bight studies is much less than the peak stratification seen in the 
summer over the Mid-Atlantic Bight.  It is much more representative of relatively weaker stratification seen 
during the formation and breakdown of the cold pool in the spring and fall.  Therefore, the results characterizing 
potential impacts of offshore wind facilities in the German Bight are likely more representative of impacts we 
might expect from offshore wind facilities during the relatively weaker stratified time periods during the spring 
and fall rather than the highly-stratified summer months.  
Carpenter et al. (2016) conducted an analysis of the impact of increased mixing in the water column due to the 
presence of offshore structures on the seasonal stratification of the German Bight.  They offer a conclusion that 
the current build out of offshore facilities planned in the German Bight is unlikely to alter seasonal stratification 
dynamics in the region, but could impact the seasonal stratification if the area is developed to a point that it 
significantly covers the stratified shelf.  The amount of overlap to reach this threshold was not defined.  What 
was not included in their analysis and remains an important research topic is the influence of the extraction of 
wind energy by the offshore turbines on ocean mixing. A critical need exists to understand the influence of 
large offshore turbines 10s of meters above the sea surface on the wind stress at the ocean surface. This must be 
quantified to understand the net impact of the turbines on ocean mixing, balancing the loss of wind energy at the 
ocean surface by the turbines above with the increase in ocean mixing linked to the foundations in the water 
column below (Carpenter et al. 2016).  Additionally, as stated earlier, it is important to consider the impact on 
the evolution of the cold pool throughout its annual cycle, including its shifting location and evolving 
stratification.  During the less stratified time periods in the spring and fall, when the cold pool forms and breaks 
down, it is perhaps more susceptible to alterations in water column mixing associated with the structures.  
Cumulative impacts given multiple wind facilities throughout the region should consider whether the amount of 
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development would reach the threshold of larger scale impacts on stratification stated in Carpenter et al. (2016)? 
Will the presence of structures alter the mixing environment enough to change the duration of the cold pool 
either through earlier or later formation in the spring or breakdown in the fall (Matte et al., 1984)? What impact 
will this altered timing (if any) have on migration or dynamic habitat of species considered in the SEIS?  
Too much attention cannot be given to the cold pool. It is critical to recognize that this body of water permits 
the extension of boreal species to latitudes well south of those routinely seen worldwide. The cross-shelf 
temperature gradient, exemplified by the cold pool, is important to many species in the region (Munroe et al. 
2013, 2016; Narváez et al. 2015; Sullivan et al. 2000, 2003, 2005, 2006).  Boreal species with extended ranges 
include those supporting major fisheries such as ocean quahogs and sea scallops. Wind-assisted transport and 
stratification are documented to be important components of larval fish transport from the Slope Sea to the Mid-
Atlantic Bight coastal waters (and eventually estuaries) for a number of species (Checkley et al. 1988, Cowen at 
al. 1993, Hare et al. 1996, Grothues et al. 2002). The cold pool position and especially its areal extent is 
extremely important to the recruitment of northern, cold-associated fishes such as yellowtail flounder (Sullivan 
et al. 2005, 2006). The weakening of the cold pool supports the potential of generating the most catastrophic 
ecological event on the continental shelf the world has ever seen. Given the gravity of a catastrophic shift in 
cold pool dynamics, great care should be taken to show at high probability that the chance of an impact is 
vanishingly small. Adequate science leading to that evaluation is not presented in the SEIS and is probably not 
yet available. This science need is critical. 
Key Issue 3: Climate Change 
The SEIS mentions climate change a number of times without coming to grips with the seriousness of the 
problem. The Mid-Atlantic-Northeast continental shelf is increasing in temperature faster than any other area on 
earth (see Powell et al. 2019 for references). This is built upon a centuries long cooling trend that culminated in 
the Little Ice Age. Rising temperatures since the end of the Little Ice Age (Moore et al. 2017; Davi et al. 2015; 
Pace et al. 2018), and the acceleration of temperature rise over recent decades (Nixon et al. 2004; Friedland & 
Hare 2007; Saba et al. 2016) insert an urgency in the need to utilize all available information to characterize the 
rapid and multifarious shifts in range for marine species and particularly the biomass dominant species which 
often also are keystone and/or foundation species. 
The SEIS says “The current state of terrestrial and coastal fauna resources is generally stable, although they are 
subject to disturbance from ongoing activities in the terrestrial and coastal fauna geographic analysis area.” and 
later “Climate change is altering the seasonal timing and patterns of species distributions and ecological 
relationships, likely causing permanent impacts of unknown intensity … The cumulative climate change 
impacts of the Proposed Action when combined with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities on 
terrestrial and coastal fauna are anticipated to be minor to moderate.” The SEIS further states “Thus, the 
overall cumulative impacts on terrestrial and coastal fauna would likely qualify as moderate because the 
measurable impacts expected would be small and/or the resource would likely recover completely when the 
impacting agent were gone and remedial or mitigating action were taken.” 
But, the SEIS does not integrate the 25-year record of change in biotic composition that can be expected given 
the recent 25-year history of temperature change on the Mid-Atlantic continental shelf and the ongoing extreme 
range shifts that are well documented (e.g., Powell et al. 2020a,b). Surfclams provide a good example. Twenty-
five years ago, the fishery was primarily located off Delmarva. Now it is off New Jersey and on Georges Bank 
(Hofmann et al. 2018). The recent range shift includes increasing occupation of the inshore and mid-shelf 
region of the Long Island shelf, an event that has clearly happened earlier in the history of the Holocene (Powell 
et al. 2020a) and is now being repeated, as well as the range extension offshore immediately east and south of 
Nantucket (Powell et al. 2020b). These changes in distribution are not limited to benthic species; concurrent 
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with recent changes in distribution, the available thermal habitat in the region for many demersal and pelagic 
fish species is projected to change significantly (Kleisner et al. 2017), with the direction and magnitude of these 
effects varying by species, and having resultant effects on their availability to fishing fleets and ports. The SEIS 
future impacts of climate change and the earlier statement that “The current state of terrestrial and coastal fauna 
resources is generally stable” reflects an inadequate integration of the present state of community reorganization 
going on within the Mid-Atlantic and northeastern U.S. continental shelves. Evaluation of ecological and 
economic impacts and impacts on threatened and endangered species based on the assumption that present-day 
species distribution patterns and the distribution of fishing fleets responding thereto are permanent fixtures is 
unlikely to be sufficient. Evaluation of impact should consider the 25-year lifetime of wind turbines and the 
likely dimensions of climate change over that time frame. Projections of the effects of climate change on 
species distribution and models to evaluate range and distribution shifts of living marine resources in the 
context of these do exist but do not often consider changes in population dynamics over the lifetime of climate 
projections in addition to possible species distribution. What can be stated with high probability is that the 
possibility that a benthic habitat map of today will be valid in ten years is vanishingly small.  
The consideration of mussel occupation and filtration on wind turbines offers a good case in point. The SEIS 
discusses increased wind mixing across the thermocline due to pilings that would bring nutrients up into the 
photic layer and thereby increase primary productivity, but the SEIS also argues that the increased primary 
productivity would be consumed by colonizing filter feeders (mussels) and thus not effect finfish or 
commercially important bivalves. The report suggests that mussel abundance will be high and cites two sources 
to support increases in mussel presence. One is a social science paper (ten Brink & Dalton 2018) that surveyed 
fishers about their impressions of the Block Island wind farm. ten Brink & Dalton (2018) report that 9 survey 
responses noted mussels on the piles, and one spearfisher noted ‘lots’ of mussels. The second source is a report 
(HDR 2019) that again simply notes an increase in mussel presence (not abundance estimates) on turbines 
relative to controls. Neither of these sources provide numerical estimates of abundance or biomass of mussels, 
values that are necessary to estimate filtration capacity of a population of filter feeding mussels (Riisgård 2001; 
Riisgård et al. 2014) in an array of wind turbines.  
The SEIS further cites Slavik et al. (2019) to support the claim that mussels on pilings would have a filtration 
capacity sufficient to eliminate any possible increases in primary productivity that resulted from enhanced 
mixing due to pilings. Slavik et al. (2019) used coupled modeling to evaluate impacts of wind farms on primary 
productivity.  They estimated that wind farms add 45% to the regional mussel biomass, and those mussels only 
marginally impact phytoplankton. Net annual primary production was reduced in their study by only ~8%. 
Certainly, mussels will filter plankton and other particles from the water, but environmental conditions 
(temperature, salinity, dissolved oxygen, seston quality and quantity) are known to alter filtration rates (Riisgård 
et al. 2001; Li et al. 2012). Likewise, refiltration whereby mussels in high density populations filter the same 
water repeatedly (Yu & Culver 1999; Jones et al. 2011) leads to overestimates of filtration capacity of highly 
dense populations. Finally, it is common to see local reduction in phytoplankton at a mussel bed, with increases 
in primary productivity downstream of the mussel population (Norén et al. 1999; Schröder et al. 2014), a 
process that could be enhanced by turbulence in the wake of a monopile. All of these conditions make it very 
complicated to estimate the true filtration impacts of a population of bivalves in a natural system (Cranford et 
al. 2011. 
But, if we make the assumption that SEIS inferences are correct concerning mussel occupation of wind turbines, 
the issue remaining is the degree to which these species will remain extant in the region. In 1943, Mytilus edulis 
was found as far south as Beaufort, North Carolina (McDougall 1943).  By 1960, the southern boundary of the 
range had contracted polewards to Cape Hatteras, North Carolina, due to increasing water temperature with 
increasing abundances and sizes to the north and mortality to the south of Cape Hatteras (Wells & Gray 1960).  
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Moving forward to 2005, the M. edulis population along the entire North Carolina coast no longer persisted 
year-round owing to increasing water temperatures (Jones et al. 2009). In total, the southern boundary of M. 
edulis had contracted roughly 350 km polewards as the decade of the 2000s neared its end (Jones et al. 2010). 
The SEIS is silent on the likelihood that mussels will still be present in the Mid-Atlantic in 25 years, but Powell 
et al. (2019) suggest that continued northward movement will limit distribution south of Cape Cod. 
Key Issue 4: Adequacy of the database on finfish and benthic invertebrates 
Finfish 
In addressing impacts on finfish, the DEIS and SEIS respond to concerns about listed IPFs using information 
synthesized from peer-reviewed and grey literature, including the recent literature and reports. These data are 
not uniformly sufficient to evaluate impact. In particular, understanding of the response of electrosensitive 
fishes to EMF from buried cables comes primarily from physiological research on electrosensitivity and from 
caging or pond/mesocosm studies that may be influenced by cage–aberrant behavior such as patterned 
swimming in confined spaces, and a meta-analysis of migratory fish at liberty from telemetry. In particular, the 
SEIS states “Most exposures are expected to last for minutes, not hours, and the affected area would represent 
only a tiny portion of the available habitat for most migratory species, many of which travel several miles in a 
day (CSA Ocean Sciences, Inc. and Exponent 2019).” EMF effects on fish behavior is considered on an area 
basis, not a blocking basis as in a hurdle to cross during migration. Supporting data are not yet available.  
Effects of scale on fish ecology with respect to the density/spacing of turbines is an issue. Turbine pylons and 
their rock scour revetments will create reefs on what is predominantly a soft-bottom benthic ecosystem. To 
some fishers, this will be a welcome extension of ongoing efforts to increase production and/or concentration of 
reef-oriented species such as black sea bass and tautog, and seasonally structure-attracted midwater species such 
as jacks. A cautionary consideration is that some ‘structure oriented’ fish may not be as reliant on these 
structures as sometimes thought, and thus positive effects of increases in reef habitat may be uncertain. For 
example, Fabrizio et al (2013, 2014) found that black sea bass have large home ranges for a “reef” species, and 
may spend substantial time away from structure, with some exhibiting home ranges up to 4.8 square km. 
Nieland and Shepherd (2011) found that catches of black sea bass in the NEFSC inshore trawl survey were 
greater over open bottom than around structure.  
Nevertheless, assuming that the reef effect will be important, the scale of the wind turbine build out, and 
cumulative buildout considering all possible leases, far exceeds that of artificial reef programs. Each reef will 
have a zone of influence around it that is a function of the foraging behavior of its resident species. This has 
been well studied in tropical shallow atoll reef systems as the “halo” effect (Madin et al. 2011, Ollivier et al. 
2018 ) wherein lagoonal coral head reef residents graze a well-defined white sand ring into sea grass around 
their shelters but no further (Gil et al. 2017). The halo extent is constrained by a “landscape of fear” imposed by 
predators versus a payoff determined by grass density (Brown & Kotler 2004, Downie et al. 2013, Catano et al. 
2016. Gil et al. 2017). At high densities of coral heads, the halos of adjacent heads merge (Madin et al. 2011) 
and standing crop seagrass beds are entirely eliminated and “halos” become continuous, fundamentally 
changing energy flow and ecosystem function within the atoll. The dynamics are well studied in shallow clear 
coral reefs because they can be easily seen, including from space (Madin et al. 2011) but much less so in turbid 
or large marine systems, although Sullivan et al. (2000) is a notable example that is also specific to the region of 
interest and the cold pool.  
However, terrestrial ecology studies are replete with these and terrestrial analogs serve us here; at some point a 
collection of individual trees becomes a forest (Shrader et al. 2012), which functions different to a savannah and 
hosts different faunal assemblage and life history patterns (Bowyer & Kie 2006, Boyce 2006, Rietkerk & van de 
Koppel 2008, Mashintonio et al. 2014, Pirotta et al. 2018). So, at what point do individual small pylon 
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footprints move from a fractured landscape of scattered reefs to a reef complex with interaction effects?  This 
question is important but little considered in the plans for spacing in the original and alternative models of the 
SEIS, which appear to be constrained by navigation and efficiency (cable length and routing, wind extraction 
efficiency). The fact that it matters has been shown in an existing (Alpha Ventus) wind turbine farm in 
Sheringham Shoal, UK, by telemetry of foraging seals that created a grid-like pattern of direct movement from 
turbine to turbine as a foraging strategy (Russell et al. 2014). A high density of Fish-Aggregating Devices 
(FADs), simple floating buoys and lines used to concentrate pelagic thermophilic fishes for easier harvest, has 
also been demonstrated to substantially change the distribution and abundance of jacks in the Mediterranean 
Sea (Sinpoli et al. 2019). Monopile reef density effects should at least be modeled based on parameters of fish 
and mammal movements extracted from a synthesis of telemetry data.  
As the SEIS states, ecological impacts to the fish community will not be uniform across species. Habitat models 
suggest that summer flounder, butterfish, longfin squid, and spiny dogfish will mostly overlap with wind areas 
for MAFMC managed species; Atlantic herring, little skate, winter skate, windowpane flounder, and winter 
flounder will be the highest for NEFMC managed species (NEFSC 2020). Whether positive or negative, the 
differential impacts in habitat and productivity across species suggests changes to food web structure, 
interactions, and ecosystem function that are currently not considered in an integrated fashion in the SEIS. The 
various direct effects on fish (and other ecological community components) could cumulate to trickle-through 
effects on fisheries via changes to population dynamics, mortality, and recruitment that go beyond the initial 
direct impacts associated with habitat changes and/or displacement and mortality. Food web or ecosystem 
modeling may elucidate the potential magnitude of such changes. 
 
Epibenthos (see in particular page 3-24) 
The SEIS discusses impacts to the benthos from wind energy installations. In their evaluation of what the 
changes and impacts to the benthic community might be from wind farms, the SEIS references only 2 studies 
that focus on the epibenthic community, not true benthic fauna, or are from ecosystems very different than the 
U.S. continental shelf. One of these studies, Bergström et al. (2014), includes a review of ecosystems that range 
from freshwater through ‘near-marine’ coastal systems (none of which reflect the continental shelf, and the 
benthic community they consider includes epibenthic and true benthic species, although they note that the 
impacts to the benthic community as a whole is highly uncertain and has been very inadequately studied). 
The other study cited by the SEIS (page 3-24), Kerckhof et al. 2019, reports on the ecological succession of the 
fouling community on wind energy foundations. They find that the intermediate community is the most diverse, 
but warn that the climax community (which is reached ~9 years after installation) lacks diversity and in the case 
of the deeper water case, becomes dominated by mussels alone. Kerckhof et al. (2019) caution that the many 
studies showing increased diversity at wind foundations may reflect the intermediate community, rather than the 
climax community. Should the climax community condition be considered, wind energy foundations may prove 
to be much less biodiverse than is being considered now. Regardless, Kerckhof et al. (2019) focuses on 
epibenthic (fouling) communities, and does not consider the benthic community, despite reference to it in the 
SEIS to support no change in benthic community in soft sediments over 5 years since turbine foundations are 
put in. Kerckhof et al. (2019) is the 7th chapter in an extended report about wind farms in the Belgian North Sea 
(Degraer et al. 2019). A preceding chapter in that peer-reviewed report (Lefaible et al. 2019) did address 
changes in the benthic community due to the presence of wind turbines. Lefaible et al. (2019), and references 
therein, indicate changes in the sedimentary habitat (fining of sediments) and an overall shift in the benthic 
community towards a lower energy community, from what was previously a well-flushed higher energy 
community. Likewise, the Lefaible et al (2019) report notes changes in the benthos due to increased 
biodeposition from the increased fouling community (including mussels) on the turbine foundations, a finding 
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also noted in a number of other studies (Miller et al. 2013; Causon & Gill 2018; Dannheim et al. 2020; Lu et al. 
2020). These studies collectively also note that the benthos is a highly understudied ecosystem component and 
impacts from wind energy installations are therefore highly uncertain, and recommends increased effort to study 
benthic impacts. 
Semi-infaunal and infaunal benthos (see in particular section 3.3.1.1) 
The section references the work of Guida et al. (2017) and Green et al. (2010). These are wholly inadequate to 
describe the biota of the region for the following reasons. 1) The datasets are out of date as substantive changes 
in faunal distributions have happened since the first half of the 2010 decade. This is discussed in more detail in 
the previous section on climate change. 2) Unfortunately, studies of the benthos in high energy continental shelf 
habitats in general have tended to use grab samples to attempt to assess the biological community in the bottom 
(for example, Lefaible et al. 2019 used a van Veen grab). Neither Guida et al. (2017) nor Green et al. (2010) 
used gear that adequately sampled the biomass dominants of the continental shelf. Most samples came from 
grabs.  Relatively small grab samplers or even boxcores are insufficient for sampling the majority of large 
macrobenthic species, particularly those of known commercial importance along the U.S. Atlantic continental 
shelf (namely surfclams and ocean quahogs). Powell and Mann (2016) and Powell et al. (2017) provide details.  
Staff et al (1985) discuss the importance of accounting for biomass, not just numerical abundance, when 
considering the macrobenthic contribution to marine ecosystems. The biomass dominants tend to be the 
keystone and foundational species of the community, in addition to being responsible for a substantial fraction 
of energy flow. In the case of surfclams and ocean quahogs, which are very large-bodied clams and make up the 
majority of the benthic biomass on the shelf (despite the fact that there may be numerically more worms or 
other small macrobenthos present), the tools typically used to evaluate the benthic community simply do not 
adequately account for these species.  It has been demonstrated that even a boxcore, which samples to 20 inches 
depth, is insufficient to assess the clam (both surfclam and ocean quahog) abundance and biomass along the 
Mid-Atlantic shelf. These two species are not the only species of ecological importance in the macrobenthos. 
Ensis directus, the razor clam, contributes significant biomass in some areas, as do large holothurians. Of 
importance, these mega-infauna are also long-lived and, therefore, less resistant to ecological impact and less 
capable of recovery (see later discussion). As an example, Powell and Mann (2016) evaluated the efficacy of a 
boxcore for sampling the large infaunal clams on the shelf, relative to more appropriate methods like dredge 
sampling and found that boxcores vastly underestimate the abundance of large-bodied and patchy clams. In the 
case of surfclams, one of the important commercial species, the chance of a grab sample-based survey, at 
normal sampling densities, encountering even a single clam is vanishingly small, even though present in 
commercial quantities. Powell et al. (2017) further evaluated the challenges and shortcomings of estimating 
benthic biomass accurately for species like clams that tend to be patchy on the bottom, even when using a 
sampling tool that catches them effectively. Further, survival and growth post-set may be influenced by 
gradients in food supply that are well documented to occur across filter-feeder communities (e.g., Wildish & 
Kristmanson 1985, Wilson-Ormond et al. 1997; for diseases, see Bidegain et al. 2016), which can only be 
inferred if the biomass of the biomass dominants among the filter feeders is accurately known. The lack of 
studies directly addressing impacts of wind farms on benthos, particularly the biomass dominants, combined 
with the trend towards underestimation of the large-bodied and commercially important macrobenthos because 
of inadequate sampling methods, means that little information is available with which to evaluate the baseline 
and potential impacts of wind energy on benthic structure. 
In addition to the seriously limited information on the community composition in the areas in question, the 
referenced simulations in 3.3.1.1 are all European. The European continental shelf is utterly different from the 
U.S. shelf, particularly in the relative abundance of very long-lived biomass dominants. A cold pool does not 
exist there. Such simulations are uninformative. Finally, the SEIS contains no anchorage plan for supporting 
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vessels. The impact of the biota is in part determined by the number and distributions of supporting vessels and 
their anchorages, as is the possible deployment of fishing gear (see later discussion). 
Impacts to larval dispersal.  
The SEIS discusses the potential impact of wind energy areas on larval dispersal only briefly, despite the great 
importance of this process in structuring and maintaining marine biological communities. In terms of 
anticipated impacts of wind energy installations on larval dispersal, the SEIS cites Chen et al. (2016) noting the 
report’s findings relative to impacts of wind energy areas on scallop larvae dispersal (SEIS 3rd paragraph page 
3-23; SEIS page B-22). The SEIS characterizes the impacts of wind farms in southern New England on scallop 
larval dispersal as increasing the dispersion of the larval field, but that the wind farms “never… trap or block 
larvae from settling in habitat previously occupied” and generally are not expected to alter larval dispersal. 
Unfortunately, the simulations described in the Chen et al. (2016) report are insufficient to evaluate the potential 
impacts of wind farms on scallop larval dispersal. Rather the particle tracking simulations should be considered 
a representation of bulk flow and not larval dispersal. 
Chen et al. (2016) is a hydrodynamic modeling study designed to evaluate impacts of wind facilities on waves 
and water flow under extreme conditions (short-term, storm-induced conditions). Particles tracked in what are 
described as ‘larval experiments’, appear to have no behavior (it is unclear if they are buoyant), and were 
released at the surface - no complex behaviors nor ontogenetic changes are included. Chen and colleagues note 
in the report that this approach is insufficient to adequately model larval dispersal which is the result of complex 
behavior and ontogenic processes (see paragraph 2 on page 41 of Chen et al., 2016), and a number of larval 
dispersal models have demonstrated that particles without behavior result in significantly different dispersal 
patterns than those simulated with individually-based behavior (North et al. 2008; Narvaez et al. 2012, Zhang et 
al. 2015, Daigle et al. 2016; McVeigh et al. 2017; Goodwin et al. 2019). Chen et al. (2016) also note that 
individual-based models with complex behavior for sea scallop larvae have not been developed. At the time of 
writing their report, that may have been true; however, since then one such model has been developed and used 
to simulate dispersal dynamics in the sea scallop stock (Munroe et al. 2018; Hart et al. 2020).  
The way that particle tracking was implemented in the Chen et al (2016) report was unusual in terms of the 
contemporary standard for larval dispersal modeling studies in that only 100 particles were released (typically 
hundreds of thousands to millions of particles are used in a simulation), and these particles were tracked for 11 
days, which represents only about 30% of the larval life span of scallop larvae (Culliney, 1974; Pearce et al., 
2004). Likewise, if timing of the simulations were to be reflective of true scallop spawning seasonality 
(May/June and September: DuPaul et al. 1989; Thompson et al. 2014), results from these simulations may differ 
greatly (see Zhang et al. 2016 for an example of how strongly season may influence dispersal patterns of clams 
in the MidAtlantic). 
Given that the SEIS bases its conclusions about potential impacts of wind energy installations on larval 
dispersal on one single report from a study that was not designed to evaluate larval dispersal impacts (Chen et 
al. 2016), the conclusions reached in the SEIS in this respect must be tentative at best. Future research should 
focus on commercially important species that extends beyond just scallops, such as other shellfish stocks and 
fish species that may demonstrate even more complex larval behavior. To this point, wind turbine fields, like oil 
platforms and forests, redirect flow. Scales vary from large (e.g., Gardiner et al. 2019) to small (e.g., Jumars & 
Nowell 1984), but the principal of bottom boundary layer effects and primary flow routes within and around 
structures are comparable. The issue is the degree of influence of these structures and flows on larval transport 
and setting potential, which would ultimately result in a proportional increase or decrease of community 
component species, leading to unknown consequences beyond the turbine arrays. Some may overcome Allee 
effects and produce spawn to influence community structure far downstream (e.g., Hart et al. 2020). Some may 
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be unable to recruit at all due to increased bypassing flow. An expanded evaluation of the impact of wind 
turbine development on the benthos is clearly warranted. 
Key Issue 5: Long-lived Biota 
The SEIS states in 3.4.2.1. Cumulative impacts of the proposed action: “The Proposed Action would likely 
result in impacts (disturbance, displacement, injury, mortality, reduced reproductive success, habitat 
degradation, habitat conversion) that are expected to be local and to not alter the overall character of finfish, 
invertebrates, and EFH in the geographic analysis area for finfish, invertebrates, and EFH. Some impacts would 
be adverse.” The SEIS is uninformative as to these adverse impacts. The following train of thought is stipulated 
numerous times in the SEIS. “Thus, the overall cumulative impacts on finfish, invertebrates, and EFH would 
likely qualify as moderate because a notable and measurable impact is anticipated, but the resource would 
likely recover completely when the impacting agent was gone and remedial or mitigating action was taken.” 
The SEIS does not consider the recovery time of the long-lived biomass dominants. The SEIS concludes that 
“the endangered Atlantic sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrinchus oxyrinchus) is the only finfish or invertebrate listed 
under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) that may be affected by the proposed Project.” This conclusion is not 
disputed here. The concern raised however is that sensitive species are not just threatened and endangered 
species. Long-lived sedentary and sessile species have limited rebuilding capacity. Surfclams live for 30-35 
years (Powell et al. 2020a). Multi-generational recovery times would be expected if population age-frequencies 
are expected to return. The oldest ocean quahog aged to date was born in the mid 1700s and the bulk of the 
present-day stock was born between 1880 and 1940 (Pace et al. 2017, 2018). Recovery periods are extensive, 
easily 2 to 5 times the expected lifespan of the wind energy field from construction to decommissioning, with 
multi-generational recovery times anticipated in the range of 200 years. The SEIS provides little evaluation 
concerning the potential permanence, in normal human life span scales of time, of the impact of wind energy 
development. Centuries long impacts may be anticipated in some regions. Long-lived sedentary or sessile biota 
are not biomass dominants everywhere and a thorough review of benthic habitats in the Mid-Atlantic would be 
illuminating. Given these permanent impacts, every effort should be made to develop areas that do not now and 
are not expected in the future to support biomass dominants with vicennial or greater life spans. Such siting 
evaluations are not available. 
The SEIS considers that decommissioning and removal at the end of the project life span will occur. Such has 
not always been the case as exemplified for example, by Gulf of Mexico oil platforms. These case studies 
should be reviewed and if applicable, the SEIS should evaluate the influence of wind energy development if 
decommissioning and removal does not occur. 
Key Issue 6: Fishing, surveys, and stock assessments 
The SEIS (section 3.13) anticipates that turbine spacing of e.g., 1x1 NM may prevent fishing and transit. Larger 
transit lanes may improve vessel transit if directionality is properly anticipated. The SEIS describes transit lane 
plans for today’s vessel use but does not contemplate the potential that future transit operations may require 
directionality incompatible with the present-day scenario (see earlier discussion of climate change). The 
underwater turbine linkage maps show a poorly constructed plan if facilitation of fishing vessel operations is 
desired. Figure ES-1 (DEIS) is an example. Alternative cable distributions, if feasible, do not seem to have been 
considered. 
The most important indirect impact on the economics of fishing is the possible feedback from impacts on marine 
mammals. Likely consequences of WDAs impacts on marine mammals include:  

• Direct effects of increased entanglements of MMs in commercial fisheries including loss of fishing time and 
additional costs associated with handling/reporting requirements, as well as gear repairs or replacement.  
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• Increased mortality/serious injury (MSI) in commercial fisheries which may elevate fisheries’ classification 
to categories (I and II) that trigger deployment of observers and potentially, if MSI>PBR, trigger 
establishment of Take Reduction Teams and development of Take Reduction Plans. These monitoring and 
mitigation measures imposed by the MMPA represent additional costs for NMFS and commercial fishing 
operators. 

• Delay in the recovery of stocks, in particular of Right Whales, caused by the combined IPFs impacts, 
translates into costs to maintain or expand measures to reduce bycatch, which would be sustained by NMFS 
and the commercial fisheries operators. Declines in stocks to levels that warrant changes in stock status 
(depleted under MMPA or threatened, endangered under the ESA) could also lead to additional costs 
associated with new bycatch reduction measures if warranted. 

The feedback of turbine emplacement on stock assessments potentially is the most important economic impact. 
An important issue is the degree to which adverse impacts would accrue to the science conducted by NMFS and 
the various states. This would include fisheries independent surveys, but also other science activities conducted 
by NMFS, such as endangered species monitoring and other physical and biological assessments including 
essential fish habitat assessments in the region. The SEIS broadly lists what these effects are likely to be and 
categorizes them as major. The logic used in the SEIS for major impact is that surveys will be impaired, 
uncertainty will increase, and quotas will be lowered (or eliminated). The SEIS notes that surveys within the 
turbine field are unlikely and that this will increase uncertainty in assessments, but without any estimates of 
effect. For some species, the actual impact would begin with a contraction of the total stock. Simply put, the 
only recourse in the assessment would be to assume that no stock exists in unsurveyed areas. The example of 
the region east of Nantucket and the clam survey is a good example. Here, the fishery has caught clams for 
many years, yet the region is not surveyed and those clams are not, therefore, included in the stock estimate. 
The wind turbine field would also be debited from the stock footprint. Consequently, estimated stock carrying 
capacity would be reduced. As the target and threshold reference points are directly related to carrying capacity, 
these also would be reduced. This would reduce the Overfishing Limit (OFL) and ultimately the Allowable 
Biological Catch (ABC). Consequently, the possibility of an overfished state or that overfishing occurred would 
increase. Quota reductions would be a likely result. 
It is important to realize that any unknown generates additional uncertainty that ultimately favors a quota 
reduction. It is important to realize that this impact is perpetual. That is, the economic damage is realized each 
year that the turbine field exists and restricts survey completeness. Thus a single year compensation package 
cannot mitigate the adverse economic impact. It is important to realize that long-term recovery after 
decommissioning might result in decadal and longer impacts on fishing of long-lived species, a timeline and 
effect level not contemplated in the current SEIS. Importantly, the SEIS does not show any estimates of effect 
of reductions in spatial footprint of monitoring on uncertainty in governance (quota calculations considering 
risk policy),, even though simulations using Management Strategy Evaluation (MSE) technology are readily 
possible with today’s software that would enable one to quantify the potential damage. As yet, then, we do not 
know how assessment models may respond to changing survey (and landings) inputs relative to defined 
reference points. It is important to note that under the MAFMC risk policy, increases in uncertainty in estimates 
of stock status and factors affecting population and ecosystem dynamics result in more precautionary advice 
when deriving ABCs. 
In summary, the SEIS discusses impacts of wind energy areas to managed fisheries and notes these impacts will 
be among the greatest impacts of the project. The SEIS correctly indicates that impacts owing to inability of 
federal fisheries management agencies to conduct annual stock surveys within the wind area footprint will be 
major. However, the SEIS does not address the scale and scope of these impacts. Given the size and location of 
these wind leases, which overlap with important portions of many economically and culturally important stocks, 
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the effect on scientific advice to inform management resulting from an inability to survey may be one of the 
biggest anticipated impacts of the wind project - but the scale of the consequences is not known. It is likely that 
the magnitude of the effect will vary by species, and that this uncertainty will be further compounded for fished 
species that are experiencing distribution shifts (both among and within years) due to climate change as the 
proportions of stocks being available/unavailable to monitoring will change as the spatial footprint of wind farm 
development changes (increases) over time during regional deployment, also exacerbating dynamic changes to 
biological reference points. This important information should be prioritized and addressed using management 
strategy evaluations and other modeling approaches. A benefit to doing this work would also be to demonstrate 
the value associated with developing alternative monitoring techniques and technologies within wind farm areas 
to mitigate scientific survey reductions. 
Key Issue 7: Marine mammals 
Cumulative impacts as defined in the SEIS refer strictly to the combined Vineyard Wind (VW) and future 
offshore wind energy developments. Despite SEIS conclusions that refer to “all the IPFs together, little formal 
qualitative and no quantitative analysis combines the impacts from the complete collection of sub-IPFs exists, 
as noted much earlier under the General Comments section. Thus, assessment of the cumulative impacts that 
result from integrating impacts from all IPFs remains undetermined. This is a significant omission for stocks of 
marine mammals (MMs) that already show signs of decline or very slow recovery such as the four ESA listed 
stocks (also strategic under status and the MMPA) and the additional seven MMPA strategic stocks (Hayes et 
al. 2019). In addition, in the analyses of each individual impact, the SEIS often justifies negligible or no impacts 
based on the premise that a small increase in the impact has little or no effect given the current level of 
disturbance from other sources. This approach is unwise for slow growing populations and discounts the 
cumulative nature of stressors that directly and indirectly decrease population growth, as is generally the case 
for MMs, or that impede growth to sustainable levels, as is typically the case for ESA listed species (NASEM, 
2017). Since this SEIS is precedent-setting in methodology for assessing offshore wind energy impacts on 
marine mammals and considering the large spatial and temporal extent of these WDAs activities, foregoing a 
proper cumulative impact assessment that integrates the sub-IPFs and IPFs is unfortunate. A formal cumulative 
impact assessment that explicitly integrates the sub-IPFs and IPFs is needed to adequately assess impacts on 
MMs.  
Although for several of the IPFs, adverse impacts on behavior, essential biological activities (e.g., foraging, 
breeding and migration) and habitat utilization are described, the SEIS is limited in its consideration of the 
combined IPFs effects on potential decreases in individual fitness and population growth. A simulated harbor 
porpoise population subject to noise from wind turbines (mirroring the existent and planned wind turbines in the 
Inner Danish Waters) and shipping, plus bycatch rates of 4% suffered a substantial decrease and increasing 
bycatch rates over 10% led the population to extinction. These findings suggest that cumulative impacts of wind 
farms, shipping and bycatch are additive (Nabe-Nielsen et al. 2014). Given the large spatial extent of the 
combined VW/future WDAs which, for some MM stocks, covers either their entire range or significant portions 
of their foraging habitat (e.g. cold pool), mating and/or breeding grounds (Hayes et al. 2019; Roberts et al. 
2016), and the persistence of these disruptions over decades, particularly those that result from operations and 
maintenance, it seems improbable that decreases in fitness and population growth would not occur and it is, 
therefore, extremely important to show a high probability that they will not occur. Note that general 
methodological obstacles or difficulties in teasing apart effects that cause decreases in individual fitness and 
population growth or lack of studies are not per se a justification to conclude that those impacts would not be 
likely or that mitigation is feasible. Note also that under “Irreversible impacts” (” [p. D-10, Table D.4-1]) these 
outcomes were only considered for the four ESA listed species rather than all protected MM species that occur 
in the area and it was considered that mitigation would reduce or eliminate such effects (see comments on 
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mitigation that follow).  
The potential perturbation of the cold pool, which was considered as a potential adverse impact on foraging 
opportunities for MMs under “presence of structures”, does not seem to have been taken into account when 
concluding the overall magnitude of impacts on foraging opportunities under this IPF to be “moderate 
beneficial”. Note that for some MM species, disruption of these large-scale oceanographic features that support 
not only foraging but also mating, breeding, and long-distance migration patterns, could have devastating 
effects at the individual and population levels (e.g. high metabolic costs and reproduction costs) or at the 
species level (i.e. evolutionary bottlenecks). This reiterates a general concern about the cold pool as potentially 
the most serious ecological impact of wind turbine development, likely with ecosystem-level impacts, if its 
modification at any degree took place. In addition, the net effect of foraging opportunities created by the 
presence of structures has yet to consider predation (e.g. by sharks and, by birds of prey, coyotes, etc. on seal 
pups in rookeries) and competition (among MMs and with non-MM species), both likely to occur concomitantly 
with increases in various prey and MMs. This could carry adverse impacts, i.e. increase mortality, injury, stress 
levels of MMs or avoidance of WDAs. An increase in sharks along the U.S. northeast Atlantic where seal 
rookeries occur has been reported (Moxley et al. 2020) and a similar effect would be expected if seals and other 
MMs are attracted to WDAs. Also, if foraging sites move further from the rookeries, it is also likely that the risk 
of predation increases for the nursing females and for the unprotected pups (Moxley et al. 2020). 
The likely substantial intensification of MM-fisheries interactions with a potential significant increase in MM 
mortalities and serious injuries (MSI) inside and outside the WDAs (VW and future WDAs) due to 
entanglement (directly, in active fishing gear and indirectly, in lost gear) is not adequately considered. This 
results primarily from the lack of a formal analysis (even qualitatively) of the expected cumulative impacts on 
MMs stocks from three likely scenarios: 1. reduction in fishing area for some commercial fisheries due to safety 
considerations; 2. shift of some coastal recreational fisheries to the WDAs offshore areas and 3. an actual 
overall increase in recreational fisheries in the region. These scenarios result in increased density of fishing gear 
in the water, particularly around WDAs, which is a significant factor in elevating the risk of entanglements. The 
shift of recreational fisheries from nearshore to offshore areas and the displacement of recreational and 
commercial fisheries from WDAs are referred to as potentially increasing interactions with fishing gear but 
inconsistently and incompletely: first claiming that the shift in recreational fisheries would not change the 
overlap with MM distributions, while later in the same paragraph acknowledging the potential for different 
species to be affected. Yet, aside from the North Atlantic right whale stock (NARW), no attempt is made to 
identify the MM stocks that are more likely to be impacted based on their distribution, foraging habits and 
existing estimates of MM stock bycatch by type of commercial fishery. Importantly, the increased MSI 
expected from increased density of fishing may act as an effective lethal (or serious injury) trap for MMs that 
are attracted into the WDAs to forage. This possibility requires increased scrutiny. The SEIS also states that 
“Abandoned or lost fishing gear may get tangled with foundations, reducing the chance that abandoned gear 
will cause additional harm to marine mammals and other wildlife, […]”, but this is not a reasonable expectation 
considering the expected increase in MM prey species and foraging MMs inside WDAs (reef effect), i.e. nets 
would continue to capture wildlife and MMs and at a higher rate than in areas with lower density of prey and 
MMs. In addition, entanglements could be increased inside WDAs because the ability of MMs to detect the nets 
and lines would likely be reduced compared to outside WDAs. Importantly, the expectation that “[…] 
entanglement and ingestion of debris, is not considered a new impact-producing factor but rather a change in the 
distribution of this factor if inshore fishing effort is moved offshore […]” ignores the potential increase in MM 
mortalities or serious injuries from entanglements resulting on one hand from the increase in magnitude in 
fisheries interactions and on the other hand from the increase in WDA-related lines, cables, etc. whether in use 
or lost, In summary, all of the above adverse impacts were ranked as moderate, when they should have been 
elevated to major. The lower level of impact assumed may in part explain why population-level impacts were 
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not considered. 
Several conclusions on lower impacts of IPFs on MMs were contingent on minimization/mitigation measures. 
However, at this time, plans for minimization/mitigation of impacts are only available for VW and, except for the 
approved IHA for VW’s HRG and G&G surveys, are vague and either not binding or have yet to be finalized, 
approved, and funded. Best Management Practices (BMP) (p. A-19, Table A.5) are also very general, lacking 
specific requirements with performance measures or references to standard protocols. So, for the purposes of this 
SEIS, it cannot be ascertained which mitigation measures will be in place, whether adequate survey standards 
will be required and which mechanism(s) will be implemented to enforce them. These uncertainties preclude 
evaluation of how effective mitigation may (or not) be in reducing or eliminating impacts. Finally, for 
minimization/mitigation and monitoring surveys and adequate automation and integration of data collected from 
GPS and other devices using customized software must be available to maximize acquisition of relevant 
information and ensure consistency, integrity, transparency, accuracy and rapid data dissemination and reporting 
In addition, all data collected should be made available on a public online repository no later than three months 
after the survey to allow implementation of adaptive management and independent review. 
Ongoing conservation efforts to protect and recover MM stocks are likely to be considerably hindered by the 
proposed offshore wind energy development because for two reasons. 1) Identifying the origin of entanglements 
from stranded carcasses, scarred or mutilated live animals is already a significant challenge to the management 
of MM-fisheries interactions (Hayes et al. 2019; Knowlton & Kraus 2001; Pace et al. 2014; Robbins & Matilla 
2004). The emergence of offshore wind energy will add a new possible source of entanglements from 
construction and operations that could be difficult to trace and could be mistakenly attributed to fisheries 
interactions. The magnitude of this phenomenon is not likely to be trivial considering the large spatial and 
temporal extents for these activities.  2) Decreasing vessel-based surveyed area from historical levels (NEFSC 
and SEFSC, 2018) may compromise the ability to estimate MM stock abundance and characterize distribution, 
habitat utilization patterns, movements, and trends in abundance of MM stocks. In turn, this affects the ability to 
accurately evaluate the impact of estimated bycatch levels on the various MM stocks and to evaluate the 
efficacy of existing bycatch reduction measures or the need for additional measures. This is significant since 
bycatch is the dominant threat for the MM stocks that occur in the WDA area (VW and future WDAs) (Hayes et 
al. 2019).  
To summarize, the uniqueness of the proposed wind energy development, unprecedent in terms of the large 
spatio-temporal footprint and the exceptionally large number of protected MM stocks affected (~15), requires 
further evaluation of impacts on individual MM stocks, especially regarding individual fitness and population-
level impacts, to establish whether a delay in recovery or a decline to levels that would warrant a downgrade in 
stock status (under the MMPA or the ESA) is probable for any of the stocks. For these slow-growing 
populations that are already adversely impacted by multiple factors, further evaluation should explicitly account 
for the detrimental impacts caused by: 1) any incremental increase in frequency/intensity of a given IPF relative 
to current levels from other sources (e.g, shipping, fishing), and 2) cumulative effects of all subIPFs for the 
proposed WDAs (VW and future) combined with projected levels of non-WDA sources. In particular, greater 
scrutiny at stock-level is needed for: 1) the expected increase in mortality/serious injury for each individual 
stock from changes in interactions with fisheries; 2) the impacts on foraging and breeding areas, as well as on 
migratory and other seasonal movement patterns, and 3) how WDAs might hinder existing MM management 
and conservation efforts.  
Key Issue 8: Economics 
This review focuses on 3.7 Demographics, Employment, and Economics, 3.11 Commercial Fisheries and For-
Hire Recreational Fishing, 3.12 Land Use and Coastal Infrastructure, relevant material in Appendices 
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(primarily Appendices A and B) 
Revenue Exposure: Revenue exposure as described in the document “quantifies the dockside value of fish 
reported as being caught in individual wind lease areas” (section 3.11.1.1, pg. 124 / 3-97). It is mentioned that 
“the revenue exposure estimate is a very conservative estimate of actual impacts,” as actual impacts depend on a 
variety of factors, including “the potential for continued fishing to occur within the footprint of the wind lease 
area” and “a vessel’s ability to adapt by changing where it fishes” (section 3.11.1.1, pg. 124 / 3-97). This 
description appears to miss exposure of revenues occurring outside of wind lease areas arising due to potential 
changes in vessel transit routes that make certain areas no longer profitable to fish. If vessel transit to or from 
fishing grounds is impacted by the presence of wind energy structures, revenues occurring in locations outside 
wind lease areas, that are reached via transit through lease areas, might be considered exposed to wind energy 
development. As detailed earlier, the potential economic impact of quota reductions pursuant to decreased 
survey capability cannot be underestimated. An economics-based MSE is essential to evaluate the probability of 
quota reduction and the long-term recovery effects after decommissioning due to impacts on long-lived 
commercially important species, particularly those that are sedentary or sessile in life style. 
Shore-Based Industries: Commercial fisheries rely on a variety of shore-based supporting and value-added 
industries. Fishing ports are home to ancillary services such as vessel and gear maintenance as well as seafood 
product processing, sales, and distribution. In Massachusetts and Rhode Island, total economic impacts arising 
from direct, indirect, and induced impacts associated with over $600M in commercial fishery landings are 
~$2.6B, including ~$1.3B in value-added impacts. Including all states considered as potentially affected by 
future offshore wind activities (Maine to North Carolina), total economic impacts associated with the nearly 
$2B in commercial landings during 2016 were estimated at ~$7.9B, with ~$3.9B in value added impacts 
(NMFS 2018; estimates do not include impacts associated with imports). Growth in the offshore wind energy 
industry is expected to increase economic activity and investment in ports utilized during construction, 
operation, and decommissioning phases (section 3.7 Demographics, Employment, and Economics). Increased 
competition for onshore facilities, services, and labor could increase market prices, raising costs and reducing 
competitiveness of commercial fishing and seafood businesses (note that labor impacts could extend to 
commercial fishing vessel crew). These points are acknowledged in a general and relatively limited capacity in 
sections 3.7 (Demographics, Employment, and Economics) and 3.12 (Land Use and Coastal Infrastructure). 
Port utilization impacts specific to the fishing industry included in section 3.11 (Commercial Fisheries and For-
Hire Recreational Fishing) are described as primarily due to increased vessel traffic and congestion, however.   
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Table 1 

Observational studies 

        

Location 
Water 
depth 

Temperature Turbine array 
Turbine 
size 

Turbine 
foundation 

Megawatts 
Scour 
Protection 

Study details Study 

German 
Bight, North 
Sea 

• Site 2: 
depth 40 
m 

 

• Site 1: 
DanTysk OWF, 
Area 19 km × 5 
km  
• Site 2: 80 
turbines with 
area 41 km2  
• Set C: Global 
Tech I OWF 

 • Set B: tripod 
foundations 

  
• Observational: surface 
drifter data, 3 sites 
• Simulations: PELETS 

Callies et al., 
2015 

Denmark, 
North Sea and 
Baltic Sea 

• Horns 
Rev: 5 - 
15 m 
• Nysted: 
6 -9.5 m 

 

• Horns Rev: 80 
turbines, 14-20 
m offshore, 560 
m between 
turbines 
• Nysted: 72 
turbines,  867 m 
E/W and 481 m 
N/S between 
turbines 

• Horns 
Rev: hub 
height 70 
m, rotor 
diameter 
80 m 
• Nysted: 
hub-height 
68.8 m, 
rotor 
diameter 
82.4 m 

 
• Horns Rev: 2 
MW 
• Nysted: 2.3 
MW 

 
• Observational: Satellite 
synthetic aperture radar 
• Multi-turbine study 

Christiansen 
et al., 2005 

Belgian part 
of the North 
Sea (BPNS)  

 

 
• May 
2011:13.1-
13.3°C 
•June 

• 6 total 
turbines, 500m 
apart at depth of 
22.5 at MLWS 

 

• Gravity based 
foundations 
•  Diameter - 23.5 
m  

 

• Scour 
protection 
system 
(boulders) 
consisting 

• Sampling taken around 1 of 
6 turbine foundations  

Coates et al., 
2013 
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2012:13.5 -
13.6°C 

of filter 
layer 
(crushed 
gravel) 
[diameter 
of 55.5m] 
& upper 
armour 
layer 
(quarried 
rock) 
[diameter 
51m] 

Belgian part 
of the North 
Sea (BPNS)  

  C-Power wind 
farm 

   

•  Scour 
protection: 
filter layer 
(48m 
diameter); 
armour 
layer 
(diameter 
of 44m) 

• Observational: sampling, • 
Multi-turbine study 

De Troch et 
al., 2013 

Southern 
Baltic Sea 

18 m 
Surface - 12 
°C 

•  21 pitch-
controlled 
Siemens 
turbines 
•  Triangles 
arrangement of 
turbines 

• Hub 
height: 
67m 
•  Rotor 
diameter: 
93m 

Monopiles 2.3 MW  

•  Observational (EB1 farm) 
and modeling: LES model 
PALM 
• Multi-turbine study 

Dorenkamper 
et al., 2015 

Western Coast 
(Irish Sea), 
UK 

  

• Walney site: 
327 wind 
turbines (various 
characteristics) 
• Crosby Site: 
mainly Burbo 

Hub 
height 
ranges 
from 
83.5m to 
105m 

 3.6 MW - 8.25 
MW 

 

• Observational: 
Meterological data (wind and 
precipitation) 
• Multi-turbine study 

Fahel et al., 
2020 
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Bank Wind 
Farm 

German EEZ, 
North Sea 

40 m 
July 2014:  
SST 18.5°C -
19.5°C 

• 80 turbines 
located 100 km 
offshore 
 
1. Global Tech I 
 
2. BARD 
Offshore I 

 
1. GTI: Tripod 
 
2. Bard: Tripile 

Turbines not 
operational 
during study 

 
•  Observational: ROTV 
TRIAXUSsystem.  
• Multi-turbine study 

Floeter et al., 
2017 

Southern 
German 
Bight, North 
Sea 

33.5 m  

Extrapolated 
results to 5000 
prospective 
wind-power 
foundations 

 

Offshore research 
platform FINO 1: 
similar in size & 
shape to the 
common jacket 
type foundations 
of wind turbines 
in the German 
Bight. 

  • Multi-turbine study 
Krone et al., 
2013 

Southern 
German 
Bight, North 
Sea 

1. Alpha 
ventus:  
27- 29 m 
2. 
Riffgat: 
20 - 23 
m 

 

1. Alpha ventus- 
12 turbines (6 
studied) 
2. Riffgat-30 
turbines 

 

1. Alpha ventus- 
6 tripod, 6 on 
jackets 
2. Monopiles 
(Diameter 6.5 -
7.5 m) 

 

2. Scour 
protections 
of natural 
rock 
(Diameter 
28 – 31 m; 
height 1m) 

• Multi-turbine study 
Krone et al., 
2017 

The Narrows, 
a tidal channel 
linking 
Stranford 
Lough with  
the Irish Sea  

25miles 
m 

 
1. Walter’s Rock 
2. SeaGen 
3. Routen Wheel 

• 
Monopile 
structure 
(3m 
diameter), 
27 m long 
crossbeam.  

Quadropod 
foundation fixed 
on the seabed  

  • One turbine studied at each 
site 

Lieber et al., 
2019 
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•Rotors 
removed 
for study 

Plymouth 
University 
COAST basin  

Basin : 
0.5 m 
deep 

 
Basin:  
15m long, 10m 
wide,  

Pile 
diameter 
5m 

Scale model 
monopile 

  • Controlled experiment  
• Scale monopile 

Miles et al., 
2017 

Thorntonbank, 
Belgian part 
of the North 
Sea (BPNS),  

18-24 m  

• 54 wind 
turbines 
• Distance 
between 
turbines: 500-
800m 
• Surface area of 
farm: 18km2 
• Surface area of 
hard substrate: 
~1600m2 

 

• 2 types: 
1.concrete gravity 
based (6 turbines) 
2. steel jacket 
foundation with 
four legs (48 
turbines) • 
Diameter 14 m 
  

 

• Pebbles 
and rock 
• Max. 
radius 19 
m 

• Multi-turbine study  
Reubens et 
al., 2013 

Dutch 
offshore wind 
farm Egmond 
aan Zee, 
North Sea 

17-21 m  

• 36 Vesta V90 
wind turbines (4 
rows) 
• Diameter - 
4.6m 
 •  Spacing: 
650m -1km  
• Surface area of 
farm: ~40km2 

 • Steel monopile 
Total 
installation:108 
MW 

•Revetment 
filter layer: 
small sized 
rocks & 
top layer of 
heavy 
rocks  
•Diameter 
~25m 

• Multi-turbine study 
• Farm & surrounding safety 
zone (500 m) closed to 
shipping activities 

van Hal et 
al., 2017 

Modeled studies         

Location 
Water 
depth 

Temperature Turbine array 
Turbine 
size 

Turbine 
foundation 

Megawatts 
Scour 
Protection 

Study details Study 

Lake Erie, 
USA 

3 depths 
used:  

• Day 90– 
uniform 
temp. (4°C) 

Rectangular grid 
spacing 

Hub 
height: 
100m 

   “Infinite Extent Wind Farm” 
• Model: COHERENS 

Afsharian et 
al., 2019 
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10 m, 25 
m, 60 m 

• Temp. past 
day 90 differ 
by depth 
(max DOY 
200-250)  
(~ 21- 25°C) 

Hypothetical 
large wind 
farm 

20m  5km footprint     • Model: MITgcm general 
circulation 

Broström, 
2008 

Eastern Irish 
Sea, south-
western UK 
shelf  

30m 
 Surface: 3 - 
20°C 242 turbines  Monopile,  

5 m diameter 
  

• 3D unstructured grid model 
(FVCOM) 
• Multi-turbine study 

Cazenave et 
al., 2016 

Theoretical 
OWF in the 
North Sea 

SWAN: 
20m 
Accousic 
model: 
 varies, 
45-50m 
&25m 

 

• GETM: small 
wind farm  
• SWAN: array 
and farm layouts 
for 5 
scenariosmaa 

 
SWAN: 10m 
diameter turbine 
pile 

SWAN: 5 MW 
(24 MW total 
capacity) 
Accoustic 
model: 5 MW 

 
• Models: GETM-ERSEM-
BFM, SWAN,  and an 
acoustic energy flux 
• Multi-turbine study 

van der 
Molen et al., 
2014 

Gulf Coast 
and East 
Coast, USA 

  

• Area spacing: 
28 D2 or 56 D2  
 
• Installed 
density: 8.39 or 
16.78 (W/m2)  
 
• Number of 
turbines: 78,286 
- 543,442 

100m hub 
height 

 5.0 or 7.58 
MW 

 • Models: GATORGCMOM, 
GFDL, HWRF 

Jacobson et 
al., 2014 

Eastern Lake 
Ontario, 
Kingston 
Basin 

26 m   
Simulated wind 
farm 130km2 

area 

 

Monopile 
foundation 
represented 
within model as a 
dry point (land), 

  
• Model: Coupled wave and 
hydrodynamic 
• Multi-turbine study 

McCombs et 
al., 2014 
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reducing wave 
energy 

Simulation, 
coast of Texas 
& Louisiana 

200 m  

• Wind farms 
are modelled 
using the Fitch 
wind farm 
 
parameterization 
• Enercon 126 
turbines 
• 5 cases with 
different layouts 
used  

• Diameter 
126 m 

 7.5 MW   • Multi-turbine study 
Simulation 

Pan et al., 
2018 

Bay of Seine 22-31m  

 • Proposed total 
area of 50 km2 
• 10-16km 
offshore, 75 
turbines & 
converter station 
• Footprint - 
0.342 km3 or 
0.70% of area 

    Ecopath model - Raoux et al., 
2017 

Raoux et al., 
2018 

Havsul 
region, Møre 
coast 

  70 turbines (two 
designs tested) 

• Diameter 
- 120m  
• Height - 
90m 

   Wake model 
Segtnan et 
al., 2015 

Combined studies 
        

Location 
Water 
depth 

Temperature Turbine array 
Turbine 
size 

Turbine 
foundation 

Megawatts 
Scour 
Protection 

Study details Study 

German Bight 40 m 
•  Observed 
range:  
14- 22°C 

Distance 
between 
turbines: 

 
•Bard 1: "tripile” 
foundation 
•Global Tech 1: 

•Bard 1: 3 
MW 

 
•Combination of idealized 
modeling and in situ 
measurements 

Carpenter et 
al., 2016 
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•Bard 1: 866m 
•Global Tech 1: 
733m 
Length of farm:  
• small 8km 
• large 100km   

“tripod” 
foundation 

•Global Tech 
1: 15 MW 

•TRIM-NP hydrodynamic 
model 
•Observations: glider, 
mooring, ADCP 
GETM 

US East Coast 

varying: 
>30m, 
31-50m, 
 51-
200m  

 10 diameters 
square spacing 

Rotor 
diameter: 
126m 

• >30m: 
monopiles/gravity  
• 31-50m: multi-
leg 
• 51-200m: 
floating 

5 MW  
• Model (WRF) and 
observational (buoys, 
offshore towers) 
• Multi-turbine study 

Dvorak et 
al., 2013 

Nysted 
offshore wind 
farm, Danish 
part of W. 
Baltic Sea  

6-9.5m 

• Observed: 
8-20°C 
• Modeled : 
0-24°C 

• 72 turbines in 
an 8x9 grid  
• Spacing:850m 
(E-W) & 480 
(N-S)  
• Total area of 
28km2 

• Concial 
with 
cylindrical 
shaft  
• Diameter 
- 4.24 m; 
height - 
3m; base -
16m wide 
hexagonal 

• Basement filled 
with gravel and 
stones. Upper 
stone layer 
median diameters 
0.70m.  

 

• Scour 
protection 
stones with 
thickness 
of 0.27-
1.10m 
placed 
around 
foundation 
• Outer 
diameter: 
25m 

DEB-model coupled to a 
small-scale 3D 
hydrodynamicbiogeochemical 
model (validated against field 
measurements) 

Maar et al., 
2009 
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Letter from RODA to Vineyard Wind, 
LLC

Re: Fisheries Mitigation

Dated December 18, 2018



RODA 
Responsible Offshore Development Alliance 

                                                 Navigating Together into the Future                                              
 

Executive Director: Anne Hawkins   Chairman: Peter Hughes        Treasurer: Eric Reid 
 
For Information, Contact Annie@RodaFisheries.org 
 

          

December 18, 2018 

 

Mr. Lars Thaaning Pedersen, CEO 

Vineyard Wind, LLC 

700 Pleasant Street, Suite 510 

New Bedford, MA 02740 

 

  Re:  Fisheries Mitigation 

 

Dear Mr. Pedersen, 

 

The Responsible Offshore Development Alliance (RODA) is a membership-based 501(c)(6) coalition 

of fishing industry associations and fishing companies with an interest in improving the 

compatibility of new offshore development with their businesses. Our Board of Directors consists 

of representatives of commercial fishing businesses and vessels from federally- and state-permitted 

Atlantic fisheries from North Carolina to Maine. RODA does not advocate for or represent any one 

particular fishery; rather, it actively supports those positions that are common amongst commercial 

fishing industry participants, and it offers a platform for gathering input from a broad range of 

fishery representatives when multiple viewpoints exist. 

 

A core tenet of RODA’s philosophy is the belief that the only way to achieve a level of “coexistence” 

between offshore wind energy development and traditional, historic fishing is for the two industries 

to work together, with support from federal and state government partners, to identify mutually 

agreeable, data-supported solutions to potential conflicts. Part of this approach entails discussion 

regarding the most appropriate methods to address the short- and long-term impacts to the 

commercial fishing industry that will result from wind energy facility construction and operations.   

 

First and foremost, the development of a common framework for such “mitigation” must be done in 

a transparent, holistic, and well-structured manner. There has yet to be a comprehensive, inclusive 

process for determining best practices for mitigation applicable to Atlantic wind energy projects. 

Nor is there even necessarily a common definition of “mitigation” specific to fisheries and offshore 

wind. The National Environmental Policy Act implementing regulations1 and the Rhode Island 

                                                           
1 “’Mitigation’ includes: (a) Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action; (b) Minimizing 
impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation; (c) Rectifying the impact by repairing, 
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Ocean Special Area Management Plan provide some of the best available guidance.2 Both suggest a 

step-wise path that follows the principles of avoiding conflicts, minimizing those that are 

unavoidable, mitigating the impacts from new development, then—and only once those have been 

adhered to—consider compensation for any residual losses. 

 

While some developers and fishing industry representatives have begun preliminary dialogues 

regarding these difficult topics, there is a wide diversity of opinions and preferences, particularly 

with regard to compensation schemes that may arise. This is not a time for rushed agreements 

based on nothing but political compromise; a fact made even more salient by your company’s recent 

success in the auction for OCS-A 0522, the rapid pace and scope of offshore wind energy 

development overall, and the precedent that decisions made now may set for the future. 

 

We strongly believe that a coordinated, regional, evidence-driven process to address mitigation, 

including but not limited to compensation, will provide the best opportunity for equitable and 

lasting outcomes. We therefore request that Vineyard Wind, along with the other Atlantic offshore 

wind energy lease holders, commit to work with us to develop this fair, transparent, and consistent 

framework.  

 

It will admittedly take substantial time to establish this process, inform it through collection and 

analysis of appropriate data, deliberate the full implications of various approaches, and ultimately, 

provide recommendations regarding best practices. While we understand that Vineyard Wind has 

rapidly-approaching deadlines and project milestones, we also strongly urge BOEM and the states 

to join us in supporting this approach. This should include by exercising all available flexibility in 

the relevant regulatory processes such that environmental reviews and approvals are not delayed, 

but that premature and poorly informed decisions can be obviated by a commitment to implement 

best management practices for mitigation and compensation in the future once duly identified.  

 

Sincerely, 

         
        Annie Hawkins, Executive Director 

        Responsible Offshore Development Alliance 

                                                           
rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment; (d) Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and 
maintenance operations during the life of the action; (e) Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute 
resources or environments.” 40 C.F.R. § 1508.20. 
2 “Proposed activities shall be designed to avoid impacts and, where unavoidable impacts may occur, those impacts shall be 
minimized and mitigated . . . Mitigation measures may include, but are not limited to, compensation, effort reduction, habitat 
preservation, restoration and construction, marketing, and infrastructure improvements.” SAMP at 113, 154. 
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cc:  Dr. Walter Cruickshank, Acting Director, BOEM 

Mr. Chris Oliver, Acting Administrator, NMFS 

Adm. Karl Schultz, Commandant, United States Coast Guard 

Mr. Grover Fugate, Executive Director, RI CRMC 

Ms. Lisa Engler, Acting Director, MA CZM 

Mr. Rob Klee, Commissioner, CT DEEP 

Ms. Alicia Barton, CEO, NYSERDA 

Ms. Catherine McCabe, Commissioner, NJ DEP 

Mr. Mark Belton, Secretary, MD DNR 

Mr. David Paylor, Director, VA DEQ 

Mr. Michael Regan, Secretary, NC DEQ 

Ms. Nancy Sopko, Director for Offshore Policy & Siting, AWEA 

Messrs. Thomas Brostrøm and Jeff Grybowski, Co-CEOs, Ørsted US Offshore Wind 

Mr. Christer af Geijerstam, President, Equinor US Wind 

Mr. John Hartnett, Director, Mayflower Wind Energy 

Mr. Doug Copeland, Regional Development Manager, EDF Renewables 

Mr. Paul Rich, Director of Project Development, US Wind 

Mr. Craig Poff, Development Director, Kitty Hawk Offshore Wind 

Mr. Chris Wissemann, U.S. Offshore Wind Representative, Innogy 
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         April 14, 2020 
 
Governor Charlie Baker     Governor Chris Sununu 
Massachusetts State House    Office of the Governor 
24 Beacon St.      State House 
Office of the Governor, Room 280   107 North Main Street 
Boston, MA 02133     Concord, NH 03301 
 
Governor Janet T. Mills    Dr. Walter Cruickshank, Acting Director 
1 State House Station    Bureau of Ocean Energy Management  
Augusta, ME 04333     1849 C Street NW 

    Washington, D.C. 20240  
 
Dear Governor Baker, Governor Mills, Governor Sununu, and Director Cruickshank: 
 
On behalf of fishing industry and community leaders who live and operate in the Gulf of 
Maine (GOM), the Responsible Offshore Development Alliance (RODA) offers the following 
four requests for your consideration in regards to offshore wind development in the GOM.  
 
RODA is a membership-based coalition of fishery-dependent companies and associations 
committed to improving the compatibility of new offshore development with their 
businesses. Our approximately 170 members are comprised of major fishing community 
groups and associations, individual vessels, and shoreside dealers operating in federal and 
state waters of the New England, Mid-Atlantic, and Pacific coasts. We have many members 
from your states that operate in the Gulf of Maine (GOM) who have witnessed how offshore 
energy development has unfolded in other regions, and are very concerned that the same 
fragmented process will occur in their fishing grounds.  
 
Due to the planned use of floating offshore structures for wind energy development in the 
GOM, lease areas will become de facto closures to fishing. Technology is evolving to minimize 
the footprint of the base of an offshore wind platform, but current proposed technologies 
still have mooring lines and flexible cabling that will make any type of fishing – fixed or 
mobile gear – incredibly unlikely within a wind energy area (WEA). Offshore wind energy 
development in the GOM is therefore a topic of extreme concern to the region’s fishermen 
and fishing-dependent communities. 
 
First, given the unprecedented nature of the global pandemic we are experiencing, we 
respectfully request a six-month pause in the regulatory process for Outer Continental Shelf 
(OCS) renewable energy development in the GOM. Public participation and engagement is 
exceedingly important throughout the entire regulatory process, but especially at the early 
stages of project siting since floating wind energy facilities will constitute fisheries closures 
for the reasons described above. Due to COVID-19 many meetings and opportunities for this 
engagement have been postponed until further notice. Additionally, as the pandemic is 
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having immense financial impact on all American businesses, the fishing industry is no 
exception. Many resources, including time and effort, from the commercial fishing sector 
must be diverted to addressing the issue at hand, leaving insufficient opportunities for 
meaningful engagement in the siting and other planning of potential offshore renewables.  
 
In addition to the good faith that will be earned by committing to move forward only once 
fishermen can be actively involved, there are other benefits that may be recouped by taking 
this (non)action. A principle concern from the fishing industry is how these wind turbines 
will impact the marine ecosystem. As any good scientist knows, baseline data is fundamental 
to answering any research question about environmental change. A delay in the siting 
process will allow for an opportunity to generate a longer time series of baseline data, which 
is incredibly important for understanding an ecosystem that is defined by variable seasonal 
and inter-annual cyclical changes. Furthermore, in the GOM there are major fisheries data 
deficiencies including, notably, for the lobster fishery. Slowing the process down would allow 
better opportunities for industry to develop strategies to generate and share data in a 
meaningful way to help inform the siting of offshore development. We therefore request that 
this time be used to engage in the research activities needed to responsibly inform offshore 
wind energy planning—both through gathering existing data and building out new data 
streams—while also forming the necessary structures and processes to support constructive 
engagement once the public health crisis subsides. 
 
Second, we feel it is imperative to convene a fisheries-driven GOM regional working 
group to fully participate in the offshore development process. Vessels home-ported in 
Maine, New Hampshire, and Massachusetts all fish in the GOM and have unique spatial and 
operational needs, and complementary understanding of the ecosystem there. Fragmenting 
the region’s fishermen into state groups (which can be entirely arbitrary for those with 
federal fishing permits) puts too much pressure on them to follow every meeting and 
engagement opportunity in each state. Experience in other regions has indicated that a 
regional group, convened and led by the industry, will be the only fair and equitable way for 
commercial fishing concerns to be properly addressed. We anticipate this group will improve 
fishermen’s involvement in numerous ways, including the following: 

• Provide recommendations to federal and state regulators for involving fishermen and 
incorporating fisheries science into decision making; 

• Empower fishermen to develop consensuses in identifying critical fishing grounds or 
forming other spatial recommendations; 

• Coordinate fishermen’s involvement while minimizing redundancy for them in 
federal and state-specific working groups that overlap with fisheries issues; 

• Streamline requests for information and provide easily identifiable educational 
opportunities in order to ensure fisheries professionals are well informed regarding 
offshore wind energy development and technology; 

• Prioritize data requests so that fishing industry participants can better inform their 
input during siting and transmission discussions with BOEM and potential future 
developers;  

• Improve data streams to include non-electronic fishing vessel traffic and reporting; 
and 
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• Generate ideas amongst the industry to improve the use of fisheries-dependent data 
in renewable energy planning. 
 

We hope that this first-in-the-nation initiative will serve as a model to avoid the acrimonious 
outcomes seen in other regions. Furthermore, having a well-informed and fully engaged 
fishing industry now will be the determinative factor of whether regulators, developers, and 
fishermen are collectively able to devise mitigation strategies in advance of project 
installation (some of which, such as technology or gear innovations, take considerable time 
to research or implement). Your support of RODA and fishing industry leaders in this 
approach would demonstrate true leadership. 
 
Third, we would like to reiterate previous requests from RODA, the New England Fishery 
Management Council, and others to BOEM to not consider any unsolicited bids for 
renewable energy development areas in the GOM, and request the states to support this 
unanimous request from fisheries experts. Unsolicited bids for offshore development 
circumvent sufficient and comprehensive engagement with other users, especially fishing 
communities. Siting of lease areas is paramount to minimizing impacts and de-conflicting 
with other uses of the OCS and this process ought to be fair and transparent. Because any 
qualified entity can submit an unsolicited bid, even if such a bid leads to a competitive leasing 
process, lines arbitrarily drawn on a map are likely to eventually become developed areas. If 
federal and state regulators genuinely aim to maximize compatibility of the two ocean uses, 
fishermen from the GOM need their input to be properly and openly evaluated during the 
planning and analysis phase for delineating WEAs. 
 
Lastly, GOM fishermen are requesting greater transparency in offshore wind procurement 
goals and their context within an overall energy strategy. A more open exchange of 
information on the relative availability, price, and environmental impacts of all existing and 
potential energy sources for the region will be beneficial to the citizens of ME, NH, MA, and 
all those who rely on other resources found in the GOM for their livelihoods.  
 
Thank you for your consideration of these concerns and our request for support on these 
important issues.  We look forward to hearing from you and your staff to further discuss 
these requests.  
 
Sincerely,  

      
Annie Hawkins, Executive Director 
Responsible Offshore Development Alliance 
P.O. Box 66704 
Washington, D.C. 20035  
Email: annie@rodafisheries.org 
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On behalf of the following fishery-dependent businesses and associations: 
 
Maine 
 
Associated Fisheries of Maine  
Maggie Raymond, Executive Director 
Maine 
 
F/V Bug Catcha 
Gerry Cushman, Owner 
Port Clyde, ME 
 
F/V Knotty Lady 
Dustin Delano, Owner 
Friendship, ME 
 
F/V Jocelyne K 
Herman Coombs, Owner 
Orr’s Island, ME 
 
F/V Jocka 
Terry Alexander, Owner 
Harpswell, ME  
 
F/V Overkill 
James Wotton, Owner 
Friendship, ME 
 
Maine Coast Fishermen’s Association 
Ben Martens, Executive Director 
Maine 
 
Maine Lobstermen’s Association 
Patrice McCarron, Executive Director 
Maine 
 
Maine Lobster Dealers’ Association 
Annie Tselikis, Executive Director 
Maine 
 
O’Hara Corporation 
Mary Beth Tooley, Government Affairs 
Rockland, Maine 
 
 
 

New Hampshire 
 
Explore the Ocean World, LLC 
Ellen D. Goethel, CEO 
Hampton, NH 
 
F/V Ellen Diane 
David T. Goethel, Owner 
Hampton Harbor, NH 
 
New Hampshire Commercial Fishermen’s 
Association 
Erik Anderson, President 
New Hampshire 
 
Northeast Fishery Sector XI 
Dan Salerno, Sector Manager 
New Hampshire 
 
Yankee Fishermen’s Cooperative 
Jim Titone, President &  
Linda Hunt, General Manager 
Seabrook, NH 
 
F/V Patty-B 
Dale Blatchford, Owner 
Hampton, NH 
  
F/V Sadie Amelia 
Norman Moore, Owner 
Hampton, NH 
 
F/V Whats Next 
Jeffrey Ruccio, Owner 
Hampton, NH 
 
F/V Black Swan 
Stephen Joyce, Owner 
New Hampshire 
 
F/V Miss Maura  
Peter Lagerstrom  
Hampton, NH 
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Massachusetts 
 
Cape Seafoods Inc. 
Western Sea Fishing Company 
F/V Endeavour, Gloucester, MA  
F/V Challenger, Gloucester, MA   
Gerry O’Neill, President/Director 
Gloucester, MA 
 
Cape Cod Commercial Fishermen’s 
Alliance 
John Pappalardo, CEO 
Massachusetts 
 
Double Diamond Fishing Corp.  
Maurice Lemieux 
New Bedford, MA 
 
F/V America 
F/V American Pride 
F/V Padre Pio 
Salvatore Bramante, Owner 
Boston, MA 
 
F/V Angela & Rose 
Francesco Paul Vitale, Owner 
Gloucester, MA 
 
F/V Atlantic Prince 
F/V Boomer II 
F/V Guardian  
F/V Olympia 
F/V Tremont 
Michael Walsh, Owner 
Boston, MA 
 
F/V Explorer II 
Bonnie Akerley, Owner 
Gloucester, MA 
 
F/V Labor in Vain 
Doug Germain, Owner 
Gloucester, MA 

 
 
F/V Midnight Sun 
Thomas Testaverde, Owner 
Gloucester, MA 
 
F/V Miss Emily 
Kevin Norton, Owner 
Scituate, MA 
 
F/V My Grace 
Frank Sciortino, Owner 
Gloucester, MA 
 
F/V Mystique Lady 
Joseph Jurek, Owner 
Gloucester, MA 
 
F/V Razzo 
Joseph Randazzo 
Gloucester, MA 
 
F/V Sabrina Maria 
Albert Cottone, Owner 
Gloucester, MA 
 
F/V Santo Pio 
Joseph Orlando, Owner 
Gloucester, MA 
 
Fishing Partnership Support Services 
J.J. Bartlett, President 
Massachusetts  
 
Gloucester Fishermen’s Wives Association 
Angela Sanfilippo, President 
Gloucester, MA 
 
Hansen Scalloping Inc. 
F/V Endeavor 
F/V Intrepid 
Eric Hansen, President 
Marion, MA 
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Massachusetts Fishermen’s Partnership 
Edward Barrett, President 
Massachusetts 
 
Massachusetts Lobstermen’s Association 
Beth Casoni, Executive Director 
Massachusetts 
 
Northeast Sector Service Network Inc.  
Libby Etrie, Program Director 
Massachusetts 
 
Northeast Fishery Sector II  
Joseph Orlando, President & 
David Leveille, Sector Manager 
Represents 137 permits owned by 64 
members; 54 active vessels in the GOM 
Gloucester, MA 
 
Northeast Fishery Sector VI  
Michael Walsh, President & 
David Leveille, Sector Manager 
Represents 24 permits owned by 5 
members; 12 active vessels in the GOM 
Boston, MA 

Northeast Fishery Sector VIII  
New Bedford, MA 
 
Northeast Fishery Sector X 
Timothy Barrett, President 
John Haran, Sector Manager 
S. Dartmouth, MA 
 
Northeast Fishery Sector XIII  
John Haran, Sector Manager 
Scituate, MA 
 
Boat Kathleen A. Mirarchi, Inc.  
Frank Mirarchi, President & CEO 
Scituate, MA 
 
Northeast Seafood Coalition, MA  
Jackie Odell, Executive Director 
Massachusetts 
 
Atlantic Capes Fisheries Inc. 
Atlantic Harvesters LLC 
Galilean Seafood Inc. 
Sam Martin, COO 
New Jersey (with operations in MA and RI)

 
Lund’s Fisheries, Inc. 
JT Sea Products 
Loper Bright Enterprises 
Lund-Marr Trawlers, LLC.  
Wayne Reichle, President 
New Jersey (with operations in MA and ME) 
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Potential Employment Impact from Offshore Wind in the United Stated 

- The Mid-Atlantic and New England Region 
 

Georgetown Economic Services, LLC.1 
 

July 27, 2020 
 
Executive Summary 
 
This study conducts economic analysis to quantify the potential cumulative regional employment 
impacts from offshore wind development in the Mid-Atlantic and New England areas, as well as 
specific employment impacts relating to the Vineyard Wind project. The regional analysis 
considers multiple scenarios for each state. The scenarios vary in terms of potential offshore 
wind deployment as well as assumptions about the local workforce and manufacturing content in 
the supply chain. Using an “input-output” model widely utilized by the offshore wind industry, 
our analysis finds that 2.06 - 3.17 local job-years per MW (as opposed to permanent jobs) could 
be created during the construction phase in the region, and 0.18 - 0.26 permanent jobs per MW 
could be created during the operations and maintenance phase. Our overall results are broadly 
consistent with the American Wind Energy Association (AWEA) study. However, we generate a 
much lower number of permanent jobs per unit of capacity during operations and maintenance. 
This suggests that there may not be significant local employment impacts from offshore wind 
development in the long-run. 
 
Specific to Vineyard Wind, we estimate 3.92 – 5.71 job-years per MW during construction, 
while the Vineyard Wind estimate is higher, at 4.30 – 6.16 job-years per MW.  During operations 
and maintenance, we estimate between 0.42 – 0.53 permanent jobs per MW, while the Vineyard 
Wind estimate is 0.6 – 1.09 permanent jobs per MW.  Our results using an alternative 
“employment factor” model are lower still, with 2.32 job-years per MW during construction and 
0.16 permanent jobs per MW during operations & maintenance. 
 
 

 
1 Preparation of this review was coordinated and funded by the Responsible Offshore Development Alliance and the 
Fisheries Survival Fund following direct requests by multiple members of fishing communities.  This review was 
funded through direct contributions from the fishing industry. 
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I. Introduction 
 
Various states over the last few years have proposed offshore wind energy legislation as a future 
investment in their renewable energy portfolio. At the same time, the Europe-style “green jobs” 
agenda is being promoted in the U.S. as part of these renewable energy investments. 
 
A variety of official bodies and politicians have been very active in issuing press releases 
claiming that the investments in offshore wind projects will create hundreds, thousands or 
millions of green jobs in a wide range of economic sectors, in addition to reducing emissions of 
carbon dioxide. For example, a recent study by AWEA [1] estimated that developing 30 GW of 
offshore wind could support up to 83,000 “jobs” by 2030. In addition, an economic impact study 
for the Vineyard Wind offshore wind facilities in Massachusetts estimated that the construction 
of 1,600 MW of offshore wind power would generate 3,171 direct employees, 3,618 indirect 
employees, and 3,063 induced employees [2].  
 
Our first question is: Are these high-quality and long-term jobs that will create the incentive for 
workforce planning and coordination? Wind energy projects create more jobs during early 
phases of projects. Unlike traditional power plants, wind farms are built quickly, usually in a 
year or less, and many construction, installation and manufacturing positions are short term. 
Until recently, European offshore wind turbine manufacturers led the industry worldwide in 
terms of technology, market share and quality of turbine [3].  Meanwhile, in the U.S. there are 
limited locations with adequate components networks for the offshore wind industry. Hundreds 
of millions of dollars are being spent on foreign-made wind turbines [4,5].  
 
Furthermore, large European vessels will play a significant role in the initial installation of wind 
turbines off U.S. coastlines, as many foreign companies own lift vessels capable of undertaking 
much of the heavy work involved in the installation of offshore wind turbines. Wind power 
developers promise jobs to local Americans, and instead they may be incentivized simply to hire 
outside skilled workers, and only create a few permanent jobs. The absence of a strong domestic 
sourcing requirement for offshore wind development limits the positive employment impact in 
practice, and a significant portion of marginal expenditures is thus actually satisfied by imports, 
which do not add to GDP. 
 
The second question is: When we look at the big picture, is there any convincing evidence that 
the wind energy policies being implemented will actually lead to positive net employment? To 
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put it another way, is the offshore wind industry outperforming other manufacturing industries to 
the extent it will generate additional employment and stimulate the economy? 
 
Some independent studies, based on the actual experiences gained in Europe and the U.S. with 
wind energy production, cast serious doubt on the claim that wind-generated electricity results in 
net job creation, and have shown that the reality is far from what has typically been presented. In 
fact, many of the jobs created are only supported by the tax incentives for wind projects and lead 
to a loss in non-tax supported jobs in other sectors.   
 
Denmark, the world’s leading wind energy country,  is being seen as the good example of job 
creation. This does not, however, take into account the net employment effect of the 
governmental wind plant subsidy. The Danish Center for Political Studies released a study [6] of 
Denmark’s wind industry concluding that, “creating additional employment in one sector 
through subsidies will detract labor from other sectors, resulting in no increase in net 
employment, but only a shift from the non-subsidized sectors to the subsidized sector.” The data 
shows that, in terms of value added per employee, the wind energy technology sector 
underperformed by as much as 13% compared with the industrial average. As a consequence, 
Danish GDP was approximately $270 million lower than it would have been if the wind sector 
work force was employed elsewhere. 
 
Furthermore, a study based on Spain's experience with wind energy production, concluded that 
for every new position that depends on energy tax subsidies, at least 2.2 jobs in other industries 
are eliminated [7]. Spain paid $775,000 for every green job the country created through subsidies 
since 2000 ($100,000 per year per job). Is that a good use of limited taxpayer funds? Similarly, 
the Thanet project in England, currently the largest operating offshore wind farm in the world, 
also received criticism for its lack of significant British job creation [8, 9]. 
 
While there is scant empirical data from the U.S. on this point, an independent report conducted 
by Investigating Reporting Workshop [10] indicated that approximately $2 billion in 2008 
federal “stimulus” funds in the U.S. were spent on the onshore wind energy program. However, 
approximately 80 percent of that amount went to foreign owned companies. In addition, in spite 
of the massive taxpayer subsidization, the U.S. wind manufacturing sector lost jobs in 2009 
because many of the created construction jobs are short term and filled by skilled workers who 
are brought into the U.S. temporarily. We are currently creating foreign jobs at the expense of 
American jobs. 
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II. Objective 
 
The Mid-Atlantic and New England region is home to some of the largest ports and logistics 
infrastructure in the United States that have the potential to support the offshore wind supply 
chain. The Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM) has leased 16 sites in New England 
and the Mid-Atlantic for offshore wind energy facilities.  Connecticut, Maine, Maryland, 
Massachusetts, New Jersey, New York, Rhode Island, and Virginia have established targets to 
procure a total of 27,812 MW of offshore wind by 2035 [11]. The main purpose of this paper is 
to analyze the expected economic impacts of these projects mainly in terms of job creation. 
Following this introduction, this paper will present the most commonly used methods and apply 
the methods to measure the magnitude of gross employment impacts. Next, the paper will 
discuss the basic economic principles and mechanisms by which net employment effect is 
measured. Finally, discussions and conclusions are made to address the issues highlighted in this 
analysis. 
 
III. Job Definition  
 
Job creation studies utilize various metrics for quantifying the magnitude of job creation and 
disaggregate jobs into different categories and classifications. The impacts of job creation are 
dependent on how you define a job. A global overview of the job effects of wind-power 
installations found that the result differs widely by job category [12]. For renewable energy 
projects, in order to be precise about the employment results, it is important to distinguish 
between permanent and temporary jobs and whether only direct employment effects are 
accounted for or whether indirect or induced employment effects are also taken into account. 
 
It is also important to note whether or not the figures being quoted refer to jobs or “job years.” 
The unit of a job-year refers to one year in a job and has become widely used when analyzing job 
projections for future projects. Particular care should be taken in distinguishing between jobs and 
job-years. The effect can be to give the impression of a larger number of permanent jobs being 
created than is the actual case. For example, the AWEA [1] projects 83,000 FTE (full time 
equivalent) jobs will be created, associated with meeting its goal of 30 GW of offshore wind 
production by 2030. Although most jobs are projected to be generated from construction, 
installation and manufacturing which are calculated as “job-years,” the 83,000 number tends to 
be cited instead as “jobs” in the policy arena to support significant public expenditures on 
renewables. 
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IV. Methodological Approaches to Employment Quantification 
 
The offshore wind sector includes job profiles from many different economic sectors, such as 
equipment manufacturing, electricity generation, consulting services, engineering services, 
finance and insurance, etc. [13] . There are diverse methodologies for the calculation of job 
creation. The main categories are employment factor approach, input-output (I/O) analysis, and 
computable general equilibrium (CGE) model. The first two approaches focus on the gross 
employment relevance of the particular energy sector, and therefore emphasize the positive side 
of investing in renewables. The last approach involves complicated built-in economic 
interrelations, which fully takes into account crowding-out effects and potential negative job 
effects that may occur in alternative employment sectors. It is impossible to comment in any 
significant way on which model is better, but we can at least notice that there are several ways to 
look at this question, and that these models produce differing results. 
 
1. Employment factor approach 
 
The easiest and quickest method of assessing direct jobs from offshore wind is the employment 
factor approach. Employment factors indicate the number of jobs created per megawatt (MW) 
[3]. Jobs are measured and reported as full-time equivalents (FTEs). One FTE is equivalent to 
one full-time worker who is employed for one year, and one FTE is thus often equated with a 
“job year”. FTEs generated in the construction phase are job-years, while FTEs generated in the 
operations phase are permanent jobs. The factors are calculated based on aggregated data on the 
different phases of the project life cycle, such as manufacturing, construction, installation (MCI), 
and operations and maintenance (O&M). FTE jobs in the offshore wind sector are estimated by 
multiplying a project’s installed capacity by specified employment factors.  
 
Different employment factors of the same phase of the life cycle relate to regional considerations. 
If manufacturing takes place in highly industrialized countries or in less developed countries,  the 
labor intensity of the life cycle stage will be influenced. Generally, the lower the cost of labor in 
a region, the greater the number of workers that will be employed to produce a unit of output. 
For example, the U.S. has higher labor cost and is assigned lower job creation per unit of 
generation. 
 
Furthermore, employment factors are adjusted to take account of the reduction in employment 
per unit of capacity as technologies and production techniques mature. Offshore wind 
technologies are still in an early stage of development, and therefore reduction in technology 
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costs and economies of scale are expected to occur in the future, resulting in lower employment 
factors. The annual decline ratio in job factor was estimated to be 1.5% from 2020 to 2030 in 
offshore wind industry [14]. 
 
Aldieri et al. [12] provided a global overview of number of created jobs per MW of the most 
widely referenced studies for job growth in the wind industry between 2001 and 2019. The 
review revealed that, on average, 9.16 jobs will be created per MW during construction, and, on 
average, 0.29 jobs will be created per MW during O&M. Although there are substantial regional 
variations, the number of jobs per unit of capacity is considerably lower for O&M than for MCI. 
O&M generates employment over the lifetime of the projects, while MCI may provide 
employment for several months to a few years only. O&M employment factors are applied to the 
total installed capacity, whereas MCI employment factors only refer to newly added capacities. 
The study concluded that potential for job creation in wind-power installation is comparatively 
somewhat limited. 
 
For the United States, much of the wind energy infrastructure manufacturing  is expected to 
occur abroad.  Accordingly, the application of employment factors must take into account the 
proportion of manufacturing which occurs locally. For instance, an economic impact study [15] 
concluded that the abandoned Cape Wind project would have generated 1,000 short-term local 
jobs during construction and 50 long-term local positions at the Cape Cod-based headquarters to 
operate and maintain the wind farm.  
 
An Atlantic new energy study [16] found that every megawatt of wind energy capacity installed 
would create 2.32 job-years in the Mid-Atlantic region during the construction phase, and would 
create 0.16 permanent jobs in the region during the O&M phase. These include all direct, indirect 
and induced jobs/job-years. If we apply these percentages to job projections for the mid-Atlantic 
and New England region for the scenario at 2030, approximately 64,622 job-years would be 
generated through manufacturing, component supply, wind farm development, construction, 
transportation, and other services with the planned 27.8 GW of offshore wind deployment, and 
only 4,335 long-term jobs would be needed for operations and maintenance work at the wind 
farms, once constructed. If we apply these employment factors for the Vineyard Wind project for 
the 2030 scenario, approximately 3,712 job-years would be generated during the construction 
phase with the 1.6 GW of offshore wind capacity, and only 256 long-term jobs would be 
generated during the O&M phase. Although this extrapolation is subject to differences between 
time and job categories, the bottom line is that the projection figures could establish a barometer 
for the employment potential of the targeted offshore wind projects and a benchmark for analysis. 
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2. Input-output Approach 
 
The offshore wind industry interacts with and has an impact on other economic sectors. The 
relationship between the different economic sectors can be calculated by using an input-output 
(I/O) model. Input-output (I/O) analysis provides detailed information on the flows of 
intermediary goods and services among the sectors of the economy and allows analysts to 
examine detailed representations of a region’s industrial structure. As a result, it is possible to 
trace how changes in one or more sectors of an economy affects other sectors in the region. The 
analysis offers an analytical framework for employment creation from wind energy deployment.  
 
This paper uses the National Renewable Energy Laboratory’s (NREL) Jobs and Economic 
Development Impacts (JEDI) model to project the employment impacts to the Mid-Atlantic and 
New England region that can reasonably be supported by offshore wind development through 
2025 and 2030.  The JEDI model has been broadly utilized in economic modeling, including by 
AWEA and the Commonwealth of Massachusetts.  
 
More specifically, the JEDI model is a spreadsheet-based tool that applies state-level input - 
output (I/O) multipliers and consumption patterns based on various databases and similar studies 
that have been conducted in the U.S. and internationally. Economic multipliers are numeric 
parameters that indicate the total change in economic activity due to a one-unit direct change and 
they are derived from state data files.  Employment impacts are estimated at the state level to 
trace the distribution of impacts within the state and local economy and help to inform new 
policy development to ensure that states and localities are capturing the impacts they desire. The 
primary economic question addressed here is what are the employment impacts of continued 
offshore wind deployment in the region. 
 
2.1. Model Inputs 
 
Model assessments of employment creation are necessarily based on various assumptions. 
Currently, few specifics are known about the development parameters for individual projects 
because project details are still mostly either unknown or undisclosed. To obtain the best 
regional assumptions for this report, this report provides four potential offshore wind deployment 
scenarios in different states of the region. The scenarios vary in terms of assumptions and 
estimates throughout the different phases that are based on information from an extensive 
literature review. The other regional and technical parameters are mainly from the “2018 
Offshore Wind Technologies Market Report” [17] and NREL’s 2019 ATB [18] to conform with 
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the most recent industry and market developments. When the site-specific information is not 
available, we use the default values of a reference project that are representative of a general 
offshore wind project based on real-world projects and historical economic data in the region.  
 
2.1.1. Market and Deployment  
 
There are approximately 28 GW of offshore wind projects that are currently proposed in the mid-
Atlantic and New England regions under varying economic schemes [11]. It is not clear how 
much of the forecasted growth in the region would be met due to financial, technical and 
regulatory issues. Based on the information of the development timelines for each project, this 
analysis assumes that the total capacity will reach approximately 13 GW in 2025 and 28 GW in 
2030.   
 
 2.1.2. Capital Costs 
 
Capital costs are determined by many factors including demand for turbines, maturity of industry, 
availability of skilled laborers, raw material and commodity prices, fluctuations in exchange 
rates, etc. Given the limited number of offshore wind projects in the United States and the lack of 
publicly available data, we used a baseline capital cost from NREL’s recent 2018 Cost of Wind 
Energy Review [19]. Data reported there suggests a representative turbine cost of approximately 
$1,301/kW with a total installed capital cost of $4,444/kW. Estimates of reported capital cost are 
converted to 2020 dollars. For each state, adjustments to the baseline were made to account for 
local differences.  
 
According to the NREL’s report [20], capital costs are adjusted to take account of the reduction 
in costs per unit of capacity, year over year, due to technological advancements, economies of 
scale, and other factors, such as improvement in manufacturing and deployment efficiency. 
These estimates establish upper and lower bounds for cost reduction in the studied region. Under 
the low-growth scenario, a cost reduction of 3.5% every 5 years was applied to the baseline. 
Under the high-growth scenario, average capital cost of offshore wind is assumed to decrease by 
11.2% every 5 years. 
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2.1.3 Supply Chain Investment  
 
Construction 
 
From an economic point of view probably the most important employment impact of offshore 
wind development is related to “where”: where companies create employment, both direct and 
indirect in their supply chain, and where they pay taxes. Sourcing components locally can 
significantly reduce transportation costs and times, while increasing the employment impacts to 
the local economy. For the purposes of this study, we give assumptions on the portions of 
expenditures on each item of labor, material, and equipment that are sourced locally. The higher 
the regional share percentage in a specific item, the more money is being circulated into the 
regional economy, thereby supporting more regional jobs.  
 

§ Turbine supply 
Investments in turbine manufacturing and port facilities are expected to bring new jobs to areas 
where these investments are made. However, nearly 75% of the capital costs spending in the U.S. 
is for equipment purchased from other countries [22]. Most of the world’s major turbine 
manufacturers are currently based in Europe and China [21]. Manufacturing requires skilled 
laborers who design and build the components of the wind turbines and towers. Europe accounts 
for 88% of the global offshore wind installed capacity. Most U.S. offshore developments are 
importing components or have their sights set on importing turbines and major components from 
foreign companies [14]. Although additional growth in the local wind energy market could bring 
turbine manufacturing facilities and additional component suppliers to the region, a stable market 
has not been created in which to manufacture and sell turbines [13]. Based on these facts, this 
analysis assumes that in the low-growth scenario, the development of the regional supply chain 
is minimal and all turbine equipment will likely be sourced from other countries. In the high-
growth scenario, manufacturing is expected to grow in the region with new investment in new 
facilities, and the share of manufacturing expenditures is assumed to be 10% by 2030. The 
assumptions used in this study are in line with those used in the Massachusetts workforce 
assessment [2], which were cited in the Vineyard Wind project Impact Statement [23]. As the 
report indicated, “our economic impact estimates assume that none of the primary components 
will be sourced in Massachusetts during the first 1,600 MW buildout in the Low scenario and 
only a small amount of secondary foundation parts will be locally sourced in the High scenario. 
Capital expenditures that are more likely to be spent in Massachusetts include cables, substations, 
and labor installation costs related to foundations, substructures, tower erection, grid 
interconnection, and development services (e.g., engineering, legal, public relations, ports and 
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staging, marine transportation, etc.).” Appendix A summarizes our regional investment 
assumptions for the regional scenarios. 
 

§ Materials and other equipment 
Materials for pilings, moorings and anchoring systems are already produced locally throughout 
the U.S. Appendix A assumes these materials will be 100% sourced locally. More specialized 
equipment, like foundations and offshore substations, are likely to come from overseas as that is 
where most of the expertise is for offshore wind plants, and the local contribution share is 
expected to vary over time. 
 

§ Construction and Installation Labor 
According to the Massachusetts workforce assessment, “Large installation vessels will be 
brought over from Europe for the foreseeable future since they are costly to build and the U.S. 
pipeline has not developed sufficiently to warrant the construction of a U.S. flagged vessel. 
While the recent 83C bids indicated that the developers are looking to support the construction of 
a U.S. flagged vessel, it remains far from certain if and when this will occur.” [2] However, there 
is still early phase construction work can be done by local contractors, including secondary steel 
manufacturing, logistics support, heavy equipment supply, and ports and staging grounds, etc. 
With the development of the projects, more construction and installation companies would 
presumably relocate to the region or expand their facilities to accommodate the offshore wind 
industry. However, the local share of construction workers is still low. The supervisory roles will 
likely be filled by overseas experts during only the early stage of the development, but then 
evolve. We assume 90 percent local content of management and supervision for the low-growth 
scenario and 95 percent local content for the high-growth scenario. 
 

§ Development services 
Many services, like engineering, legal services, and permitting employees are widely available in 
the region and are all drawn from the local and regional labor market.  
 
Operation & Maintenance 
 
The review of actual experience shows that routine O&M and minor repairs will primarily be 
provided from the servicing port and surrounding area. This is particularly true for the offshore 
wind plant technicians, logistical support workers, engineers, and site managers.  Monitoring is 
often done from a central location for all of the turbines and is managed by a few people. 
However, some maintenance work is filled by subcontractors brought in for short periods. Some 



 11 
 

spare parts like corrective maintenance parts are primarily related to the nacelle and drivetrain 
and need skilled maintenance technicians brought in from outside the region. See Appendix A 
for more details. 
 
2.2. Estimated job creation 
 
Investments in offshore wind activities will create jobs in component manufacturing, turbine 
installation, facility operation and maintenance, and induced jobs are created through additional 
consumer spending from direct and indirect job earnings. The I/O model reports the number of 
jobs under the low-growth and the high-growth scenario for two phases: Construction and O&M. 
 
2.2.1. Construction Period 
 
Direct jobs: Much of the work involved in creating an offshore wind farm goes into 
manufacturing the components, which include rotor blades, structural towers, hubs, 
transmissions, generators and assorted electronic controls. Construction workers assemble 
turbines, erect towers, build roads, and lay cable. Following the local contents assumptions, in 
the low-growth scenario, the offshore wind industry in New England and Mid-Atlantic would 
support 4,390 job-years during the MCI period by 2025, and 8,169 job-years through 2030. All  
projected jobs in this study refer to domestic jobs and do not include any foreign jobs. In the 
high-growth scenario, 6,260 job-years would be created in the MCI of offshore wind turbine by 
2025, increasing to 12,595 job-years by 2030.  
 
Indirect jobs: Many turbine components are imported but supply chain support is seeing 
investment in turbine component manufacture. Indirect jobs measure the secondary impacts set 
into motion by the materials and services demanded in building and installing the equipment. For 
example, workers at a manufacturing plant need raw materials and equipment, contractors at a 
construction site need concrete and heavy equipment, and their work supports additional jobs 
supplying these needs which include development and planning, engineering, financing, 
instalment, operation and management, etc.  In the low-growth scenario, we estimated 11,989 
indirect job-years would be created along the offshore wind supply chain in supporting areas by 
2025, and 26,377 job-years by 2030. Indirect jobs in the high scenario are estimated at 18,259 
job-years by 2025, and 43,621 job-years by 2030.  
 
Induced jobs: In addition to these direct and indirect jobs, workers spend part of their income in 
the local economy, purchasing goods and services like groceries and housing, causing another 
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round of spending in the form of new demands for goods and services produced by regional 
firms. Under the low-growth scenario, 9,043 local revenue and supply chain job-years are 
estimated by 2025, and 21,443 job-years by 2030. Under the high-growth scenario, 12,071 
induced job-years are estimated by 2025, and 29,922 job-years by 2030.  
 
The sum of all three types of jobs provides an estimate of the total employment impact on the 
local economy. See Tables 1-2. 
 

 
 
The analysis suggests that the offshore wind industry would support a total of 55,989 - 86,138 
job-years during construction from 2020 to 2030. Every megawatt of offshore wind capacity 
installed is estimated to support 3.17 year-long manufacturing jobs under the high-growth 
scenario (and 2.06 job-years under the low-growth scenario). The high-growth estimate is 
consistent with the 3.19 job-years found by the Renewable Energy Policy Project [24]. 
 
Offshore wind industry is claimed to support a large amount of jobs during early phases of 
projects. High-skilled workers play a significant role during the construction of the wind plant, 
including welders, electricians, crane operators, steel workers, pile drivers, painters, 
longshoremen, machine operators, etc. However, most high-skilled workers in the U.S. projects  
will be imported from developed countries and thereby limit the positive impacts in the U.S. 
Most job-years supported during the constructing phase are actually in supply chain and induced 
impacts (See Figure 1). In the high-growth scenario, direct manufacturing jobs will only account 
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for 15 percent of the total job-years, while indirect and induced jobs will account for 51 percent 
and 34 percent of the total job-years, respectively. The strong growth in the offshore segment 
does not fully translate into more domestic jobs.  
 

  
 
2.2.2. Operations and Maintenance Period 
 
Offshore wind farms need staff to operate and regularly service the turbines throughout the 
lifetime of the power plant, which is typically around 30 years. These needs create long-term, 
full-time employment. In other words, jobs supported during this phase 
are typically more permanent opportunities. In the low-growth scenario,  operating and 
maintenance needs would support approximately 2,484 onsite permanent jobs in the local 
economy by 2025, and 5,003 permanent jobs by 2030. In the high-growth scenario, 
commissioned offshore wind projects will support 3,533 jobs by 2025, and 6,994 jobs by 2030 
respectively. The model outputs for jobs supported during the O&M period are given in Tables 
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3-4. Every megawatt of offshore wind capacity is estimated to support 0.25 permanent jobs 
during O&M under the high-growth scenario. The finding is in line with the literature on O&M 
job creation [12].  

 
 
Similarly to the construction phase, most of the jobs supported are expected to be indirect and 
induced jobs, while the relative percentage of direct onsite jobs is somewhat higher than the 
construction phase. See Figure 2. The O&M phase is much less labor-intensive than the 
construction phase. Our results indicate that the ratio of temporary construction jobs to 
permanent O&M jobs is very high, which is about 12:1 under the high scenario. In order to be 
precise about the employment results, it is important to distinguish between short-term and long-
term employment effects, and it is not appropriate to measure MCI employment effect on a total 
jobs basis.  
 
According to the economic principles, temporary employment has a negative impact on 
productivity growth and does not benefit long-term technological change for the local economy. 
Due to the limited permanent jobs, there may not be meaningful local employment impacts from 
the offshore wind projects in the long-run. 
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2.3 Comparison of Results of AWEA report, BOEM draft and this Study 
 
The AWEA report [1] used the NREL’s I/O model to estimate the potential employment impact 
of offshore wind development off the East Coast of the United Stated through 2030. Our study 
estimates the employment impact using the same I/O model and the Employment Factor method, 
respectively.  
 
The estimates in Tables 5-6 compare the domestic job-years during the construction phase and 
jobs during the O&M phase produced by the AWEA’s report and our study. The I/O results 
indicate that our study generates higher job-years per MW during construction. According to the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics, approximately 60 percent of jobs in the wind power industry are 
indirect and induced jobs, which include port and staging, logistics, transportation, part-related 
services, developers and development services, contracting and engineering services, etc.[13]. In 
our analysis, we assumed these materials and services are nearly 100% sourced locally because 
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they are widely available in the region based on the publicly available information of the state 
supporting infrastructure availability. However, much of the information underlying the specific 
offshore wind projects is confidential and cannot be peer reviewed. If the AWEA analysis used 
lower local content assumptions for these materials and serveries based on its more direct 
knowledge of project parameters that we don’t have, it is likely that the AWEA’s model would 
produce more conservative results in terms of construction jobs than our analysis. 
  
Meanwhile, we generate much lower jobs per MW during O&M. As O&M jobs may last 
throughout the lifetime of the wind plant and are more likely to be filled by local workers, O&M 
jobs represent the greatest potential for long-term local employment.  
 
Further, our estimates of job-years/jobs from the Employment Factor analysis are more 
conservative than our I/O estimates. As was mentioned in the Employment Factor section, the 
employment factors used in this study were derived from a national survey of companies 
involved in the manufacturing of wind turbines [24]. Surveys are a relatively straightforward 
method and have the advantage of creating a high degree of accuracy because the data comes 
from people with inside knowledge of the project. This suggests the true effect of permanent 
employment resulting from offshore wind development was overestimated in the AWEA’s report.  
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The project-specific Environmental Impact Statement [23], which was developed by the Bureau 
of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM) to assess the potential environment and economic 
impacts from the construction of 1,600 MW of offshore wind power  off Martha’s Vineyard, 
Massachusetts, does not contain sufficient analysis regarding cumulative jobs creation. The 
employment estimates in the Statement were sourced from the analysis in a Massachusetts 
workforce assessment [2], which was also generated from the NREL’s I/O model.  
 
Our study used the same approach to recreate the employment estimates. Due to the uncertainly 
in the portion of labor that will be sourced domestically, and the availability of US-flag vessels 
that can perform the required tasks, our analysis of these projects used the similar local content 
assumptions in the Massachusetts workforce assessment in which there are no strong 
requirements to build and hire domestically. Tables 7-8 display the comparisons of the results. 
Our estimates of both construction job-years and O&M jobs from the I/O model are lower than 
the BOEM’s estimates. The Employment factor analysis found even fewer job-years/jobs that 
will be realized.  
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V. Limitations of the Study and Future Research 
 
Job creation is an important issue for policy-makers since employment is a key factor for the 
economy. The positive effects on the environment and job stimulation in the wind industry were 
often stressed as ‘win-win’ solutions in the public debate. There is a common belief that through 
increased aggregate demand, employment is likely to be stimulated. However, it is not a sound 
principle for environmental regulations from an economist’s perspective. Employment is 
determined by the supply of labor in the long run, and supply-side hurdles can be related to the 
high capital, operating, and financing costs of offshore wind projects.  
 
Although the NERL’s JEDI model is very adaptable and commonly used in many studies, it has 
some limits as do those for job assertions. JEDI results are not intended to be a precise forecast; 
the estimates are based on approximations of the relationship between an industry expenditure 
and its associated economic output [25]. In addition, JEDI captures employment impacts in a 
long supply chain and a wide range of indirect and induced impacts. Estimated employment 
impacts will likely be high due to the larger economy from which to draw for project-level 
resources, as well as the larger multipliers that reflect slower rates of economic leakage from the 
local economy as a whole. Importantly, the input-output analysis only accounts for gross 
employment impacts that result from new investment in offshore wind plants and does not 
consider implications to the broader economy in terms of displacement of alternative generation 
sources, impacts to electricity rates, or impacts from incentive schemes that may support 
offshore wind development. The question of whether the deployment of offshore wind energy is 
beneficial from an economy-wide perspective should be assessed within a framework that 
captures the economy-wide employment effects in terms of net employment. In particular, 
economy-wide price, income and substitution effects are taken into account. These may affect 
the consumption of households or the production of intermediate products and services, as well 
as the competitiveness of entire industries, which arises due to altered energy prices. Net 
employment may be negative depending on which repercussions are taken into account. 
 
According to the available evidence in Italy on green jobs [26], the same amount of capital that 
creates one job in the wind sector would create 6.9 or 4.8 jobs if invested in other industries or 
the economy in general, respectively. The key reason for this is that the cost of electricity 
produced by wind is higher than the conventional sources, which tends to drive the electricity-
intensive companies and industries away and leads to businesses cutting back. It is no surprise, 
therefore, that green investments would generate fewer jobs than investments in other industrial 
sectors of the economy. 
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As mentioned in the Introduction section, the Danish wind industry is often cited as a success 
story for the U.S. to replicate in quick pursuit of “green jobs”. However, in Denmark the dead 
weight loss from offshore wind energy taxation is estimated at around 20% [27]. These taxes 
were designed to support the development of renewable energy, but the tax distortion increased 
the costs of tax financed public projects by at least 20%, which was a pure loss to society. 
Furthermore, the Denmark offshore wind industry is a strong export industry. It seems unlikely 
the U.S. would be able to replicate the large share of exports of wind turbine technology, based 
on its existing capacity and larger overall economy. The Danish experience also suggests that the 
strong U.S. offshore wind growth likely would not benefit the overall economy. It would entail 
substantial costs to the industry and taxpayer, and only to a lesser degree benefit a small part of 
the economy, namely wind turbine owners, wind shareholders and those employed in the sector. 
 
Further research on employment impacts is particularly required to take into account economy-
wide price, income and substitution effects. Comprehensive economic models (e.g. computable 
equilibrium models) can be used to capture all employment impacts including those which occur 
beyond the offshore wind industry and portray the economy-wide employment effects in terms 
of net employment for the region. Adopting a longer-term view to assessment will allow for 
these impacts to be captured, and  for a refined understanding of the net employment impacts 
associated with U.S. offshore wind development. 
 
VI. Conclusion 
 
Although offshore wind projects have a potentially beneficial role to play as part of 
U.S. energy portfolio, a careful investigation of the employment impact shows a surprisingly low 
number of positions at the more permanent level of actual operation and maintenance of the 
offshore wind electricity. In addition, the bulk of the jobs will be created overseas rather than 
here at home, and total domestic employment in manufacturing and construction is small when 
compared with employment in the manufacture of conventional equipment for power generation. 
There are no sound economic arguments to support an assertion that offshore wind investments 
will increase the total level of employment in the longer run when we hold macroeconomic 
conditions constant. The claim that the huge investments on offshore wind would provide 
significant job and economic benefits in the U.S. has been grossly inflated.  
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Marine Fisheries Advisory Committee 

 July 1, 2020 
 

 
The Honorable Wilbur Ross 
Secretary of Commerce 
U.S. Department of Commerce 
1401 Constitution Ave., N.W. 
Washington, DC 20230 
 
Dear Mr. Secretary:  
 
As representatives of a diverse marine user community, the Marine Fisheries Advisory 
Committee (MAFAC) continues to be concerned about the rapid pace of national offshore wind 
development and the challenges and impacts it poses on fish stocks, fishermen, processors, 
fishing communities, and our ability to supply sustainable seafood to our nation; important marine 
ecosystems and protected resources; and the challenges it poses to NOAA’s National Marine 
Fisheries Service (NMFS) mission.  
 
We outlined these concerns to you in a letter dated November 15, 2019.  As promised in that 
letter, we have continued our work on these issues and have developed a report of our findings 
and recommendations for your consideration. 
 
Specifically, this report addresses these concerns: 

 
• Unfunded mandates for NMFS and impacts on annual surveys and other science 

enterprise activities. 
 

• Lack of understanding about potential cumulative impacts to the marine environment. 
 

• Lack of a national, strategic approach to engage multiple stakeholders. 
 

• Funding needs and potential sources to address unfunded mandates on NMFS as well as 
to potentially mitigate losses to displaced commercial and recreational fishing businesses. 
 

The report was approved by the full MAFAC Committee on July 1, 2020. It details 16 
recommendations to address the outlined concerns. We request that you consider these 
recommendations and share them with other, partner federal agencies as offshore wind energy 
development continues its expansion along the U.S. Atlantic coast and to the Pacific, Hawaii, 
Gulf of Mexico, and other regions.  
 
  



ABC 

2 
 

As your stakeholders and advisors, we look forward to your response, and MAFAC stands ready 
to continue to advise you on this effort. 

 
       Respectfully, 
 
        

Erika Feller 
       Chair 
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Introduction 
 
Following an informational presentation on Wind Development in the Marine Environment at 
the 2019 spring meeting in Portland, Maine, the Marine Fisheries Advisory Committee 
(MAFAC) organized an Ad Hoc Working Group to assess the possible social, ecological, 
scientific, and resource management impacts of offshore wind farm development on marine 
fisheries and protected resources of the United States. Many members had heard concerns from 
fellow stakeholders that offshore wind development was progressing at a rapid pace, there did 
not appear to be adequate engagement with the broader fishing community, and members were 
concerned about the potential impacts to NOAA Fisheries research and scientific surveys and 
monitoring. At its next meeting in November 2019, MAFAC met with the Chief of the Office 
of Renewable Energy Programs from the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM, a 
bureau of the Department of the Interior) to better understand the scope of proposed offshore 
wind development.  Following that discussion, MAFAC drafted a list of initial concerns that it 
approved and forwarded to NOAA leadership and the Secretary of Commerce.  The concerns 
sent forward in MAFAC’s November 15, 2019, letter included: 
  

● Understanding how NOAA Fisheries annual surveys and other science enterprise 
activities may be impacted, and what can be done at both the leasing and permitting 
process to mitigate impacts. 

● Lack of understanding about the potential cumulative impacts to marine ecosystems, 
protected species and fisheries, given lease sale environmental impact statements (EISs) 
are developed for particular wind energy areas, which are more localized rather than a 
coast-wide assessment. 

● Lack of a national, strategic approach that implements a process to engage multiple 
stakeholders, in addition to mandatory public comment periods. 

● Unfunded mandates. The MAFAC feels it is critical to secure a funding source and 
process for the expanded demand for regulatory, socio-economic and scientific services 
by securing annual funding sources to support NOAA Fisheries Science Center, 
Regional Office and Headquarters activities including research associated with 
developing a baseline (typically understood to be developed before permitting and 
construction begins) and monitoring construction and operations impacts. 

 
MAFAC pledged to continue investigating these concerns and to develop detailed 
recommendations to submit to NOAA and the Secretary.  This report outlines our concerns in 
more detail and identifies key recommendations to address impacts to NOAA Fisheries surveys 
and research, cumulative impacts to the ecosystem, outreach and collaboration with other 
resource management partners, communications with all stakeholders, and unfunded mandates. 
 

Background and Context 
 
Changes in marine policy and improvements in technology have led to a rapid increase in the 
number of offshore wind-energy proposals and projects being considered over the last five 
years, concurrent with U.S. energy needs. Offshore wind development is considered to be an 
important, future source of energy for the 40% of the U.S. population that lives in coastal 
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communities. Growth in the marine segment of this industry, however, is progressing quickly 
with little or no information available to assist decision makers regarding the economic, social, 
and environmental impacts that are likely to occur in marine systems.  
 
One example of the magnitude and scale of future projects is that approximately 10% of the 
offshore shelf region along the Atlantic coast from North Carolina to Massachusetts is 
currently being considered for development, planning, and future leasing. Floating wind 
technologies are now being planned for the Gulf of Maine and the Pacific coast as well. 
Consistent and comprehensive oversight is needed because such development can impact 
sediment load and current patterns, ecosystem function, ecosystem services, prosecution of 
fisheries, the wellbeing of fishing communities, marine mammal migration, sustainability of 
endangered species, protection of essential fish habitat, aquaculture development, recreation 
fishing practices, vessel safety, and how all these elements interact. Additionally, if not 
managed or considered comprehensively, development can impact annual NOAA Fisheries 
scientific surveys and other data collections, which in turn can impact management of 
important fisheries, protected species, and other mission-critical scientific and environmental 
work of NOAA and other data users. Furthermore, the task to assess and mitigate the potential 
impacts this will have on NOAA Fisheries’ scientific enterprise is vast. However, no additional 
funding has been provided to date to determine the level or extent of the impact, thus creating 
an unfunded mandate. The situation is complex and requires significant coordination to 
account for the multiple federal and state regulatory jurisdictions across multiple coastlines.  
 
MAFAC is concerned that offshore wind development is racing forward without these critical 
issues being fully addressed. Currently, there are 16 active offshore wind leases along the East 
Coast of the U.S. with more Wind Energy Areas under consideration, and wind development 
along the Pacific coast is not far behind. While wind speeds in the Gulf of Mexico are 
generally lower than on other coasts, the large areas with shallow depths available and 
proximity to complementary infrastructure allow consideration there as well, especially in the 
northern and western Gulf. 
 
Meaningful outreach to stakeholders, directly or indirectly affected by wind farms on the outer 
continental shelf (OCS), is a critical requirement for planning these large-scale installations. 
Web-based presentations, conference calls and participation by BOEM in regional forums has 
not been sufficient to engage the varied stakeholder groups affected by offshore wind energy 
(OWE) projects. This has resulted in distrust and anger based on a perceived lack of 
transparency and input into the planning process. 
 
Key stakeholders include commercial and recreational fishers, aquaculturists, fisheries 
scientists and managers, environmental groups, and ocean researchers. Offshore wind 
emplacements impact local ecosystems and have the potential to interfere with fishing 
activities and data gathering needed to support fisheries with sound science. Limiting and 
mitigating those impacts is incumbent on developers and BOEM and can be accomplished 
through a robust public and interagency review and comment process. Due to the potential size 
and impact of these facilities, it is imperative that the public and stakeholders know in advance 
all changes to coastal waters, ecosystems, access, and viewscapes.  
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BOEM has convened Intergovernmental Renewable Energy Task Forces in all states where 
offshore wind energy is developed or considered. These Task Forces do not have members 
from fishing communities, and are limited to local and regional governments, and federal 
agencies including NOAA Fisheries, due to Federal Advisory Committee Act restrictions. 
BOEM has also engaged with the Responsible Offshore Development Alliance (RODA) 
through a Memorandum of Understanding, to which NOAA Fisheries is also a party. RODA 
was formed by the east coast fishing industry to better engage amongst fishermen, and to better 
work with the agencies and offshore wind interests through a regional approach in response to 
offshore development. This industry-funded collaboration with BOEM and NOAA Fisheries 
could be more effective with additional resources to expand and formalize it nationwide. The 
state and regional intergovernmental Task Forces are facilitated by BOEM for information 
exchange and input from regional areas where offshore energy is being considered in the siting 
phase, and do not persist post-leasing. The formation of RODA was an example of one group 
of stakeholders reacting to a process that they were not effectively engaged in. BOEM must 
better inform and engage all stakeholder groups at all levels of the OWE process. 

Issue 1: Impacts to NOAA Fisheries Annual Surveys and Other Science 
Enterprise Activities 
 
Well designed, standardized resource surveys are integral to data gathering processes that 
NOAA Fisheries uses to monitor environmental conditions and determine stock status for the 
Nation’s fisheries along with the conservation and recovery of protected species. Any 
fisherman you talk with, as well as scientists leading NOAA Fisheries surveys, will tell you 
there are certain places in the ocean where gear shouldn’t be set. Be it rocky outcroppings or a 
sunken vessel, such locations are prone to result in lost or damaged gear. With the potential 
deployment of sophisticated wind farm technology on the offshore shelf, there will be a 
significant increase in wind energy gear deployed over the offshore shelf, such as submarine 
cables, anchors, turbine footings, and extensive above-water turbine structures, towers, 
mattressing, scour protection, and increased vessel traffic. In addition to potentially disrupting 
fishing practices and ecosystem services, we wish to highlight certain scientific data gathering 
exercises that may be compromised by the presence of this gear.  
 
Standardized biological and other resource surveys are typically designed with the random 
placement of gear in statistical strata to achieve unbiased estimates of fish abundance, 
distribution, vital rates, and other data. Depending on the density and configuration of the 
deployed wind farm gear, certain areas, even broad areas, may no longer be accessible for 
surveying. Recent reviews of the Marine Recreational Fishery Statistics Survey (MRFSS) 
program, noted that missing critical elements of the fishery can lead to poor estimates of 
landings or, in the case of biological surveys, abundance and demographic parameters (age, 
weight, length, maturity, fecundity, mortality).  Steps should be taken to plan for and avoid 
where possible the loss in the standardized survey practices. The spatial extent, placement, and 
density of the farms will determine whether or not they can be safely fished or surveyed. Under 
certain conditions, how the wind farms are placed may act like a marine protected area, but 
even marine protected areas can be surveyed by NOAA Fisheries.  
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Given the growing interest in offshore wind energy production, the United States should 
become more invested in considering site-specific conservation measures for essential fish 
habitat, habitats of particular concern, spawning areas, areas of high catch-per-unit-effort, 
critical habitat for endangered species, and other biological considerations.  For addressing 
area-based survey statistics, NOAA Fisheries should consider how the present wind farm lease 
locations overlap with key fishing locations and essential fish habitat. Will the wind farm 
structures be creating new habitat, change biological rates or behavioral ecology of species, or 
will it attract species from surrounding habitats and making them more vulnerable to capture? 
Will new survey gear be needed, or will new survey strata need to be created? Other U.S. 
agencies, such as BOEM, need to better coordinate with NOAA, NOAA Fisheries, and other 
stakeholder organizations on these questions to avoid impacts.   
 
If steps are not taken now, increased uncertainty in stock assessments will lead to a decrease or 
reallocation of quotas. This will increase mistrust in government agencies and management. 
When possible, gaps in the data collection might be mitigated using modern estimation 
techniques, but this can often be tricky. Scientists and managers could review the growing 
body of literature on the interactions of wind development on the environment in the North 
Sea, but even this is limited. These North Sea offshore wind energy generators have been in 
place for several decades, some are now being decommissioned, and there may be lessons to be 
learned. However, there is little to no peer reviewed literature on impacts to fisheries surveys, 
resources, or fisheries operations.  

Issue 2: Potential Cumulative Impacts to Marine Ecosystems 
“Considering cumulative effects is...essential to developing appropriate mitigation and 
monitoring its effectiveness” (p. v, CEQ 1997).  
 
The MAFAC wants to ensure that agencies (BOEM, NOAA, etc.) assess potential impacts at 
multiple spatial and temporal scales when scoping the cumulative and indirect effects for 
NEPA. Cumulative direct and indirect impacts to marine ecosystems in the near-term and long-
term are likely to differ regionally, and agencies must be prepared to mitigate effects at both 
scales. Impacts assessments also should assess potential damage resulting from both 
construction and maintenance activities. For example, what are the potential impacts of 
vibrations, sounds, and electromagnetic fields during operation? Moreover, it is paramount that 
agencies assess and mitigate short- and long-term indirect effects such as the relocation of 
shipping channels and fishing grounds, especially when compounded with potential impacts 
from climate change. Like a pebble in a pond, these impacts are likely to ripple throughout the 
ecosystem and affect the lives and livelihoods of all ocean users. 
 
An individual state’s renewable energy mandates may result in OWE projects being evaluated 
piecemeal - one project at a time. MAFAC is concerned that impacts of OWE to address one 
state’s needs may be assessed at the expense of examining regional impacts at larger scales, 
particularly where multiple jurisdictions occur close together. Is there a density limit? Is there a 
carrying capacity above which one additional wind farm could cause irreparable harm to the 
ecosystem? If so, what is that carrying capacity and at what scale - what are the incremental 
costs to marine ecosystems of adding one farm to a landscape full of wind farms? What about 
an undeveloped landscape with no wind farms? How are impacts of cables, which also traverse 
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state waters, being assessed cumulatively? Furthermore, several highly migratory and protected 
species live along our coasts that are likely to be impacted by wind farms, even if farms are 
concentrated in a small area. We encourage permitting authorities to analyze impacts on 
narrow and broad spatial scales including the entire Atlantic and Pacific coasts, irrespective of 
state boundaries. 
 
The MAFAC also is concerned about proposed rule changes to NEPA and how they may 
impact the assessment of indirect and cumulative effects of offshore wind farms. Specifically, 
eliminating the requirement to assess cumulative and indirect effects of federal actions could 
irrevocably damage marine ecosystems including essential fish habitats, fisheries and fisheries 
management, and highly migratory and protected species. Allowing the wind farm and 
alternative energy industry to conduct its own Environmental Assessments and Environmental 
Impact Statements (EIS) is akin to allowing the fox to guard the henhouse. Why would the 
industry be prudent in creating such documents? What expertise would they bring to bear on 
such assessments?  
 
Should the proposed NEPA rule change be implemented, the MAFAC strongly recommends 
that the appropriate agencies stay heavily involved in preparation of these documents 
and only approve those that meet strict standards currently in effect. 

Issue 3: Lack of a national, strategic approach that implements a process to 
engage multiple stakeholders 
 
Members of the fishing industry feel there has been a communication breakdown with BOEM 
regarding OWE. This breakdown has engendered distrust, anger, and fear based on beliefs that 
the areas where they fish can be taken away with little or no say so. There is a perception that 
the “real estate” essential for their business is being reduced on a large scale. The fishing 
industry has a special interest and long-standing economic dependence on U.S. ocean 
resources. The old saying, “You are either at the table or on the menu,” rings true to fishing 
communities. Communication from BOEM on OWE to-date has been insufficient and is 
perceived as perfunctory. Fishing interests and other stakeholders have not been given seats at 
the decision-making level and feel their voices are not being heard. BOEM needs to expend the 
time and resources required to properly engage with the fishing industry and other ocean users 
and incorporate their input into the decision-making process. 
 
Involving stakeholders in environmental decision making creates more realistic policies by 
incorporating citizen’s values, increases trust and buy-in of the users by improving agency 
transparency, and can improve the quality and legitimacy of the decisions by considering and 
incorporating multiple perspectives. The MAFAC feels that siting and construction of offshore 
wind farms (and offshore energy in general) should prioritize involving affected stakeholders 
early in the process. Many of MAFAC’s concerns stem from the fact that offshore wind farm 
siting does not engage stakeholders in a “bottom-up” manner, but rather caters to industry and 
government “insiders.” Improved and proactive communication and outreach by BOEM to 
affected stakeholders, including the nation’s fishing industry and its participants, is critical to 
addressing this issue. Engaging and holding listening sessions with multiple stakeholders is a 
necessary step for BOEM when considering facilities in coastal fishing areas. NOAA Fisheries 
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and BOEM must support and work with existing representative bodies including Fishery 
Management Councils, Fisheries Commissions, and other existing or emerging regional efforts 
that include and prioritize fisheries experience or expertise to share information early in the 
planning process, gain necessary input, and coordinate actions. However, the MAFAC believes 
that outreach must go beyond these bodies and address stakeholders directly, engaging them 
early in the planning process. Planning for large OWE facilities requires fully collaborative and 
transparent ocean planning that seeks to build stakeholder trust and support. 
 
The lack of a national strategy for OWE planning has led to a piecemeal approach that has 
resulted in anger and dissatisfaction by fishermen and others with regional processes. The 
national priority to achieve energy independence and transition to renewable sources resulted 
in OWE projects on the Atlantic seaboard being permitted and constructed with minimal input 
from stakeholders and review by federal and state agencies. As interest in building OWE 
projects in other areas of the U.S. increases and BOEM considers additional lease sales, a 
transparent, comprehensive, accessible, standardized “bottom-up” approach to stakeholder 
outreach will benefit them, the OWE industry, and stakeholders. The current process across 
different regions of the U.S. is disparate and difficult to follow. BOEM needs to improve and 
standardize engagement with coastal communities, recreational and commercial fishers, 
environmentalists, researchers, and other ocean users/industries whose livelihoods and heritage 
depend on responsible use of the coastal areas of the U.S. 
 
Information sources for proposals, actions, research, public comments, etc. are difficult to find 
for many stakeholders. Varied sources of information often make it difficult to track down. 
BOEM has compiled resources at the https://www.boem.gov/renewable-energy website but 
there are numerous other sources of data and information. The MAFAC believes that BOEM 
could better inform the public by including links to other sources of information in their 
website. Currently it takes time and expertise to find some sources including fact sheets at the 
American Wind Energy Association (AWEA) site, research compiled on the Tethys website 
hosted by Pacific Northwest National Laboratory (PNNL) and a host of others. BOEM should 
ensure that stakeholders have all the necessary information easily accessible for input and 
engagement in OWE processes. 
 
Improvements to stakeholder outreach would be achieved by initiating public discussion earlier 
in planning processes. BOEM would benefit by and achieve better outreach by widely 
publicizing proposals including maps and illustrations of proposed facilities with viewscapes 
from shore and other perspectives. BOEM may be meeting its legal responsibilities, but it must 
do more to meaningfully engage stakeholders early and often in the planning process to 
minimize post-development resentment.  
 
Commercial fishers and aquaculturists have a special interest in and dependence on the use of 
the ocean, but many other groups share that interest and dependence. Recreational fishing 
industry and anglers, tourism, the shipping industry, and non-consumptive users are concerned 
about loss of access. Conservation groups are concerned about impacts to local ecosystems and 
migrating animals, and tribal communities share all of those concerns including changes to 
viewscapes that have been part of their culture for thousands of years. BOEM must standardize 

https://www.boem.gov/renewable-energy
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their approach across the U.S. to engage all stakeholders when developing OWE in U.S. 
coastal areas. 

Issue 4:  Funding needs 

A: Unfunded Mandates 
There are significant resource demands required of NOAA Fisheries from Offshore Wind 
Energy development before, during, and after construction with no attached funding 
mechanisms 
 
Offshore wind energy (OWE) development impacts a broad spectrum of people, organizations, 
industries, and environments.  Consequently, OWE development impacts virtually all the 
activities, missions, and responsibilities that fall under the jurisdiction of NOAA Fisheries. 
From habitat impacts, to the implementation of fisheries surveys, factors influencing the 
performance of basic and applied fisheries science, to the economic and cultural well-being of 
fishing stakeholders, and meeting all statutory and regulatory responsibilities, the entire 
spectrum of NOAA Fisheries operations is affected. Considerable attention, therefore, must be 
paid to how each and every potential and actual OWE site around the country is being 
implemented. Close and continuous involvement of NOAA Fisheries personnel with OWE 
activities is required to comply with the agency’s mission. The agency routinely incorporates 
relatively modest ad hoc activities on a daily basis. We are concerned with the quantum, multi 
order-of-magnitude increase of demand on the agency’s resource base. For example, the 
burgeoning EIS review requirement resulting from dramatically increasing site developments. 
The timing and intensity of these rapidly growing OWE activities may require a significant 
shift in NOAA Fisheries’ priorities resulting in an unavoidable interruption in mission 
achievement for the agency. The concern is not for the priority shifts that can be 
accommodated, but for those that result in the inevitable losses or delays in current NOAA 
Fisheries mission priorities.  
 
The losses to marine stakeholders such as recreational and commercial fishers are potentially 
severe and yet left unaccounted for. We’re speaking here of costs and risks to the various 
communities in economic, social, environmental, and scientific terms resulting from OWE 
development that goes unmonitored and whose impacts are left unaddressed. We are also 
mindful of the unknown or unintended costs that are not foreseen, but inevitable. However, this 
discussion is related to the existing, foreseeable costs adversely impacting how the NOAA 
Fisheries carries out its mission and that need immediate attention and resolution. We are not 
addressing the impacts to other agencies, states, or non-Fisheries Service-related activities. 
 
Perhaps the most significant impact is to the ongoing scientific programs currently being 
carried out by the NOAA Fisheries; science is intimately involved from the very first step of an 
OWE project and then for decades beyond the life of that development. Since OWE is 
relatively new, there is much not known about basic questions concerning its impact on the 
marine environment, so basic research is needed for the most pressing of those questions. To 
their credit, BOEM has funded some of those studies and hopefully will continue to do so. 
Current projects being funded by BOEM and the Department of Energy, however, do not fully 
address the concerns raised here. The new research and the implementation of management 
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actions that is necessary to anticipate and address regional impacts is a major concern. At a 
minimum, funding must be available to support the highest priority questions of both basic and 
applied research for any OWE project under consideration for implementation. We recognize 
that not all science issues can or will be addressed, but certainly those that potentially have a 
major impact on the environment, the ability of the agency to carry out congressional 
directives, or otherwise address social and economic impacts to stakeholders will need 
additional financial support to ensure the bare minimum of a scientific understanding to 
support ongoing managerial actions. 
 
Another issue of concern is the negative impact of OWE projects may have to existing science 
supporting fisheries management and protected species conservation and recovery programs, as 
noted under Issue 1, above. For example, long standing trawl surveys provide fundamental 
information to support annual stock assessments. Given the spatial extent and density of the 
proposed wind farms along with proposed maximal turbine blade heights, ongoing research 
and survey monitoring may have to be altered or canceled due to the location, elevations, and 
spatial distribution of a particular OWE development. Furthermore, traditional fishing grounds 
may be overtaken, forcing the fleet to move elsewhere with the subsequent disruption in both 
livelihoods as well as data collection. The costs and consequences of a disruption or 
discontinuance of existing activities may not be known for many years. Mitigation for these 
impacts needs to be part of each OWE development’s cost consideration. 
 
Finally, there is also the issue of the obligations of NOAA Fisheries to provide scientific 
support and regulatory consultation for each OWE project. The agency’s science arm is 
currently stretched thin with limited resources to support their mission. Unplanned workload 
means additional demands on staff and resources within the agency. Beyond the research and 
consultation demands are the administrative needs to support them. And while this area is 
normally not an area for great concern, OWE projects have demonstrated a new level of 
attention and need for resources that currently do not exist. For example, the NOAA Fisheries 
has long and extensive experience and expertise in dealing with NEPA and EISs. It is clear that 
BOEM will require considerable support in the near- and possibly medium-term to ensure that 
marine environments are not significantly compromised. It is also clear that an eagle eye will 
be required for all future OWE developments to ensure that the NOAA Fisheries mission is not 
compromised. The recent experience with the Vineyard Wind DEIS is a good example of that 
problem. While it is reasonable to expect BOEM to eventually ascend the learning curve and 
achieve sufficiency in developing EISs, it is also likely that considerable input from each 
affected Fisheries Science Center and Regional Office will be necessary until that level is 
achieved. Given the limited number of staff available to each Center and Regional Office, an 
increase in staffing with the necessary funding should be expected. The potential magnitude of 
additional staff required may be quite large. 
 
These problems, often referred to as unfunded mandates, resulting from rapid OWE 
development, will exacerbate current demands on the agency. The expanding magnitude of the 
impact is almost certain to put NOAA Fisheries in an untenable position. Either it seriously 
compromises the vital functions of the agency that are required to fulfill its mission or the 
attention that will be given to OWE considerations will be less than adequate. We believe that 
neither outcome is acceptable. Consequently, efforts must be made to acquire the resources 
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needed to both achieve congressional mandates and to adequately support ongoing and future 
OWE projects  
 
Additional funding is critical to ensuring NOAA Fisheries both accomplishes its mission and 
accommodates the workload engendered by OWE. The message is clear: additional funding is 
a sine qua non as a result of OWE. We note that there are other activities that remain unfunded 
outside of those pertaining to NOAA Fisheries directly that are not addressed here, namely 
those that will be faced by state agencies, councils, commissions and other management 
institutions as well as by the stakeholders and public. 
 

B. Other Funding Needs (non-NOAA) 
      
Absent adequate mitigation such as redesigning and relocating OWE projects, and to alleviate 
catastrophic loss of income, a last resort remedy would be for OWE developers to reimburse 
fishermen to compensate them for displacement from fishing grounds before, during, and after 
construction. The MAFAC urges NOAA Fisheries to work with BOEM to create a plan for 
collecting and distributing money for this purpose. 
 
We recognize that Congressional action is intimately tied into the several possible funding 
sources listed in Section C, below. It is incumbent upon NOAA Fisheries to describe the 
problems in detail to Congress and its stakeholders so that they a) fully understand and 
appreciate the issues; and b) are sufficiently well-informed to take such action as they deem 
appropriate.  
 
The MAFAC recommends that NOAA Fisheries develop a specific and comprehensive 
rationale for funding needs. Generalities are insufficient to make the argument and win 
support. Details on costs, mechanisms for implementation, and timelines are critical to 
avoiding the higher risks and costs anticipated down the line. These details should be outlined 
now so that funding can be prioritized, and sources of funding can be identified.  
 

C. Potential Funding Sources 
 
To comprehensively assess the benefits and consequences of OWE development, funding 
likely will come from a combination of different sources. Adequate funding is necessary to 
mitigate environmental degradation, socio-economic impacts to stakeholders, and disruptions 
in how NOAA Fisheries carries out its mission, as outlined in Section A, above.  
 
Here we list some possible sources of funding:  
 

1. Increased Congressional budget allocation - If achieved - would serve a threefold 
purpose. First, it would provide much of the funding necessary to conduct a 
comprehensive risk assessment. Second, it would identify the problem and its 
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magnitude to the public to generate further support. Thirdly, by identifying the risks 
and benefits of OWE, it would inform other related Congressional missions.  
 

2. Flag additional support funds through BOEM, DOE, and other Federal agencies- 
Importantly, the right type of funding would be optimally identified informally agency 
to agency by jointly framing the problem and seeking equitable solutions.  
 

3. Targeted lease sale funds allocation - Instead of all funds going to the general 
treasury, allocate portions of the proceeds to NOAA Fisheries to cover additional 
expenses resulting from the development over its implementation and lifetime.  
 

4. Identify a mechanism for taxation on OWE development - As a fee for the 
opportunity, the company funds the additional costs to the agency over the lifetime of 
the project. It could be an upfront or amortized payment.  
 

5. Create a reimbursement fund by OWE developers to compensate fishermen for loss 
of income and displacement of fisheries. 

 

Recommendations 

Recommendations to address impacts to NOAA Fisheries surveys and research 
 

1. Given additional funding, consider the impact of alternative survey designs as well as 
survey mechanisms (e.g. newly developed vessels, alternative gear conformations, 
further development of remote sensing approaches such as acoustic and video 
monitoring operated off ROVs or fixed monitoring stations).  

2. Look to existing OWE implementations (i.e. OWE in the North Sea) as well as the 
experience gained from challenges experienced in the regular operation of U.S. surveys 
(e.g. government shutdowns, weather, oil platforms, shipwrecks) that have interrupted 
either temporarily or permanently ongoing assessment and monitoring programs. 

3. Make sure to include peer review to ensure that whatever changes are mandated are 
carried out so that the best possible science is being used.   

Recommendations to address cumulative impacts 
 

1. We encourage permitting authorities to analyze impacts on narrow and broad spatial 
scales including the entire Atlantic and Pacific coasts, irrespective of state boundaries. 

2. MAFAC strongly recommends that the appropriate agencies stay heavily involved in 
preparation of these documents and only approve those that meet strict standards 
currently in effect. 

Recommendations to improve outreach and collaboration 
 

1. As one step in ensuring open communication, the MAFAC recommends that NOAA 
and BOEM continue to support and work with existing representative bodies including 
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Fishery Management Councils, Fisheries Commissions, and other existing or emerging 
regional efforts that include and prioritize fisheries experience or expertise to share 
information early in the planning process, gain necessary input, and coordinate actions. 
MAFAC recognizes BOEM and NOAA for better collaboration through the Vineyard 
Wind process. BOEM has made significant analytical improvements through their 
Supplemental EIS process, including acknowledgement of major cumulative impacts to 
fishing. 

2. To address concerns about piecemeal activities authorized by the states, the MAFAC 
recommends better coordination of OWE development projects across multiple 
agencies and multiple jurisdictions. 

Recommendations for better communications with stakeholders 
 

1. BOEM and other federal agencies and states need to engage stakeholders in a bottom-
up, multi-user manner. MAFAC recommends BOEM focus on better coordination, 
utility, and efficiency in communication and use the many avenues of communication 
that already exist including public hearing processes, rather than generation of excess 
email traffic. When effective, BOEM should share and request that all Fishery 
Management Councils, Commissions, and other organizational bodies (e.g. Gulf of 
Mexico Alliance) broadcast their OWE notices.  

2. BOEM should publicize proposals early in the permitting process in widely read 
regional and local media outlets, using user-friendly language (reduce jargon), and 
should include conceptual drawings, maps, or other user-friendly visuals. All visuals 
should clearly depict what is proposed, what activities it encompasses, and what spatial 
areas may be proposed closed to fishing, research, or other activities. This should 
include not just the placement of wind turbines, but also transmission cables, anchor 
cables, or other structures. 

3. Independent expertise from commercial fishermen, aquaculturists, processors, 
environmental groups, academia, and other affected parties and stakeholder interests 
should have permanent seats on all wind energy committees and subcommittees. 
Ensure all coastal communities’ interest groups are included. 

4. BOEM, NOAA, and other federal government leadership should be accountable and 
work hand in hand with affected communities over outsourcing needs whenever 
possible.  

5. BOEM and the wind energy companies involved in this process need to invest time 
with commercial fisherman, processors, charter operators, all fishing associations, 
ports, and other representative groups from fishing communities to better understand 
what is necessary to preserve these industries. This need is greater than an occasional 
meeting or webinar, or stopping for an hour for a brief chat. Town hall meetings are 
also important. 

6. Recommend a one-stop shop information portal linking to peer reviewed research and 
data - communication is diffuse and difficult to stay current. This should include all 
proposed projects, organized regionally and by state rather than by project name. 
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Recommendations to address unfunded mandates 
1. It is recommended that NOAA Fisheries identify the basic science gaps applicable to 

OWE development that have the real potential for significant degradation to the marine 
ecosystems for each project. This prioritized list is the sine qua non for fundamental 
research studies to be funded as the result of OWE activities. 

2. NOAA Fisheries should identify risks (costs, losses of information) associated with 
factors inhibiting the normal prosecution of science and data collection associated with 
NOAA Fisheries science obligations. For example, does the footprint of a proposed 
wind farm disrupt long term bottom trawl survey objectives? If so, is there a way for 
that information to be collected in some other fashion or the cost of collecting using 
alternative methods mitigated? 

3. Given that NOAA Fisheries is now being tasked with assessing the impact of wind 
farm installations in addition to its other duties, one must recognize that as important as 
that effort on impact assessment is, unless additional funding and personnel for 
conducting these tasks is provided, this work will detract from equally important tasks 
given the zero sum game that budgeting and time management are. An example would 
be a reduction in survey and time spent on data collection, stock assessment and 
management, endangered species research and enforcement, etc. To address the 
administrative costs that are beyond the agency’s ability to absorb without appreciable 
disruption to the agency’s mission, the NOAA Fisheries should identify such losses and 
costs. Once these losses and costs are identified, they will serve as part of the 
justification for additional funding. 
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Appendix A.  Comments submitted by the Responsible Offshore 
Development Alliance (RODA) 
 
MAFAC made this report, as a draft, available for review by the public before its June 30 – 
July 1, 2020 meeting.  It was reviewed by the Responsible Offshore Development Alliance 
(RODA), which submitted detailed and general comments.  MAFAC discussed each comment, 
accepted some edits to its draft report, and agreed to append these comments to this report, for 
NOAA and Department of Commerce consideration. 
 

• Suggest recommending improved consistency between NMFS and National Ocean 
Service; NMFS should serve as technical lead on project review elements addressing 
effects to fisheries/protected species, including coordination in review of federal 
consistency determinations under the Coastal Zone Management Act.   

• Consider recommending creation of a FACA committee for siting of offshore wind 
projects, so that fisheries expertise is better included early in development; 
alternatively, establish a formalized fishermen’s advisory body (including fisheries 
scientists) under the MOU with BOEM and RODA so that there is consistency and 
support resources across regions and states. 

• For other federal efforts addressing offshore wind and fisheries interactions, request 
leadership or strong involvement by NOAA; for example, recently-released DOE 
Request for Information1 about environmental-related research needs concerning 
offshore wind energy development in the U.S. This would improve dedicated science 
funding to NMFS and minimize duplication of effort and ensure inclusion of most 
appropriate expertise. Through this and other measures, it’s important to start to address 
Dept. of Commerce equities vis-à-vis other agencies with considerably more funding 
for this work. 

• Suggest recommending addition of fishery management council and Atlantic States 
Marine Fisheries Commission representation to BOEM Intergovernmental Task Forces 
(akin to how councils were eventually included in Regional Ocean Partnerships after 
initial guidance that councils don’t qualify as “federal agencies” under FACA was 
revised)  

 

                                                 
1 Available here: https://pnnl.us13.list-
manage.com/track/click?u=24d3a0ce114eae567017131b4&id=6d4c85a237&e=fdda0d474b 

https://pnnl.us13.list-manage.com/track/click?u=24d3a0ce114eae567017131b4&id=6d4c85a237&e=fdda0d474b
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